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PUBLISHER'S PREFACE 

To transcribe this public debate from tape recordings and publish 
all twenty-four speeches plus all charts of both speakers has been a most 
difficult task. There has been no time to relax during the eight months 
from the time of the debate to the issuing of the book. We are grateful 
for the patience of the hundreds who ordered the book prior to its pub· 
lication. 

According to previous agreements, each speaker has read the man
uscript taken from the tapes and has made grammatical corrections only 
without any changes in the substance or argumentation. Each speaker 
~s given opportunity to proof read the other speaker's corrected manu
script. Both have also had opportunity to read and cross-examine the 
final type-set copy with the charts affixed, prior to publ ication . 

A special word of appreciation is expressed to Olan Hicks who pro
vided excellent tape recordings which served as masters for both the cas
sette albums (see advertisement at end of book) and the published book. 
The fair and true recording of every word and argument in this book is 
subject to easy confirmation by anyone who will take the time and ef
fort to listen to the tapes while reading the book. 

The great need for careful study on this subject is obvious in ana· 
tion where divorce is almost as common as marriage. This is not the first 
publication issued from Star Bible on the subject. As early as 1958, in 
Montreal, Canada, we issued a brief study authored by this writer entitled 
"Divorce and Remarriage" which has gone through many editions with
out a change. It advocates what was termed the "usual view" advanced 
in this discussion by the first negative speaker. Although-we obviously 
cannot agree with every argument made in this book, we have pledged 

ourselves to a fair and true communication of all views of both speakers. 
We believe we have been entirely true to our commitment. 

No "winner" or "victor" is elected or announced at a public re
ligious debate. The purpose IS to lay down every position and practice 
alongside God's Word for study, prayer and discernment by each indi
vidual who hears and reads. Our prayer is that truth shall be victorious 
in the heart of every person who reads this book. 

Alvin Jennings 
Star Bible & Tract Corp. 

October 12, 1977 
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INTRODUCTION 
By James E; Gary, Chairman 

Jim Waldron of the Knoxville area, teacher in the East 
Tennessee School of Preaching, will be one of the contestants. 
Olan Hicks, Of the Harriman congregation, minister there, will 
be the other. Assisting Brother Hicks is his son. Clint Hicks 
from Lenoir City, and assisting Brother Jim Waldron is Brother 
Roy Deaver of Hurst, Texas. I am Jim Gary from Chattanooga. 
Tennessee. 

A debate does not necessarily have to be a time of high 
. tension and anxiety. It's an opportunity to find the truth, to 

pursue it, to expose it. We want everyone to listen attentively. 
and we're going to go over _. number of things here in the way 
of rules of debate to make it clear what we're trying to do. 
We will follow Hedges Rules of Debate condensed in about 
eight points, which we will read for the benefit of those that 
are assembled. If you are not amember of the Church of Christ, 
we want to welcome you. Most of those in attendance will be 
members of the church we're sure. We want everyone to realize 
that this discussion is not entered into in a spirit of malice or 
contention. Both of these men are Christian gentlemen; they 
believe in their Viewpoint. They're interested in seeing the truth 
arrived at and publicized. 

There has been an arrangement with Star Bible and Tract 
Corporation for the taping and the publication in written form 
of the debate; and according to the arrangements made with 
them, we are requested to ask the audience not to make 
individual tape recordings. There are a number of applications 
available that have been passed out to many people, I'm sure. 
on which you can request copies of the book and copies of 
the tapes, which will be just a little over the actual cost of their 
production we understand. We want this to receive as wide 
a circulation as possible. I know both parties are interested 
In that. Let me read a little bit In this connection: "Joint 
arrangements have been made for publication. Each speaker 
is to review his speeches and to have ninety days to correct 
grammar and sentence structure. No argument changes are 
to be made. and no new material Is to be added. Written 



4 

questions are to be limited to five per speaker per night, and 
those questions have already been submitted to each 
contestant." We'd like to request that the audience not make 
any demonstrations. We request specifically (and of course we 
ean only request, as we did about the tape recordings) 
incidentally, that there be no chorus of "amens", either one 
way or another. 

Leave the discussion to the debaters. Try to listen with an 
unbiased mind in as much as possible, and please after we 
are dismissed tonight, don't find someone of opposing view 
and get into a big argument with h!m, we urge you. Let the 
debate be discussed throughout this week in order to get all 
the material, which these men have spent iong hours and days 
in preparing In order to present both sides. 

The propositions are as follows: The proposition which is to 
be affirmed tonight by Brother Olan Hicks is: "Unscrlpturally 
divorced and remarried people may continue in the remarriage 
without further sin." As noted, Brother Hicks affirms. Brother 
Jim Waldron denies. The format of the debate will be the same 
each night. There will be two thirty-minute speeches. one by 
the affirmative, one by the negative. Then there will be two 
shorter speeches by the affirmative and negative of fifteen 
minutes each. And then a third series of two fifteen minute 
speeches. After the first thirty minute speech there will be a 
five minute break, approximately. After the second, a five 
minute break, and after the second series of fifteen speeches, 
there will be a five minute break, and we'll note those so 
everyone will be in accord. 

The proposition that will be affirmed Thursday and Friday 
evening, is as follows: "The Bible teaches that unseriptural 
divorce renders any succeeding marriage invalid and 
adulterous In the Sight of God as long as the original parties 
Ilva." That will be the oposlte of what Brother Hicks in effect 
Is affirming tonight. 

Now, let me go over some pOints of debate. These gentlemen 
are fully aware of what debate procedures are, and we want 
the audience (perhaps those who are not too familiar with 
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debate and Its procedures) to know what they are using as 
their standard. I will be presiding to the extent that If there 
Is any violation of these and It Is pointed out by one or the 
other contestants or their assistants, and I feel It's necessary 
to make a correction or to call time In order to make the 
correction, I will do that. 

Am, we are going by the Hedges Rules of Debate: (1) The 
terms In which the question In debate Is expressed and the 
precise point It Issues should be so clearty defined that there 
can be no misunderstanding respecting them. 

(2) Secondly, the parties should mutually consider each other 
as standing on a footing of equality in respect to the subject 
of debate. Each should regard the other as possessing equal 
talents, knowledge, and desire for the truth with himself, and 
that it is possible therefore, that he may be in the wrong and 
his adversary In the right. 

(3) Thirdly, all expressions which are unmeaning or without 
effect in regard to the subject of debate should be strictly 
avoided. 

(4) Fourthly, personai reflections on an adversary should in 
no Instance be Indulged. 

(5) Fifthly, no one has a right to accuse his adversary of 
indirect motives, that Is to impugn motives or to assess motives 
or desires which are not clear in his action or his own public 
avowals. 

(6) The consequences of any doctrine are not to be charged 
on him who maintains it unless he expressly avows them. An 
opponent may make a deduction about where position leads 
and present that, but he may not charge that his opponent 
realizes this or agrees with it and supports that deduction. 

(7) As truth and not victory is the professed object of 
controversy, whatever proofs may be advanced on either side 
should be examined with fairness and candor, and any attempt 
to ensnare an adversary by the arts of sophistry, or to lessen 
the force of his reasoning by wit. cavilling, or ridicule is a 
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violation of the rules of honorable controversy. And that 
mouthful just means that one is not to reflect upon the 
Intentions of the characoter of his opponent. And I feel that that 
will not be any problem during any of these four evenings. 

(8) In the final negative, no new material should be 
Introduced. That Is, the final speech of any night cannot contain 
material which the opponent does not have an opportunity to 
answer that evening. 

We want to begin this session this evening then, with the 
attitude of respect and love of the truth and a desire to see 
It proclaimed. We want to begin with prayer. 
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HICKS FIRST AFFIRMA TlVE 
Monday, February 21, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, brethren moderators, Bro. Waldron, ladies 
and gentlemen: It's· indeed a pleasure for me to come before 
you 10night in defense of the affirmative side of the proposition 
that has been read in your hearing. The first part of my 
proposition begins, "the scriptures teac"." In defining this 
proposition I'd like to define in the very on~t what I mean by 
that standard the scriptures teach . I hope and trust that we 
are all here for the purpose of determining what the scriptures 
say,what pleases God rather than trying to find ammunition 
for what we prefer to believe. And I firmly believe that all of 
us here are here tonight for that purpose and for that reason. 
This is why we plan to present for you tonight what the 
scriptures say, and this is our entire standard of judgement 
on this or any religious question. Would you put up the first 
chart please . 

• ,(HI THF. STANOARO OF TRI!TH 

A d oc tr i ne is no t fa l se be c au s e you never heard o ! i t befo re. 
or because j ti s contrary t o what you h~ve a r ....ays under s t ood , 
or beca use you are not wr I r 'n9 to accept i t . 

Ne (-ther is r t r"! ght because you can l t d I spr ov e J t, no r- becau s 
a b ig name pre.echer edvoce tes It, no r bec a use it i s .... ha t the 
major I t y be II eves. 

A ted, hi ng is r ight or wrung bd'ioed u pon whJt God has rev~d \ c d 

in his word. rhe word of tru th is the 'iole st.:mJ,u d to ~o by. 

OUOTED FROM THE GET'IIELL REMINDE R, Vo l .XVII 
Se pt . 23, 1976 NLJTlber 39 

Published by Getwe ll , hurc h uf Ch rIS t 
Mem phis, Tennessee 

"A doctrine is not false because you never heard it before 
or because it is contrary to what you have always understood 
or because you are not willing to accept it. Neither is it right 
because you cannot disprove it nor because a big name 
preacher advocates it, nor because it is what the majority 
believes." Notice the underlined part at the bottom of the 
chart: "A teaching is right or wrong based upon what God 
has revealed in his word. The word of truth is the sale standard 
to go by." Just here I apologize to Bro. Waldron and Bro. 
Deaver for not having copies of these charts for them. I had 
thought to do so, and my time got away and I did not get that 



8 
done. I will have copies of the charts for them after tonight's 
session. I trust they'll be able to follow these charts as they 
appear on the screen, at least what the mes,age of them Is. 

Now you'll notice at the bottom of this chart that this Is a 
quote from the Getwell Reminder, published by the Getwell 
Church of Christ, Memphis, Tennessee. The Getwell Church 
of Christ and the editors of this bulletin from which this Is 
quoted are on the other side of this question from where I 
stand, and yet this Is true. This Is right. Now that means that 
both they and I say that the only standard by which we can 
Judge a religious question is the Bible. Put up the next chart 
please. 

.ZIH) STATEMENT BY ALEXAND£R CA*B£LL, os quoted by Eor r ~.st 
In "The Se~"ch For the Ancient Or-der,"CVol . l. Pgs.55- S6) 

" ' cal l no ~n ~ste'" upon the earth; and although my own 
father has been a dll igent student. and" teacher of the 
Christran religion s ince his youth; and, in my opinion, 
under stands this book a~ wei I as any person with whOTl J 

MI acquainted, yet there is no ".an with whom , have debated 
more, and reasoned more, on al I subjects. than he -- J ha ....e 
been so lon9 dfsclpJlned in tne school of free inQu i ry, that 
I f I know my own mind . tt'lere is not a man upon the ea r th 
whose authority can Influence me, any farther than he COT1es 
with the authority ' of evidence, reason, and truth •....... 
• '. I have endeavored to read the scr iptures as though no 
one had read them before me; and I am as much on my guard 
against read i ng them today, through the medium of my o'Wn 
views yesterday , o r a wee~ ago , as I am aga: ins t being in-
t I uenced t>y any foreign name, au'thor i ty, or system 'Whatever ." 

Obviously there is something else at issue, something else 
involved in our difference. This is a statement from an early 
pioneer of the Restoration Movement. Alexander Campbell as 
quoted by Earl West in The Search of the Ancient Order, 
volume I, page 55 & 56, said, '" call no man master upon the 
earth, and although my father has been a diligent student and 
a teacher of the Christian religion since his youth, and in my 
opinion understands this book as well as any person with whom 
I am acquainted, yet there is no man with whom I have debated 
more or reasoned more on all subjects than he. I have been 
so long disciplined in the school of free inquiry, that if I know 
my own mind, there is not a man upon the earth who.se 
authority can Influence me any farther than he who comes with 
the authority of evidence, reason, and truth." This was the 
attitude of Alexander Campbell. Notice he says further, "I have 
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endeavored to read the scriptures as though no one had read 
them before me, and I am as much on my guard against reading 
them today through the medium of my own views yesterday 
or a week ago, as I am against being Influenced by any foreign 
name, authority, or system whatever." In other words 
Alexander Campbell knew that just reading the Bible is not 
enough. He knew that It had to be rightly handled. These 
pioneers In the beginning of the Restoration Movement 
recognized that many people who are the most confused about 
Bible subjects are daily Bible readers. And this is true today. 
Many people who can boast that they have read the volume 
of the scriptures all the way through several times are some 
of the most confused people and steeped in error up on the 
face of the earth. 

"3IH) 

"G I VE 01 LlGENCE TO PRESENT TriYSElF APPROVED UNTO GOD, 
A WORKMAN TriAT NEEDETri NOT TO BE ASHAMED . HANDll NG 

~RIGHT THE WORD OF TRUTH." 2 Tim.2: 15 (ASV) 

BASIC RESTORATION PRINCIPLES OF BIBLE USAGE 

1 • SPEAK WHERE TH E BIBLE SPEAKS , BE S I LENT WHERE THE 
BIBLE IS SILENT. 

2.A 	"THUS SAITh THE LORD" FOR EVERY ITS-1 OF WORSHIP, 
OOCTRINE, OR ORGAN IZATION. 

3.SCRIPTURAl AUTriORIZATION GIVEN IN THREE WAYS, 
CO/of.1AND, APPROVED EXAMPLE, NECESSARY I NrERENCE. 

4.STUDY ALL PASSAGES GIVEN ON A SUBJECT. DO NCT 
I SOLATf PASSAGE S AND ARRAY THE M AGA I NST EACH OTHER. 

5.CONSIDER EACH PASSAGE IN THE LIGHT OF ITS CONTEXT , 
HISTORICAL BACKGRClJNO, AND IN TEW,S OF WHO I S 
SPEAKING , TO WHa-l, AND IN WHAT C1RCLMSTANCE. 

And so, (would you put up the next chart, please?) tnese 
beginners or pioneers of the Restoration Movement therefore 
tried to establish, not a finalized creedal statement of what is 
true and what isn't, but rather a system of proper usage of 
the scriptures, that would enable us to continue to be a 
Restoration Movement regardless of what questions come 
along. In other words, the Bible rightly handled will tell us the 
truth. The Bible mishandled will lead us into error. This is 
recognized by this quote from 2 Tim. 2:15 in the American 
Standard Version, "Give dtligence to present thyself approved 
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unto God, a workman that needeth not to be ashamed, 
handling aright the word of truth." 

Now I want to tell you something right here. The last thing 
in the world that I want to be is a liberal. I am by no stretch 
of the imagination committed to the principles of liberalism. 
As a matter of fact, up until I was about 12 years old the family 
in which I grew up were one cuppers, anti-Sunday School, 
anti-located preacher, anti-everything. That's the parents that 
brought me up. 

When I was about 12 years old, they studied their way out 
of those heresies, but they never did study their way out Qf 
the basic concept of accuracy in reading the Bible and studying 
the Bible. In other words, proper handling of the scriptures. 
As a matter of fact, this is the thing that keeps me, tonight, 
from accepting the position advocated by Bro. Waldron in this 
debate. This is why I cannot accept it. It is simply not accurate. 
It's not because it's too liberal or because it's too conservative 
or too other -isms. It's because it's just simply inaccurate. 

Now I admit in the very outset that Bro. Waldron or most 
anyone else can establish that position by the Bible 
mishandled. And I believe that this is going to be the key to 
our difference in this debate. It is not a question of reading 
the Bible or using the Bible; we're both going to use the Bible. 
We're both going to present the Bible as evidence, but what 
I want you to look for is who uses the Bible handled rightly 
and who uses it in the denominational fashion to sustain his 
arguments, or attempt to. 

Now notice on this chart here, the basic principles of 
Restoration usage. Number one, "speak where the Bible 
speaks, be silent where the Bible is silent." A "thus saith the 
Lord" for every item of worship, doctrine, and organization. 

Scriptural authorization is given in three ways: by command, 
approved example, or necessary inference. Study all passages 
given on a subject. Do not isolate passages and array them 
against each other. 

And number five, consider each passage in the light of its 
context, its historical background, and in terms of who is 
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speaking, to whom, and In what circumstance. 

Ladies and gentlemen, in all kindness I am prepared to say 
to you tonight, and I believe this will bear itself out as the 
d~bate progresses, this is the core of our issue. The position 
that I advocate, harmonizes with the Bible used in these five 
ways. And I believe that you'll see, and I leave this to your 
judgement, as attempts are made to sustain the negative of 
this proposition, it will have to be done by a denominational 
usage, not being silent where the Bible is Silent, but adding 
into passages far beyond what they actually say. There cannot 
be produced a thus saith the Lord for the doctrine that 
unscripturally divorced and remarried people may not remain 
in that marriage. There cannot be produced a "thus saith the 
Lord" that those people have to separate. There will not be 
produced a scriptural authorization in any o~e of these three 
ways--command, approved example, or necessary inference. 
Not any of them. I'll present mine in all three of them. 

Passages will be isolated and considered alone, rather than 
In harmony with the full text of the Bible. They'll be lifted out 
of their context historically as well as what they say in the 
printed page . 

• 'IHI THI:. TWO SIDES OF OUR ISSUE PLAINLY ST ATEO 

'~~~Y7~~ ~~~ ~~l~~ 12~~L~~~~~ =~~~£ 
ONLY WAY THty CAN EVER BE RIGHT ELSE. THEY CAN ......KE THIN:1S RIGHT 
WITH GOO IS BY ANJrnER OIVCft:E. WITH coo IN WAYS OTHER THAN 

(OR ITS £QUIVALENT-'- ~DI'V~ . - -

RfSOLVED: THE SCRIP'ruRES Tf10l l'Ho'IT UN$CRIPTllRAllY DivORCED 
A"f) REMARRIED PEoPtE ~y CX)NTIMJE IN THE REIotARR1AGE 
WITHOUT FUR'TI-IER SIN. 

AFF I~I~: Ow H.icJu 

DENY rN:1: JiJa ib.l.cVtctt 

All right, the next chart, if you will please, number four. Now 
in further definition of our proposition, when I say, "the 
scriptures teaCh", I mean the scriptures rightly used teach that 
unscripturally divorced and remarried people may continue in 
remarriage without further sin and that just simply sets up a 
two-sided proposition. Right here it Is. These are the only 
two sides. Either. when two people divorce, number one, 
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un scripturally, then marry someone else, the only way they can 
ever be right with God is by another divorce, or Its equivalent. 
It may be contended that they may not necessarily have to 
divorce, but stop being husband and wife-the equivalent of 
it. 

Now my side of this proposition is the opposite of that. When 
two people divorce un scripturally and marry someone else, they 
can make things right with God in ways other than another 
divorce. It's just as simple as that, brethren. That's all there 
is to it; those two sides. 

My signature is on the affirmative of this. Jim Waldron's 
Signature is on the negative, which means he is contendirlg for 
number one, that when two people divorce un scripturally and 
remarry, the only way they can make it right In the sight of 
God is another divorce, that that's the only option held out to 
them. That's the negative of this proposition . 

• 5tH) THE QUESTION AT ISSUE 

NOT THIS ~ ~ THIS 

~SCRIPTURA1. DIVORCE CO!ttINUATION IN 

AND R£MARR I !GE THE REMAAR IAGE 


CQIot4I TIETH AOJLTERV 

"And ! ~aJj u.rr.tc. '!ou, IJiho~ot.vtJt ~ha.U put C1lIXl1J 
IU.J, cc.ie~, uc.t.p.t i..t bt. eM eOItMca.t<.on, QJtd 
~1utU. III<V!.J!.iI aJIOthtJt, c.ol!fft.i.ttt.th atiu.U.tJt'f; QJtd 
who~o ~ htJt wIUdt ,{J, put C1lIXl1J doth c.o-U 
atiu.U.tJt'f •• (Matt. 19: 9) 

WHAT PENALTY? No.t mtn-tWnt.d 

RIGHTS FORFEITED BY GUILTY PARTY? No.t mtn-tWnt.d 

RIGHTS RETAI NED BY I NNOCENT PARTY? No.t mtn-tWnt.d 

Chart number five, please. This further defines and breaks 
down what we mean in this proposition, the question at issue. 
Here is precisely the question that is at issue, and I feel sure 
that we will have to be calling our minds back to this repeatedly 
as we tend to think that other things are the question at issue. 

This is our question at issue. Not the one on the left. 
"Unscriptural divorce and remarriage equals the committing of 

http:c.ol!fft.i.ttt.th
http:III<V!.J!.iI
http:eOItMca.t<.on
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adultery." That's not our question. We agree to -that. Here's 
the passage that says It, Matt. 19:9, "and I say unto you 
whosoever shaJl put away his wlfe, except It be for fornication 
and shall marry another commltteth adultery, and who so 
marrleth her which Is put away doth commit adultery." There's 
no challenge to that. 

Over here Is our question. Continuation In the remarriage 
after It has happened, what does that equal? What shall we 
put on this line here between the question marks so that It 
reads "Continuation In the remarriage equals" what, so that 
we could put a passage of scripture under there? Does Matt. 
19:9 say that the continuation In the remarriage equals 
adultery? Look at it. There it Is on the screen for you. What 
penalty does Matt. 19:9 say must be enacted against people 
who commit this sin? What rights does this verse say are 
forfeited by people who commit this sin? It Isn't mentioned. 
What rights are retained by the Innocent party? It Isn't 
mentioned. Look at the passage and you'll see that it just 
simply Is not mentioned there. Now you watch for the addition 
that goes into this verse beyond what It says when the negative 
attempts to sustain his position . 

..6(H) WHAT MATTHEW 19:9 SAYS 

TWO TH I ~S (PUT AWAY & I'ARRY ANOTHER) EQJAL ONE 

THI~,(COt+IlnETH AOULTER'!'l WITH ONE EXCEPTION. 


lASTATEM·ENTOF FACT:JINOT A STATEMENT OF LAW:J 

LAWOF MOSES SAID DEATH BY STONI~. (FOR ACULTERY) 
(John 8: 5) 

JESUS SAlo",'NE I THER 00 I CONDE~ THEE: GO AND 

-SIN NO /oOlE." (John 8:11) 


NOT ENDORSEMENT Of ACULTERY: NOT ENCOURAGEMENT 
TO REPEAT THE SIN: A SIMPLE STATEMENT THAT THERE 
IS Nl ABIDI~. IRREVOCABLE PENALTY PLACED UPON THIS 
SIN BY THE LORD. 

IIUT HOW DO YOU QUIT IT? 

Next chart, number six, please. In chart number six, I want 
to make clear what Matt. 19:9 says because it's a part of my 
affirmative proposition. There are two things in this passage. 
The putting away of a mate and the marrying of another. Now 
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these two things equal one thing-adultery, except In the case 
where fornication has occurred. 

Now there Is a great deal of controversy among us today as 
brethren ask, "Was Jesus talking here about the law of Moses 
or was he stating the law of Christ that Is to prevail in the New 
Testament?" Brethren, he wasn't doing either one. This is 
not a statement of law. This Is a statement of fact. 

The taw said that those who commit adultery are to be killed 
by the process of stoning. In John 8:5 the woman taken In 
adultery was brought before Jesus and they said to him, 
"Moses commanded us In the law saying she should be 
stoned." That's what the law said. 

But now, Jesus just simply stated the fact that when you put 
away a mate and marry another, when there's been no 
fornication on the part of your mate, you commit adultery. 
That's what he said. That's a statement of fact. 

Jesus stated the basic law of God in verse 6 of Matt. 19, 
when he said "What therefore God hath joined together let not 
man put asunder." That's a statement of law. Matt. 19:9 Is 
not a statement of law. It does not state what the law of Moses 
said about it. It doesn't state what the law of Christ" said about 
it. It just simply tells you what it is. Those two things equal 
adultery. 

But, if you'll notice in this same context in the eighth chapter 
of John, they said, "The law says she's to be stoned. What 
do you say?" Well, after Jesus had been able to convince them 
somewhat of their own guilt by a demonstration, and they had 
had to leave because of their conscience, then Jesus said, 
"Neither do I condemn thee. Go and sin no more." I want 
to ask you right here to think about this. Was Jesus condoning 
adultery here because he said It was forgiveable? This was 
not an endorsement of adultery. It was not an encouragement 
to repeat the sin. It was a Simple statement of a fact that is 
germalne to our issue and important in our discussion--the 
simple fact that there Is no abiding irrevocable penalty placed 
upon the sin of adultery by the Lord. In other words, it is 
pardonable. 
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.7IH; 
ON THE SIGNIFICANCE OF PRESENT TENSE VERBS 

DANA'" MANT\EY: "ThO'fundament.l1 .."ifiCMicc of the present 
tense is the idea. of proaress. It is the linear tense. This is not, how
ever, its exclusive sianifiance. It is a. misuke to suppose that the due
jtlve QJUnint: monopolizes the present stem Since_there is no .lorist 
tense for present time, the present tense, ~ used in the indiC.lt~e, 
must do service fQr both line.u .and punctiliar action." 

(M.nltal Gr..mmar-pg. 181, par. 172) 
"THE AORISTICPRESENT. Since [he indicative has no distinctive 
tense for expressinithe idea of.i present fact without reference to 
progress, that is, punctilliar action in presel1t time, the present U-r.se 
must be used to perform this function. The aorist indicative is used 
to convey this idea with reference to past time. The ,joristic present 
;ets forth .m event as now occurring." 

(Pg. 184, Par. 174) 
A T ROBERTSON' 
"PUNCTILIAR (AORISTIC) PRESENT: The present tense is named 
entirely from point of time which only applies to the indicative. But 
.l gruter difficulty is due to the .ibsence of distinction in the tense be
tween punctiliM and line.ir action ........ But in the indo present the 
shMP line between the imperi"o and aorist indo (P.ist time) does not ex
ist. There is nothing left to do but divide the so c.illed Pres. Ind. into 
aoristic present and Dur.itive Present (or Punctiliar Present .if1d Linear 
Present). The one Greek form covers both ideas in the I nd.~· 

(Grammar of the Greek N. T. Pg. 864) 

Let's go to the next chart, chart number seven, if you will 
please, put that up there. Now the bottom of this previous 
chart, if you noticed it, asked the question, "How do you quit 
it?" Jesus said "Go and sin no more." I'm sure you noticed 
that. He said, "Neither do I condemn thee" but he said, "Go 
and sin no more." All right, put the previous chart number 
six back up, will you, Bill, please? In the case of what Jesus 
said in Matt. 19:9, if adultery- is pardonable, and he says go 
and sin no more, what does that mean? Leave your wife? 
Abandon your home? Forsake the responsibilities of your vows 
to this home and this marriage? That isn't what- he said. What 
is it that equals adultery? Putting away of a mate and marrying 
another. If you sin no more, in that respect, what will you stop 
doing? Putting away mates and marrying others. That's 
exactly what equals the committing of adultery in this statement. 
And that's what you have to quit. 

Now brethren, the whole thing hinges right here. We've come 
to a distinction between the entry into the marriage and the. 
continuation of the marriage relationship produced by that sin. 
There's a difference. If you don't see that you're going to 
stay confused about this subject. 

http:ThO'fundament.l1
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But now, let's go on. You quit It. To the next chart, number 
seven, please. Someone says, "How can it be all right if it 
is a sin to begin it, it is a sin to divorce your mate and to marry 
another, why isn't It a sin then to continue in that?" And some 
have even gone so far as to say that the grammar of this 
passage teaches a continuation of committing of adultery. In 
other words, they say that because the Greek term, 
"moichatai", which means "committeth adulte,¥," is a present 
tense verb, that it means that when they divorce and remarry, 
they move into a state of living in adultery. Brethren, that's 
a distortion of the Greek language. That's a perversion of the 
scriptures. It isn't there. Now a lot hinges on that, because 
let me tell you without heSitation, if these people are committing 
sin in being married they have to quit it. There's no question 
abollt that. If they are living in adultery, they have to quit it. 
There's no question about that. Any sin to be forgiven, must 
be stopped. 

So, then the whole thing revolves around this pOint, and 
that's why I've put this material in here that you're about to 
look at now. Do they move into a state of adultery, of living 
in adultery where they keep on committing adultery? Not being 
a Greek scholar, I rely upon the manuals and the authority of 
those who are scholars to clarify these things for us when 
issues come up. So, I checked Dana and Mantey on the matter 
of present tense verbs. Dana and Mantey, page 181, paragraph 
172, states, "The fundamental significance of the present tense 
is the idea of progress. It is the linear tense. This is not, 
however, its exclusive significance." This is all I have to prove 
right there. I don't have to prove that it's always a one time 
specific punctiliar thing. All I have to prove is that it can be. 
And then we can say that it can be in this passage, unless 
there's something to prove otherwise. Dana and Mantey say 
that this is not its exclusive Significance, that's the idea of linear 
action. "It is a mistake to suppose that the durative meaning 
monopolizes the present stem." Now why is it a mistake? 
"Since there is no aorist tense for present time, the present 
tense as used in the indicative, must do service for both linear 
and punctiliar action." 
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On page 184, paragraph 174, the same manual says, "the 
aoristic present;' can you conceive of that if you are a Greek 
student? Some are trying to tell you there is no such thing. 
Dana and Mantey say "the aoristlc present: Since the 
Indicative has no distinctive tense for expressing the idea of 
present fact without reference to progress, that is punctiliar 
action in present time, the present tense must be used to 
perform this function. The aorist indicative is used to convey 
this idea with reference to past time. The aorlstlc present sets 
forth an event as now occurring." In other words "moichatai" 
In Matt. 19:9, unless proven otherwise by the context, does 
not necessarily mean they continue or keep on committing 
adultery. The manuals say that a present tense indicative verb 
In the Greek can be aorlstlc or punctiliar. Present tense, they 
"commit" the adultery. Now you stop and think about the 
equation that you've got here and look at the logic of this. 
In the English Bible, you don't have to be a Greek scholar to 
see this. Look, Jesus said, "Whosoever shall put away his 
wife." not. keep putting away. "Whosoever shall put away his 
wife," a one time thing, "and shall marry another," a one time 
thing, "equals committing adultery," a one time thing. These 
two are one time things, punctlliar things. They. equal this one 
over here. How can these two be punctiliar, and surely no one 
would contest that these are punctiHar, how Can these two be 
punctiliar and equal something that's linear or durative? It just 
simply Isn't so, brethren. 

Here is a statement from one of the most respected scholars 
in the world concerning the Greek language, A. T. Robertson. 
Now here's what he says on page 864 of his Grammar of the 
Greek New Testament on the "punctiliar, aoristic present." 
He says, "The present tense Is named entirely from pOint of 
time which only applies-to the indicative, but a greater difficulty 
Is due to the absence", notice:'the absence of distinction in 
the tense between punctillar and linear action. There is no 
way to put it so that it distinguishes between the two in the 
word itself. 

Then, later he says, "But in the indicative present the sharp 
line between the imperfect and aorist indicatlve-,past time, does 
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not exist. There Is nothing left to do but divide the so called 
Present Indicative into Aoristic present and Durative Present 
or Punctlliar Present and Linear Present. The one Greek form 
covers both ideas In the Indicative." And, my friends, that just 
simply says that when brethren go to making arguments that 
because moichatal is a present tense verb, that it necessarily 
means that Jesus intended to say these people move into a 
state of living in adultery and keep on committing adultery, they 
are saying something that the most respected grammarians of 
the Greek language in the world say is a mistake in the use 
of the tense. 

I have here some questions that Bro. Waldron presented to 
me and I want to be sure to reply to these before the time 
runs out, so I'm going to take the time right now, since the 
first one is connected with what we're talking about here. 

Question number one: The New American Standard New 
Testament translates Col. 3:1"lf then you have been raised up 
with Christ keep Oli seeking the things above where Christ is 
seated at the right hand of God." See what they're saying. 
"Keep on seeking the things above." Now I'll just tell you the 
honest truth about it, I'll have to check that out in the 
scriptures and check the context because the word itself, and 
off hand I don't even know what word is used there In the 
Greek, but if I did I wouldn't be able to tell, just by its being 
a present tense verb, whether this is a correct translation or 
not. And so, having the judgement to reserve decision until 
I do know, I reserve that question until tomorrow night at which 
time, I will have examined the context, plus the word that's 
used there and from the standpoint of proper usage of the 
Greek, I'll be able to say whether I believe that Is a correct 
translation or not. 

Number two: "Is it true that you teach people with marital 
misconduct of whatever sort have a right to be married?" Yes, 
that is true. 

Number three: "Is it true that according to what you teach 
a man may knowingly commit fornication to be free of his wife 
by getting her to put him away and then he may marry another 
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woman without being guilty of sin In marrying and living with 
the second woman?" This is all distorted. When we've gone 
a little further in the debate you'll see that the man who wrote 
this question, doesn't know what our issue is. In the first place, 
this is in Thursday night's proposition. Tonight we're 
discussing what to do about that state when it has already been 
created. An unscriptural divorce and remarriage has already 
happened. They are already In that second marriage. We're 
not talking tonight about who has the right to marry and who 
does not. Now, Thursday night, we will expand our 
propositions to study those points, because Bro. Waldron's 
proposition Includes them. There's another feature of 
distortion about this -question, the fact that it combines two 
different things here. He's talking about, "Is it sin to marry 
the person and is it a sin to continue living with the person?" 
That's two different things. Obviously, Bro: Waldron has not 
yet understood that there must be a distinction made and these 
two acts must be judged, each on Its own merit, marrying a 
person and continuing to live In the marriage. 

Number four: "When, or at what point, is an unscrlpturally 
divorced man loosed In God's sight from the wife of his youth?" 
I'll just say, when the loosing is completed. Now I'm not t rying 
to be evasive there. We'll get Into more detail about when 
the loosing Is completed especially on Thursday night, but when 
tneloosing is completed, then In God's sight the man's loosed 
from his wife. 

Now I have four questions for Bro. Waldron. I've presented 
him with a copy of these and I'll ask them orally now so that 
you may know what the questions are. 

Number one: "Is there any place in scripture where all the 
elements 9f God's law on marriage, divorce, and remarriage 
are mentioned together in one place?" 

Number two: "Is unscrlptural divorce", not remarriage, "is 
unscriptural divorce pardonable If It's continued In?" 

Number three: "Does the Bible contain any record of any 
one ever being denied the right to have a mate at all? Is there 
such an instance in the Bible?" 
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Number four: "If a man is in the situation that requires him 

to live celibately, is it because that sentence is imposed upon 
him as a punishment for his sin or is it because he's still married 
to his first wife?" We would like answers for those, if you will 
please, Jim in your reply. 

"9IH) THE P R INC I P L E IL L U S T RAT ED 

UNSCRIPTURAL PUTT ING AWAY _ 	 RE"AINING IN THl 
IS S IN. (Transgresses Matt.S; YL STATE OR RE LATIONS HIP 
Matt.19:6 etc. ) 	 PROOUCfD BY THAT :I N 

15 NCT 5 I NFU L • 

I Cor. 7: 11 

CONCEIVI~ A CHILD OUT • __... PARENT - CH I LD RELATI ON 
OF WEDLOCK. (Sin of" P SHIP, PRQOIJCED BY THAT 
forn ication) SIN, , 'S NOT SI NFUL . 

UNSCRIPTURAL DI VORC E ~S8AND-WIFE RE LATIONS HIP 
& REMARRIAGE IS A SIN _ PROOJCEO 8v THAT S I N I S NCT 
FUL ACT . ( Iolott . 19:9 ) IT SELF A S INF u L STATE. 

NOTE-, JF REMARRIAGE IS ITSELf A SIN, NO ON£ WQUlr· HE 
PRIVILEGED TO DO IT, EVSN I F MATE IS CEAD, OR I N 
CASE OF FORNICATION. 

All right, next chart please. Skip number eight, if you will 
please, and go to number nine. We'll come back to the other 
one later. Our principle is illustrated in this chart that we're 
really discussing and our question at issue. Unscriptural 
putting away is a sin. It transgresses Matt. 5:32, Matt. 19:6, 
but remaining in the state or relationship produced by that sin 
is not sinful. I Cor. 7: 11 says, "If she depart, let her remain 
unmarried or be reconciled to her husband." All right, you 
see that? Most people will ask, "All right, if it's a sin to do 
this act, how can it be not a sin to remain in the state produced 
by it?" Because the relationship produced by it is not a sin 
within itself. 

Conceiving a child out of wedlock, that's sin, the sin of 
fornication. Out of that sin is produced a parent-child 
relationship. That relationship is not a sin. Now will you tell 
me that a girl who conceives a child out of wedlock in 
fornication, then when that child is born that she has no choice 
but either to abort this thing before it's born or destroy it after. 
It's born because the relationship was instigated in sin? 
Unscriptural divorce and remarriage is a sinful act, Matt. 19:9. 



21 
Out of that act Is produced a husband-wlh. relationship, which 
Is not a sin. This relationship produced by that sin Is not Itself 
a sin. 

Now notice, If remarriage is within Itself a sin, then no one 
could be privileged to do it; not one who's mate Is dead, nor 
one who's mate has committed fornication or anything else. 

COMMAND 
"*Ontv•• dw Lord ~ 
~to.adI_•• 
God MdIIi cAd eldl,-.:aMt 
hHn.,.\.. Aftd ID ....-n I 
In .n u. '*tiufCMI" 11 Cot. 
7 :17 AS~ . 

HLn -.dI""," Ibict. in 
ltwt c..I.... wlwNin he •• 
CIIHed- (va. 20). 

....tnn. let elCh rMI'I ......,.in he _ CliIecL !Mn

n" wrth Gor VL 241. 

" Art thou bourId \liMO • 

,,"..1 s..n not. tID t» Loo.d 
Art thou ~ flOm • wiie7 
s-k not ........ (VL 27). 


EXAMPLE 
............. ttw ..... ..,.... 
... s.wt.o..id ...t~ 

~"'tohA"""'. 
_d .. -=-- ....... 
Ind .... hUn ..... Iur 
tt. tfrMnt the Derid ... 
dDt-. dbpleaed u. L.ot.r 
as.m,.11 :27} . 

" And C... id uid WI10 .. 
dwt, I hnlllirwwd IPim1 
dw lI:wd. Aftd trUthen Nid 
W\'tI) o...ki. n. Lord 11110 
twu. put ....., thy lin; thou 
...n not elM " (2 s.m. 12: 
131. 

NECESSARY 

INFERENCE 


..,....rttw.... w aooid few· 

nic«ien.. .., .... rv ........ 
__" .ad.."...,., 
~"""ro.R"'" 
IIMcr U eo,.7:21. 
...•. ~f......... ..., 
......n.. .fIOI'~ .. 
........ ... . IIIdt ...,. 
.,...,. of .,.: "t .,. ... 
.......,. ....... unc::ti

r.d. .,. ...... ;u:nm.d '" 
1M ..... of .. Lewd".,. 
Modby' \:tie lPiritof OU ' 

God" (1 eo.r.a:. lll. 

All right, I'm going to show you my proposition. Put up the 
chart, number ten, quickly if you will please. A command, an 
example, and a necessary Inference, are all three here on the 
same chart. The command is in I Cor. 7:17, 20, and 24. The 
Lord said, "Let them remain in the state in which they're 
called." And he was talking about marriage because in verse 
27 he said, "Art thou bound unto a wife? Seek not to be 
loosed. Art thou loosed from a wife, seek not a wife." That 
means don't change it. Leave that alone. Don't jump in there 
and start throwing kids in every direction, breaking up the 
home and destroying the love these two haw for each other. 
The example, I'll just state hurriedly, I'll say more about it in 
my next speech. David and Bathsheba, in 2 Sam. chapter II, 
verse 27. "The thing that David had done displeased the 
Lord." But chapter 12, verse 13, says that the Lord had put 
away his sin. The necessary inference, I Cor. 7:2 "to avoid 
fornication let every man have his own wife and let every 
woman have her own husband." There is no way Bro. 
Waldron'S proposition can be harmonized with that statement 
and with that verse. 

I thank you for your cordial attention, and I invite you now 
to listen just as courteously to Bro. Waldron's reply. 

http:as.m,.11


22 

WALDRON'S FIRST NEGATIVE 
Monday, February 21, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, Brother Olan Hicks, distinguished moderators: 
I want you to know it's my pleasure to be here tonight and 
have this opportunity to engage in this study on one of the 
most important matters that faces our nation; that faces the 
world, but more than the nation or the world, it faces the 
kingdom of God. Because of the seriousness of this occasion, 
and because of the seriousness of this discussion, I want to 
express my love, my deep love for brother Olan Hicks. And 
I want to express my deep love for those of you in this audience. 
You ladies in the body of Christ are my sisters and you men 
who are members of the Lord's church are my brothers. And 
I esteem you highly, more highly, than I do my own brothers 
and sisters in the flesh. 

I would like to begin by putting on the screen the list of the 
questions "that were presented to Brother Olan. You'll notice 
these questions here. 

CHART OF QUESTIONS FOR MONDAY .. FEB. 21, 1977 
(1) Number one: Questions for Brother Olan Hicks, Monday, 

Feb.21, 1971; the New American Standard New Testament 
translates Col. 3:1 as follows, "If then you have been raised 
up with Christ, keep seeking the things above, where Christ 
is, seated at the right hand of God." Is this a correct 
translation? Brother Olan Hicks said, "I will have to check it 
out tomorrow night." He promised to do that tomorrow night. 

(2) Number two: Is it true that you teach people wtth marital 
misconduct of wha~ever sort, have a right to be married. He 
answered that, "Yes." I want you to remember that throughout 
the week. He answered, that, "Yes". 

(3) Is it true according to what you teach that a man may 
knowingly commit fornication to be free of his wife by her 
putting him away, and then he may marry another woman 
without being guilty of sin in marriage and living with the 
second wife? 
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He said right there, "That question's all distorted". He 
promised to answer it on Thursday night. Really, he refused 
to answer it tonight. Promised to answer it on Thursday night. 

(4) When or at what point Is an unscripturally divorced man 
loosed in God's sight? 

Now to this question (4). When or at what pOint is an 
unscripturally divorced man loosed in God's sight from the wife 
of his youth. At the time of the civil divorce decree: At the time 
of the second marriage to another? At the time of cohabitation 
with the second woman? or he is not loosed in God's sight? 
Now beloved, he didn't answer that question. I say that all with 
kindness and gentleness but he didn't answer it. He just said, 
"When the loosing is completed." The whole question said 
when is one loosed and he said, "when the loosing is 
completed". That's not the answer to that question. 

(5) Number five: Does a young man who has never been 
married commit adultery when he marries a woman who has 
been unscripturally put away by her husband. Now he said, 
"Yes", but he's (the young man) not sinning against a marriage. 
She's already been put away according to his doctrine. She's 
already put away. The question is does a young man who has 
never been married commit adultery when he marries a woman 
who has been put away. Past perfect tense. Has been put away 
unscripturally.i.e,already been put away. He's not married to 
anybody according to his (Olan Hicks) doctrine, but he (the 
young man) engages in a sexual relationship with her and he 
(Hicks) says, "Yes, it's sin." Well, he contradicts his position 
on that. 

But, now then let's go to the questions which he asked me. 
(1) Question number one: Is there a place In the scripture where 
all elements of God's law on marriage, divorce, and remarriagA 
are mentioned together. No. Just like there is no place in the 
scripture where all parts of the plan of salvation are mentioned 
together. 

(2) Number two: Is unscriptural divorce pardonable if 
continued in. If he repents and gets out of it, he will be 
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pardoned. The whole pOint is, and we will show the Bible 
teaches that when one repents, (the Lord Jesus Christ said, 
In Luke 13:3, "I tell you, nay, except you repent ye shall all 
likewise perish"), repentance requires an amendment. 
Repentance requires amendment. If he repents of that and gets 
out of it, he'll be pardoned. 

(3) Number three: Does the Bible contain any record of any 
one ever being denied the right to have a mate at all. We" 
look at 1 Cor, 7:11. He (Paul) said, "And if she depart let her 
remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her husband." Now 
according to that text She can't have a mate. She departs from 
her husband, she's got ~o remain unmarried. Now there's an 
example. He said, does the Bible contain any record of anyone 
ever being denied the right to have a mate at all. She departed 
from her husband, she can't have a husband. She departed 
from her husband. 

All right, look also over at Luke 16:18. The Holy Spirit says, 
"Everyone that putteth away his wife and marries another 
committeth adultery." Now watch the latter part, "And he that 
marries one that is put away from a husband commltteth 
adultery." That person being put away does not have the right 
to marry because whenever he marries it's an adulterous 
situation. 

The Bible says in GaI.5:19-21, "Now the works of the flesh 
are manifest, which are these," and he names fornication, and 
says "those who practice suct;! things shall not inherit- the 
kingdom of God" 

Dearly beloved, if a man completes his Internship and goes 
to an office and practices medicine one hour on one morning, 
then he leaves that and goes Into the real estate business, he 
Is not practiCing medicine. And when one engages In adultery 
or fornication, he's practicing adultery or practiCing fornication. 
He cannot Inherit the kingdom of God. All right. 

(4) Question number four: If a man is in a situation that 
requires him to live cellbately is it because that sentence Is 
imposed as a punishment or Is it because he Is still married 
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to his first wife? Well, he's still bound to his first wife. That's 
what we intend to show. And he's also bound by God's law. 
He's bound to his first wife by God's law, and besides that 
he's obligated to obey God's law. 

All right, now I believe that answers those questions 
sufficiently. If you want some more, I'll be glad to give more 
later. 

Now then, I would like to take the time to answer the 
arguments which he made. First of all, as noted in the rules 
(Hedges Rules of Debate), the proposition is to be clearly 
defined. I want to suggest in kindness, but in candor that his 
definition was very slim:'We did not hear very much about the 
subject of unscripturally divorced and remarried people. Did 
he really define that portion of it? He talked about the fact 
that we should speak as the Bible speaks and be silent where 
the Bible is silent. And beloved, we amen that, everyone of 
us. We agree upon that. And with your ch~rt number one, we 
agree on that. 

For example, 1 Peter 4:11 says, "If any man speak, let him 
speak as the oracles of God." We agree that we're supposed 
to abide in that. We agree with the fresh and renewed 
approach Brother Alexander Campbell took to the scriptures. 
Beloved I've said this and I shall continue to say it, we are 
not trying to call the churches of Christ or the people of the 
world to what the church of Christ was in the 1930's. We're 
not trying to get the church to go back to what it was during 
'the Restoration Movement of the 1800's. But, beloved, we are 
trying to get the people of the world and the church to abide 
in the apostles' doctrine. Acts 2:42 says, "And they continued 
steadfastly in the apostles' doctrine." We are not trying to get 
thechurch to go back to the depression days nor back to the 
1800's. But we are trying to get the church to abide in the 
doctrlce that was 2000 years ago, the old, Jerusalem gospel. 

Chart number three (Hicks'). We ~n't disagree with that 
hermeneutical prinCiple. That is, we agree that we learn from 
commands, examples, and necessary inferences, but let me 
make this caution. Sometimes brethren take their own 
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assumptions and assume something is a necessary inference 
when it is not. I'm not saying he necessarily does this. We shall 
see as we proceed. 

#2000 11£ HIGIW\Y(f fCl.l tBS 

lID DITCli lSAINl 35:8 
..muA 1:7 

RI(M DITCli 

SN[11(J1 

DOOfUNil 
I9Mrt' All 
JIf( IQ<DI 

fffiU,B~ 
fffiR IIAlli (f ~ 

~. 7:2-3 
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DMRI IKJ 
~ 

/¥ITT. 19:9 
LX. 16:16 
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ARRllomR 
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Now I would like to turn to chart number twenty, if you will 
please, Brother Eaves. He (Hicks) said the last thing I want to 
do is be classified as a liberal. From the chart: The Bible says 
in Isaiah 35:8, "A highway shall be there, and a way, and it 
shall be called The way of holiness; the unclean shall not pass 
over it. It shall be for the redeemed. The wayfaring men, though 
fools, shall no err therein." And here (chart 20) we have 
suggested a highway. And we suggest from Joshua 1:7, God 
gave the law and required Joshua to maintain his word. He 
said to Joshua, "Be strong and very courageous, to observe, 
to do according to all the law which Moses my servant 
commanded thee: turn not from it to the right hand or to the 
left, that thou mayest have good success whithersoever thou 
goest." 

All right, beloved, what we are suggesting is this: if a brother 
comes along and says there is no sanction for divorce i.e. he 
sanctions no divorce and remarriage whatsoever, then he is 
binding where God has not bound. The Bible teaches there is 
one reason for which a person can be scripturally divorced, 
and only one reason. Sometimes brethren say, Oh, yes, but 
that (Matt. 19:9) was under the law. Now this brother (Hicks) 
doesn't do that. I'm not charging you with that, but some 
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brethren do. SUch brethren will say, well, this was before 
Pentecost, therefore it does not apply. What th~ Holy Spirit 
does tell us, and we need to remember it, in Luke 16:16 is, 
"The law and the prophets were until John, but from John the 
kingdom of God is preached." The New Testament includes 
Matthew, Mark, Luke and John. Jesus taught those things 
before he died, just like a man who makes his last will and 
testament does it before he dies. Jesus gave his\teaching in 
Matthew, Mark, Like and John. But when someone says you 
can't get a divorce in any way, that's a right-wing extreme 
position. But notice over here (pointing to chart 20); we've got 
a Ieft-wil'll extreme position. They sanction divorce and 
remarriage for any reason. Now my brother, Brother Olan Hicks 
would say, "Oh, I don't sanction divorce." He sanctions it after 
the fact. If it happens then he says, "Yes," you can say, "I 
repent of that," and just go on and marry and enjoy the fruits 
of it, i.e. you may continue in the marriage which you've gained 
because of it. And so he sanctions divorce after the fact. 

Now let me suggest this. The Bible says in Rom. 7:2-3 that 
a woman is bound by law to her husband so long as he lives. 
This is God's way. God approves remarriage after the death 
of the spouse. That's the highway of holiness.And God 
approved of marrying someone else after divorcing a fornicatior 
(Matt. 19:9). Now, beloved, suppose I stay with everything on 
the highway of holiness, but I move over to the left on just 
one pOint. I may claim to be a conservative, but I'm not 
conservative in that point. For example, suppose a man were 
to be a great batter for the Atlanta Braves and played third 
base, but he played third base two and a half blocks away from 
the field. He'd be out on the left hand side so far that it wouldn't 
make much difference whether he did any batting. They might 
not even let him back in the stadium. One can be conservative 
and this brother wants to present himself as being a 
conservative; e.g. he wrote to Brother Alvin Jennings and said 
this is not a debate between a liberal and a conservative. He 
also put that in . the Gospel Advocate. Now beloved, I'm not 
suggesting to you that I'm liberal, that I'm conservative, or that 
I'm radical or anything. Beloved, here's what I am. I'm a 
Christian and I'm striving to the best of my ability to stay on 
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the highway of holiness, and not deviate to the right hand nor 
to the left. In the things that God has commanded there's only 
two reasons' a person has a right to remarry. 

Beloved, let us move on now. We'll go to chart number 21. 
If you'll hold that just a minute, Brother Eaves. Cover that 
please. 

#21{W) r~ UNS8U.'«B IN /'An. 19:9 

1nI. 13:9 
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On his chart number 4, he says what Brother Waldron is 
contending for. He wants to tell us what I'm contending for. 
Well, I'm in the negative tonight. And he talks about what I'm 
going to be affirming. In other words, he began some negative 
speeches tonight. Not all of his speech was negative, but in 
some of it he began to reach out and to attack the proposition 
he's supposed to deny on Thursday and Friday night. The 
question at issue (according to Hicks) is not that unscriptural 
divorce and remarriage equals adultery. That's what he says 
the question is not. 

The point is the Lord Jesus Christ said, "Whoever puts away 
his wife and marries another commits adultery." Now then, in 
his chart number 6, he asks what penalty? We're going to 
answer his chart, "What penalty." 

All right, please number 21. He says there's no penalty 
na'mad In Matt. 19:9. He says there's no penalty for adultery 
In Matt. 19:9. Two or three times he refers to this point about 
no penalty in Matt. 19:9. He quotes the scripture where the 
Bible says, "He that hateth his brother is a murderer, and ye 
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know that no murderer has eternal life dwelling in him." He 
then says the penalty Is prescribed ill that text. Now, I might 
ask this question, Brother Olan. If it didn't say, "No murderer 
has eternal life" in that particular text world mean murder did 
not have a penalty? Notice the text on this chart, Rom. 13:9, 
"For this, thou shalt not commit adultery, tnou shalt not kill, 
thou shalt not steal, thou shalt not covet, and if there be any 
other commandment. it is summed up In this word, namely thou 
shalt love thay neighbor as thyself." There's no penalty stated 
there. But notice this, 1 John 3:4, "Everyone that doeth sin 
doth also lawlessness and sin Is lawlessness." Rom. 6:23, "For 
the wages of sin is death." There's the penalty for adulteryl 
And the Lord Jesus Christ said, "Whoever puts away his wife 
and marries another commltteth adultery." Back then people 
knew (who knew his word) that adultery was sin. "For the wag8lt 
of sin is death, but the free gift of God is eternal life through 
Jesus Christ our Lord." Let me mention this. If they claimed 
ignorance of that" law, adultery stili had the same 
consequences, that is, 1hey would not have eternal life, they 
would have death. 

Now on Matt. 19:9. In talking about this text he (Hicks) said, 
"That was not Christ's law." Matt. 19:6, he said, was Christ's 
law. Matt. 19:6 says, "What God hath joined together let not 
man put asunder." But Matt. 19:9 is Jesus' explanation of that 
law, an explanation of It. Or I should say more clearly, a 
comment upon that law. And Jesus said, "whoever puts away 
his wife except for fornication and marries another committeth 
adultery." 

In John 8: 11, Brother Hicks talked about the woman taken 
in adultery. To the woman taken in adultery, Jesus said go and 
sin no more. Now, let me ask you this question ... But he asked 
me a question, first let me answer that. He asked "Is it 
unpardonable If you go and sin no more?" No, it's not 
unpardonable. But let me ask you this. Could she keep on 
doing the same sexual act and get forgiveness of It? Could 
she keep on doing the same sexual act? 

Chart number 37 please. Now he made a number of 
statements, which are misrepresentations of the position that 
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God-fearing brethren have taken for years. Chart title: 
Misrepresentation of the Scriptural Position. For example, he 
mentions about breaking up families with children and all that. 
This (about breaking up of families) is brought up very, very 
often. Notice from the Chart: (1) We do not teach a man must 
be celibate. 1 Cor. 7:11 gives him a choice. It says, "If she 
departs, let her remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her 
husband." She can depart and live separately. That's her 
choice, or she can be reconciled to her husband. 

(2) We do not force people to reconcile. He might say, "Well 
suppose they can't reconcile." Well, we do not force them to 
reconcile. There may be circumstances that they cannot. Matt. 
19:12 talks about those people. Look at Matt 19:12 where the 
word of God says, "For there are eunuchs, that were born from 
their mother's womb; and there are eunuchs that were made 
eunuchs by men: and there are eunuchs, that made themselves 
eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's sake. He that is able to 
receive it let him receive it. It So man has a choice. He can 
remain unmarried or he can be reconciled to his wife. We don't 
force the situation. We teach him what the word of God says. 

(3) We do not teach a man to abandon his children. In fact, 
beloved, we teach the opposite of that. 1 Tim. 5:8 tells us if 
a man "provides not for his own he's denied the faith and is 
worse than an infidel." Now the fact that a man cares for his 
children and provides for his children doesn't mean he has to 
go In the bouse and cohabit with a woman, or live in the same 
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bed with her, or stay in the same bed with her. 

(4) We do not consign people to hell. The Lord Jesus said 
in John 12:47, "I judge no man."Beloved have we not for years, 
when we taught people you must be immersed for the remission 
of sins and they said, "Oh, you are condemning us, you're 
judging us", said, "Now we're just the mail carrier." If the 
mailman or postman brings you a bill of $500 from the doctor, 
you don't smack the postman. It's not his responsibility We 
teach people what the word of God says about the sin of 
adultery. The Bible says in John 12:48, "The word that I spake, 
the same shall judge him in the last day." We are evangelists, 
preachers of the gospel, and men and women are to comply 
with God's word. 

(5) We do not drive people to mental illness. In John 3:5 the 
Bible says "Except a man ... " Notice there it reads "Except a 
man be born again of the water and of the spirit ... " We say 
to denominational people unless you are born again of the 
water and of the spirit, you cannot enter the kingdom of 
heaven. They say, "Oh. you're condemning my mother to. 
torment. You will drive me to the madhouse." Well. beloved, 
we quote that scripture, but we're not doing that. They are 
applying the word to their own selves. 

(6) Then again, we do not force people to forsake the 
assembly. Now, our brother mentioned that in one of his charts 
which he put out earlier concerning Heb. 10:25. That is, 
according to his theory, by teaching people that they must 
repent and bring forth fruit meet for repentance, or in other 
words they must give a proper amendment for their sin of 
adultery. we are teaching them to forsake the assembly. In Mal. 
2: 13-16, Malachi said - verse 13 - God will not accept your 
worShip. He'll not accept your offering. And they said, 
"Wherefore: (answer) 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." Though she is thy companion. Malachi said, 
God doesn't want your worship. Why not Malachi: Because you 
deaH treacherously with the wife of your youth. 
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All right. let's move on ~uickly. Going to chart number 14. 
1 Cor. 6:9-11. The Bible says there, "Know ye not that the 
unrighteous cannot inherit the kingdom of God. Neither 
fornications nor idolatiors, nor adulterers. nor effeminate, nor 
abusers of themselves with men. (by the way the New American 
Standard translates that, homosexual) nor thieves. nor 
covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners shall 
inherit the kingdom of God." We have adulterers there, we have 
homosexuals there, we have drunkards there, Now Brother 
Hicks please tell us, answer this, if you will. You have a copy 
of the charts which we presented to you Brother Hicks, please 
tell us in which of these a man may continue. You're propostion 
says he may continue. In which one may he continue and 
remain a faithful Christian: Which one? Pick out the one there 
and check the one in which he can remain. 

All right, let's move on. He talked about distortion of the 
Greek language, and he talked of our brethren doing that. He 
suggests for example, that people can't live in adultery. Or he 
suggests that people who divorce and remarry for unscriptural 
reasons are not living In adultery. I want just to suggest to you 
from the word of God that it's possible to live in adultery. Col. 
3:5. "Put to death therefore your members which are upon the 
earth; fornication, un~leanness, passion, evil desire, covetous
ness which is idolatry, for which things sake the wrath of God 
comes upon the children of disobedience." Now watch verse 
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7,"Wherein you also once walked," verse 7, "when ye lived 
in these things." What did you say Paul? He said, I said you 
Colossian Christians once walked in these things, you practiced 
these things, and you lived in these things. Now it names 
fornication there. But, dearly beloved, someone may say, well, 
Jim, wait a minute, fornication is not adultery. Consider 1 Cor. 
5: 1 "such fornication as is not so much as named among the 
Gentiles, that one whould have his father's wife." Now there's 
a man having a woman who was a wife. That's adultery. And 
the Bible calls it fornication. Thus the Bible teaches that one 
can walk in these things and can live in these things. 

All right, now then let's go to some charts which deal with 
the subject of the grammar to which he referred. He's 
suggesting this from Matt. 19:9, when it says, "Whosoever 
putteth away his wife, except for fornication and marrieth 
another, committeth adultery." it does not mean keeps on 
committing adultery. 
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Chart number 28 please, Brother Eaves. Now he (Hicks) 
quoted from A. T. Robertson. I'd like you to just notice what 
Mr. Robertson said. We are not offended by what he quoted 
trom that. Nor are we denying that he said it. But let's just 
notice what A. T. Robertson did say. A Grammar of the Greek 
New Testament in the Light of Historical Research by A. T. 
Robertson. "The Punctiliar." He (Hicks) is affirming that 
punctiliar means the adultery happened on time. A man puts 
away his wife and marries someone else, and that one time 
is adultery. 
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Robertson says, on punctlliar (aoristic) present: that "the 
present tense is named entirely from the pOint of time which 
only applies to the indicative, but a greater difficulty is viewed 
in the absence of distinction in the tense between the punctlliar 
and linear action." Now we recognize that. That's a fact. In 
other words, the context has to tell us the difference. Let's read 
further. "This defect is chiefly found in the indicative, since in 
the subjunctive, optative, imperfect, infinitive, and participle, 
as already shown, the aorist is always punctiliar and the 
so-called present practically always linear, unless the aktionsart 
of the verb itself is strongly punctiliar." Now notice what he 
said here. He says this, "aoristic is always punctiliar" and that 
is similar to our past tense we would say, but we're not talking 
about the past tense now; we're debating about the present 
tense in Matt. 19:9. "The aorist (comparable to past tense) is 
always punctiliar and the so-called present practically always 
linear." What did you say Mr. Robertson? It's "practically 
always linear." 

No~.we're going to ask Brother Olan, where is his authority 
for saying that In this one text "committeth adultery" is 
punctiliar. Where is the authority which says that? Now, 
Robertson says it's almost always linear; the present tense is. 
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We must move on quickly. Number 31. He skipped chart 
number 8, so we're going to continue this. A Manual Grammar 
of the Greek New Testament by Dana and Mantey. "Special 
Uses of the Present." Now we don't faU out with what Brother 
Olan quoted from Dana and Mantey. He just did not quote 
enough. Let's read. There are special uses of the present. He's 
(Dana and Mantey) going to talk about the punctiliar, describing 
one time actiOn "There are several uses of the present tense 
in which the root idea is not so evidently patent and which are 
not of so frequent occurance as in the regular uses." 

(1) "THE AORISTIC PRESENT, since the indicative has no 
distinctive tense for expressing the idea of present fact without 
reference to the progress, that is punctiliar action ..In present 
time the present tense must be used to perform this function 
The aoristic indicative is used to convey this idea with reference 
to the past time. The aoristic present sets forth an event as 
now occuring." 

Now notice this, "Aeneas, Jesus Christ heals thee." (Acts 
9:34). 

Now, this is an example where we have a text which. obviously 
shows that when Peter said, Aeneas, Jesus Christ heals you, 
he was healed instantaneously. So the context WOUld. show us 
it was punctiliar. 

Now let's read further from Dana and Mantey. "This use is 
a distinct departure." Notice please, Brother Olan, Dana and 
Mantey say that the punctiliar use of it is a distinctive 
departure. Now where is your authority for saying that in Matt. 
19:9, molchatla is a distinct departure from the use of the 
present tense? Where is your authority for that? On moichatal 
in Matt. 19:9? 

(Continuing from the chart) "This use is a distinct departure 
from the prevailing use of the present tense." 

What did you (Dana and Mantey) say? "Distinct departure." 
(Continuing from the chart) "To denote action lin progress. 
There being in the Indicative no tense which represents and 
then as a single fact without at the same time assigning either 
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to It, the past or the future. The present Is used for these 
Instances (rare as compared with the cases of the progressive 
present)." 

What did you (Dana and Mantey) say? "Distinct departure' 
to use the punctiliar sense. It's rare. Now that's Dana and 
Mantey. That's his authority. He brought it up. 

From the chart, "In which an action of present time is 
conceived of without reference to its progress." 
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Now then, let's go to our next chart on that, number 29. 
please. Now we're going to quote Burton here, Moods and 
Tenses of The New Testament by ernest de Witt Burton. 

From the chart: "The present indicative." That's what we're 
talking about. 

"The progressive present. The present Indicative is used of 
action In progress in present time." (page 7) 

"The aorlstlc presant." That is, a one time action. "The 
present Indicative is sometimes used of an action or event 
coincedent in the time with the act of speaking. and conceived 
of as a simple event. Most frequently the action denoted by 
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the verb Is Identical with the act of speaking Itself or takes place 
In that act." 

Now he noted this usage Is a distinct departure. 

What Is? The punctillar action. What did Burton say about 
It? "The usage Is a distinct departure from the prevailing use 
of the present to denote action In progress." It's a distinct 
departure. Where's his (Olan Hicks') authority? 30 seconds. 

All right, we're going to have to conclude right there, and 
when I come back, I'll have more to say on this one particular 
thing. But, let me say this In closlng, you can see that these 
men say " Is a distinct departure; It Is rare for this (point action 
In a present tense verb) to occur. Now I'm asking him to give 
us an authority where It says that It Is In mo/chatai In Matt. 
19:9. 
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OLAN HICKS SECOND AFFIRMAnVE 
Mr. Chairman, respected moderators, Bro. Waldron. ladles 

and gentlemen. I'm happy to come before you for my second 
affirmative to attempt to make a reply to some of the things 
Bro. Waldron has asserted by way of negative argument and 
continue some more of my affirmative as time permits. I'U only 
have 15 minutes in this speech, as well as the next one. I'll 
have to move hurriedly and condense my material into a limited 
amount of it. 

Now, In case you're a bit confused about Bro. Waldron's 
responses to some arguments that I did not make, this is 
because Bro. Waldron obviously attempted to anticipate the 
arguments I would make and prepared his answers for those. 
A person who intends to answer the arguments of the 
affirmative point by point and argument by argument, does not 
prepare his material that thoroughly in advance and then 
present it whether the affirmative makes those arguments or 
not. And so, In case you were a little bit confused, that some 
of these arguments that he was answering, I had not mentioned 
at all; that's the reason for that. And I trust we'll get better 
syncronized as time goes on in a direct question and answer 
approach to our differences. 

I'd like first of all, to straighten up this matter about the 
present tense verb In Matt. 19:9 since that's fresh on your mind, 
undoubtedly. It was mentioned last. Will you put up chart 
number 25, please? 
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Bro. Waldron said that I did not quote A. T. Robertson far 
enough. Well the problem Is Bro. Waldron did not quote him 
far enough still in what he quoted. You'll notice In this, which 
is a picture of the page I quoted from A. T. Robertson's Manual 
of Greek Grammar, page 864 and this is the part where he 
says that "the greater difficulty is due to the lack of a distinction 
between the tenses in the present Indicative." Now, Bro. 
Waldron called attention to the fact that this is practically 
always, notice in this line right here, "practically always linear, 
unless the aktlonsart of the verb itself is strongly punctiliar." 
Well, what that means is that the first half or the first part of 
the sentence on which it is conditioned, determines whether 
or not it's punctiliar. That means it gets its tense from t!'le 
protasis, or first part of the sentence. Now then, the first part 
of that sentence is, "whosoever shall put away," obviously 
punctiliar, Bro. Waldron has not denied that that's punctiliar, 
"and marrieth another," punctiliar, and that equals the 
commission of adultery. According to this rule of the 
aktlonsart, that has to be punctiliar also, if this is a strongly 
punctiliar first part of the sentence. Now then, he comes on 
down here and says that the present is generally for the most 
part linear and this Is true. I'm not trying to deny that. The 
linear tense, the present tense Is usually considered as the 
linear tense. What I'm saying is that it is not necessarily the 
linear tense, and that's the reason for this word, "punctiliar 
present", to show that it can be punctiliar and it is when the 
elements upon which the statement is conditioned are 
themselves punctiliar. Now look down to the part at the bottom 
here, at this line right here. "The present is formed on 
punctiliar as well as linear roots." He quoted Burton and 
Burton said that it would almost always be a linear thing 
"continuing action in progress." Now notice what Robertson 
says about that quote from Burton: "It is not wise therefore, 
to define the present indicative as denoting action in progress 
like the imperfect as Burton does. For he has to take it back 
on page 9 in the discussion of the aoristlc present, which he 
calls a distinct departure from the prevailing use of the present 
tense to denote action in progress." You remember the 
emphasis he put on, "It is a departure". A. T. Robertson says, 
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"In sooth It Is no departure at an. The idiom Is as old as the 
tense Itself and Is due to the failure In the development of 
separate tenses for punctillar and linear action In the Indicative 
of present time." Now that's a further quotation from 
Robertson. It Is not a departure. It Is not an Irregular use 
of the Greek. It's very common among scholars to refer to 
the "punctlllar present", even though it Is admitted that tr.e 
present tense Is generally known as a linear tense. In Matt. 
19:9, "molchatal", the verb for commlfteth adultery Is 
conditioned upon two obviously punctlllar precedents. 

QUOTES FROM PERSONAL LETTER FROM JACK McKINNEY 

"In my vi.,. you ara ~Ktly ,.rght In your ~1's on TM 
...nlng of 1'h4I preent Indlcathi'. In Ma1'.. 19:9.......... . 


As you have pofnttld ou"'"and .5 'the g,....rs you cit« confirm.. 
to force the JaMnlt"19 "eontl"UM 'to ~it adultery" or 
"90" on living this vet"s. Is QraIIIIN!I'tJcol ry In e!!lu ''''ry'' on 
lfrong~ Many ~ au1"horl'tles may b. ciTed 1"0 prove thts~ 

Tb. commi•• lon of ..duite!'y i. concut'Nnt i.n time ~ith. the 
~ pmsetld only upon 'the Man's already having been 
marrl ec:f before: 

"It I'INtY or My not b. true thD't to conTInue livIng with the 

s.eond wan.e:n would cons'tltuTe lIvIng In an adulterous state, 

but the GrMk. of this !)Ossage does not Hy so.. AI t IT says 

Is 'that u,..dar 'the clrcumstane.$ glv*'i In thIs c:ontext t 1'0 

.!:!!..!!£- a_$~ raarri!Qe constitutes /!In edulterous ect. 

On. doe;s not go on IN'.Irrying (f •• ,.enterlng marriage} when one 

I lv.s with a WOMen whom he hoes PI\l'Jrrted. One contr:ec:ts" flnters" 
c;onSUll'let.s e merrlage _un he marries. Then h. Is-1!L1t." 

" ••• lliE ~ CITED A!Jo!lT THAT IT'S QUITE F'OSSIBlE FOR 
lliE _SENT l'VICATiVE TO El'l'RESS POINT ,>cHON, THIS B!:ING 
OETERMIKED BY lliE CONTEXT ALONE. IN NY JUOOMENT THE C(l<TEXT 
OF ""T. '9,9 L()(;ICAllY _S THAT ""'~«tBe UNOERSTOOO 

t • ( TIC) K 

Now chart number 8, If you will please. I wanted to check 
my findings on this because as I said, I don't claim to be a 
scholar of the Greek and a master of the Greek. I'm a student 
of the Greek, jlJst like many of you are and most of us In the 
preaching profession are. And so I checked my findings on 
this with someone who Is a scholar. I wrote to Bro. Jack 
McKinney who Is professor of Biblical Languages at Harding 
College. And I want to state here that when I quote these men, 
whether It's Robertson, McKinney, or whoever else, I'm not 
trying to say that these men are in full endorsement of all that 
I believe about the whole subject of marriage, divorce and 
remarriage. I don't even know that, whether they are or not. 
You'll have to ask them about their views on It. What I'm saying 
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Is what they told me on this point. That's as far as the quote 
goes. And I discussed this with Bro. McKinney In person In 
his office to make sure that my understanding of It was correct. 
This is what he wrote to me in a letter. "In my view you are 
exactly right In your comments on the meaning of the present 
Indicative In Matt. 19:9." And a little later he said, "As you 
have pointed out and as the grammars you cite confirm, to 
force the meanlng, 'continues to commit adultery' or 'goes on 
living In adultery' on this verse Is grammatically wrong. Many 
more authorities may be cited to prove this." Then as his own 
personal observation, Bra. McKinney says, "The commission 
of adultery Is concurrent In time with the marrying, prefaced 
only upon the man's already having been married before. It 
mayor may not be true that to continue living with the second 
woman would constitute living in adulterous state, but the 
Greek of this passage does not say so. All It says Is that under 
the circumstances given in this context, to enter a second 
marriage", and this Is Bro. McKinney's underline, "to enter a 
second marriage constitutes an adulterous act. One does not 
go on marrying, that Is, entering a marriage, when one lives 
with a woman he has married. One contracts, enters, 
consummates a marriage when he marries. Then he is in it." 

Now then, near the bottom of the chart is Bro. McKinney's 
observation on this particular word, "molchatai," He says, 
"The grammars cited admit that It is quite possible for the 
present indicative to express point action." That's all I have 
to prove. That's all my proposition calls for. Not that it is 
ordinarily so or always so, but that It can be. He said it is 
quite possible for it to express point action, this being 
determined by the context alone, and Bro. Waldron admitted 
that. He said It's determined by the context. Then Bro. 
McKinney said, "In my judgement, the context of Matt. 19:9 
logically demands that moichatal be understood as a gnomic 
present aoristic." Now brethren, that's what one of the 'most 
qualified scholars In our brotherhood says that Matt. 19:9 
means. 

I want to refer to these questions and the answer Bro. 
Waldron gave to some of my questions. Number one: "Is there 
any place in scripture where all the elements of God's law on 
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marriage, divorce and remarriage are mentioned together?" 
And his answer was no, and he even said, "just like all the 
elements of the plan of salvation are not mentioned in one 
place." That is precisely right. And that's why It's a misuse 
when you set Matt. 19:9 off over here by itself and base your 
entire conclusion of God's law of marriage and divorce on that 
one passage. Listen, brethren, I said this is a matter of 
procedure that we're disagreeing about and it is. If you'll let 
the faith only people use John 3:16 like that, they can prove 
their faith only doctrine. If you'll let them take John 3:16 off 
by itself and let it overrule Acts 2:38 when they come to it, 
they can prove their faith only doctrine. I agree that the 
negative of this proposition can be proven by a mishandling 
of the scriptures. What I'm saying is, it cannot be proven by 
a handling of the scriptures in the five ways that we agree are 
proper. and Bro. Waldron said are the proper way to use the 
scriptures. 

Now then, question number two: "Is unscriptural divorce 
pardonable if continued in?" And he said, "If he repents and 
gets out of it." Can you imagine that? An unscriptural divorce 
can be forgiven if he repents and gets out of it. Well how does 
he get out of if? He has already said that if a man leaves 
his !Nife unscripturally, he has two choices; one, to remain 
unmarried; two, to be reconciled to his former mate. Now, 
if he cannot be reconciled to the former mate, how does he 
get out of the divorce? Does that mean it cannot be pardoned? 
My question was not, can he be pardoned if he repents and 
gets out of it? My question is, and it's in the question right 
there, can the unscriptural divorce be pardoned if he continues 
in that divorce? What I'm asking, friends, is if we've got to 
go back and undo this thing to get forgiveness, we've got to 
undo the remarriage, why don't we also have to undo the 
divorce? If the divorce was wrong, and the remarriage is 
wrong, why is it we only have to undo the remarriage? Why 
don't we also have to undo the divorce before we can get 
forgiveness for it? 

Now, on question number three: "Does the Bible contain 
any record of anyone ever being denied the right to have a 
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mate at all?" Bro. Eav~, would you put up Waldron's chart 
number seven, please, if you can find it there, quickly. He 
offered as an answer to this question. "Does the Bible contain 
any record of anyone ever being denied the right to have a 
mate at all?" He said, "yes". And he offered I Cor. 7:11. 
"let her remain unmarried or be reconciled to her hUSband." 
And he said, "The latter part of Luke 16:18 says, And 
whosoever marrieth her that is put away from her husband. 
committeth adultery." All right. Number seven was what I had 
on the page, anyway. He gave these two instances, which he 
said are cases where a person may not t\ave a mate atall. 
If they cannot be reconciled to the first husband, then they 
cannot have a mate at all. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #37 PAGE 30 

Chart number thirty-seven, let's try that one. He puts up 
this chart after having said that. He gave two examples of 
people, whom he said have to live celibate lives. Then here, 
in chart number thirty-seven, his first point is, "we do not teach 
a man must be celibate." Well, maybe he can straighten that 
out. And then he says to number two, we do not force people 
to be reconciled. Now, I'm not sure if I understood what he 
meant by that, but he said there are two cases where a person 
cannot have a mate at all. We do not do these others, "drive 
people to mental illness or force them from the assembly", and 
so on; arguments which I did not make. 

All right, would you turn off the projector, please? Question 
number four: Our question is: "If a man is in a situation that 
requires him to live celibately, is it because that sentence is 
imposed as a punishment, or is it because he's still married 
to his first wife?" Now, brethren, this is important to our issue. 
He said, in effect, it's both of them. He can't have a mate 
because he's still bound to his first wife, and also, he's bound 
to God's law. Now, I'd like to say here, Bro. Waldron wants 
to leave the impression that their position is a much higher 
one, as far as moral standards are concerned, higher moral 
position that what I'm advocating. Brethren, it's the opposite. 
He's advocating bigamy here. He's saying that this man is 
bound to this first wife, who has now put him away because 
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of his guilt and married another. And she's bound to another 
man. She's got two men bound to her at the same time. 
Isn't that a little bit strange for someone who talks-about moral 
standards? Let me point out something else at this point. 
Bro. Waldron is contending for more divorce than I am. I'm 
saying, stop divorce right where It Is. Handle it lust like you 
would any other sin in God's book. Stop It right where it Is; 
just the way God's word tells us to handle all kinds of sin. 
He says, "No, you can't do that. You've got to have one more 
divorce." 

I'd like to know how a sinful divorce and remarriage is made 
right by another sin. 

Give us very quickly, chart number nine. I'm sorry, we're 
not going to have time to do this because our time is so near 
out. We're just going to save this for the next speech and 
go on with our affirmative there. This is a very brief time period, 
the 15 minute time period, but it does give us a chance for 
more replies in answer to each other's questions. And in our 
next speech, we'll continue on with our affirmative at that point 
and try to straighten these things out. Thank you very 
much. 
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WALDRON'S SECOND NEGATIVE 
Monday, Feb. 21, 1977 

Let me again express my love for Brother Olan. Now, I 
appreciate his manner of conducting himself from this podium 
very much. We are here to study this very, very serious matter. 
So, I say to my worthy opponent, the moderators, and to you 
as ladles and gentlemen, and to our chairman, that it is my 
pleasure to be here tonight, and to have another 15 minutes 
to deai with this. 

#6(W) ll£l[ IS AHIGER LA' 

ACTS 5:29 

rtm1fRj 1M CRlJ'ES lRIItS 

teN. ZI, 196 - OCT. 119t6 

24 WI l.fAIElS IN)IClED 

(iJD'S IJf1 (}1 ~~ 

"WAT 1ID£Rl£ (iI) w\TH J.)It£D ltlDER. 
lEI' NJT f'M RIT ftS.HEr @mK 10:9) 

FmtE MY If DMm (1Jlm) Fffi 
1Wf(~: TRIVIAL ~IPlUPAL 

Let me just briefly note the statements that he made about 
my answers to his questions and Brother Eaves, I'd like to have 
for this, chart number six. Now, you'll notice on this chart, that 
we are talking about a higher law. And we're affirming that 
God's higher law binds a couple, binds a man to the wife of 
his youth as long as he lives (Romans 7:2-3). Notice there is 
a higher law for in Acts 5:29 the word of God says, "We ought 
to obey God rather that men." We cannot say, "The law of 
the land divorces everybody; therefore, we'll just say it is a/l 
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right if one says I repent of dl\lorce." You've got to do 
something about It when you divorce and remarry. 

In the Nuremberg war crimes trial. this Is just simply for 
illustration, not to ridicule my brother, but for illustration. From 
the chart 6: From November 20, 1945 to October 1,1946 those 
trials took place after the second world war. 24 Nazi leaders 
were indicted in those trials. The men who were defending 
those criminals were good German lawyers. The lawyers for 
the defense contended that the Allied Powers had no right Qr 
authOrity to punish those men. They said these men obeyed 
their superiors In their own country. They would have been 
dOing wrong to break their own laws; therefore, you the Allied. 
Powers (America, France, and Great Britain) have no authority 
to punish them according to your laws, but the trial judges ruled 
that there was a higher law. The fact that the Nazis and the 
Gestapo had said, it is right for you to put them (the victims) 
in the concentration camps and to gas them to death was a 
law against humanity. And they ought to have refused to obey 
the law of the land. This is a principle which was stated right 
there. 

Now, God's law of marriage. Notice in Mark 10:9. But first 
let me mention this. He referred to the fact that I answered 
the question by saying there's no one place. Beloved, I don't 
teach that. I never have taught that Matt. 19:9 was the only 
one. Mark 10:9 talks about unscriptural divorce. Matt. 19:9 
mentions the one scriptural reason for divorce, but M\lrk 10:9 
talks about unscriptural divorce, rather from Mark 10:6 to 12 
it talks about that. And Luke 16:18 talks about unscriptural 
divorce. I don't have to touch Matt. 19:9 to talk about 
unscriptural divorce. 

From the chart: "What therefore God hath joined together, 
let not man put asunder." God's higher law says that when 
the law of the land, a judge or jury, an in-law, an outlaw, 
anybody, puts asunder a husband and wife they are still bound 
in God's sight. Yes, we are affirming a higher law, and we don't 
deny that, we admit that. According to man's law, people may 
be divorced, loosed for many reasons, trivial, unscrlptural. But 
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God's law says there is just one reason why you can divorce. 
Let's move on now. 

Let's go back to No. 31. please. Now we want to notice Dana 
and Mantey here. These quotations from A. T. Robertson, from 
Burton and from Dana and Mantey may get confusing to you, 
but here we want to notice this point. And he (Hicks) admits 
this pOint, that the punctiliar is rare. That it (the present) is 
almost always linear, and this is what these authorities say. 
Now, Mr. Robertson does criticize Burton for emphasizing it, 
but he ought to criticize Burton for emphasizing it, not for the 
fact that it is still true that they are almost always linear. Almost 
every case is. And that it is rare for it to be punctiliar. Then 
he quotes an authority for this. Just notice, Dana and Mantey 
say, "This is a distint departure from the prevailing use of the 
present tense ... " That is "Aeneas, Jesus Christ heals thee," 
It is obvious in the context that this is a punctiliar thing because 
he healed him just like that (Snap)! As Mark uses in the case 
of the miracles so many times, healed immediately. 

#23(W} ART nru !..OO)EIJ FF011 AWIFE? 


1WO GO!)-{il VEN ffAm 


1.. .... If.A"ffi F011. 7:2-3, I rnR. 7:39 

+1. .....DI\{)RCE FOR ~ICATlOO WITT. 19:9 

=2 ...... ffA'Th'S lMT .nLJ.l)I IfWIPRlftt WITH:lUT M.l1ERY 

MrM' l'Wl-GlVEN ~ (uNSCRIP11JRtV I!11IOi CPU:f. 1£
fWlRlftt 10 If 1¥lUL1ERY \1'Vl.II:. 10:11-12, Mr. 19:9) 

NN Fffroi \rHl TfAGES ffi PWlIS DIIlIR!I JWI) ~~ 

RlR IWJTI£R ~ m 10 roD'S \>00). (lEV. 22:18) 

All right, move on now, if you will Brother Eaves to No. 23. 
There are two God-given reasons why people can be loosed. 
From the chart: "Art thou loosed from a wife?" There are two 
God-given reasons: death, Rom. 7:2,3 says that a woman is 
bound by law to her husband so long as he lives. Notice 1 
Cor. 7. The apostle Paul closes out that chapter and says, 
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quoting the aboye law again, "A woman Is bound by law so 
long as he liveth." We are affirming a higher law, which says 
that no matter what the law of the land does, they are stH! 
bound In God's sight. And If she goes and marries someone 
else, she Is married to him, but It Is an adulterous marriage. 
There are only two God-glven reasons, two reasons which allow 
remarriage without adultery. 

There are many man-glven reasons, unscrlptural, which 
cause remarriage to be adultery (Mark 10:11, Matt. 19:9). Any 
person who teaches or allows divorce and remarriage for any 
other reason, adds to God's word. Rev. 22:18-19 says that If 
you add unto these things, God shall add unto you the plagues 
written In this book . 

• 30AIW) 

11M SIR: 

11111£ ClII1fXT rJ' 11m. 19:9 m'!OJ lJIERStIII) lIE ElfIESSIIJI rJ' "'TT. 
19:9-aJf!!T1E1It mu.- (~~....... PIf!aIT PUID..E IIIlICATM rJ' 
_ •.,.:"" 10 WJII: 

1. 	 "A SII6£ ICT rJ' AIlLu.- CR 
2. 	 llIIJ lIE 1IIlIVIIIN.. "Im'S IJI !Il'tIITTIlt:i filLu.- AS lJJE 

AS IE IS J)IIED 10 IIClIER. 

1. 	 R. E. !'iA2L .1<.. f'!I:FEmt rJ' lEW 1ESllftIIT ,II() GlEE(. lEW <RfNt) M'TIST 

1IEQjJ;IGIL!OOJW\'f. lEW <R.£/IIS. lA" n. 16. 1976: 


'I'Ia\Ia.Y AQ()ICE !EIliEI EI1IER rJ' 1IE IIfDtf. STA'lElmS IS 10 OO-SIPfllFY 
WT .fliS SAID. lIE PIf!aIT IIfUES m 1II1II J.ST ASIlQE Per." 

2. 	 .1116 L mIllS. f'!I:FEmt rJ' lEW lESTMIIT GlEE(. ~ M'TIST 11£JJ.lEIGIL 
SElllII'RI'. UlJISVIUL KY.. lEt. V. W6: 

"1IE GIft]( & IN 1IE ~ lBCSE SIIiIIFIES OlII1IlJIfIj 1CTl1I. " 

3. 	 L. lDIlA'rUl\. P!U'ESS:R (f GIHJ( MlInIGI(J(. 00DI-IflfWj CIlU.BL .fFFEm 
em. lEHI" rEt. I2. W6: 

-,uIOf!Ji\I- II]fIj ~IID..E IIlICE OOICAlts SlB..ECTI\£ ATTI11IE ItUO! Pll.Y !EIruP 
IiIItJ tatWJ1Y. ItlL lIE Ill'\XEIm (f !IE'S SI'(Jl[ BY MJlIER IS filL1EI!l'. 
lfE1IER A SHill Per OR 0lII1IlJnt;. lIElBCSE smsrs AIEl:RIPTM: ~. 
9J'ElIInt; HII'ffiIIfIj OR ront; II." 

~. 	 .wx trnS. P!U'ESS:R (f BIIIL IMlIIE 1MJ.Io\1E sam.. lIlll Dm1l' ~" 


!tl'I'IUS. 1EItt" lEe. ]3. 1976: 


"llKEl5f,ll() nus mID 'fIft mUfj 1IE ~ Per \IIlII AfB&Ij ID lfC'l '!OJ 
AlE lIlT EIIlTIlfD." 
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Now. then. let us go to Chart No. 30A. please. Now he (Hicks) 
quoted our brother from down at Harding about this. And the 
brother said many other authorities could be presented, but 
what those other authorities presented say, and what he quoted 
was this, that the context must show. I said that; he said that. 
Here Is the question though, "What Is the authority for saying 
In this case (Matt. 19:9), It Is punctillar for that (Moichstsi )?" 

Now notice, J wrote some letters on Mo/chatsi. (Matt. 19:9). 

"Dear Sir. In the context of Matt. 19:9 do you understand 
the expression of Matt. 19:9 "commltteth adultery" mo/chstsl. 
present middle Indicative of moichso to mean, (1) a single act 
of adultery? In other words, punctiliar, or (2) that the Individual 
keeps on committing adultery as long as he is joined to 
another?" 

Now, I wrote to (1) Mr. R. E. Glaze, Jr.,. professor of New 
Testament Greek, New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, 
in New Orleans, La., December 16, 1976. And he wrote back 
and said this; "Probably a choice between either of the above 
statements Is to oversimplify what Jesus said." I believe that. 
but notice what Mr. Glaze said, "the present applies to more 
than just a single act." The brother he (Hicks) quoted from 
down at Harding College, recognized that they married into the 
Situation. He sa1d you are in it, when he said that. 

Now. look at No.2 (from chart 30A), James L. Blevin, 
professor of New Testament Greek, Southern Baptist 
Theological Seminary, Louisville, Ky., December 17,1976. "The 
Greek verb of the present tense signifies continuing action." 
Now, notice, I asked him that in connection with mOichstai, in 
that context. We are talking about context. 

L. Don Taylor, professor of Greek and religion, Carson
Newman College, Jefferson City, Tenn., December 12, 1976, 
"mO/Chstsl being middle voice indicates subjective attitude, 
which may be developed into actuality." Now, the brother from 
Harding said that's what they do. They marry and they get into 
the state. Continuing quote from Taylor, "Here the replacement 
of one spouse by another is adultery, whether a Single act or 
continuing." Now watch this: "The tense suggests a descriptive 
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60 
present something happening, or going on." 

Now, then, Brother Jack Lewis, professor of Bible, Harding 
College Graduate School, 1000 Cherry Rd., Memphis, Tenn. 
December 13, 1976: "I understand this word to mean doing." 
Notice that. A carrying-on thing. Not, to do, but 'doing the sex 
act with a person to whom you are not entitled." Now our 
brother (Olan Hicks) admits that unscriptural divorce and 
remarriage is sin. But he (Jack Lewis) says it's wrong to do 
a sex act with a person to whom you are not entitled. 

_30B(W} 0'f}fR) (III{)IOWAI 

••••mtlITm <LI1ElW.lY, g!ltmtlmnE, TlfJ ta1(JI If TIE 
'O! IS UIfAR. a:rmPlOID AIll1ER!'.' G. N. )(IDS, Q.ESI1{ft; fH) 
AI&EltS ~ FT£EIlfI\IUMI 0l.lBi: p. 235. --

~ - THIS '0 IS IN TIE P!em TEIfL TIE Rm If ,fUOl 
IS tIIfI1lI.O£ ACI1(J1, IT IIfNf; laPS (II mtlmlN3 AIlllERl'" (IUY 
~IMLSIIRl, .wt,l$'S, p,m, 

Let us go to 30B please. Now here are others on Moichatai. 
"Committeth (literally keeps on committing. That action of the 
verb linear, continuous.) adultery." Brother Guy N. Woods, 
Questions and Answers Open Forum, Freed-Hardeman 
College, page 235 . 

.. MOichatai, this verb is the present tense the force of which 
is continuous action. It means keeps on committing adultery." 
Brother Roy Deaver, who is sitting right here on the platform, 
in THE SPIRITUAL SWORD, January 1975, page 17. 

All right, let us move on quickly. Now I want to talk about 
his chart No.9, which he brought up in his first speech. His 
chart, not ours. (To Brother Eaves) Just cover that (the 
projector) if you will, please. He asked the question about a 
couple who fornicate and a child is conceived. Why, besides 
being a privilege to keep that child, and that is what he is 
suggesting, there is a higher obligation that they must care for 
that child. And God's higher law intervenes. We make this point 
all the time, in teaching against abortion. If a girl is raped, why 
kill the child because of the sin of a man. Shall the child inherit 
the sin of the father? Shall the children's teeth be set on edge 

http:LI1ElW.lY
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because the fathers have eaten sour grapes? God's law says 
take care of the child, not to punish the child or anything like 
that. God's higher law says take care of the child. 1 Tim. 5:8 
says, "He that cares not for his own has denied the faith and 
is worse than an infideL" That is God's law on taking care of 
a baby born out of wedlock. 

All right. We now have four minutes. He said that we would 
break up the husband·wife relationship. We are not against the 
husband-wife relationship. We are against a husband having 
somebody else's wife. Many of our brethren have for years 
quoted Eph. 5:25, like this, "Husbands love your wives - Not 
somebody else's wife!" That is what we are talking about. 
Husbands love your wives; don't love somebody else's wife or 
love on somebody else's wife. Husbands love your wives. That 
is what we are talking about. We are not against the 
husband-wife relationship. We are against a man having 
another man's wife or a woman having another woman's 
husband. God's law of marriage binds a woman to her husband 
so long as he lives, unless she puts him away because of 
fornication. Just two reasons. (Suppose God has said don't 
keep the baby?) 

#24(W) 

'NIJ \ffIt rtf WIFE (f :JII~ !£AI{) TII1T 1RI~ f£R 'illlI/i) lAS IIPJL * /WI 
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1tXJ( IfR II1'E m HIS iW'!E. NIJ $I[ f£CA"E HIS WIFE- PI£) M HIM A~. !lIT 

Ttf lIlI1t3 TII11 !)WID flI\!) Illf or:ru:m J]{)V~.' 

JUW.s 7:2-3 

"l'ffi 11£ lO\Iti TII1T ifllIl ~ ff.EIlIIf) IS Iru(J BY lAi/ m 11£ HJSfWiD 1Ij1l£ If 

U'tUH: !ill IF 11£ fUl\III() DIE, $I[ IS DlSOMEJ FRJI11£ lAi/ (f 11£ 1l.!lIYfID. 
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f£ G4illD ttl Alll1B6S: l'IJT IF 11£ IUl!WII) DIE, 9£ IS AtE FRJI11£ lAi/, 9J 

TII1T $I[ IS rfl AllllElESS, 1llmI $I[ f£ ..olltJl m NIJ11£R MI•• 

All right let us move on, I want to answer his chart no. 10. 
On that, he brought up David. I need chart no. 24, Brother 
Eaves. He brought up David and Bathsheba. Now our brother 
is not recognizing God's law. 
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Reading from chart 24, "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." 
Therefore God's law says they are bound. 

Now look at this (11 Sam. 11:26-27), "And when the wife 
of Uriah heard that Uriah her husband was dead." He was 
dead. Sure David sinned In committing the murder; sure David 
sinned in committing the adultery, but the husband was dead 
and God's higher law was there and Intervened in that. Now 
we want to know where God's law intervenes so that a man 
can keep a woman who is an adultress. 

Look at this (chart 24): "She is discharged from the law of 
the husband, so then If while the husband liveth, she be joined 
to another man, she should be called a pretty. young, 
divorcee." "She should be called a saint." The Bible says If 
she shall "be joined to another man, she shall be called an 
adulteress!" She shall be called an adulteress. 

#43[Wl I ClJUNIlII~ 7 

1- 7 IS !'MUt« ImF jill RlGIT l£RH: ell? 
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IJ'(J4 iK\T GlU.NE !lIS (JAj HIOS 0Xl..lIE miT IN IfAUIfj wrnl /Itf (f ll£ I8JoE 

AU. DIsrua:D DOO{E AHJ I£~ 


All right chart no. 43., please. I want to notice 1 Cor.7. 
However, we will not have time. What time do we have right 
now? All right now I want to suggest this, he (Hicks) mentioned 
1 Cor. 7 but he did not get back to his last chart. but he 
probably will tomorrow night, when we have time for that 
material. 1 Cor.7 has a number of questions which are laid out 
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In It, and we will talk about these questions, but I want to 
Introduce this material (chart 43). We will go through this chart 
on 1 Cor. 7 and outline the whole chapter for you. But here 
Is what I want to suggest: upon what grounds does Brother 
Olan Hicks conclude that In dealing with any of the above 
questions, which Paul answered in 1 Cor. 7, that Paul is 
discussing divorce and remarriage? Where In 1 Cor. 7 is he 
talking about divorce and remarriage? Where Is it talking about 
It In that chapter? Where Is the indication? Where is the 
hermeneutical principle, which he brought up, which says that 
It Is talking about divorce and remarriage In that chapter? We 
want to ask that question. 

Now just briefly, Brother Eaves, let us go to chart no. 1. 

_f(W) 

APlffIX 1'£.lfll1E: "IClT, lJ(]( IF, TI£ 1JroSll'E IF" 

SCRIPTURRL 

"B1JUC'A.; IF, aJITAJIEl) [II. !»l f(IlK)UC; 10 11£ stllPIlJES.· 

lfBSlER) 18I1lB111ElH mntRI' D[C11IJW1f, 1.IfII.IUlJB. • enmlll, 
IIRD AalOOIl> ro.l:!IlIl-

All right, now then. let us notice his proposition. We are 
going to get back to this after a while. His proposition says 
unscriptural. Notice: the prefix "un" means, not, a lack of, the 
opposite of, i.e. the opposite of scriptural. He is affirming that 
that which is opposite of scriptural, i.e. unscriptural divorce and 
remarriage may be continued in. Now I asked him on 1 Cor. 
6:9-11, maybe he did not get a chance to answer it, which one 
of those sins you could continue In? Which one? Just let him 
check off the onElS you can continue in up there on the chart. 
He did not answer that. Maybe he will answer that in his last 
speech tonight. 

All right, now then. From Chart 1: "Biblical" contained in or 
according to the scripture. 
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OlAN HICKS THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 
This is my final affirmative this evening, on behalf of the 

proposition that unscripturally divorced and remarried people 
may continue in the remarriage without further sin. I believe 
the scriptures teach that. And I want to commend the audience 
for your excellent conduct tonight, and Bro. Waldron for his 
excellent conduct, not in responding to my arguments and my 
questions, but in conducting himself as a Christian gentleman. 
And I am proud to have been a part of this occasion. I am 
also very happy that we ~ave tomorrow night and then two 
more nights, because we are going to get to all of these 
questions in sufficient detail. And sometimes you cannot get 
to them in the very next speech. We will get to them ultimately. 
Bro. Waldron also missed one of my questions. And that is, 
I asked, "Can the unscriptural divorce be forgiven if it is 
continued in?" Can it be forgiven if they do not repent and 
get out of it? Or if they repent mentally and stay in it,if that 
is possible? Can an unscriptural divorce be forgiven while the 
person remains divorced? Now that is my question. Now he 
said that I had failed to answer his question about I Cor. 7, 
where did I get the authority to say that that chapter has 
anything to do with divorce and remarriage. I want you to look 
at verse 27 and 28 which very clearly says, "Art thou bwnd 
unto a wife, seek not to be loosed." That is divorce. "Art 
thou loosed from a wife, seek not a wife. But, and if, thou 
marry. thou hast not sinned." Brethren, that entire chapter 
is concerned with marital problems. Matt. 19:9 is concerned 
with the ideal state of two people who are married. And the 
Lord said keep it that way. But I Cor. 7 is the epistle of Paul 
to the Corinthians about marriage problems other than ideal 
conditions, including the matter of separating from a wife, 
tak,ing another mate, etc. All down through the chapter, that 
is where I get my authority. 

In earlier speeches he quoted Col. 3 to say that the Bible 
teaches that one may live in adultery. And he accused me 
of denying that that is a possibility. I did no such thing. I 
agree that one may be said to live in a sin if he is practicing 
that sin. I am saying that the person who is married to a mate 
does not commit adultery with their mate. Cohabitation with 
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your wife or with your husband is not adultery. And that is 
why I say that this thing may continue. If they are married 
together, they do not commit adultery. So, he quotes I Cor. 
S where one had his father's wife and says, "Now this is 
adultery? This is sin. It has got to stop." Great. That is 
incest. I am not talking about incest. Bro. Waldron. I am 
talking about a couple who have made a marital mistake in 
the past, now then they are married and happily so, and I am 
asking, do they have to stop being faithful to that mate, stop 
honoring the vows they made to that mate, and destroy that 
marriage because back down the line they committed a sin 
somewhere. That is why I want to know is that divorce 
unpardonable if they continue in that divorce, whether or not 
they remarry. Now, he accused me of condoning divorce. and 
this has been the content and the import of a great many things 
that he has said. "Bro. Hicks seems to condone divorce." 
I repeat. Bro. Waldron condones more divorce than I do. As 
a matter of fact, he demands it. He says you have to divorce 
again, and he calls that repentance. Brethren, this is ridiculous. 
He says it was a sin for them to divorce and remarry; they 
repent of that by doing it again, by divorcing again. The very 
thing that Jesus said do not do. 

I am satisfied with the scholarship. authority, and certification 
that I have given for the meaning of the present tense verb 
in Greek. I showed you what the most'notable scholars in the 
world say, that it very readily can mean a punctiliar thing, and 
that this is determined by the context. And Bro. Waldron 
agrees to that. Then, we also agree that the first two conditions 
in Matt. 19:9 are punctiliar. Brethren, that is your context. 
Putteth away a wife and marrieth another; that Is punctiliar. 
So. he said he wrote to a Baptist to find out about what it 
meant. And even the Baptist scholar did not agree with him. 
He said it could have that meaning and various evasive 
statements like that. He could not get the Baptists to agree 
with him, SO then he turned to his moderator and he quoted 
him. Well, I don't suppose there Is anyone here that is suprlsed 
that his moderator agrees with him. I think we all pretty well 
assumed that. But. I quoted from scholars, from the greatest 
we have, the most respected men we have In the brotherhood. 
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Not only Jack McKinney. I also wrote to Dr. Carrol Osborne, 
professor at Harding Graduate School. He said he wrote 
someone at the graduate school and even that answer was not 
on his side of the question. Wefl, then I asked Bro. Osborne 
about this question. His answer to me was "I can add nothing 
to what Bro. McKinney has said. The grammars you cite are 
sufficient to confirm this usage of that verb." Now folks, I am 
satisfied with that. 

Then he goes to the matter of If a child Is concefved out 
of wedlock, we know that Is sin, Is the refationshlp produced 
by It then, parent to child, a sin because the child was 
conceived out of wedlock? And he admits, no, that that Is 
not a sin. He says, "Why kill the baby because It was conceived 
In sin?" Brethren, I could not agree more. Why destroy a 
home because somebody made a mistake back yonder 
somewhere. And I said from the very first, there will be no 
biblical authority given for such a command. There will be no 
scripture cited where God said that home has to break up. 
Oh, yes, there will be scriptures cited that say divorcing and 
remarrying constitutes committing adultery. My proposition 
said that. Notice It started with the words, "unscrlptural 
divorce", sin, unscrlptural divorce and remarriage. And then 
the latter part of It says they may continue in the remarriage 
"without further sin". That Is an admission that there was sin 
back there. That Is not the contest. Bro. Waldron continues 
to try to get Into Thursday and Friday night's proposition about 
who may marry. I am not going to follow Into that until we get 
to It. We have a whole lot more things to talk about tomorrow 
night. Now I am real glad that we have tomorrow night, 
because many of these questions need further understanding. 
futher Investigation. I want you to put up, If you will, please. 
Bill, chart number 29. the one on Romans 7, Bro. Waldron 
makes an argument on Rom. 7 and he says this confirms and 
this supports his proposition. Remember what his proposition 
Is? The negative of mine. Now he says this says that only 
people whose mates committed fornication or whose mates die, 
may remarry and not be in sin. Now. I want you to look at 
It here. Here it Is. The first six verses of Rom. 7. Now. the 
second verse says that "the woman which hath a husband Is 
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bound by the law to the husband as long as he liveth." That 
Is not a surprise. Under the law of Moses, the woman did not 
have the right of divorce. and that is what Paul said here. 
The law binds the woman to her husband as long as he lives. 
Only the husband had the right of divorce under the law of 
Moses. Now then, that is the thing to which Paul referred to 
make an Illustration. He wants to show us something. What 
is the application of that Illustration? He said, all right, she 
Is an adulteress if she is married to someone else while her 
husband lives. Now, look at verse 4. the application of It. 
"Wherefore, my brethren, ye also are become dead to the law 
by the body of Christ that ye should be married to another." 
Notice that. "Even to him that Is raised from the dead, that 
we should bring forth fruit unto God." He is talking about you 
and me being married to another. A second marriage if you 
please. Now, Bro. Waldron, mark this down, and give us an 
answer to it. These mates to which this is applied. were the 
Jews married to the law of Moses. Which one of them died 
or which one of them committed fornication? That is what he 
said. There are only two: The death of a mate or fornication 
by the mate. Here is somebody released to marry another one. 
Was It because the mate died or was it because the mate 
committed fornication.? Give us an answer to that, if you will, 
please, Bro. Waldron. We are very much concerned with what 
argument you are making here. What is It that releases these 
to be married a second time? 

SEE CHART #10 PAGE 21 
No. 10, if you will, please. No. 10. We said that the thing 

to do is to give your teaching of the scripture. what the Bible 
says, you can give it. In either command. or example, or 
necessary inference. We gave the command. It is repeated 
3 times in I Cor. 7, and It Is applied specifically to marriage. 
The whole chapter deals with marriage. And in that chapter, 
Paul says 3 times, without qualification, that these people are 
to be allowed to remain in whatever state they are called. And 
I grant that this is assuming that the state itself is not sin. 
And I granted that In the very first speech I made here tonight. 
It all revolves around that. If it cannot be proven that the 
continuation of the marriage itself Is sin. we have not a single 
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Bible authority for commanding that it be broken up. Yes. we 
have Bible authority to command that sin be stopped. But we 
do not have Bible authority to command that remarriages cease 
to exist, unless we can prove that they are sin. So, Paul says 
this without qualification, and you will notice that in considering 
that 7th chapter. I am glad Bro. Waldron agrees with me and 
said, "We do not place our doctrine upon one passage. We 
do not isolate scriptures. We want to take all that the Bible 
says on the matter." All right, when you take all that the Bible 
says on this matter, I want chart no.11a,lf you will please, when 

.11-A{HI THE BIBLE SAYS (RIGHTL Y DIVIDE) 

"BEll EVE ON THE LORD 

TO THE UNBE LI EVER - --- JESUS OlR 1ST .'! . 


(Acts 16:311 


"REPENT & BE SAPTI SED 
TO THE BELIEVER-----IN NAME OF CHRIST FOR 

REMISSION~ •• (Acts 2:38) 

"ARISE AND BE BAPT I SED 
TO THE PENITEl-iT BELl EVER-······· AND WASH AWAY THY SINS.'! 

(Acts 22: 16) 

n I F WE CONFESS OUR SINS 
TO THE OlRISTIAN----HE IS fAITHfUL ~ JUST TO 

FORGIVE • .'!. (1 Jno. 1:9) 

you take all that the Bible says on this, we find for example 
as an Illustration, when we talk to people about their soul's 
salvation, we say that the Bible says to the unbeliever, "believe 
on the Lord Jesus Christ." It does not say that to the believing 
penitent. It says it to the unbeliever. To the believer it says, 
"Repent and be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ." To the 
penitent believer, It says, "Arise and be baptized and wash 
away thy sins." To the Christian, It says, "If we confess our 
sins, he Is faithful and just to forgive us our sins." We know 
that the denominations get a great deal of their confusion and 
error from taking what the Bible says to the Christian and 
applying It to the allen sinner. 

No. 11b, I'you w'lI, please. Now, here Is what the Bible says. 
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.11·B(HI THE 818 L E SAY S 

00 ICT BE UNFAITHfUL TO YOURTO T~E MARRI ED:~ ....re:. 00 NOT PUT AWAY YOUR 
MATE. ~ IF '(00 00", RE~IN 
_lED OR BE REc:ot«:ILEq. 

Me:t1'.19:9 5::52 Luke.16:18 
1 Cor.7,1Cl-11 

"-,TO,-,U""_""",,,,"I<D,,-_~,,,WI...OOWS=-__.. ~~I~~~I~:A~~I~L~iF 
1 Cor.7:8-9 i Tim.;: 11-1' MARR1EO, F~ IT !S SETTER 

MARRY. THAN TO BURN. 

TO ONE "LOOSED" FlO< A .... TE 

IN mE PAST, IT IS NOT NECESSARY TO....."". 

..;;.;...;.;.;;;;..;..;.;.;..;.'------... air! F YOJ 00 MARRY, YOU 00 

I Cor.7'27-18 NOT SIN. 

TOE V E R YON E 	, • LET EVERY PERSON BE ALLOWED TO 
;;Xv€" A !!ATE OF THE I" _. TO _VENT EX\ Cor.7,1-5 
CESSIVE TeoI'TATION TO I_LIT'(, ANO LET 
EVtRY PERSON RENDER ruE BENtvOlENCE TO 
THAT MATE. 

the whole Bible, about the matter of marriage, divorce, and 
remarriage. Not one passage, but all of It. And Bro. Waldron 
agreed that it Is good and right to use It all. To the married, 
In I Cor. 7:10, Paul said, "To the married I command yet not 
I but the Lord." The Lord commanded to the married, stay 
with them; keep that marriage together. If it breaks up, hang 
In there, and try to get it reconciled. That Is what he said to 
the married. This Is what Paul said. 

And then, at verse 12 he said, "But to the rest speak I, not 
the Lord." To what rest? All these other problem cases that 
follow In that chapter. At verse 12 through 15 to the one 
deserted by the mate. What does Paul say, don't do it? No, 
Paul says "You are not under bondage in a case like this." 
That is what Paul said to that particular case. What did he 
say to the unmarried and widows? "It is good if they can stay 
single. If they can contain; that is fine to remaln single. But, 
H not. get married, because It Is better to marry than to bum." 
To the one that Is loosed from a mate Inthe past, I Cor. 7:27-28, 
"It Is not necessary for you to marry, but If you do, you do 
not sin." And to the virgins he said, "'t Is good to remain 
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single, but you don't have to." To everyone he said, in verses 
2-5, "Let every person be allowed to have a mate of their own." 
Bro. Waldron cannot harmonize his position with any of these 
statements, because he's got only the two. That is taking a 
part of the scripture and ignoring this entire 7th chapter of I 
Cor. 

Now, friends, r have just a minute left, or so, and I want to 
conclude my affirmative, tonight, with this statement. I know 
that there is a lot more to be discussed, and that it will 
ultimately come down to a matter of using the scriptures rightly 
as opposed to using them wrongly. But, I want to be sure 
that as you leave here tonight, you understand what I am 
saying. My proposition can be summed up in this statement: 
I am contending that once divorce and remarriage has 
happened, even though it involved sin in the instigation of it, 
once it has happened, the relationship produced as a result 
of that sin, is not itself sinful. In other words, I agree that 
unscripturaldivorce is displeasing to God and wrong. I agree 
that unscriptur.al divorce and remarriage is displeasing to God. 
What I do not agree--with, is this idea that this man and this 
WOMan now sin further by being faithful to each other and by 
honoring the vows they made in this marriage. I do not believe 
that this couple commit sin by being a husband and a wife 
to each other, and by being parents to their children. And 
this is what will have to be proven. Bro. Waldron assumes 
it. It is not proven yet, and I maintain that it will not be. It 
would have to be proven that they sin in being a husband and 
wife to each other now, and parents to their children, in order 
to conclude that this arrangement must be set aside. Proving 
that there was sin involved in the instigation of the divorce is 
not what is required here. We all agree to that. I believe that 
the only way Bro. Waldron, or anybody else. can prove that 
these people sin by being faithful to these marriage 
committments is by mishandling the scriptures. That is the 
only way it can be done. 'do not believe that it can be proven 
by the Bible rightly handled, that God's answer to these 
people's problem is another divorce. I thank you very much 
for your kind attention, and please give your attention as 
courteously to Bro. Waldron. 

http:unscriptur.al
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WALDRON'S THIRD AND FINAL NEGATIVE 
Monday, Feb. 21, 1977 

Ladies and gentlemen, let me express my love again toward 
you for being here, my appreciation for your coming, and I urge 
you to examine the scriptures when you go home. Be as the 
Bereans were, more noble than the Jews of Thessaionlca, In 
that they searched the scriptures to see If the things that the 
apostles were saying were true. 

I want to begin by talking about Brother Olan's statement 
on Matt. 19:9. In Matt. 19:9 we read, "And I say unto you, and 
whosoever shall put away his wife." He (Hicks) said that is a 
one time thing. Again we read, "except for fornication and shall 
marry another." Olan Hicks said that is a one time thing. Rnally, 
we read, "Commltteth adultery." Then he says that that must 
be a one time thing, also. Now, you will notice what he Is doing 
here, he Is coming to the English language. In the Greek 
language, It happens that the term spolusa(puts away) Is aorist. 
That Is, It Is comparable to past tense. It Is the aorist active 
subjunctive third person singular. And this Indicates that it 
should be punctillar. However, we are talking about the linear 
tense, the present Indicative tense. But on commltteth adultery 
he talks of punctillar and says: therefore, that must mean that 
"committing adultery," Is punctlllar. 

Now then, I want us to go to another chart, he asked a 
question and wanted me to answer it. Can the unscrlptural 
dIVorce be forgiven? Now, I said If they repent of it. And then, 
I brought up this scripture, right here. Give me the one on the 
misrepresentations of the scriptural position, No. 37. Thank 
you. All right, I brought this point up. We do not teach a man 
must be celibate. We do not force people to be reconciled. 
The Lord Jesus Christ gives them a choice In the matter, on 
that thing. He said If she depart, let her remain unmarried or 
else be reconciled to her husband. Now, she could repent of 
It and she could appropriate to herself this law of Jesus Christ. 
So, she has a choice In the matter. it~mlght be such that she 
could not restore her marriage. She might strive to do all that 
she could. In every case, everything cannot be perfectly put 
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back like it was. For example. if a man murders someone, he 
cannot bring that man back to life, but he can stop his 
murdering. If a man commits adultery with a girl and a child 
is conceived, he can stop fornicating or committing adultery 
with her, but he cannot change the fact that the child has been 
conceived. 

A man has a choice in the matter. He can repent of that 
divorcing and appropriate to himself Jesus' law. Now, that 
answers his question. And I answered it before. He just did 
not recognize this part as being a part of the answer. 

Let us go on. Now. he said he was not against 1 Cor 5:1. 
He says that is incest. The Bible calls it fornication. This term 
incest is a term used in the theological law. and a term u~ 
in law. the law of the land, but the Bible called it fornication. 
It is called fornication, and it was with another man's wife, 
therefore it was adultery. If it had been with another man's wife, 
Brother Olan, who was not his step-mother, would it have been 
adultery or fornication? Would it have been adultery? 

Now, we don't demand the breaking up of homes. We teach 
that Jesus said that if you commit adultery, you cannot inherit 
eternal life. Listen again, Gal 5: 19-21, says, neither 
"fornicators" shall inherit the kingdom of God. Those who 
practice such things. This man practices fornication. He cannot 
inherit. He keeps on committing fornication. 

On 1 Cor. 6 he did not answer the question. He did not call 
for the chart which I had up here. I listed all those sins from 
1 Cor. 6:9-11 and named them, including fornication, Idolatry, 
adultery, effeminate, abusers of themselves with men, thieves, 
and so on. He gave no answer to those questions. Can you 
continue in that? Can you continue in sin? Just tick off those 
sins there and tell us which one you may continue in. 
Drunkenness? Adultery? Fornlcatlon?Just tick off the ones that 
a person can continue in after he has repented of those things 
and brought forth fruits meet for repentance. We need an 
answer for that question on 1 Cor. 6:9-11 

He said that he quoted scholars that said very readily It could 
be In the pUl'lctlllar. Well. the scholars he quoted said that It 
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was rare. They said that it was almost always linear. They did 
not say that it very readily can, it certainly may do so, and 
it is possible to do so, but they said, generally, almost always, 
it is~n the linear tense and VBI)' rarely is it found to be punctiliar. 
Then he goes to the text (Matt. 19:9) and uses an aorist tense 
verb where it is "putting away" to say that that is one time 
action; therefore, the present tense must be one time action. 
Then he made light of my charts about the fact I had written 
to a Baptist. Well, I wrote to a number of men. These men 
are Greek scholars. By the way, Brother 01an, some of those 
men agree with your interpretation of marriage and divorce, 
but, Brother Olan, they admitted the tense of the verb is what 
I was saying it was, and what Brother Roy Deaver has said 
is right, and what Brother Guy N. Woods has said is right. They 
(some of the scholars written to) admitted it, in spite of the 
fact that they held it is all right for a person to stay in that 
situation. They just ignored it. But you insist it is not there. 
All right, now we are not being evasive. And he said he quoted 
authorities to show, he quoted one brother from down at 
Harding College. Then he brought up someone else to whom 
he said he had written. 

Now then, on this question about keeping the child. Again, 
I pOint out it is God's higher law. When the child is born, God's 
higher law says in 1 Tim. 5:8 that if one cares not for his own 
he's denied the faith, and worse than an infidel. Now, where 
does it say such about continuing in adultery, Brother Olan? 
Where does it say a man can keep an adulteress? And keep 
on dOing that? Where does it say that about adultery? Now, 
he wants to know why we want to destroy homes. We are not 
trying to destroy a home. I put up chart 37 and showed that 
was a misrepresentation. We are teaching people to quit 
committing adultery. We tell them to take care of their own, 
but quit cohabiting one with another. Just quit copulating one 
with another. Just quit adulterating or fornicating one with 
another. 

All right, now he says I keep wanting to bring up Thursday 
night's proposition. He brought it up twice before I even 
referred to anything that hinted at it. But the thing I said about 
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God's two reasons as to why a person can be separated; that 
Is germane to tonight. That is germane to tonight. I brought 
that up and said there are two reasons as to why a person 
can be separated from their mate according to God's law; 
death and adultery, no others. And he cannot show any others. 
If he does. he is adding to God's word. 

Now. I want to take his chart. If you will give me his chart 
on Rom. 7:1~6. Reading from Hicks' chart. KJV: "Know ye not 
brethren for I speak to them that know the law, how that the 
law hath dominion over a man as long as he liveth." He (Paul) 
is talking about those people who knew the law of Moses. Paul 
said. .. the law". 

Again reading: "For the woman which hath a husband is 
bound by ... ", now by the way, in the American Standard, if you 
have an American Standard like this one is. (holding up N.T.) 
the term the Is not in verse two. It is not in the text (Rom. 
7:2). It is not in the Greek text. Continuing: "For the 
woman which hath a husband is bound by law" That means 
the law of God, the general law of God. BelOVed, what I am 
affirming is a higher law. What did those juries say in 
Nuremberg? They said. you broke the higher law. You broke 
laws against humanity, when you killed those people. You 
should have disobeyed your own laws, the law of the land. And 
we are talking about a higher law of God and this is it right 
here (Rom. 7:2). 

Continuing to read, "For the woman which hath a husband 
is bound by the law to her husband." What law? The one given 
in Gen. 2:24, which says a man and woman are bound one 
to another and become one flesh. 

"So, then, if while her husband liveth, she be married to 
another man, she shall be called a saint'?" An adulteress. look 
at her. She is married to another man. What do you call her? 
An adulteress! That is what you call her. According to God's 
law, you call her an adulteress. Do you look at her and say 
Isn't she a pretty, young divorcee, when she goes to get 
married? Isn't she a worthy saint? She is to be called an 
adulteressl That Is God's word. 
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"But if her husband be dead, she is free from that law. So 
that is no adulteress, though she be married to another man. 
Wherefore my brethren, ye also are become dead to the law 
by the body of Christ, that ye should be married to another. 
Even him who is raised from the dead that we should bring 
forth fruit unto God. For when we were in the flesh, the motions 
of sins which were by the law, did work in our members to 
bring forth fruit unto death: But now we are delivered from the 
law, that being dead wherein we were held; that we should 
serve In newness of spirit and not In oldness of the letter." 

Now he (Hicks) asked me who died or who committeth 
adultery that they should be dead. This is an easy question. 
They died to the law. This is a spiritual death. look at Eph. 
2:5, and mark it down in your Bibles. "Even when we were 
dead through trespasses, made us alive together with Christ." 
Paul speaks of us as sinners In the world. Now I am using this 
(Eph 2:5) as an illustration. When we are sinners in the world, 
we are dead to God. The scriptures say, "Even when we were 
dead through our trespasses, made us alive together wtth 
Christ." In other words, when we came to Christ, we died to 
the world. And we were raised Into living with Christ. These 
people (Rom. 7. ) died to the law. No, they did not die 
individually. It is a spiritual death; their death to the law and 
every Gentile, beloved. as you and I are Gentiles, dies to sin. 
We die to sin. We are separated from sin so we can be married 
to Christ, so we can be joined to Christ, rightfully. They died 
to the law. 

All right, let us move on, please. I agree fully with his chart 
No. 11, so we don't need to touch that one. Now on 1 Cor. 
7, let us go to chart No. 26A and 26B, Brother Eaves. 

Now, then, I want to take up only one point which he 
suggested on his last chart aboUt I Cor. 7, because I don't have 
time to deal with all of it tonight, but I will iater take up all 
his suggestions on it. But I do want to take up where he quoted 
from I Cor. 7:15, which says, "not under bondage." 

Now, then, (From chart 26) the Greek word for bondage In 
this text Is dedoulota/, third person singular. perfect Indicative, 
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passive of douloo. Henry Thayer says: "To make a slave of. 
to reduce to bondage." Of the text. (Thayer). "to be under 
bondage. held by constraint of law of necessity in some 
manner." W.E. Vine. "originally the lowest term in the scale 
of servitude. came also to mean one who gives himself up to 
the will of another." 

In the New Testament, It (dedoulotai) is used 133 times and 
_26A(W) 

1. 	 11£ GIUl( lIlRl Fm "lD€YtP IS !E1lUDTAL 3Rt> f9ffiI SIfGlN(. PElf£CT 
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1ttI0! tXDJ!S 44 T116 IN 11£ rtlj lESTMHT. lli\'!£ll: 

"lO Blttl, 11E FAS1EJI. ..l'ETft'Im 10 Blttl, III RJT lIBEl 
(]lJGA11(J1: 10 lE IWIllO (J[, AS !tEIlIHl ffI) IllFE. 
lIA'ItI\ ems (JLY 3 1116: I QJI. 7:27,?f.j _ lUI. 7:2. 

never applied to marriage, unless in this text (lCor. 7: 15). Now, 
our brother says it applies in this text. Let him show us some 
other text where dedoulotai applies to marriage. 

All right, let us go further. Now notice, in the same chapter. 
I Cor. 7 verses 27 and 39, where there is no question that it 
is talking about marriage. Here (verses 27 & 39) marriage is 
specifically under consideration and Paul uses a different word 
for the marriage bond. deo, d-e-o- in the English characters. 
which occurs 44 times in the NewTestament. Thayer says. "to 
bind. to tie. fasten .... metaphor. to bind, to put under obligation: 
to be bound as one, as a husband is bound to a wife." Thayer 
cites three times, I Cor. 7:27. I Cor. 7:39, and Rom. 2:7. Now. 
where does he cite I Cor. 7:151 
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All right, let us move on to our next chart, 26b, (Brother 
Deaver, "one minute.") From Chart 26: Dedoulotai is used 133 
times. The noun is used 125 times. Here are some examples. 
Matt. 8:9: "servants or slaves." John 8:34 "bond servants or 
slaves." 

The verb is used 8 times, and here we have I Cor. 7:15, "is 
not under bondage." 

I Cor. 7:15 uses dedoulotai from douloo, "has not been 
placed under bondage (or enslaved)." In other words, that text 
is not talking about marriage, not talking about the marriage 
bond. He (Paul) uses another verb in that text. But he said you 
are not enslaved to that man to the extent that you may rorsake 
Christ. Jesus said, he that loves father or mother more than 
me, or son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me. 
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And he that hateth not. his father, his mother, and his sister. 
and his children and his own life. also. he cannot be my disciple. 
You are not so enslaved to your husband or to your wife that 
you may give up your slaveship to Jesus for them. That is what 
that text teaches. (From chart 26b), it does not teach top, 
bottom. or sides of what he is sayIng. 

I Cor. 7:15 uses dedoulotaifrom doulo,. "has not been placed 
under bondage (or enslaved) and is not under bondage or 
enslaved." 
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OLAN HICKS FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 
Tuesday 

It is indeed my pleasure once again, to come before you in 
affirmation of the rights of unscripturally divorced and 
remarried people to remain in their marriage without being 
ostracized or in any way mistreated and looked down upon by 
the church. 

I would like to say in the beginning, that it is important as 
we study this subject that we remember the seriousness and 
the gravity of the subject we are discussing. I am glad that 
you are here tonight, each one of you. I am glad that you 
are interested in making this study. The reason I am glad is 
this. Anytime a relationship between husband and wife gets 
to the point that a divorce happens, most generally there has 
been a lot of tragedy in that case. There has been a lot of 
things happen that are unfortunate and tragic. There has been 
a lot of suffering. And there have been many things of a greatly 
unpleasant and very trying nature. For many people, this is 
indeed a traumatic experience, to reach the point that the 
marriage can no longer be held together. Now, I suggest that 
at a time like this, if there is anything that these people need, 
it is the friendship and love, the companionship and help of 
the church, of their brethren in the Lord. We said that this 
is a complex subject, and many of you last night said it certainly 
is a complicated subject. I hope you keep that in mind, 
because altogether too many people in my estimation are 
willing today to hastily jump into such a case, begin to demand 
that they have the right to make judgements upon these people. 
And brethren, I want us to remember, if we are going to 
instigate judgements upon our brethren, the least we can do 
is take the time and effort to make a study of what the Bible 
says about their Situation, so that we have some understanding 
not only of what a divorce means, but also of what the Bible 
says about it. 

I have been greatly disappointed in many of my brethren and 
their unwillingness to make a study of it, but at the same time 
their hasty willingness to make a judgement on it. In fact, their 
;nsistance upon making a judgement on it. It is possible that 
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there are those of you in this audience tonight who feel that 
you are obligated to make a judgement upon it, and perhaps 
even withdraw fellowship from some of these people while at 
the very time you admit you do not know the full story of the 
Bible on the subject. So, whatever it takes, whatever 
complications are Involved, let us at least give these people 
the justice of making as thorough a study as we can of what 
God's word says on the subject of divorce and remarriage. 
That is why we are presenting this material for you this week. 

I want to begin tonight by clarifying some of the things, a 
couple of matters that are left over from last night. As you 
know, Bro. Waldron had the final speech last night, as he will 
tonight. Most of the things that he said, I had already given 
answer to in the course of my previous affirmatives, but there 
are a couple of things that need to be cleared up, and I believe 
that I will first ask for his chart No. 14, if you will please, Bro. 
Eaves. Put that on the screen. Bro. Waldron delighted to say 
that I had not responded to this particular question, phrased 
on chart No. 14. And that is exactly what I wanted Bro. 
Waldron to do. Because I wanted him to say this two or three 
times, to be sore that you people understood what his 
misunderstanding is, and exactly where he stands and what 
he was saying on this question. 

Here is a list of sins from I Cor. 6:9-11 and at the bottom 
of this list of sins he asks the question, Bro. Hicks tell us, 
please, in which of these may a man continue and remain a 
faithful Christian? The first response I make to that is in the 
form also, of a question. Bro. Waldron, which of these does 
a man commit with his wife? Which of these sins does a man 
commit with the woman to whom he is married? Now, do you 
see where the misunderstanding is? He tried, in vain, last night 
to prove this by the Bible and failed completely, because there 
is no thus seith the Lord for such a consideration. Which of 
these sins does a man commit with his wife, the woman to 
whom he is married? 

Now then, let us go a little further with this same idea. You 
notice this comes from chapter 6 of I Cor. verses 9-11. But 
he did not quote verse 11. For verse 11 says, "And such were 
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some of you," these things here, "such were some of you, but 
ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified in 
the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the spirit of our God." 
Now, why did you leave that out of the picture, Bro. Waldron, 
and pretend that these Corinthians, or some other people who 
are divorced and remarried unscriptually have committed 
adultery and this type of thing, that they could not thus be 
cleansed, washed, justified, sanctified? They were set apart. 
In this same context, brethren, notice now, as you go on to 
the 7th chapter, you come to the chapter that these men must 
avoid like the faith only advocates must avoid Acts chapter 2 
because the whole chapter destroys their concept. To these 
people, right here, these people who were fornicators, 
idolators, adulterers, effeminate, and so on, to these people, 
Paul wrote verse 2 of chapter 7, "To avoid fornication, let every 
man have his own wife, and let every woman have her own 
husband." I submit tonight to you, brethren, there is not a 
way upon God's green earth, In which the concept th~t 
unscrlpturally divorced and remarried people may not continue 
In the marriage, can be harmonized with that command. I want 
to see Bro. Waldron harmonize his teaching, the negative of 
this proposition, with that statement in I Cor. 7:2, let every man 
and every woman have their own mate. Now, I know he can 
harmonize it with the statement if he can modify it some, and 
say, "let every man have his own wife except those who have 
been divorced and remarried." But that is not what the 
passage says. Now, Paul wrote this to the people guilty of 
these things here. Obviously, Paul understood why these 
people could have a mate now, and that is why he wrote verse 
11 in between this list of sins and the command to let those 
people have their mates. He wrote verse 11 in between there 
to say that it is because these people have been washed, 
sanctified, justified, cleansed by the authority of Christ. This 
is a concept evidently that Bro. Waldron and those in his camp 
just simply do not understand. That adultery can be forgiven; 
people can be cleansed of sins of this nature, and those sins 
blotted out. and then they may have a mate. And that is what 
the Bible says when you take it in full. 

I want to respond now to the questions that Bro. Waldron 
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has handed to me for tonight. 

No. (I) Since you stated last night in answer to question No. 
4, that an unscripturally divorced man is loosed from his wife 
when the loosing is complete, we ask tonight, when is the 
loosing complete? And he gives me a list of 4 things here 
to check. Bro. Waldron has a considerable amount of 
confusion about the matter of when a man and woman become 
unmarried. Now the problem with a question like this is, when. 
you are talking about the civil requirements, they differ from 
country to country. When you are talking about the religious 
requirements, they differ from religion to religion. And if I get 
into this matter, which he wants me to do, are they freed from 
one another at the time the civil court makes a decree, or are 
they freed from one another at the time of a legal ceremony 
for a second marriage and this kind of thing, all we are going 
to do is have more confusion about this than we had on the 
Greek last night and mislead everybody. 'am just going to 
say that a man who does not have a wife, knows it. A woman 
who does not have a husband, knows it. When the time comes 
that they do not have a mate, they know it. And' believe Bro. 
Waldron knows it, if he will admit it. 

(2} If unscripturally divorced people live together without 
sanction of the law of the land, are they living in adultery? 
Notice the question. Bro. Eaves did you want to put t.hese 
on the screen? Yes, please. No.2, if unscripturally divorced 
people live together, they are divorced now, if they live together 
are they living in adultery? They are practicing adultery; thus, 
they are, in that sense, living in adultery. That is, they are living 
in the constant practice of adultery. I have never denied that 
it is possible to live in a sin. I have never denied that. I have 
denied that people who are duly married are living in adultery. 
I have denied that, and I continue to deny that. 

(3) If two people, unscripturally divorced from their spouses, 
marry, will their initial act of copulation be adultery? This again, 
points up Bro. Waldron's confusion. He has marriage mixed 
up with the sex act. And he wants to say that people become 
married or unmarried related to how they do or do not commit 
the sex act. Now this is not the case. If these people are 
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unscripturally divorced from their spouses and marry, if they 
are duly married and rightly married, if they are actually 
married, their sex act or copulation is not adultery. A man 
does not commit adultery with his wife. And that is again, the 
question I asked him about I Cor 6. Which of those sins does 
a man commit with this woman he is married to? 

(4) If so, what sanctifies the succeeding acts of copulation? 
It is not so, so that question is pointless. 

(5) Are all divorces in and of themselves wrong? God's 
original law is one man, one woman for life. Jesus said in Matt. 
19:6, "what God has joined together, let not man put asunder." 
When man puts that asunder, there is sin involved. I cannot 
conceive of a marriage breaking up, a divorce happening, 
without sin, without transgressing this law of God. So, I would 
have to say that all divorces of themselves involve sin, as far 
as I can consider the matter of breaking up what God has 
joined together. A sin is involved in it somewhere. All right, 
don't let him twist those on you now. 

Now, I have some questions for Bro. Waldron, five questions, 
and I will read them so that the audience wm be familiar with 
what he is obligated to answer, and I have already given him 
a copy of them. 

(I) Can an unscriptural divorce be pardoned if they stay 
divorced? He could not seem to understand this last night; 
said he answered it. He did not get anywhere close to it. 
He kept answering, "if they repent of it and get out of it." 
The very question itself says, "if they stay divorced." Can an 
unscriptural divorce, unscriptura/, can it be pardoned while they 
remain divorced unscripturally? 

(2) Is unscriptural divorce and remarriage adultery if there 
is no sexual intercourse? This will help us clear that problem 
up, I think. Is unscriptural divorce and remarriage adultery if 
there is no sexual intercourse? 

(3) If the guilty party is put away for fornit:ation, and his 
wife marries another,then she and her original husband cohabit 
again, he said last night that the man is still bound to this 
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woman, though she is not stili bound to him. She is his wife, 
but he's not her husband, suppose they cohabit again. Does 
she commit adultery, but he does not? Is it adultery for her, 
but not for him? Or vice versa? Please tell us about that. 

(4) Do you believe that there are those who can not contain, 
as mentioned in I Cor. 7:9? Paul said, "if they cannot contain, 
let them marry," I want to know do you believe there is such 
a thing as a person who cannot contain? 

(5) According to I Cor 7:12-15. if the unbeliever does not 
depart, now Paul said if the unbeliever departs a brother or 
sister Is not under bondage in such cases. He said that does 
not mean the marriage bond. If the unbeliever does not depart, 
he decides to stay, to what bondage is the believer 
responsible? What is the believer bound to, if the unbeliever 
does not deDart? 

.19(H) BY THE CONTEXT 

" •••• AS AU<EADY SHOWN, THE AORIST IS A'.WAYS PUNCTILIAR 
AND THE SO CALLED PRESENT PRACTICALLY ALWAYS LINEAR, 
UNLESS THE AKTfONSART OF THE VERB ITSELF :S STR0N3LY 

PUNCTI Lf AR." 

A. T.ROBERTSON, GRA."MAR Of THE GREEK N. T. 
Pg .864 

AGREED UPON 

LIT IS POSSIBLE FOR PRESENT INDICATIVE GREEK VERB 
TO HAVE PUNCTILIAR MEAN!1¥> OR LINEAR MEANI1¥>. 

2.WH!CH IT IS MUST BE DETERMINED BY THE CONTEXT. 

3 • THE CONTEXT OF }Io\."aTQ.l. I N MAT. 19: 9 SHOWS 
THE AKTIDNSAAT OF THI S VERB TO BE ST~LY 
PUNCTlt,1AR 

NQTEtI IF IT MEANS "UVS Oii CO!'.MI'M'I!{; ADULT!RY" 

liHT DOES 110 VDlSlOli TRANSLATE I'I' THAT ilH ? 

All right, Chart No. 19, please, Bill. Now, I want to just say 
one thing about the conflict we had last night concerning the 
Greek tense In Matt. 19:9, and we are not going Into a lot of 
this tonight, because we had an ample supply of It last night. 
The matter was settled, the Issue was resolved, and the opinion 
of the scholars was pretty much unanimous, and I considered 
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the matter pretty much settled. But by way of clarification so 
we understand why this is so important, did you stop to think 
why these brethren are struggling so hard to get that "keeps 
on committing adultery" into Matt. 19:9? Because that is their 
only hope. That is their only hope for making that marriage 
a state of adultery. They have absolutely nothing else on which 
to even make a play. 

Now then. because that is important is why we worked on 
it so hard. that is why they had so much to say about it. and 
why I withstood it. I told you in the beginning last night to 
watch for this. When you have inherited a tradition from the 
denominations which is not sustained in scripture. then you will 
find denominational fingerprints all over that tradition and that 
is exactly what we have found on this tradition that 
unscripturally divorced and remarried people have to break up 
a marriage. We inherited that from the denominations, they 
got it from human tradition. Now. you will find denominational 
fingerprints all over it. That is, they have to use the Bible 
differently than what we use it in establishing the truth. In other 
words, they have to cram into a passage something that is not 
there. They have to get it there anyway. In John 3:16, to teach 
their faith only doctrine. they have to get the word "only" or 
the idea of only into that passage of John 3:16. Friends. that 
is why they are struggling so hard with Matt. 19:9. They have 
got to get that "continuing to commit adultery" in there or their 
entire case Is absolutely hopeless. 

So. then, we agreed upon three things, and the concensus 
of the scholarship that both of us presented last night said 
these three things. (I) It is possible for the present indicative 
Greek verb to have a punctlliar meaning or a linear meaning. 
Now, It is of no value to say that one is more frequent that 
the other. The frequency is not the point. And he seemed 
to be thinking. Bro. Waldron did. that it was my responsibility 
to prove that that is the only way it can be used. That is not 
my responsibility; it is the other way around. It is his 
responsibility to prove that it has to be linear; it cannot be 
punctiliar, and he conceded that by the scholars he quoted, 
as well as the scholars which I quoted. Because if it can be 
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punctiliar at all, we cannot take this passage and rule into 
people's lives and command them to break up a marriage on 
a thing that mayor may not be so. But that is what they are 
doing with it, breaking up marriages. 

At the top, from A. T. Robertson, this little statement here 
just sums it up. "As already shown the aorist is always 
punctiliar and the so-called present practically always is linear, 
unless he actionsart Of the verb itself is strongly punctiliar." 
We ageed last night that it is possible for present tense 
indicative verbs to have a punctiliar meaning or a linear 
meaning. 

•(2) We agreed that which it is must be determined by the 
context. I surely cannot believe that he will continue to dispute 
this, either one of these two. 

Thirdly, if I understood Bro. Waldron right, we agreed that 
the context of moichatai in Matt. 19:9 shows the aktionsart of 
this verb to be strongly p'Jnctiliar. Now, we explained last night 
what that means. The other two verbs in the other half of the 
sentence, upon which it is conditioned, two things equal one 
thing. Putting away of a mate, and marrying another equals 
committing adultery. We agree that these first two are 
punctiliar. This other one relates to them so that it can be 
said that this one is also punctiliar because of the aktionsart 
principle. Let me illustrate this in scripture for you, this simple 
way that we establish by the context what the verb means. 
A similar expression is found in I Cor. 11 :26. Here Paul said 
"as often as you eat this bread, and drink this cup, you do 
show forth his death till he comes." Two things, as often as. 
you eat the bread and drink the cup, you do what? "Show 
forth his death till he comes" How often to you show forth 
his death? Paul said, as often as you do these two things, 
eat the bread and drink the cup. This is how often you show 
his death. 

All right, how often do you commit adultery in Matt. 19:9? 
As often as you put away your wife and marry another. That 
is how often you equal the equasion part of that sentence, the 
committing of adultery. 
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Now then, I want you to notice one more thing with respect 
to this at the bottom of this chart. Notice, Bro. Waldron give 
us answer to this. If it means keeps on committing adultery, 
and that is what they are contending for, that it means he keeps 
on committing adultery, why is it that no version translates it 
that way? You read it in any version I have ever seen and 
it reads "commits adultery, committeth adultery, doth commit 
adultery"; obviously point statements. No version that I have 
ever seen or heard tell of renders it, "keeps on committing 
adultery or moves into a state of adultery, or begins living in 
adultery." I have never seen a translation in my life, that 
renders it that way. Now, if that is what. it means, why did 
not somebody translate it that way? I think that is sufficient. 

#21!H] 


"TWO REA!>o~~ ONL y.' jvs.1 THl WHOLE COUNSEL OF GOD 


~dme ,j<' "f.l {jpl\ H F,J:If~g .HJght the Word of Tf\lth 


Prolt~Jull..> 
 I I 
No. 21, please. All right, here is what we are talking about 

tonight. Here is what our entire question and difference 
revolves around. When you have a denominational doctrine, 
you have denominational fingerprints on that doctrine in the 
procedures. As I pointed out last night, not because the 
denominations do not use the Bible or read the Bible, but 
because they mishandle the Bible. Now our brethren here are 
mishandling the Bible in exactly the same way to get their "two 
reasons only" idea. And that is what Bro. Waldron said last 
night, and contended for, that there are only two reasons that 
allow a person to be freed from a mate to marry another. 
One is the death of the mate, and the other is fornication on 
the part of the mate. Now, he got those from Matt. 19:9 and 
Rom. 7 taken alone, and misrepresented. That is the only way 
you can reach that conclusion. Contrasted to that on this chart 
is the whole counsel of God. This is what I am contenaing 
for, the whole counsel of God, not just two passages of 
scripture. And this means handling aright the word of truth. 
That, brethren, is our difference, a procedure. Is it right for 
the faith only teachers to set John 3: 16 and Eph. 2:8 over here 
by themselves and add the word only, which is not in the text 
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and demand that people believe they are saved by faith only? 
Is that right? If it is not right, then neither is it right for our 
brethren to use that exact denominational procedure, set Matt. 
19:9 and Rom. 7 over here by themselves and insist that people 
accept the "two reasons only" idea, because that is all those 
two passages specify? 

_22{Hl 

" ••• :.IN THE LATTER TIMES SOME 
S 11 ALL D EPA RTF ROM THE l' A I T H•• 

• • ••P 0 RBI D DIN G TOM A R R Y •••• • 
(:I. H",.4:1-)) 

I! A R R I AGE 

Jt ".honorabl, in all, 
the ~d undefiled." 

(1l.b.l):4 ) 

PORl!ICATlOli 
LUSTlS THE 

KNEKY OF ADULTERY 
II' PERVERSI OIl 

1 Cor.7:2 
PORSIDDING MARInAGE IS A l'RIEIID OF/ 

No. 22, please. Basically, folks, I want you tonight, to think 
about a fundamental principle behind our moral problems of 
today. We have a lot of forniction, adultery, looseness morally, 
illicit sex, and so forth. It seems to be getting worse, instead 
of better. I want you to know that the Bible teaches that 
marriage is God's plan for offsetting and opposing that. Now, 
look at this chart here. On the left side, marriage, which the 
Bible says in Heb. 13:4 "is honorable in all, and the bed 
undefiled, but whoremongerers and adulterers God will judge." 
Marriage is used to prevent fornication. I Cor 7:2 says, 
"Nevertheless to avoid fornication. let every man have his own 
wife, and let every woman have her own husband." It does 
not say, everyone except those who have made mistakes in 
past marital usage. He said let everyone. Marriage then, is 
the enemy of fornication, lust, adultery, perverSion. But now, 
the Bible says in I Tim. 4:1-3, that in the latter times, Satan's 
preachers are going to oppose marriage. Why? Because as 
you notice at the bottom of the chart, forbidding marriage is 
a friend of fornication, lust, adultery, perversion. Brethren, the 
Bible teaches that, that an absence of marriage, celibacy, if 
you please, tends toward, makes a contribution toward, 
fornication, lust, adultery, perverSion, sensuality, and this kind 
of thing. And so, Paul said, "In the latter times some shall 
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depart from the faith, giVing heed to seducing spirits and 
doctrines of devils, speaking lies in hypocrisy. having the 
conscience seared with a hot iron, forbidding to marry and 
commanding to abstain from meats, which God hath created 
to be received with thanksgiving of them which believe and 
know the truth." Why is it wrong to forbid marriage? Because 
God made the mating appetite in man, and he made the mate 
for the appetite. And marriage is not required absolutely 
because some people can get along without it and would rather 
get along without it. And it is all right. But, not every person 
can get along without it. Chart No. 23, Please. 

#2'. H (,1111 .. \\ II 1 

!!Ianctitlc&tion~ thAt y~ 
ahc~::; abStal,r: ~;oa: every onl!' or you should 
kno_ how tc x,gso!'U his ;,r-e~1:I~1 in 3an.eti!ic.ation u:d honor, not 
ir:. :'h~ l"..lsf_ ;:;!" ;:c:1cJei:een('e, I"VI"t'i &s the ::;-e:lti:",o ",hieh k."lO'W not 
".;{lC," 

(~ 7hetls.1.:1-~1 

"!:-.Jt t",. lou"'~er .... 1'~OW8 (or ..men tr"y ha ... '" b~jtUli to ..ax 
"'"galnst ~hr1st, ' ~r.r::r, hav:.n;: ~a,r.A!:io!"l "l-,!,CA;;g~ 

:::ast v!:~ ~r:"lr ~a:.tt: • .!;nd ... ithall n ...y lurn to 
.':. '-, ........,..,; ... )"1 '"to: abo'.tt t'rvc r.?'J5e ~ ':- r.c:..\'e 7 and net o.....1y idle 

but ta+t:e!"'s ..l!;,' and C:.1:!"Y t-oe:"'s. sp"'Akl.n~ ".h!nge .micl'. they 
o~!"_t r.ct .. ; ",i:l '::;~;I'f("!'f! t"a.!. :!" .. yO:.l:1gl!'!' ..em.. n :nar1'7. t-"'a, 
;:!':!.:ar1"n, ,o:Ul"~ t!'1~ hCtus~. g;.';" ·'K:":" '?c:ra5!<i",n >;0 th" ~VeT$ar:r 
to 5p~aK ::-~;,:,oa.~:-.ful:y." " !:...rr~~:"-:l. 

·'.\ev ... rthf"1~55, toe JiVold fo:nica.tion, ::'et every dlolUi have '":.1:11 QIItO 

IoIH"~ and :et e\'''ery YOnan ...... ·... e h~r own ~u&ba.,'1d .. Let the hu,ba.nd 
t'1!ru;~r dUI! be:jl!vo;'ence tc !.h~ wift". likewi!!!e Also the vife to 
tnt" b"•• b&.."1d~ :he wi!"f" 'l;at!", net pOYer :}f her QloT< b:x:1y l:;ut the 
:-;usbanc. and: ::'ikeVl'e Also tt:e husb~ hath not power of h!a 
c~ body b:..t t.hf' wHe~ ;:Jefra.ud ye net ont" the other, except it 
te ",1 tr: COrllJ(!!Ir.t. for A t i.mI". ~ha.t ye ITA,. ~'P.1Je your".l vee: to 
!"a'tb.g &00 pra.yer; .. t&:. ::-O(C.e tcgt"t!':er apin that Silt.an hapt 
you r.ot for Y01Jr :-" (' Cor_7:2-5) 

": say tte:"'f'!"ore to the U!"Im&r:-ied a.nd vidOY8, it b good tor 
tht"1ll. if ~h~ aeicl! even a.& I. But 1!" they e&l'tr!.Ot ~onta.1.n. let 
t!':.~m m,a,1"1, fe'!' it if;. better to mar1"1 tnan to burn~"ivs. d_'J) 

"Art thc.] baaed t"rem a 'Wi!e? Seek not a. vile.. 'But am it t~u 
marry) thou hJut not !':linned t a.m if a Tirgin ~rry 7 .shill'! hath 
not sit1."led." n ".27..,;UO 

"Ma.l"Tiag~ 1$ honoraele i ..'1 dl and the bed: 'I.lndefi]«!.l'(Heb_'):l.} 

Here is basically stated, God's will from I Thess. 4, the first 
passage we introduce here. And after all, is it not true that 
the most important thing under consideration is what is really 
God's will? What does God want in the matter? Not, "What 
can we get away with." Not what kind of legislation can we 

http:e&l'tr!.Ot
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http:hu,ba.nd
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make. what kInd of creed can we establish and bind upon 
people, but "What will please God?" I will tell you what will 
please God. Now, then In I Thess 4:3. Paul said. "This Is the 
will of God. even your sanctification that you should abstain 
from fornication." Read that carefully. Paul wants to sanctify, 
now what does that mean? Set apart. God's will is that you 
be set apart, for what reason? To avoid fornication, that you 
be sanctified, this Is God's will, your sanctification that you 
should abstain from fornication, "that everyone of you shoul~ 
know how to possess his vessel in sanctification and honor. 
Not in the lust of concupiscence even as the Gentiles, which 
know not God." Now that Is God's will stated as plainly as 
it can be stated. And again he says here, "everyone of you". 
If these exceptions had prevailed and been mandatory, that 
Bro. Waldron Is trying to impose upon us here, surely Paul 
could not have made all these sweeping statements to the 
Thessalonians and to the Corinthians, and to the others and 
not have a single time ever mentioned such an exception. 

"24(M) 

TIIOSE SENTENCED TO CEUBACY BY WALDRON'S DOCTIUNE 

2.lNERYOIlE PIlT AWAY. l'OR THE CAUSE OF' PORIIlCATI 011. 

No. 24, please. Now, I want to show you where Bro. Waldron 
actually stands on this thing. Here are three categories or 
classifications that according to Bro. Waldron's doctrine, 
cannot have mates. These people are condemned to celibacy, 
sentenced to celibacy. I challenge him to deny that this is what 
his doctrine teaches. (I) Everyone deserted by mate for no 
reason. Everyone who is deserted, the mate just up and leaves 
them. They did no wrong; committed no sin. Everyone of those 
are condemned to celibacy according to Bro. Waldron's 
doctrine, not according to the Bible. (2) Everyone who is put 
away for the cause of fornication. He says they may not 
remarry. (3) Everyone who divorces his mate without cause. 
In these classifications you have a pretty good number Of 
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people across the country today. If they yield to Bro. Waldron's 
Idea and say, "okay, we will submit to this, all of us will try 
to live cellbately", what do you think the result would be? 
Within the ch(.'fch,-what do you think the result lNould be? 

"Z'U;' DIVINE PRQHIBITION AGAINST ANy LAW MAKING GENERAL 
REQUIREMENT Of CELl8ACY 

LOi:GED BY JESUS :"HIS DISCIPLES SAY UNTO HI~, IF TH£ CASE OF )'HE 

~.... MAN BE SO WITH HIS WIFE, IT IS N;lT GOOD TO MARRY .. 


SLT HE SAID UNTO THEIl ALL ~EN CANI(lT RECEIVE THIS 

SAY I":;, $AVE THEY TO IO>OM IT IS GIVEN. fOR THERE ARE 

~E EUtOXHS, .... ,CH WERE BORN so FlO< THEIR N;lTHER'S 

WO'IB: A'-O THERE ARE ~E E<HXHS .... ,CH WERE MADE 

EUNUCHS OF MEN: AN(> THERE BE SOME EUNUCHS WI< ICH HAVE 

MADE THEMSELVES EuNUCHS FOR THE KINGQ()! OF HEAVEN'S 

SAKE. HE mAT 15 ABLE TO RECEIVE IT, LET HI" REcrivE 

IT." , .... t ... 19: 10-12) 

LgJGED BY PAUL: "FOR I WOOLO _T ALL MEN WERE EVEN AS I I4YSELF. 
BUT EV£RY MAN HATI.j HIS PROPER GIFT Of" GOO t ONE AfTER THIS 
MANNER A", ANOTHER AfTER mAT. 1 SAY THEREFORE TO THE UII
_lED ANO WIOOWS, 1T IS GOOD FOR TH£>< IF THEY ASIDE EVEN 
AS I. SLT "F THEY CJ\>NlT CONTAIN, LET THEM 1i'AAR"I': FOR IT 
lS BETTER Ttl MARJ(Y THAN TO BJRN." {1 Cor.7:7-9} 

LOOOED BY HOLY SPIRIT: "_ THE SPIRIT SPEAKETH ExPRESSLY _T IN 
THE LATIER TIMES SOME SMALL DEPART FROM THE FAITH, GIV..!!!G 
HEED TO SE!lUC1":; SP'RITS AND OOCTRINES OF DEVILS; SPEAK''':; 
LIES IN HYl'OCRISY; HAVI":; THEIR CONSCIENC!' SEARED WITH A 
HOT IRON; FORB I DOl":; TO MARRY, A'" a:H<A""NG TO ABSTAIN 
FRO<! I£ATS ..... ICH GOO HATH CRAETED TO & RECEiVED wiTH 
THANKSG'VI":; OF THEM .... 'CH 'l.ELlEVE AND KN)W THE TRUTH." 

(1 Titn.4: 1-31 

Chart No. 26, please. All right, I want to lUustrate. In the 
Bible the possibility of this celibate rule was conSidered and 
rejected in the scriptures themselves. In the very context of 
Matt. 19:9, when Jesus made this statement, and in verse 10, 
his disciples said, "if the case be so, the man with his wife, 
it is not good to marry". Some versions say It is not good 
to be married. It is best to remain unmarried. "But he said 
unto them, all men cannot receive this saying, save they to 
whom it is given." Then he talked about those, some of whom 
are eunuchs because they are born that way, a gift of God, 
and for other reasons. But not all men can receive this saying. 
That is why you cannot make a sweeping law that requires 
celibacy of a segment of people just in general without regard 
to whether they caR" contain or not. That is a basic principle 
and Jesus rejected that when the apostl~s mentioned it. Paul 
objected on the same grounds in I Cor. 7 here. He said at 
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verse 7, "I would that all men were as myself, but every man 
hath his proper gift of God, one after this manner, another after 
that. So, I say; therefore, to the unmarried and widows, it is 
good for them if they can abide even as I, but if they cannot 
contain, let them marry, for it is better to marry than to burn." 
Brethren, why can't we accept these teachings? They are as 
plain as Acts 2:38 or Mark 16:16. The reason our brethren 
cannot accept them is because they are hung up on a 
miSinterpretation of Matt. 19:9 exactly the way the faith only 
teachers are hung up on a miSinterpretation of John 3: 16. 
Thank you for your kind attention. Listen carefully, now, to 
Bro. Waldron's reply. 
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WALDRON'S FIRST NEGATIVE 

Tuesday. Feb. 22. 1911 

Thank you, Brother Waller, distinguished moderators, my 
honorable opponent, ladies and gentlemen: I want to say it is 
my pleasure to be here again tonight, and to express my love 
for each and every person that is here. I would now like for 
us to begin our study and I want to ask for Chart No. 2 to 
begin it. 

Now, part of the problem in this debate is, that my brother 
did not follow the first rule. We agreed to go by Hedges Rules 
of Debate. and the first rule says that the person in the 
affirmative will so define his proposition that there will be no 
misunderstanding about the terms used there in. Now, last 
night he began with "the scriptures teach." Then he talked 
about the subject of hermeneutical principles, and that we 
ought to speak as the Bible speaks and be silent where the 
Bible is Silent. He did not define for us "unscriptural divorce 
and remarriage," nor the right of people to continue in such. 
It is an obligation of a man in the beginning of his speech to 
define his proposition. Our brethren have always done that. and 
I encourage our brother to do it in his next speech. if he will. 
He did not do it last night. He has not done it tonight. 

#2(W) 
lft\T ~ PRl'USm[JI llf. SCRIl'1lJ(S Wl1lfIT i.IS:RlI'llIW.Ly Dl\OOD 
AIIlIeMtIEllIIDli It\y mmllE IN llf. ~ wmnrr fl.RlIER SIN. 

SOUf'ltllllL IB'EIiTNtI - ACTS 11:18 -- lIft 
lI:RlFllJ'IllW'TlS'l ACTS 22:16 -- W>SH!J(i f!It/Iff SIlt> 
Sl:RIPTUJ\l.I. llf. 0I.Il0i - It\TT. 16:18 - FEI..lJloSHIP Wl1H OfIIST 
SOOI'llM. /USIC I!'!i. 5:19 IlllI'TAIlE lOSllP 
SOOI'llM. noon It\TT. 19:9 - It\y 0JIf11lE IN iIlMUIG: 

IIrnnrr SIN 

lfAllI lUI. 2:5 
- SIN JtJ. 3:5 

Nl FEI..lJloSHIP Wl1H OfIlST 
I!'!i. 2:12 

- VAIN lOSlIP I'WT. 15: 9 
m1ER'i f'AAI( 10:11 

Now, then, I want to just notice his proposition if you will, 
and (from the chart) What a Proposition! He says, "The 
scriptures teach that unscriptural divorced and remarried 

http:i.IS:RlI'llIW.Ly
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people may continue In the remarriage without further sin.It 
Now, he tells us that he Is not affirming that God is pleased 
with unscrlptural divorce and remarried people, but then he 
says that they may continue In such. Now then, brethren, when 
has any gospel preacher ever, from Pentecost until this day. 
affirmed that you could partiCipate In, take part In. something 
that was unscriptural and then enjoy the fruit of that thing. For 
example. if a maR leaves the church of Christ. and goes to 
the Christian church and begins to worship with the instrument; 
then repents of leaving the church of Christ, and repents of 
joining himself to the Christian church, may he continue to 
engage in the worship of the Christian church with instrumental 
music? Now let him answer that question. When has any gospel 
preacher ever affirmed anything like that? Move down the 
chart, please. Notice this. Just move it all the way down, if you 
will, please, Brother Eaves. 

Now, then. From Chart 2. (1) The Bible says in Acts 11:18, 
concerning scriptural repentance "God hath granted unto the 
Gentiles repentance unto life." (2) About scriptural baptism in 
Acts 22; 16 the word of God says, "Arise and be baptized and 
wash away thy sins." (3) And in the scriptural church, Matt. 
16:18, we have fellowship with Christ. (4) Eph. 5:19, "Singing 
and making melody in your heart to God." That is acceptable 
worship with God. (5) And scriptural divorce, a man puts away 
his wife for the God given reason, he may continue In the 
remarriage without sin. 

But notice (second half of Chart 2) what our broth,er's 
proposition entails. Now he does not affirm these earlier ones, 
but they are parallel. (1) Unscriptural repentance, Rom. 2:5 
says, with thy "impenitent heart thou treasurest up unto thyself 
wrath In the day of wrath." (2) Unserlptural baptism, one 
remains in his sin because he is not born again, John 3:5. (3) 
In an unserlptural church. he has no fellowship with Christ; In 
Eph. 2:12 the apostle Paul said, you Gentiles were at that time 
without God and without hope in the world. They had no 
fellowship with Christ. (4) Unscrlptural music is vain worShip. 
Matt. 15:9 says, "in vain do they worship me teaching for 
doctrine, the precepts of men." (5) Concerning unseriptural 
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alvorce, Mark 10:11 says whoever puts away his wife and 
marrleth another, commits adultery. Our Brother Hicks likes to 
talk an awful lot about Matt. 19:9. He likes to hammer on that. 
And he accused us of staying with that text last night, but I 
dealt with Mark 10 which talks about unscrlptural divorce. 
Matthew mentions the one scriptural divorce, but Mark 10:11 
and Luke 16:18 talks about unscriptural divorce, the kind he 
Is trying to affirm. 

SEE CHART #1 PAGE 53 

Chart No.1, please, Brother Eaves. Now, notice this. We put 
this chart up last night. The prefix, UN, according to Webster's 
New 20th Century Dictionary; means, "not, lack of, the opposite 
of." The opposite of what? Lack of what? Not scriptural; not 
biblical, not of the scriptures, not contained in the scriptures, 
not according to scriptures. That is what my brother is 
affirming. That a divorce and remarriage, which are not biblical, 
not scriptural, not contained in the scriptures, not according 
to the scriptures, can be remained in. it would be like affirming 
that a man could remain In the Christian church and fellowship 
that ivory tooth idol. Now, let me say this. They fellowship that 
thing; they hold onto that thing. Can they repent of leaving the 
church then repent of joining that thing, but stay with It? Let 
us move on. 

Chart title: Brother Hick's Proposition explained. (To Brother 
Thomas Eaves: No. 41 please.) One reason why we are doing 
this tonight is because he did not define his proposition; and 
let you ali really know what his proposition teaches. Now then, 
notice his proposition again. Notice this unscriptural 
proposition. "The scriptures teach that unscriptural divorce. 
That reminds us of how the devil put the not in his tale in the 
garden of Eden when he deceived our mother, Eve. The 
scriptures teach that unscriptural djvorce. that which is not 
scriptural and remarried people may continue in the remarriage 
without further sin." 
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*4t(W) 

1'ESl.\I3l, 	 lIE 9:RIP1U6 100 TWIT LmIP!lIW.lY Dl'<OOD JH) f£'W'lUED 
PElPLE I'AY o:tmllE IN lIE ~ \Il'OOJT RJm£R SIN. 

EYm'lE: 	 ANfl B. r«rr 0IUS11NlS, AI£ /'I\RIUED 10 00 OllER. ADMlKES B 
r«rr f\R RlRiICAn~ - Nfl 1'Ml1ES C. 

I\:al!Illlf.j 10 tlNI HIOO' f'lmEm(Jf, 

1. 	 1& IS SOt AnllIf.j AS Nj LmIPllJPIi. DMlKE JH) IfJ'AIIRIItt; 

2. 	 9ll'S MIf4i: IN NruES 10 AJH) B; 

3. 	 ANIl CSIltED !ff111IEY I'MlIED 00 OllER; 

4. 	 !lIT ANfl CCAM atmllE IN /MUla: 10 00 (J!lEJ! WI'OOJT RJm£R SDi; 

5. 	 IElOO"IKL llEfmlI£.. DE IIJT IBlJliE !J£'S 1iJTIN5 !lIT (F ASIAATI(Jf 
IIlIOi ~ SIR AT m IfErNNlIf.j; 

6. 	 1OO!J£ CAlI 1alJIIl1N5 10 TIE lAiI (F 9ll EIUlY AHl PARTA!( rF TIE lD£FITS 
rF HIS SIN JH) IE PlfA>II{; 10 9ll IN roll{; 9), 

7. 	 TWIT 1ElOO"!8:I If<Y tlJ(;IST SI'f'\.Y 11' fOKN..EIIDENT rF SIN W!TII!llT 
tmemIlIN5 a:H£CT1(Jj (J! ft'EIOENT 11' If{I(i, 

8. 	 TWIT IT IS IIRlSSIll£ f\R !J£ 10 U\E In AIlllER'i; 

9. 	 1OO.!JJflIlIt A SfIOOI(Jf CAH IE SIlf\L AT m IfEINnllf.j. rur RlGIT IN 
ITS mlTlfll\T!(Jf. 

Now, an example. A and B, not Christians, are married to 
each other. A divorces B, but not for fornication, and marries 
C. 

According to Brother Olan Hick's proposition: 

No.1, there is such a thing as an unscriptural divorce and 
remarriage. He tells us that. 

He recognized that, No.2, if they divorce and remarry, God's 
marriage law does apply to A and B. 

No. 3 A and C sin, when they marry each other; he admits 
that. 

No.4, But A and C may continue in marriage to each other 
without further sin. 

NO.5, Repentance; therefore, does not require one getting 
out of a situation which was sinful at its beginning. 

http:LmIP!lIW.lY
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No.6, That one, according to the law of God, can enjoy and 

partake of the benefits of his sin and be pleasing to God in 
dOing so. 

No.7, That repentance may consist simply of acknowledg* 
ment of sin without corresponding correction or amendment 
of wrong. 

No.8, That it is impossible for one to live in adultery, in this 
kind of situation. 

No.9, That somehow a situation can be sinful at its 
beginning, but right in its continuation. 

All right, let us go to Chart NO.4. We are going to do these 
things because he said there is a lot of confusion about this. 
One of the major reasons why there is confusion, is because 
the rules say that the affirmative should so define the 
proposition that there will be no confusion about the terms. 
He did not tell us about the term, 'divorce and remarriage,' 
i.e. what he meant by that. 

HIS WIFE: Nil11£'( ~ IE IJ£ flESH.' 

11)1. 7:2-3 

~ 11£ IIJWt MT \Il\TH A ftJSII'IIlJ IS IllfiI) B'f lAW 10 11£ ftJSII'IIlJ ~!l£ t£ Lll£lll: 

BIJf IF Tt£ IWI1Ifl nr~ gf IS DlsowmJ FRl111£ lAW (f 11£ 1WiIf(I. ~ ll£]IIF, 

1Il11£ Tt£ IIBWtl Ll'IEIl\, gf IE .mt(!) 10 .w:mER /Wi, gf ~ IE UillD NI 

AllL1!l£S.), lIJT IF Tt£ fWI!Hj DI~ gf IS FlU FRl111£ lAW ~ THAT gf IS II) 

AllL1!l£S.), TlO.fli gf IE .Dlt(!) 10 .w:mER I'M.' 

~ 
"BJT FII)111£ [£J;1!filrti [f Tt£ OOTICII, tw£ r«J ffi'Wf !WE 1£ TlEi'I. RMI THIS 

WEE SIW.L A I'M l£A\£ HIS FAl1£R PII!l Klll£R, PII!l 9W..L Cl£M 1D HIS WIFE: iii) 

11£ 00 SIW.L IEOOf. IJ£ flESH: SJ THAT 11£'( /11£ II) 1M': 00. lIJT IJ£ A.6I. 
\8\1 llEIfRl£ roo iV\1lI .DIt(!) llII1I£R, l£T rm !WI FIJT ASI.IfEt 1Ii)!lI1I£ 

IIlH: 11£ DlSClPI.ES ~ HIIII'4;AIH iF llIIS "'ITER. iii) 1£ SAID !IIID 1l£1li. 

lfIl!ro£R SHU FIJT NAY HIS WIFE, iii) IM/f !MJlIER., lll'IIITlElIi liIIJEl!!' IGAJIC)f 

1fR: fill IF SI£ I£RXl.f SHU FIJT IWII fER It.t!iIMl IIiJ lMl'f fiIlTIEI\. gf lll'IIITT· 
"JHmlERt.' 

All right. notice this. We are going to \talk about God's law 
of marriage In order that we may know what divorce and 
remarriage Is, as his proposition states. 

Gen. 2:24. this is the Jaw of God. "Therefore, shall a man 

http:DlSClPI.ES
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leave his father and mother and shall cleave unto his wife and 
they shall be one flesh." 

Rom. 7:2-3. "for the woman that hath a husband Is bound 
by law to the husband while he liveth. But If the husband dies, 
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." 

The Bible says not that she will be called a pretty, young 
divorcee or called a faithful saint If she Is In the church of Christ, 
but she shall be called an adulteress. Now If her husband Is 
dead, she Is freed from the law. He asked me about David and 
Bathsheba last night. I said the law of God applied. She 
mourned for him after her husband was dead. Then he (David) 
took her. She was free from the law of the husband, 
Uriah. 

Now then, move on to Mark 10:6-12, "But from the beginning 
of creation .... " This Is not just' a Christian dispensation rule, 
but God has always had this rule. Jesus said, "Moses said this, 
but I say this." 

Please remember this: some people try to contend that this 
was a special thing for the Inter-testament period, that Is, when 
Christ was here, but Luke 16:16 says the law and the prophets 
were until John, but from John the kingdom of God is 
preached. 

(From Chart 4) "But from the beginning of 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 said unto them, whosoever shall put away 
his wife and marrieth another, commltteth adultery against her. 
And If she herself put away her husband and marry another, 
she commltteth adultery." It could not possibly be any plainer. 
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And our brother Is flying In the face of these sc::rlptures: he 
Is going agaJnst these scriptures. We do not disagree with the 
scriptures which he uses. We disagree with his misapplication 
of them and his assumptions based upon them. We agree with 
the scriptures that he uses, but not his misapplication of 
them. 

All right, let us go to No.3, please. Rom. 7:2,3 says, "for 
the woman that hath a husband Is bound by law to the husband 
80 long as he liveth. But, If the husband die, she Is discharged 
from -the law of the husband, 80 then, If while he liveth, she 
be JOined to another, she shall be called an adultress. But, if 
the husband die, she Is free from the law so that she is no 
aduHeress. though she be Joined to another man." Now, 
beloved. I mentioned last night In your text (KJV) It has "the", 
In "the" law to the husband, but In the Greek text the "the" 
is not there. It Is not taJklng about the law of Moses, but he 
said I speak to those who know the law, meaning the law of 
Moses. Then he uses God's own law, the law given in Gen. 
2:24; and says, "If the husband die, she is discharged from 
the law of the husband, 80 then If while her husband liveth, 
she be Joined to another man, she shall be caJled 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." 

~'(W' IIHAT IS "URIAGE? 

AMS 7:2-3 

!DIPI1M. 

!D'SPIIIRT 

_ 2,2IL _ .10:6-7, m 13:1 _10:6-'3, I QJl. 7:39 

CD8IIT 'll PWRi <IIID IlVIllJlll DMI£ *"fO.lAL 
aJMI1mlJl 1lf) I!lIIl IIIltl (I( 

lIt!WPI1M. 

Now. notice our chart no.3: What Is marriage? He (Hicks) 
could have defined It for us when he saJd remarriage; he could 
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have defined re; and then he could have told us what marriage 
was. But did he do that? He did not do that. 

All right, (from the chart) approved marriage and 
scriptural. 

Man's part: Gen. 2:24, Mark 10:6-7, which I have read (Chart 
4) and Rom. 13:1, which teaches we are to obey the law of 
the land, in which we live, as long as it harmonizes with the 
law of God. From Acts 5:29, we showed last night that we ought 
to obey God rather than men in marriage. We ought not to 
sanction all manner of divorce and remarriage as our brother 
is doing. (From the chart) Under man's part, they covenant to 
marry under civil law and they cohabit, one with another. They 
covet to marry, they marry and begin to live together as 
husband and wife. 

Now, God's part (of approved marriage): Divine approval; the 
two are bound into one. Now, in just a moment we will come 
to another chart which shows I Cor 7:39, and I will show you 
how It illustrates God's divine approval. Two are bound into 
one. 

But, look at unapproved marriage. 
Man's part: they covenant to marry under civil law, they 

marry, they begin to live together as husband and wife, and 
they cohabit one with another. Then you have the unscriptural 
part. God's part is divine disapproval. They are not bound, not 
sanctioned. Now, Brother Olan Hicks charged me last night and 
brethren who teach the same thing (and there are multiplied 
many, there are more than 5000 men in Israel, who have not 
bowed their knee to this Baal, my beloved brethren ) of being 
In favor of more divorce than he. That is not true. I am teaching 
the law that is for the whole populas. But by the way, this is 
so characteristic e.g. in a country like Australia, where gambling 
Is widespread, (they say two Aussies will bet on two flies 
crawling up a wall), people began to use the scriptures to justify 
gambling. You go to a country where everybody boozes, and 
you will find people who begin to justify booze. I am not saying 
our brother does this (concerning gambling and booze), but 
such use the Idea that the VOice of the people Is the voice of 
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God; so America begins to practice (Hollywood morality), and 
then someone has to begin to find scripture to justify it and 
sanction it. And that is what our brother is doing. (From the 
chart) Divine (fisapproval: they are not bound; they are not 
sanctioned. When such a couple, and adulterer and adultress, 
are living together, though it is sanctioned by the law of the 
land, it is no marriage in God's sight. and they are just 
separating themselves when they divorce. That is no (hated) 
divorce in God's sight. And I am not upholding more 
divorce. 

#17(W].---------------------~ 
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Chart No. 17, please. 15 minutes, all right. , 
Gen 2:24. Here Is the law of God. God's law of marriage. 

Therefore shall a man leave his father and mother and cleave 
to his wife and they shall be one flesh. 
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Rom. 7:2-3, "for the woman that hath a husband is bound 
by law ... " Notice that the definite article is not there, bound 
by "law." God's universal law for all mankind, for the Hindus, 
for the Moslems, for the Buddists, for all the people of the world 
and for Christians. 

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." 

Now, notice, Christ Jesus, our lord, gave one exception to 
that. Here is Christ's teaching as you can see on the chart. 
Matt. 19:9, "Whosoever puts away his wife, except for 
fornication and marrieth another, committeth adultery." Dearly 
belOVed, in John 3:5, does exceptaman be born again, mean 
except? "Except a man be born again he cannot enter into 
the kingdom of GOd." Does except mean except there? Is there 
some other way a man can get into the kingdom besides being 
born again? Jesus gave that in John 3:5. All right, can a man 
be divorced from his wife for any other reason? Our brother 
says for any reason, he can be divorced. He said, I don't 
sanction it, but he said they can be divorced and live together 
and it not be adulterous, I.e. not be living in adultery. Who can 
believe it?? 

Matt. 19:9, "Whosoever putteth away his wife and marrieth 
another committeth adultery." Now, our brother, in answering 
one of my questions, said that sin was involved in every divorce, 
why I know that. Brother Olan you did not answer the question. 
The question was, is every divorce in and of Itself wrong? 

Beloved, let me say this. If a divorce comes about because 
of fornication, sin was involved, yes, but the innocent party's 
putting away of that fornicator Is not wrong. He might even 
have been living as whorernonger, It is not wrong for a Christian 
to put away a fornicator. Now, the Innocent party may forgive 
him, but It is not wrong for them to divorce such; and to give 
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you a proof of that look at Jer. 3:8 where the Bible says that 
God divorced Israel. What for? Fornication. God divorced Israel 
for fornication. So, It was not wrong for God. If It was wrong 
for God, It was sin, (but It wasn't sin). Yet, sin Is Involved In 
every one, but God divorced israel for fornication and the 
Innocent party has the right to divorce a fornicator. 

All right, now then, look at Paul's teaching over here. Now 
what our brother says about I Cor. 7 Is not germane. We 
pointed out last night the apostle Paul Is not talking about 
divorce and remarriage In I Cor. 7. What Paul mentions In Rom. 
7, about the law of God, he repeats In I Cor. 7:39 "A wife Is 
bound so long time as' her husband liveth." Does that only 
apply to members of the church? Does that only apply to 
people who know about the law? That Is God's universal law. 
It applies to the Hindus; It applies to the Moslems. Let me just 
mention this. We lived In Pakistan as some of you know, for 
3 years. A man by the name of Ghani Khan-you can write to 
him If you want to check this story- was our landlord, and 
he made fun, not really In a very critical way, but did kind of 
mock. He said, "You Americans are a Christian nation, but look 
at all the divorce you have." Now, the Moslem religion allows 
a man to have four wives. But, let me tell you this, the law 
of the family, the law of God, actually, Is so strong and powerful 
In India and Pakistan, that here Is what he said, 'My cousin 
was married to woman but decided to put her away and get 
another woman. Now his mother and daddy, who were wealthy 
people, had given him and her, his wife (the wife of his youth), 
a house when they married. And he came to his mother and 
said, mother, I am going to divorce my wife and take another 
wife. This old Moslem mother said, I will never look on the face 
of the second woman. And she continued, "This, the first wife 
is my daughter, and she gets the house." I want you to know, 
dearly beloved, and I say it in all kindness and gentleness, that 
old Moslem mother had more determination to maintain God's 
law concerning the wife of the youth, than my brother (Hicks) 
does. 

SEE CHART #28 PAG~ 33 

All right. let us go to Chart No. 28, please. Brother Deaver 
would you hand ~ the that legal pad, the yellow one. Now 
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then, I want to get to this material because it is very urgent. 
Now, our brother uses his idea on the punctiliar tense. He 
quoted again from A.T. Robertson, tonight. Now I am glad that 
he brought it up. It gives me an opportunity to bring this up, 
however I would have brought it up anyway. We are quoting 
from A.T. Robertson; last night I said, Robinson, but brethren 
it Is Robertson. All right, notice on Chart 28. We are gOing to 
begin where It is written: "As already shown the aorist is always 
punctiliar and the so-called present practically always linear, 
unless the aktionsart ... ", now beloved, that is a German word 
from action and sort. Action in the English and sort in the 
English, meaning sort of action which a verb has. Continuing 
the quote, "Unless the aktionsartof the verb itself is strongly 
punctiliar." Now punctiliar means pOint action in time. The verb 
just goes bang, it does that. 

Now brother (Hicks), I did not agree. You suggested I agreed 
with you that the two verbs in connection with it (moichatai) 
In the same sentence It is, governs what that verb says. 
I did not agree with that last night. But. here is the pOint, and 
he (Robertson) says it, the aktionsart concerns the action of 
the verb itself i.e. the sort of action of the verb itself. Now 
Brother Olan Hick's rule of Interpretation· and I would like 
to know anybody,anybody in the whole world,and I deny there 
is anybody in the world • says the action of the other verbs 
with it (moichatai) in the sentence affects the aktionsart of that 
particular verb which we are talking about. Mr. Robertson says, 
that it is the verb itself. 

All right, let us go to our next chart, Brothers Eaves, no. 45. 
Now here is Brother Olan Hicks' rule of interpretation: (from 
the chart) The aktlonsart, that Is. the kind of action, of the first 
two verbs in Matt. 19:9 (that is what we are talking about, where 
it is (1}putting away and (2) marries another) governs, I.e. the 
kind of action of the first two verbs in the sentence governs 
the third verb. That Is Brother Olan Hick's doctrine. That Is 
his theory. That Is his assertion about Interpretation, i.e. his 
hermeneutical principle. All right, now notice the first verb 
spoIuse Is an aorist tense verb, that Is, It is point action, "puts 
away." Notice now no. 2 on the chart; It Is also aorist, "marries 
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another", it too Is point action. It Is gamese.. But notice, the 
Lord Jesus Christ used a present tense for the third verb, not 
an aorist, i.e. not a point action verb; but he used the present 
tense of the verb, which our authority said earlier, is almost 
always linear. That present tense verb is mo/chata; 
"commits adultery." 

Now, then. Look down here on the chart at this quotation 
from Mr. Robertson, again. "As already shown the aorist is 
a/ways punctiliar, and the so-called present practically always 
linear, unless the aktionsart (the kind of action) of the verb 
Itself, is strongly punctiliar." 

Now, go to our next chart, Brother Eaves, no. 46. All right, 
we are talking about this subject: the present tense and what 
the Lord said. (From the Chart): (1) Apo/use. that is to put away. 
It is aorist; it is point action. You see we have the round green 
dot there to show you. Aorist is pOint action. (2) Gamese. it 
is also aorist; that is. the marrying again statement is also aorist 
tense. But notice what Jesus did; he got out of the aorist tense 
and went to the present middle indicative: mo;chata;. He did 
not use the aorist tense, but he used present middle indicative 
in that place. which almost always is linear according to the 
man he is quoting and I am quoting. 

But Brother Hicks says this: that apoluse, which is aorist. Is 
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point action, and gamese, is pOint action; therefore, the third 
verb must also be considered to be pOint action. If that were 
true, Jesus could have Indl~ted pOint action by saying 
mo/chase, and that is aorist. Jesus could have said, 
mo/chase. 

Now .then, let us see an lilustration of this. Example: a man 
says, I have repented, pOint action, and been baptized, pOint 
action. I live for Jesus. All right, Brother Olan, tell us now. I 
want you to deal with this chart. I am going to leave It up here 
for you to deal with. In the case of "I live for Jesus," do the 
two verbs going before, and they are point action, control the 
third and make It also point action? 

Now, I want you to see, beloved brethren, we have talked 
a lot about the Greek and many of you expressed the Idea 
that you did not follow it, but this just disproves his theory 
altogether. He just has nothing lift to stand on, in the way of 
talking about the tense of that verb. 

Now let me briefly, check out some things here. I mentioned 
he did not define his proposition. (To Brother Eaves) Would 
you take that chart off please. And he does not answer my 
questions. He answered only two last night. Now I have five 
minutes so let me get to those questions, my questions and 
his questions. Let us first of all go through his questions and 
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answer them. (1) Can unscrlpturally divorced persons be 
pardoned if they stay divorced? He asked me this question last 
night, and I did answer the question, but he was not pleased 
with the answer and i shall proceed to try to do It again. 

A person must repent of divorce. Divorcing is a sin, unless 
God allows the divorce; he allows It when an Innocent party 
puts away a fornlcatlor. A person must repent of divorce and 
he must with all of his power, with the power which he has 
within himself, make amendment for It. He .. In other words, to 
be plain, brother, must strive to go back to that woman. He 
must go back to that woman if he possibly can, but If she 
refuses to have him or he cannot find her, then he will have 
to liVe alone. Now that answers the question. That answers 
his question. 

Now here he may say, well you are not getting absolute 
restitution. Well, you cannot have absolute restitution. but you 
can make proper amendment that Is within your power. For 
examPle, if a man Is murdered. you cannot give the widowed 
woman her husband back. but you can stop killing the children 
of that man and so on. You can stop murdering. If a man 
commits adultery with a girl and gets her pregnant. he cannot 
change that fact. but he can stop cohabiting with her, stop 
spending his nights with her. all right. 

(2) Is unscrlptural divorce and remarriage adultery, if there 
is no sexual Intercourse? No. 

(3) If the guilty party Is put away for fornication and the wife 
marries another. then she and he cohabit again, does she 
commit adultery, but he does not? Here Is a woman, who puts 
away her husband because he Is a fornicator. She is free to 
marrry; he Is not free to marry. She then - apparently as I 
understand your question, H I misunderstand you can let me 
know - and he cohabit again; that Is, the first husband comes 
back. She put the fornicator away, and then he comes back. 
He (Hicks) wants to know if that Is adultery? For both of them, 
AMEN. It is adultery; they do. 

(4) Do you believe there are those who cannot contain as 



98 

mentioned in ICor. 7:97 Why, sure I do. There are lots of people 
who cannot contain: fornicators, adultlerers, rapists, but that 
does not justify any sin. That does not justify a man taking 
another man's wife and marrying her and living with her. 

(5) Now, I Cor. 7:12-15, if the unbeliever does not depart, 
to what bondage is the believer responsible. She is responsible 
to marriage. She must maintain the marriage. He said if you 
are married to an unbeliever, he says do not leave him, do 
not depart, I Cor.7:13-15. She must maintain the marriag~ 
according to God and in peace. That is what the scriptures 
say right there. 

CHART OF TUESDAY NIGHT QUESTIONS FEB. 22 
Now then, my questions, please, Brother Eaves. I asked him 

about this question (1). He refused to answer it. Do you know 
why he refused to answer it? It is a very, very, very, very 
important thing to notice he does not answer questions. He 
says tomorrow night. (Two minutes) He says tomorrow night. 
Well, the question that I asked last night, which he promised 
to answer tonight, he did not answer. And it is very significant 
when a man who is a debater does not answer questions. I 
had a debate down in Australia with a man of the 
anti-persuasion. I asked him 5 questions, and he proceeded 
to make two speeches and I pressed him in both speeches and 
he just refused to answer them altogether. My brother refuses 
to answer, he just will not answer that question. 

(2) If unscripturally divorced people live together without 
sanction of the law of the land, are they living in adultery? Are 
they practicing adultery? He said, yes, they are. And the fact 
that a man takes another man's wife and marries himself to 
her, that is adultery also. That is living in adultery. Let me 
mention just here, he said, I pretended that I Cor. 6:9-10 was 
there, but verse 11 was not. Now that is not true. I did not 
pretend that. I just did not happen to use that verse at that 
time. 

All right, (3) If two people, unscripturally divorced from their 
spouses marry, will their initial act of copulation be adultery? 
He answered "no". So here is what he has got. He has got 
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a divorce and a marriage ceremony and he calls that adultery. 
In other words, a man divorces his wife and then he goes out 
and marries a girl down at the court house with a J.P. presiding 
and when they get married - the divorce and the marriage 
he says is adultery. Here is his equasion. Now, it is not a proper 
equasion, and I am going to get on to that, but I may not 
tonight, but I will be on to it later. Because his equasion says 
divorce and remarriage equal adultery. There are a lot of other 
things that equal adultery. His equasion is not true. So here 
he says that if a man Is married to an adulteress, he does not 
commit adultery with her. That Is his philosophy. 

(4) If so, what sanctions the succeeding acts of copulation, 
of course, that does not apply to him, because he would not 
answer, or in other words because he has a misunderstanding 
of what adultery means according to number 3. 

(5) Are all divorces in and of the mselves wrong? Well, I have 
already made mention of that, when I pOinted out that sin is 
involved, yes, but it is not always wrong for a person to 
divorce. 

I want to bring up one other thing. John the Baptist, in Mark 
6, says, it Is unlawful for you to have your brother's wife. He 
knew whose wife that woman was. Beloved, what we need Is 
more gospel preachers who have the moral virtue, have the 
integrity of John the Baptist. 
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OLAN HICKS SECOND AFFIRMAnVE 

Tuesday, February 22, 1977 
Brethren moderators, my respected opponent, Bro. Waldron, 

ladles and gentlemen: I have just 15 minutes in this speech. 
You cannot correct that many errors in a 15 minute speech. I 
will do the best I can. 

Bro. Waldron succeeded in proving what we all already 
believe, that it is displeasing to God, in fact, a sin, to 
unscrlpturally divorce and remarry. he Is still dealing with that 
end of It. He accused me of not defining the proposition. I call 
your attention to the fact that last night my first 3 charts were 
in definition of the proposition. Bro. Waldron regularly makes 
this argument when he has a debate. He always accuses his 
opponent of not defining the proposition. I suppose if that is all 
the argument you have, then you better make that argument 
because at least it appears as though you have something to 
say. The majority of his speech you have just listened to, did 
not reply at all to the things I said In my first affirmative, but 
rather, just Simply continued to affirm, as he has all the way 
along what we all already agree upon, that it is wrong to put 
away a mate and marry another. The one who does this without 
fornication as a cause, is guilty of committing adultery when he 
perpetrates that act. As far as the proposition is concerned, I 
do not believe that Bro. Waldron misunderstood the 
proposition in actuality. I think that his problem is that he does 
understand it. And I think that is where his trouble is. Now, he 
suggested that I did not define the term, unscrlptural divorce. 
Brethren, I just Simply conceded it is sin. Why define it? It is 
conceded that it is sin. There is no purpose In spelling out the 
details of what an unscriptural divorce consists of, as long as 
it Is not contested. There is no contest on that point whatever. 
We agree on that, that it is sin. Our conflict and our difference 
is on the second half of it, on the continuation in the 
relationship produced by that sin. He did not touch top, side, 
nor bottom of that. Tom, would you please put up Bro. 
Waldron's chart no 2. He also accuses me of not answering his 
questions. Friends, I am just going to leave it to you to answer 
that for yourself, to judge that for yourself. Now, there might 
be some of you out there who believe that, but I don't believe 
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that many of you are that blind, to think that I did not answer 
his questions. And so, I am Just going to leave that to you to 
judge for yourself. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #2 PAGE 8 

All right, now, on his chart no 2 here, he is suggesting 
absurdity of my proposition and the wholegist of this entire 
thing, that one may continue in the sin, the committing of the 
sin, he may repeat that, and continue to repeat that sin, which 
we conceded in the very opening announcement of the 
proposition. And then the question with which he overlaid this 
chart right here is, may one profit from his sin? Now, folks, this 
is an argument that will not hold up, that one may never profit 
from his sin, and that in any case where there comes some kind 
of a good thing as a result of his sin, that it is therefore, not 
allowed. Because, if you do that, you nUllify the cross of Christ. 
Those people who were guilty of the blood of Christ on 
Pentecost Day in Acts 2, profited because of the blood of 
Christ In Acts 2. They profited from a sin, very greatly profited 
from a sin. 

Now, he asks, can the man continue in the denominational 
church? He mentioned the Christian Church in particular. Now, 
he believes, as I do, that the practices, some of the practices 
in the Christian Church are wrong within themselves. Do you 
see what he is saying, implying that I am contending that a 
person may continue to repeat acts that are wrong within 
themselves? That is not what I am contending. I am contending 
that when a sin is committed, that a relationship produced from 
that sin, which is not in and of itself sin, may be continued. If 
it is in and of itself sin, it may not be continued. This is the one 
thing Bro. Waldron has not proven to this good moment of 
time, and I believe that this debate will close on Friday night 
without his having proven that the relationship produced by the 
sin of putting away and marrying another, that that relationship 
constitues a practice of sin. I want to ask you this, Bro. 
Waldron, as a response to your question, "May the person 
continue in a delnoninational church or in some other practice 
of error or sin?" That is beside the point. The question I want 
you to deal with is, may the mother of the illegitimate child 
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continue in that parent-chlld relationship? She commits a sin 
when she conceives a child out of wedlock. but the relationship 
produced by that sin, namely she becomes the parent of a 
child, that relationship Is not a sin. Deal with that; don't ask 
me if you can continue to repeat the act of cohabitation or 
fornication. Deal with this matter of may she keep the child, 
as David kept Bathsheba, although, his taking of her to wife 
displeased God. We showed that on the chart the other night 
from 2 Sam. 11:27. "The thing that David had done displeased 
the Lord." Well, now, Bro. Waldron says. "he was allowed to 
keep her because Uriah had died. Uriah was now dead." Well. 
what caused him to be dead? The thing that caused him to 
be dead was David had him killed. Now, do you realize what 
you are saying? You are saying that because David did not 
stop at adultery, but went on and committed murder, that he 
had a right to have Bathsheba for his wife, and that is why 
he could have her as his wife. 00. you know what that means, 
brethren? You talk about the consequence to a doctrine, and 
he gets emotional about the consequences of this doctrine. 
That means that if a man goes out on his wife, and commits 
adultery and she catches him at it, the best thing he can do 
is kill her, according to Bro. Waldron's doctrine. Because if he 
does not, and she puts him away for the fornication, he is 
condemned to eternal celibacy as long as he lives on the face 
of the earth. He can never remarry again. But, if he kills her, 
maybe get a year or two in prison, he can repent of that and 
be forgiven of that and marry anybody he wants to. Now, that 
is this ridiculous argument based on a partial reading of the 
scriptures, simply considering a few isolated passages and not 
taking the entire counsel of God on the subject. The one thing 
that is not proven is that remarriage itself continues to be 
sin. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #41 PAGE 86 

Would you put his chart no. 41 up, please? Bro. Waldron's 
chart no. 41. Now, he tries to explain my proposition for me, 
and I think the reason he does this is because he understands 
all too well what my proposition i£ and he does not like it. And, 
so, because my proposition does not say what he wants me to 
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say and accommodate his strawman, he just builds that 
strawman up there anyhow. Now, there is one thing that is 
missing from this, all of this chart here. He says that, the 
consequence of It Is, there Is no such thing as unscriptural 
divorce and remarriage. God's marriage law applies to A and 
B. A and C sin when they are married each other, but A and 
C can continue in remarriage to each other without further sin. 
Repentance. therefore, does not require one's getting out of a 
Situation, which was sinful at its beginning. I made no such 
statement as that. I made no such argument as that. I did nClt 
say that repentance does not require a person to stop sinning. 
I did not say that. That Is his conclusion. But there is one thing 
wrong with this chart. It does not give us the passage that says 
that the marriage relationship, the second marriage the 
remarriage relationship, is in itself sin. He did not give that 
passage on the chart. 

_271H) 
WHY THE REMARRIAGE MAY CONTINUE 

LIT IS I-I)T SINFUL IOTHI" ITSELF. 

2.1-1) CCM4ANO Of GOO INDICATES OTHERWISE. 

3.IT OOES I-IlT CONfLICT WITH THE t:EJoW<DS OF 
REPOO'I\HCE, I.e. THE CHA~lhG OF SINFUL 
PRN:TlCES. 

CMaeKntQ!ltco_tery on th• .-plsfl ••, pg.t07) 


Quot..:! by llul"tan Cott..n, c.-. on 1 & 2 Cor. Pg.l 05 


Bro. Bill, would you put up my chart no. 27. please. Here is 
the reason the remarriage may continue without further sin. 
These are the things that Bro. Waldron has obligated himself 
to deal with Biblically, and has not. The reason the remarriage 
may continue is not because a person can repeat sin and be 
guiltless. The reason it may continue is because, no. 1, it is not 
sinful within itself. I have established this by scripture until he 
can show that we misused the scriptures to do it. It is not sinful 
within itself. The thing that is not sinful within itself may 
cbntinue, unless there is some other reason why not. No.2, no 
command of God indicates otherwise. I want to ask you 
something, here. Have you ever seen in the Bible, in apostolic 
practice, where someone was commanded, before they could 
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become a Christian, to separate from their wife? That was 
made a prerequisite? Let me tell you something. On Pentecost 
Day, when the gospel came and began to be preached, it began 
to be preached to the Jews. The Jews were people who lived 
under a law that permitted divorce and remarriage for causes 
other than fornication. Bro. Waldron, these people were living 
in second marriages, many of them, because it was lawful then. 
And fornication was not the cause that the first one was broken 
up. Now, then. have you ever read in that account of Acts 2. 
where the apostles placed a block in front of that door and said 
"repent and be baptized everyone of you in the name of Jesus 
Christ, except those of you with second marriages?" What we 
are doing here, brethren. is adding a further prerequisite that 
God did not add in his word. That is becoming a denomination 
just as rapidly as you can do it. It has no scriptural authority 
whatever, to be there. Folks. I want to tell you this is a fact. I 
am dealing with reality among us. I know of a place. I know of 
a group of people who baptized a woman one night and 
withdrew fellowship from her the next day. I know of another 
group of people. our brethren in the church, who baptized a 
woman one night, and as soon as she came up out of the water, 
they said, "Now you cannot go home to your husband, because 
you are a Christian now." He was a second husband. I know 
of a church where the elders have placed this in the door so 
strongly that they have ordered their personal workers, when 
you go out and talk to people and door knock and talk to 
prospects. if someone shows an interest and is willing to study 
with you, you first have to ask them, "Have you been married 
more than once?" And, if the answer is "Yes," then you have 
to ask them, "Are you willing to give up your present mate?" 
And if they say "No," just pack your stuff and go and don't 
even teach them. Don't even offer them the gospel. Brethren, 
that is becoming a common practice, because of the doctrine, 
that men like Bro. Waldron espouse, and I don't say that his 
motives are impure; I believe Bro. Waldron and those who work 
with him are really concerned about immorality and low moral 
standards, and I believe they are conscientious in thinking that 
this is the way to fight it. Brethren, God said to fight that thing, 
let everybody have his own mate. Let us do it that way. 
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NO.2. There Is no command of God, no authorization from 
God, In apostolic example or command or inference, to place 
this prerequisite before people's discipleship, that they cannot 
be divorce and married a second time and still be a Christian. 

NO.3. The third reason why the remarriage may continue is, 
it does not conflict with the demands of repentance. That is, 
the changing of sinful practices. Now, before he has the right 
to say it conflicts with the demands of repentance, he has first 
to show by the Bible, that it is within itself sin. He has 
completely failed to do that. 

SEE CHART #27 PAGE 103 

I want you to put up, if you will chart no. 29. on Rom. 7. 
Brethren, we have an Interesting situation, here. When he got 
out of Matt. 19:9 and got over here in Rom. 7, he got an 
additional condition, besides the two, under which a person 
may be allowed to remarry another. Pay close attention to this 
Bro. Waldron. Notice what this passage says, that you are 
bound by the law as long as you live. A woman is bound to her 
husband as long as he lives. Now, I asked him last night, now, 
in verse 4, these people are alloY/ed to remarry to Christ. Which 
happened? was it adultery? He said there are only two. Was 
It fornication on the part of the mate that allowed them to 
remarry or was it the death of the mate? Last night he said, 
"It was their death." Brethren, that is a third condition. Now 
he said it was not a literal death, but it was a spiritual death. 
And he is right about it. Tonight he comes back and he says, 
"Israel committed fornication and God divorced Israel for the 
fornication." You know what you have got there? You've got the 
guilty party with the right to remarry. That is what you've got. 
Look at verse 4. "Ye also are become dead to the law by the 
body of Christ that ye should be married to another." These 
people were allowed to remarry. Why? Because the law of 
Moses died or because the law of Moses committed 
fornication? No, sir. By the act of a third party, who was neither 
of the first two mates, Israel or the law of Moses. because of 
the sacrificial act on the part of Christ. You've got a third 
reason there. And if you will go over to I Cor. 7:15, you will get 
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another reason. And there are many more when you take the 
whole counsel of God instead of just these two reasons only. 
But that cannot be harmonized with the entire body of 
scriptures. Thank you. 
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WALDRON'S SECOND NEGATIVE 
Tuesday, February 22, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, honorable moderators, worthy opponent, my 
brothers and sisters, everyone who is here tonight, I greet you, 
and certainly want to say again that I appreciate your coming; I 
appreciate Brother Dian Hick's attitude and I appreciate the 
attitude of each and every one of you. 

Now, I would like to just simply mention in the beginning, that 
I left this chart no. 46 up here and it just stayed up here. He did 
not deal with it. As you notice, this (referring to chart 46) was 
what we were talking about on the present tense and point 
action. We presented Mr. Robertson, the authority which he 
(Hicks) brought up and we quoted from that (Robertson's 
work). But he did not deal with that chart, an absence of him 
dealing with it. Now, he said, he would leave it to you all to tell 
whether or not he answered the questions. Well, last night he 
said about one of the questions, "I will answer tomorrow night." 
About two of the questions, he said, "I will answer them on 
Thursday night." Now, he said himself, according to his own 
testimony, and the book and the recording will show this: "I will 
answer 2 of them on Thursday night." And he said, "I will 
answer another one tomorrow night." He has not done that. 
Now then, did he answer the questions? He did not answer 
them. He did not answer 60% of those questions. And he did 
the same thing with the first question tonight. 

But, let us move on, now, to deal with some other things. He 
said I have not shown that it is adultery. Brother Eaves. No. 35 
please. Now, I want us to notice this chart; on it we have "all 
divorced persons" (within the circle). And I want to read to you 
from Mark 10:11-12, "And he saith, unto them, whosoever shall 
put away his wife and marry another, committeth adultery 
against her." Now, he (Hicks) did not complain about my 
definition of adultery. Rather he did not complain about my 
definition of a marriage which I gave earlier, which was this, 
there is a God sanctioned marriage and there is a marriage by 
the law of the land which God does not sanction, i.e. when one 
marries a person who is someone elses wife. 

So, Mark 10:11-12 says that whoever puts away his wife and 
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marries another commits adultery. But, look at Luke 16:18. 
which is on the chart, "everyone that putteth his wife away and 
marrieth another commHteth adultery." Now, he (Hicks) seems 
to want to suggest (we cannot get him to say when it takes 
place. we have given him the places to check. but he will not 
answer it) yet, he seems to want to say that adurtery is this 
equasion: that you divorce and then go to a J.P. and when he 
marries you, that Is adultery. Why that is not sexual immorality. 
When the law said in the 7th commandment. thou shalt not 
commit adultery, did that mean that you were not to get 
married? In Romans, when the apostle Paul repeated that 
statement, "thou shalt not commit adultery." was he talking 
about sexual immorality. of a marriage ceremony before a 
minister or a justice of the peace or a judge or something like 
that? Adultery is involved with sexual immorality. Look at luke 
16:18. "everyone that putteth away his wife and marrteth 
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another commltteth adultery. And he that marrieth one that Is 
put away from a husband commits adu:tery." 

Now, he brought up the divorced fornicator. The Bible says, 
(Jook at the last part of Luke 16:18jo"And he that marrieth one 
that is put away from a nusband commits adultery." If a 
divorced fornicator is put away and someone marries him, that 
is adultery. That is adultery. The marriage is adulterous and 
they practice adultery every time they cohabit one with another. 

What about idolatry? If a man is worshiping an idol, can he 
say well, I have this idol and I am going to put him away; but 
after he puts him away, and says I repent of taking that idol, can 
he keep on bowing down before that idol? And if a man says I 
repent of divorcing my wife and of marrying another woman, Le. 
the divorce and the remarriage were unscriptural and he has 
taken another man's wife, can he say, yes, I repent of that, but 
he keeps on cohabiting with her. 

Now then, notice (from chart 35) there is one exception to all 
divorced people committing adultery when they remarry. They 
are those innocent ones who divorce fornicators (Matt. 19:9). 
that is God's law. And dearly beloved, I love you, but it will 
stand in the day of judgement. And the Bible teaches, that 
those who commit adultery and fornication will have their place 
in the lake that burneth with fire and brimstone which is the 
second death (Rev. 20:8). If any man teaches a doctrine that 
leads people to continue in the state of adultery, which 
unscriptural divorce and unscriptural marriage do lead to, then 
they will be in adultery. Unscriptural divorce and remarriage 
which his argument teaches, will lead to adultery. To teach that, 
to condone that, to keep people· in it, then a man will be 
responsible for that. I am not saying that this brother says it is 
adultery. He says it is not. But, this doctrine that he is teching 
and I am attacking his doctrine, his doctrine says that. 

Now then, we want to go to chart no. 9. We need to talk 
about repentance. I brought up John the BaptiSt, and I said in 
Mark 6:17-18 we have this statement by the inspired writer: 
"For Herod himself had sent forth, and laid hold upon John and 
bound him in prison for the sake of Herodias, his brother 
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Philip's wife, for he had married her." Who did Mark say it was? 
That it was his brother Philip's wife. For John had said unto 
Herod, "It is not lawful for thee to have thy brother's wife." 
Beloved, that is what we are saying. When a woman is divorced 
unscripturally, she is bound to the husband of her youth. She 
will go on being bound to him until he dies, if it is unscriptural 
divorce. 

Let us look at repentance. Repentance is from the Greek 
word metanoeo. From meta (meaning change), from noeo 
(meaning to perceive) or ( noua -mind.) Thayer says, "to 
repent, to change one's mind for the better. heartily to amend 
with abhorance of one's past sins.~·Heartily to amend. Now, he 
has asked me this question; and it relates to this. Can a girl who 
comroits fornication keep the baby? Yes, she can keep the 
baby. I said when I answered that question last night that the 
law of God (I Tim. 5:8) says that if one cares not for his own he 
has denied the faith and is worse than an infidel. Rom. 7, says, if 
a woman be married to another man while her husband liveth, 
she shall be called an adulteress. Let him (Hicks) show us where 
it says a man can keep an adulteress. I repeat let him show us 
where it says a man can keep an adulteress. God requires the 
girl to care for the baby. We should not blame the baby 
because of the sin of the mother and the father. Can she keep 
on cohabiting with that man? That is the question. Can she 
keep on fornicating with him? That is the question. 



111 

From chart 9, W. E. Vine: "Signifies to change one's mind or 
purpose, always in the New Testament involving a change for 
the better, an amendment." There are certainly some things 
you cannot change. I have already illustrated that. And I 
illustrate it again. If you murder someone's husband you cannot 
give the woman her husband back, but you can stop from 
killing his children. If you fornicate with a girl and a child is 
conceived, you cannot change that. But you had better not do 
anything to the child. God hates those who harm the fatherless 
children. My brother knows that. He defends that. And our 
other brethren, too, but they just misapply the teaching about 
that. 

But, let us go on. Vine says, "signifies to change one's mind 
or purpose, always in the New Testament involving a change for 
the better, and amendment." 

Matt. 21:29, the son answered and said "I will not, but 
afterward he repented himself and went. 

Example: A man divorces unscripturally and takes another 
woman, but he still belongs to the first wife; she probably 
belongs to someone else. If she was divorced unscripturally she 
does belong to someone else. Thus he takes another man's 
wife. Now can he go on keeping her or will he repent and 
change. 
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All right, let us move on. Look at Acts 26:20. Brother Eaves, I 
need Chart no. 10. I am quoting from Acts 26:20. "But declared 
both to them of Damascus first and at Jerusalem, and 
throughout all the country of Judea, and also to the Gentiles, 
that they should repent, turn to God doing works worthy of 
repentance." 
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I Cor. 7:11 says (this is talking about separation, not about 
divorce) if theyare separated, she must remain unmarried or be 
reconciled to her husband. But, in the case that they cannot be 
reconciled, what Is the situation? look at Matt. 16:24, the lord 
Jesus Christ said unto his disciples, "If a man will come after 
me, let him deny himself." What we are talking about is self 
denial. Jesus taught in luke 14:26, he who comes to me "and 
hates not his father and his mother and his wife and his children 
and his brethren and his sisters, yes and his own life also, he 
cannot be my disciple." Now, our brother is teaching that a 
man can take a woman, another man's wife, according to God's 
law, we are talking about God's higher law, we brought that out 
last night. He (Hicks) is teaching that according to God's law, he 
(a man) can take an adulteress to himself and can keep her. But 
he Bible says that Jesus must be first. 

All right, let us move on. I Cor. 6:9-11. Now, notice this. Our 
brother did not tell us in which one of these sins that one could 
continue. And he seemed to indicate that one could not, but he 
said that divorcing unscripturally and remarrying was not 
adultery. That is his implication: he says, the divorce and 
remarriage is adultery, but the living together is not adultery. 
Well, you cannot have immorality, if you just go down before a 
J.P.; it would have to be an awfully immoral J.P. That is the 
truth, it would. I Cor. 6:9-11. I want us to turn and read that. We 
will read all 3 of them provided time will permit. 

SEE CHART #14 PAGE 32 

No. 14, Brother Eaves. Thank you. 5 minutes, we have. I Cor. 
6:9-11: "Be not deceived, neither fornicator's., nor idolaters, nor 
adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with 
men ... (now the New American Standard version calls that 
homosexuals) thieves, covetous, drunkards, revilers, extor
tioners." Brother Hicks, please tell us, in which of these a man 
can continue and remain a faithful Christian. Now, I have 
shown, from my chart, that if a man puts away his wife and 
marries another woman, he commits adultery. The relationship 
in that marriage is a practiCing of adultery. Every time they 
cohabit, the commit adultery. They practice adultery. 
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Now then. Let us answer that question, but let us go to this 
chart, no. 15. Brother Eaves, please. Chart title: God Is Not 
Mocked, Gal. 6:7. 

Sow an unscrlptural divorce-reap a second marriage, - God 
says It Is adultery (Mark 10: 11). 

Sow unscripturai divorce-reap a second marriage - man 
says it is not sin. Oh, he says, yes, the marrying Itself is; going 
before the J.P. is; going before the judge is; that is sin. But 
actually the cohabiting Is not. That is his (HICks) argument. That 
is what he is trying to base his defense on. Let me ask you 
this question. Suppose a man plants black-eyed peas, and he 
repents of planting black-eyed peas; suppose he fertilizes his 
black-eyed peas, and repents of fertilizing those black-eyed 
peas, and then he says, I am going to enjoy watermelon. The 
Bible says whatever a man sows, that shall he also reap. God's 
law of marriage says, you divorce unscrlpturally, you marry 
someone else, it is adultery; and it continues to be 
adultery. 

SEE CHART #6 PAGE 45 

All right, let us go to no. 6, please. There Is a higher law. We 
used this chart last night, Acts 5:29. The Nuremberg war trials, 
we mentioned those. God's law of marriage: "What therefore 
God has joined together let not man put asunder." Now, my 
brother will not answer the question that says, when they are 
loosed or when are they divorced. When are they actually 
separated In God's Sight, if it is the wife of the youth? He will 
not answer that question. because God's higher law keeps 
them bound. He said a person just knows when he Is loosed. He 
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just happens to know that.That is like the denominational people 
who said, "Well, I just know when I am saved; I just know it." 
He does not give an argument about that; he just says they 
know it. 

All right, let us go to chart no. 8, please. Brother Eaves. Chart 
title: Contrasting God's Law and Man's Law. The Federal Law: 
the civil right act of 1964 said no discrimination because of race 
and so forth. Back when I was a boy and many of you were 
young, you know that our black brethren and others of the 
minority race had to ride in the back of the bus. They had 
separate rest rooms. They had separate telephone booths. That 
law now is null and void. If a law,of one of the states isaJim 
Crow law, it is null and void, because of the higher (federal) law. 

Now, look at this. "What God hath joined together let not 
man put asunder" (Matt. 19:6), that's God's law. 

From chart: Husband and wife may be divorced for many 
unscriptural reasons. That law is the law of man. It is the law 
which our brother is sanctioning. 

He mentions Pentecost. He said. they (the people on 
Pentecost) had divorced and remarried, according t('\ the laws 
of the land, but that law is null and void in God's S1911t. We are 
talking about God's law, a higher law. They are divorced by 
man, but God does not approve it. God does not sanction it. 

All right, Brother Eaves, let us go to chart no. 13 please. if you 
will. I need to get that in. How much? One minute. All right. I 
want to ask Brother Olan this question. Here is the word 
porneia. The word porneia is the Greek word we translate, 
"fornication." It is also translated, immorality or sexual 
immorality in the New American Standard translation of the 
Bible. It includes adultery; it includes homosexuality, all forms. 
Ardnt and Gingrich say that is refers to every kind of sexual 
immorality. 

Question no. 1, and unscripturally divorced couple marry in 
harmony with the civil and religious laws. It is religiously 
sanctioned; they are man and wife. But according to the Bible 
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they commit adultery. They are baptized. May they continue 
with their relationship? What must they do Brother Olan? What 
must they do? And I will leave this chart up here. What must 
they do to get out of that relationship? What must they do to 
change that relationship? 

All right, the next one, question 2. In Colorado and two 
other states of America, they have legalized homosexuality. 
There are more than 50 men or at least SOmenin Colorado who 
are married to each other. Now two men or women marry in 
harmony with civil law. the law of the land, and it is religiously 
sanctioned. Preachers in Australia and here, denominational, 
sectarian preachers. marry two men to each other. two women 
to each other. Man to man; it is homosexuality. It is also called 
porneia or it is fornication. and because of the general 
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definition of pomela, it Is sexual Immorality; now what must 
these two do about their relationship? Can they continue in 
their relationship? Time. Thank you. 
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OLAN HICKS THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 

Tuesday, February 22, 1977 
This, again, Is my last speech for this evening, in fact, for this 

proposition. I would like to thank the audience for your 
wonderful conduct and for your very good attention. I 
appreciate that very much. I would also like to thank Bro. 
Waldron and Bro. Deaver for a special extension of courtesy to 
me that the rest of you do not know of. They have provided 
me with copies of Bro. Waldron's charts as the charts were put 
up here on the screen. I have not done so for them. They could 
have used that against me and said that It gave me an unfair 
advantage, which to an extent it does. They did not do that. I 
appreciate that courtesy. The reason I did not prepare copies 
of my charts for them is because we did not make an 
agreement of that in advance; therefore, I did not know that this 
would be done. I did learn of it last night and attempted today 
to make copies of the charts for them. I had equipment trouble 
all day. The typewriter broke down; I did not get it done. I 
apologize for that. and I recognize this does put them at a bit 
of a disadvantage. and perhaps may account for the reason 
why Bro. Waldron is having trouble actually getting to the 
points that I am making. Perhaps on Thursday and Friday night. 
we will have that little technical problem cleared up. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #13 PAGE 115 

This chart that he left up here; his chart no. 13, Bro. Eaves, 
if you will, please. 1want to mention this, while it is fresh on your 
mind. I'll tell you what, he asked me a question about this, 
made an argument about what does repentance require? What 
would you think about our making a deal here? Bro. Waldron, 
when you answer my argument on Acts 2 about the Jewish 
marriage, and did it have to be dissolved, I will answer your 
argument on this chart. Tell you what. I will take that back; I 
will answer it right now. This is too good to pass up. I cannot 
do it. I am going to answer it and go ahead and deal with this 
right now. whether he deals with my questions or not. All right, 
the question here is, unscripturally divorced couples, or a 
couple, marry and are sanctioned by the civil laws, religiously 
sanctioned, and so forth. And in that marrying they commit 
adultery. And on porneia (at the top) fornication, the larger, 
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broader term Including adultery, and then (down at the bottom) 
he attempts to parallel this with homosexuality. Two men are 
married. May they continue in that? And he Is still shooting at 
the same old strawman he has had up here all night, and has 
not gotten to the pOint that any, now let me say this very, very 
clearly so it cannot be misunderstood, any action or 
relationship, which is wrong within Itself, must stop if the person 
repents. Repentance demands that a relationship that is wrong 
within itself, be stopped. All right, look down here at the 
bottom. Homosexuality Is wrong within itself. I have not 
condoned homosexual marriages, and you know that as well as 
I do. We all know that. And I believe even Bro. Waldron 
understands that I am not condoning homosexual marriages, 
and my position in this debate does not require that. I am 
condoning the remarriage between a man and a woman who 
are loosed from a mate, whether that lOOSing involves sin or 
not. I base this on scripture, particularly I Cor. 7:27, 28, where 
Paul said "Art thou loosed from a wife, seek not a wife, but and 
if thou marry, thou hast not sinned." Did Paul say that if two 
men marry, they had not sinned? You have no parallel, my 
brother. Let us see you dig that up again and re-do that and 
see if you cannot come up with something better. All right, 
would you turn the projector off, please. 

And then he answers the question, may she keep the baby? 
It asks, the girl, who in fornication, illicit sex outside of 
marriage, conceives a child out of wedlock, and then may she 
be a parent to that child, although it was conceived in sin? And 
he said, "Yes." And then he asks "May she continue to 
cohabit?" No. You see, he is still confused. I am not asking 
may she repeat the sin of conceiving the child; I am asking may 
she keep the child after that sin has happened? And he says, 
"Yes." All right. Now, when I say that two persons who are 
married; they unscripturally divorce and remarry somebody 
else, they commit the act of adultery, when they do that. Now 
that is what Jesus said. But what did Jesus say about the 
relationship produced by that sin of putting away a mate and 
marrying another? May they continue in that? How do you 
correct this sin? And I never did get an answer to this last 
night. If we must go back and undo these features that 
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produced that relationship, he says we have to start with the 
remarriage. We have got to undo that, to repent. Well, then why 
do we not also have to undo the divorce? And I asked him, 
may that divorce be forgiven if the person continues in it? Well, 
he took the long way around on it, but he still wound up saying, 
"Yes it ·::an." He wound up saying, "He should make every 
effort to try to be reconciled; he ought to try to get the marriage 
back together," and I agree to that. The Bible agrees to that. 
But. then he wound up saying, "If he cannot, if circumstances 
render it of necessity and so forth. he may be forgiven while 
he is still unscripturally divorced." Brethren, that concedes the 
proposition as far as I can see, that you may instigate a thing 
in a sinful way and yet the relationship produced by it is not 
within itself a sin. This will harmonize with the entirety of the 
scriptures. 

Now, on the Greek, ·the aktionsart principle, I am just going 
to recommend to Bro. Waldron that he restudy the meaning of 
that word. I think there will be some amusement among the 
scholars, when they read what he said about it. Possibly, I may 
be the one who is wrong about it, but if I understand it at all, 
I believe the laughter will be on the other side. And until he gets 
that meaning straight, I am just simply going to pass on over 
that. I just advise him to restudy the meaning of that word. And 
I am satisfied with what we have presented on it. I think the 
scholarship has spoken; I think the grammars have made it very 
clear. and I am satisfied with that. I think he misunderstands 
the meaning of that word. and I just simply advise him to 
restudy it. Now, I would ask you this question: "Why can we not 
just accept what it says in English? Why can we not just take 
what the passage in Matt. 19:9 says in every translation I know 
of. 'commits adultery'." Not starts living in adultery. Not moves 
into an adulterous state, but commits adultery. Now. in 
effect, Bro. Waldron denied what Jesus said about that. I asked 
him, if a person divorces un scripturally and marries another, 
but does not perform the sex act with them, is that adultery and 
he said. "No." Now, my friends, he has simply refuted what 
Jesus said in Matt. 19:9. What did Jesus'say there about the 
sex act in that passage? What did Jesus say there about 
cohabitation? Not a word. You know what this does? This 
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argument? This opens up another reason why people may 
divorce and remarry without sin. If they happen to be eunuchs. 
They can put away their wife for any old cause, not for 
fornication and marry another, and they don't commit this sin, 
because they don't perform the sex act. My friends, I have 
never seen anybody so confused and mixed up in my life. 

And about answering questions and dealing with all of the 
arguments, let me explain something to you. There Is no way 
that I can mention every detail of all the things that he said In 
a 30 minute speech, when I am making a 15 minute speech. 
But, I suggest that every question and every issue of difference 
that Is relevant to our proposition will be conSidered, if it has 
not been already, in the course of the arguments that I make 
and In dealing with this proposition. Now he said that Jesus, 
if he had wanted to indicate a punctiliar action there, could have 
used a certain form of the Greek. Well, let me say, he could 
have used one of the forms of "meno" or an adverb of time, 
or other ways of indicating that he meant a state, a continuing 
state or relationship. He did not. Jesus just said like the English 
Bibles read It, that when you put away your wife and marry 
someone else without the cause of fornication, you commit 
adultery. You do not begin to live in adultery or practice 
adulterous cohabitation. You commit an act of adultery. 

I would like to touch on this thing about what repentance 
means, and what repentance requires. These brethren are 
using repentance as a lawmaker, to bind upon you some laws 
that they cannot read in the scriptures. They cannot find in the 
scriptures where God says that the way to correct this sin of 
unscriptural divorce and remarriage is to stop being a husband 
to your wife that you have taken, break those vows, and have 
another divorce. They cannot find where God's word says that, 
so they say repentance says It. They make a lawmaker out of 
repentance, to justify making laws that God has not made. He 
mentioned Herod having his brother's wife. And he says "Boy, 
I have a good argument here." John the Baptist was a 
courageous crusader for moral purity, and he said "It Is not 
lawful for you to have your brother's wife, because it is a 
second marriage." My friends, this particular incident 
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happened under the law of Moses at which time divorce and 
remarriage were freely permitted without the cause of 
fornication. But Brother Waldron offers it as an argument that 
this teaches that one may not continue in a remarriage because 
he has divorced without the cause of fornication or the death 
of his mate. That is not what John said. He said it is not lawful 
for you to have your brother's wife. Of course, it Is not. That 
Is Incest, as well as adultery. That is what he said. Now he talks 
again about the consequences of the doctrines. I want you to 
think with me a minute about the consequences of this doctrine 
that Bro. Waldron teaches. Here are two men, they both have 
normal drives and normal desires for companionship which 
God gave them. One of them decides to do the right thing and 
fulfill these desires In a marriage relationship. The other one 
does' not. He just seduces woman after woman after woman 
and marries nobody. Now. then. a little bit later on, the man 
who did the right thing and married a woman, this wife just 
grows tired of him and decides she does not like him so, she 
just leaves him. He did not commit any sin. He did not have 
intercourse with anybody that was not his wife. But, he is 
sentenced to permanent celibacy. He may never marry again. 
This other man. on the other hand, who lived the illicit and 
promiscuous life and had intercourse with everything he could 
find, he can marry anybody he wants to. Just repent of that and 
all is well. He can marry anyone he wants to and the church will 
give him Its blessing. Bro. Waldron will give him his blessing. 
The immoral, promiscuous fornicator has the rights of 
remarriage; the honorable man who did the right thing and 
committed sin with nobody, was totally guiltless of any sin 
throughout the whole thing, is condemned to permanent 
celibacy. 

I want to say again, what I said last night, by way of 
conclusion. I am not contending that divorce and remarriage is 
pleasing to God and should happen. I am saying that the 
relationship after it is produced from that sin, is not In itself 
wrong and sinful. I believe that God has not said in his word 
by command, example. or necessary inference that the divine 
answer to these people's problem who have unscriptural 
divorce and remarriage is another divorce. I do not believe 
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God's word teaches that when properly used. , know that you 
can establish that separationist doctrine, that you have to 
break up these marriages, by the same process of misuse of 
scripture, that denominational people can establish their faith 
only doctrine. But, you cannot establish it by the Bible rightly 
used. God's answer to people with marital problems, is to 
repent of the things that were wrong and now, don't repeat 
them, but instead be faithful to your commitments now. You, 
start right where you are, one man, one woman for the rest of 
your life. This brings you to God's ideal of sanctification in 
marriage. Thank you very much. 
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WALDRON'S THIRD NEGATIVE 
Tuesday, Feburary 22, 1977 

Brother Eaves, let us have chart no. 13, please. While he 
is getting that, let me say again, I appreciate Brother Olan Hicks 
for his attitude. his decorum as he stood before us tonight, 
as I did last night. I love him and I am very Sincere when I 
say that. As you know, and you have seen, I do not love his 
doctrine. I am opposed to it from the depth of my being. 

Roosevelt said, "I hate war, Eleanor hates war, and Fallow 
hates war." Beloved, the doctrine that people can put away 
their husbands or wives unscripturally and marry another and 
keep on living in an adulterous Situation, I hate it. The Bible 
says, "Abhor that which is evil, cleave to that which is of good." 
I have shown you that and I shall continue to do that right now. 
First, let me say, Mr. moderator, I appreciate very much your 
taking over for Brother Gary tonight. I want to say to our 
chairman and to our moderators, and also to you as an 
audience that I appreciate your courtesy in listening so well. 

Now, let us notice this. Thayer, Ardnt and Gingrich all affirm 
that pome/a, means sexual immorality: illiCit sexual 
intercourse. Brother Olan likes to call a woman who belongs 
to someone else his (another man's) wife. It is not his wife. 
We are not trying to break up a man and his wife, his own 
wife. Eph. 5:~5 says, "Husbands love your wives," Don't love 
somebody else's wife, love your own wife, I Cor. 7:2, he 
mentioned twice tonight. And Hicks says there, that a man 
can have his own wife. That means the wife of his own, not 
somebody else's wife. A woman who is divorced unscripturally, 
she is another man's wife. The law of God, the higher la~ 
of God binds her unto her husband until he is dead. A woman 
should have her own husband, not somebody else's husband, 
but her own, the wife of the youth unless she is allowed to 
remarry because her husband is dead. 

All right, let us notice this. Adultery and homosexuality are 
forms of illicit sexual intercourse. Brother Olan Hicks says a 
person divorced unscripturally, man and woman, sanctioned by 
the civil and religious laws, may continue in that situation. But, 
he says, "Oh, no, this (two men or two women married) is 
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dishonorable'" He said that if the action within itself Is wrong, 
then you cannot continue It. Is adultery within Itself wrong? 
Homosexuality is wrong within Itself. Adultery is wrong within 
Itself. Both of them are illicit sexual intercourse. Now then, 
what do they have to do to repent? That is the question. 

All right, let us go to chart no. 14. I Cor. 6. This scripture 
says, "Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God, neither fornicators, no idolators, nor 
adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with men, 
nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor 
extortioners shall inherit the kingdom of God." And verse 11 
says, "such were (past tense) some of you." That scripture 
shows that when people on Pentecost repented and were 
baptized, they got out of adultery, they got out of 
homosexuality, they got out of being thieves or stopped being 
thieves, they stopped being covetous, they stopped being 
drunkards, they repented of that. He (Peter) said to repent. 
An so we read, "SUCh were some of you." Now he (Hicks) 
said, "You cannot show in the scripture (mentioned this 3 
times, I believe, tonight) you cannot show in the scriptures 
where someone was required to give up his wife." Why no. 
We are not contending anyone was required to give up his wife. 
We have affirmed a man must get his wife, and keep his 
own wife. That is what we are upholding, but here is the thing. 
Where could he keep an adulteress? Be married to an 
adulteress, to someone else's wife? Now, that is the question. 
He said, "such were some of you." And when he (Hicks) 
makes that argument: where does it give the scripture that 
tells about a man giving up a woman or giving up a wife? 
He is dealing with the silence of the scriptures, making hiS 

argument and saying that his argument stands because of the 
silence of the scriptures. Our brethren who apostatized into 
the Christian church make the same argument about 
instrumental music. The silence of the scripture. They say, 
it is not there; there is no command against it; therefore, we 
can have it. This brother says, "You have no scripture which 
says that a man gave up a woman like that; therefore, we can 
have it (that way)." The Bible teaches that you must repent 
of adultery and says, "Such were some of you." 
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All right, he asked me again about the girl conceiving out 
of wedlock. And I said she can keep the baby. That Is right; 
there Is no sin in being a parent. But, let me ask you this 
question to put it tn the light. I showed I Tim. 5:8, teaches 
that a man must take care of his own. That means a woman, 
too. In fact, it mentions the woman In that case. May a girl 
steal another mother's baby? Maya girl steal another mother's 
baby and thereby become a parent? Can she keep that 
mother's baby? That Is the question. Can she keep that 
mother's baby? It Is not sinful to be a parent. It Is not sinful 
for her to be a parent. But It Is sinful for her to keep the baby. 
The woman belongs to someone else according to God's higher 
law, which I have shown tonight. She Is stili bound to the 
husband of her youth, and she is bound. And beioved, she 
will be bound until the day of judgement except her husband 
dies. 

All right. He said that we just say "undo the marriage." 
We just say. "Stop committing adultery." That is what we are 
talking about. Give up that adulteress. That is what we are 
saying. Give up that Idol. That Is what we are talking about. 

Now, on this point about point &etlon, he said he was just 
going to pass over that. The passoverl Just going to pass 
on over that, but he mentioned that he was satisfied With what 
he had presented. Well, what was presented In the chart that 
I used, he did not call for that chart (No. 13). I left it up here 
for him to deal with, and he did not deal with the chart 

All right. Now. He said he could not answer all my questions 
and my arguments In 15 minutes. He had as much time as 
I did. Same amount of time. He had 30; I had 30. He had 
15; I had 15. He had 15; I had 15. Same amount of time. 
He said, why not just take the English Bible? Well, he Is the 
one that brought up the Greek. I would have just as soon 
stayed out of the Greek in discussing that. But he Is the one 
who brought the Greek up, and put it up before us and talked 
about It. He talked about punctlliar actlbn, and linear action 
or pOint action and continuous action. He brought It up. Now 
he says. "Why not just take the English?" 
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I want to mention this: he said that he did not have time 

to answer my questions and he said earlier that he would leave 
it up to you all whether he had answered the questions. He 
promised that he would answer this question, the one on Col. 
3:5 where It says, "keeps on seeking." He said, he would lOOk 
It up In the Greek and would find out It that Is a good 
translation, but he did not answer that tonight. 

He mentions John the Baptist. and brings up the idea of 
incest. The Bible says, she was another man's wife; Mark says 
and John says, "It Is not lawful for you have your cousin's 
wife?" Suppose he had had his next door neighbor's wife? 
Would he have said, "Okay, it is all right to keep your next 
door neighbor's wife?" Would he have said, "Okay, it is all 
right to keep your next door neighbor's wife?" But, you cannot 
keep your cousin's wife, and you cannot keep your brother's 
wife! 

All right. Now, he talks about the fornicator and I don't want 
to misquote him, and I am not misquoting him, but he said 
this fornicator and I presumed when he began talking, he was 
talking about a single man who goes on fornicating, is that 
right? Your were talking about a single man who keeps on 
fornicating? All right, but he then said, he has the right of 
remar.r;age. He used that and I don't think he was talking about 
or meant remarriage. Well, the truth about a single man is 
that he has never sinned against God's law on marriage, if he 
has never been married. He does not have the right of 
remarriage. He asked me that question, he has the right of 
remarriage? No, he does not have the right of remarriage 
because he and I both agree that he is not married. But, let 
us take the picture. Here is a fornicator. He does fornicate 
and he does commit sin, and he repents of that. He gets 
forgiveness of that. He has not broken God's law of marriage. 

Beloved, why are Brother Deaver, and Brother Eaves, and 
these other God fearing gospel preachers, so confidently 
affirming that there are only two reasons as to why a man can 
be separated from his wife, the wife of his youth? Because 
it is for the protection of mankind, the world over, for all 
mankind. 
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All right, 5 minutes. He (Hicks) talked about the fact that 

we taught people must give up their wives. We are not talking 
about giving up their wives. We are talking about giving up 
an adulteress, somebody else's wife. That Is what we are 
talking about. Husbands love your wives. not somebody else's 
wife (Eph. 5:25). Brother Olan then said, talking about what 
we believe, he said I do not believe that doctrine. Well, that 
is pretty obvious. But, that won't prove it, for him just to say 
I do not believe it. That daM not prove It. He has got to 
go to the book to prove it, and he has not proved it. He has 
failed to prove It. He has nat dealt with my arguments and 
he said he did not have enough time. He had the same amount 
of time that I did. 

Now, he says if you are married to someone, maybe it is 
your second or third or so on, the number does not matter, 
he says be faithful to your committments to that. Well, a man 
does not have any right to be committed to another man's wife. 
I had an uncle one time who went into a dime store in Nashville, 
Tenn., and put his hands on the hips of another woman, just 
guiding her through the store. He thought it was his wife. 
She turned around and looked at him and smiled, and my 
uncle, who was a country boy, let go and took off. Now he 
was not guiding his wife; he was guiding somebody else's wife. 
That is what we are talking about. We are talking about God's 
higher law that binds a man to the wife of his youth as long 
as he lives, as long as she lives., and there Is only one reason 
as to why they can be divorced. How much time, brother? 

SEE CHART #2 PAGE 83 

All right, 4 minutes. Let us go back to chart no. 2, if you 
will, Brother Eaves. All right, look at this proposition. What 
a propositiont From the chart: "The scriptures teach that 
unscriptually divorced and remarried people may continue in 
the remarriage without further sin." Can a man repent of 
leaving the church of Christ; repent of joining the Christian 
church, but may continue to worship with that instrument? 

All right, look at this. Unscrlptural repentance does not get 
you anything, but death. Unscriptural baptism gets nothing, 
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but sin. An unscrlptural church gets you no fellowship with 
Christ. Unscrlptural music gets you vain worship. Unscrlptural 
divorce gets you an adulterous relationship. 

SEE CHART #41 PAGE 86 

All right, let us move on to our next chart, no. 41, please, 
Brother Eaves. Look at this proposition. Look at this 
proposition. Can you Imagine a gospel preacher affirming it. 
Brother, I hope you give It up. I love you, Brother Olan. I mean 
that. I hope you give It up and renounce It. The scriptures teach 
that unscrlpturally divorced and remarried people may continue 
In ... That Is what he emphasizes. They may - continue In 
- this, "In the remarriage," which the Bible declares Is 
adultery, which the Bible shows Is adultery (Mark 10:17-18, 
Luke 16:18), without further sin. 

Now then, according to Brother Olan Hicks's proposition, (I) 
there Is such a thing as an unscrlptural divorce and remarriage. 
(2) God's marriage law applies to A and ~ in our example. 
(3) A and C sin when they are married to each other. He 
said that. (4) But, A and C can continue In that marriage to 
each other without further sin. (5) Repentance, therefore, does 
not require one's getting out of a situation, which was sinful 
at Its beginning. (6) That one can according to the law of God 
enjoy and participate In the benefits of his sin and be pleasing 
to God In so doing. (7) That repentance may consist simply 
of acknowledgement of sin without corresponding correction 
or amendment of wrong. (8) That It Is impossible for one 
to IlYe In adultery. Now he said If they are out here in the 
world, they can. But he said this, when I asked him the 
question. "Can two people unscripturally divorced commit 
adultery?" He said "yes", when he answered that question. 
Who are they married to? Who are they married to? When 
two people have unscrlpturally divorced according to your 
doctrine, Brother Olan, to whom were they married when they 
cohabited with each other, out here In the world? (9) That 
somehow a situation can be sinful at Its beginning, but right 
In Its continuation. 

Let us look at David and Bathsheba. This is the point we 
make and the scriptures make the same point. Now I do not 
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believe he charged me with saying you ought to go murder. 
He brought that up. But, that Is a doctrine abhorrant to God, 
abhorrant to God. But, God's law of marriage says .... 1t is chart 
no. 24, Brother Eaves. I will just mention It, It says from 2 Sam. 
11:26, he (Nathan) said the thing displeased God. It did 
displease God, but God's law says If the husband is dead, then 
she Is free to be married to whom she will. 

SEE CHART #24 PAGE 51 

From the chart (24), when the wife of Uriah heard that her 
husband, Uriah, was dead, then she married. It was the law 
of God which came In there, and that Is what I am upholding. 

Let us go on. We talked about, Chart no. 8, please, Brother 
Eaves. We talked about law, the federal law, the civil rights 
act of 1964, said no discrimination. Jim Crow laws are gone, 
I am thankful to God to say so, every one of you brothers and 
Sisters are too, I know that. Those Jim Crow laws, if they are 
made today in South CarOlina, or Georgia. or Alabama, or 
Tennessee .... 
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WALDRON'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 
Thursday, Feb. 24, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, honorable moderators, worthy opponent, 
ladies and gentlemen: It is my pleasure to be with you tonight. 
Just before I begin, I would like to mention, Brother Roy Deaver 
leaned over to me when Brother Gary made that announcement 
and said, just for the record, let it be known that Roy Deaver 
stands where Jim Waldron does. 

My responsibility tonight as I begin, since I am in the 
affirmative position is to define the proposition. You will see 
our proposition on the sereen. 

Resolved: the Bible teaches unseriptural divorce renders any 
succeeding marriage invalid and adulterous in the sight of God, 
as long as the original parties live. My obligation is to define 
this proposition. By the Bible, I mean the Holy Scriptures, 
consisting of the Old Testament with its 39 books, and the New 
Testament consisting of 27 books. By teaches" I mean it 
imparts knowledge; it gives instruction; it provides information. 
By un-, I mean not. By unseriptural, I mean not scriptural, not 
according to the Bible, specifically not according to the law 
of Christ. By divorce, I mean putting away, complying with the 
law of the land. Taking the two together: unserlptural divorce, 
I mean, any divorce other than a divorce for fornication. That 
is, any divorce or putting away that is not according to the 
seriptures, not complying with the law of Christ. By renders, 
I mean it causes to be. By any succeeding marriage, I mean 
any matrimonial union into which either of the unser/pturally 
divorced persons may enter. Marriage according to the laws 
of the land, but not according to the law of Christ. By invalid, 
I mean null and void, that is in God's sight. By adulterous, I 
mean adulterated by a foreign admixture, that is in God's Sight, 
sexually adulterated or immoral. By In the sight of God, I mean 
as God views - according to his word - unseriptural divorce 
and any succeeding marriage. By as long as the original parties 
live, I mean until death severs the marriage bond. Now, if there 
Is any more question about the definition, I will be glad to 
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supply that in my next speech, if Brother Olan would like me 
to do so. 
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Now, you have seen our proposition and I want to show you 
what lam affirming. Chart no. 56, please. Example: A and 
B are married to each other. A "puts away" B, not for B's 
fornication, and marries C. A and C continue to live together' 
as husband and wife. Now, I am affirming: (1) that A sinned 
in putting away B. (2) That A and C both sinned in forming 
the subsequent marriage. (3) That A and C, in continuing their 
marriage are continuing in an adulterous situation condemned 
by God. (4) That the adulterous relationship of A and C is 
specifically condemned in Matt. 1'9:6, Matt. 19:9, Mark 10:9-12, 
Luke 16:18, Rom. 2:3, and I Cor. 6:9-11. (5) That any person 
who in any way encourages such an adulterous union, becomes 
a participant to the sin. II John 9-11 says, "Whosoever biddeth 
him God speed is a partaker of his evil deeds." (6) That 
genuine repentance demands the cessation of the adulterous 
marriage. Now these things I am affirming and shall proceed 
to maintain. 

Now, I would like to say this. Please do not think at all, that 
I do not have love for anyone. I love everyone of you. I love 
you ladies as my sisters, and you men as my brothers. And 
I love Brother Olan Hicks, and Brother Clinton Hicks, and sister 
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Barbara Hicks, and Janice. I love them all. I have no animosity 
for them whatsoever. But, Brother Olan Hicks' doctrine, his 
doctrine, which he is espousing In this debate, I abominate and 
abhor. 

Now. I am going to do three things In my affirmative speech 
tonight. (1) I am going to show that such succeeding marriages 
are Invalid; (2) that they are adulterous; (3) and then I Intend 
to preach on repentance. 

SEE CHART #4 PAGE 87 

So, let us proceed. Chart 4. "Therefore shall a man leave 
his father and mother and shall cleave unto his wife and they 
shall be one flesh." This is God's law. This is God's law of 
marriage. We will see in Mark that Jesus said "from the 
beginning" of creation. 

Rom. 7:2-3, "For the woman who hath a husband Is bound 
... " Notice that the definite article is not there. It means the 
universal law of God which began In the garden of Eden. "For 
the woman who 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 that if then while the husband Uveth 
she be joined to another man, she shall be called an 
adulteress." My proposition says that a succeeding marriage 
Is adulterous and that Is what the apostle Paul Is saying God's 
law teaches in this text. He is using it as an illustration, but 
It is true. It is factual. It is absolute. Latter part, "But if the 
husband die, she Is free from the law so that she is no 
adulteress though she be joined to another man. II 

Mark 10:6-12. "But from the beginning of 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. Of 

Now, hear God's law. Beloved, let It sink down into your ears. 
"What therefore God hath joined together let not man put 
asunder." Someone asked the other night what we meant by 
higher law. When we say a higher law, we mean this verse, 
right here. What God has Joined together is a law that rules 
the Hindus, the Moslems, the Buddlsts, the Americans, the 
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Russians, everybody. This Is God's universal law. like God's 
covenant of the rainbow, this is a universal law and It says what 
God has joined together, whether among the Hottentots in 
Southwestern Africa, or the Aboriginees in Australia, it is God's 
law. "What God hath joined together, let not man put 
asunder." Beloved, this question that we are debating tonight 
is not just for America where we have prolific numbers of 
divorce, but it is for the countries where there are few divorces. 
Very, very, few divorces In countries like Africa and In Asia. 
There are very few divorces like we have here In America. 
"What therefore God has joined together let not man put 
asunder. And in the. house the disciples asked him again of 
this matter. And he said unto them, whosoever shall put away 
his wife and marrleth another, committeth adultery against her. 
And If she herself, shall put away her husband and marry 
another, she committeth adultery." Now, Mark talked about 
unscriptural divorce. Th~t is what he says. You put away your 
wife, said Mark, and you commit adultery. So, Mark is talking 
about unscriptural divorce. 

SEE CHART #3 PAGE 89 

All right, we move on to chart no. 3. What is a marriage? 
Rom. 7:2-3 we have read that already in your hearing, so let 
us move on now, just to notice the chart. We talk about 
marriage and we show what approved marriage is, what 
scriptural marriage is. In the plan of salvation, God has a part; 
man has a part. In marriage God has a part; man has a part. 

From the chart we read: Approved marriage: Gen. 2:24, 
Mark 10:6-7, and Rom. 13:1, which says, "Let everyone be 
subject to the powers that be for there is no power but of God." 
Man and woman covenant to marry under civil law. They begin 
to live together. They cohabit one with another. 

Now, God's part in that arrangement, Mark 10:6-9 says, 
"What God has joined together let not man put asunder." In 
I Cor. 7:39, the apostle Paul makes the statement, "But if the 
husband be dead, she Is free to be married to whom she will, 
only in the Lord." There he mentions at the latter part of I 
Cor. 7, God's universal law of marriage that permeates the 7th 
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chapter of Corinthians, that permeates the whole Bible, that 
permeates the whole universe. All right, see God's divine 
approval of that marriage; the two are bound into one. 

But, look at unapproved marriage. Man's part: He does the 
same thing. He covenants before a minister, maybe before a 
civil magistrate, but he covenants to marry under civil law. They 
begin to cohabit. 

Now look at God's part: divine disapproval. They are not 
bound; it is not sanctioned in God's sight. It is not a marriage 
in God's sight, I.e. It may be called a marriage and described 
as a marriage, but God does not sanction that marriage; 
therefore, when we teach them that it is adulterous, that they 
need to get out of an adulterous situation, we are not breaking 
up a man and his wife. We are talking about a man and 
somebody else's wife in that kind of situation. 

SEE CHART #6 PAGE 45 

Let us move on. Chart no. 6. There is a higher law. There 
is a higher law on this matter. In Acts 5:29, the apostle said, 
"We ought to obey God, rather than men." This is what we 
are affirming tonight. That in marriage, we as gospel preachers, 
and we as elders, and disciples throughout the churches of 
Christ, must affirm God's higher law of marriage against the 
prolific destruction of marriages throughout America today. We 
must maintain God's law of marriage. We must maintain God's 
word upon .the subject. Can we compromise with gambling in 
Australia? Nay, verily. Can we compromise with booze in 
Europe? Nay, verily. Can we compromise with bribery in Asia? 
No, verily. They are great social sins, but we cannot 
compromise with them in America. We (Americans) have prolific 
divorce for unscriptural reasons. Beloved. we cannot 
compromise with those things. We must maintain God's law 
of marriage. The other night, I talked about the Nuremburg 
trials and I showed in those trials that the German defense 
counsel, the lawyers who defended those Nazi war criminals 
said, these men obeyed their superiors, they obeyed the laws 
of Germany, and they would have been doing wrong if they 
had broken the law of their superiors. The court said, that is 
not true. The laws that they broke were laws against humanity. 
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These were higher laws than the German laws; therefore, they 
should have refused to obey them. 

Now, look at God's law. What therefore God has joined 
toghther let not man: not a Judge, not a jury, not an in-law, 
not a cousin, not an outlaw. Nobody has the right. You cannot 
do it. God does not allow It. That Is the supreme law. God has 
joined together, let not man put asunder. 

Man's law; here is man's law contrasted to the above: People 
may divorce (be loosed) for many reasons: trivial reasons, 
unscrlptural reasons. 

1II8(W)_5 
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Let us move on. Now then, another illustration, no. 8. Man's 
law, the federal government passed the Civil Rights Act of 
1964, which says there will be no discrimination because of 
race and so forth. Formerly in some states the people of the 
minority race who came out of Detroit and that area, had to 
get to the back of the bus. Sometimes there would be quarrels 
and even fights about that. Now, everyone of us is agreed that 
that was contemptable and we are thankful to God that is is 
gone. However, if a state today passes a Jim Crow law, that 
law is null and void because of the Civil Rights Act. 

Now then, let us look at God's law: "What God hath joined 
together let not man put asunder." Matt. 29:6, Mark 20, Rom. 
7:2-3 give God's basic law of marriage. 
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Man says, man and wife may be divorced for many 
unseriptural reasons. But that law of man Is null and void. It 
is invaJld. That is what my proposition says, that succeeding 
marriages after those divorces are null and void. So, the 
divorces are null and void, therefore, the marriages are null 
and void. They are divorced by man, but It Is not approved, 
It is not sanctioned by God. 

SOU!'11M. lIIIIlI 

-XlllEllllf 
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Chart no. 5, please. Now then. We are going to see on this 
chart an illustration that demonstrates what we are proving. 
Scriptural union Is up at the top. They are joined by God. Mark 
10:9 says, "What God hath joined together let not man put 
asunder." It cannot be put asunder. God does not allow It. 
If It is done, It Is contrary to His will and Is not valid. But the 
marriage Is broken by an unserlpturaJ divorce. by man. 
Therefore, It Is null and void. because God's higher law says 
you cannot do that. It is Matt. 19:6; It Is Mark 10:9, "What 
God has joined together let not man put asunder." Therefore 
when man does It. the divorce is null and VOid, and any 
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remarriage is null and void. Therefore, If this man (pointing to 
chart) up here on the left puts away his wife for a trivial reason, 
an unscriptural reason, and marries another, according to Mark 
10:11, he "committeth adultery." There you see on the chart 
we have the red attached to the blue or the blue attached to 
the red, indicating and adulterous situation. 

Now, come over to the right-hand side of the chart. The man 
put away his wife ane Matt. 5:32 says, "Whosoever shall put 
away his wife, except for fornication causeth her to commit 
adultery." Notice that. It is a sin to divorce. Now, some people 
try to say, "Well, you can divorce, but that is no sin." The 
sin is in remarriage. Divorce Is a sin, unless it is for fornication. 
In Jer. 3:8 the Bible says God divorced Israel. What for? 
Fornication. Thus, Jesus said in Matt. 19:9 that if you put away 
for fornication, then God gives you that right. ~ut, If you 
divorce for a trivial reason, as we are seeing here in this 
Illustration, Matt. 5:32 says he maketh her an adulteress. He 
puts her in the position of needing a mate. When she marries, 
he Is gUilty. He Is guilty of putting her away she Is guilty of 
adultery. 

Notice our point here: "unscriptural union" In the middle 
of the chart. An unscrlptural union is called marriage, but It 
Is not a God given marriage. It Is a man made marriage. What 
did our faithful brother, John the Baptist, say? Beloved, 
preachers and elders, you need to learn to preach like John 
the Baptist. Preach with conviction, courage and virtue. John 
said In Matt. 14:4, "It is unlawful for you to have her." He 
said, "Herod, that Is your brother's wife. It is unlawful for you 
to have her." 

In Luke 16:18, It says, "He that marrieth one that is put away 
from a husband committeth adultery." Matt. 5:32 shows the 
same thing, as we have already suggested. 

Coming over to the left-hand side of the chart, on the blue 
side, we see Mark 10: 11 says that when a person marries the 
one who has put away his wife, she commits adultery. So, what 
do we have? We have four people In an adulterous situation, 
abidinq according to null and void marriage contracts. 
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Let us move on, chart no 44, please. Word study: fornication. 
The Greek word is porneia. Thayer says: of illicit sexual 
intercourse in general, page 532. Ardnt and Gingrich say, "of 
every kind of unlawful sexual intercourse," page 699. 

It is used of adultery in I Cor. 5:1. It says, "Such fornication 
as is not so much as named among the Gentiles, that one 
should have his father's wife." There is a man who had another 
man's wife. We commonly call that adultery, but here it is called 
fornication. 

Fornication is distinguished from adultery in Matt. 15:19, 
where the king, our king Jesus Christ of Nazareth, who sits 
at God's right hand, the right hand of power, said, "Out of 
the heart proceedeth evil thoughts, murders, adulteries, 
fornications ... " They are distinguished in that text. 

I Cor. 6:9-10 says, "Know ye not that the unrighteous shall 
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not inherit the kingdom of God?" So, they are used in contrast. 

But look at the word adultery. Thayer says, "To have unlawful 
intercourse with another's wife, to commit adultery with," page 
417. Ardnt and Gingrich simply say, "cause to commit adultery, 
commit adultery." 

It is used in general against sexual immorality. In Rom. 13:9 
we have this statement, "Thou shalt not commit adultery". 
Here, we have the term quoted from the Old Testament, but 
used in the New Testament (Rom. 13:9). "Thou shalt not 
commit adultery." So, it is used against sexual Immorality in 
general. 

Again it is used of everyone that looks to lust. Now, 
"everyone" is an all inclusive term. Matt. 5:2 says, "Everyone 
that looketh on a woman, to lust after her hath committed 
adultery with her already in his heart." 

It is related also to unscriptural divorce. "Whosoever shall 
put away his wife and marrieth another, committeth adultery." 
But sexual immorality is the basic root meaning of fornication 
and adultery. 

Notice also for your study, and we will not take time to read 
these, Hosea 2:2 and Hosea 3:1. Now, using the Septugint, the 
Greek translation, the term pomela and the term mo/cha/o, 
aduJtery and fornication are used for the same sin in these 
texts. 

SEE CHART #35 PAGE 108 

Now, let us go to chart no. 35. God's law on divorce and 
remarriage. Notice around the chart from the top. From Mark 
10:11·12 we read, "Whosoever shall put away his wife and 
mameth another committeth adultery." You put away your 
wife and marry another, you commit adultery. That is what the 
word of God says. Now, then. look at luke 16:18, "Everyone 
that putteth away his wife and marrieth another, committeth 
adultery. And he that marrieth one that is put away from her 
husband, commltteth adultery." Now then, notice our little 
circle in the middle. We say in the big circle on the chart all 
divorced persons (watch it) have no right of remarriage. All 
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divorced persons according to Mark and Luke have no right 
of remarriage. but the little circle indicates that Jesus Christ 
of Nazareth, the king of kings, the Lord of lords said, except 
for fornication. So, we look at our expanded little chart on the 
right. It says those innocent ones who divorce fornicators 
(Matt. 19:9) are excepted. Now, beloved, that will stand. That 
is just reading to you the word of God, and that will stand. 

SEE CHART #30A PAGE 48 

Now then, I would like to turn to chart 30a, please. I want 
to quote one of the authorities we quoted the other night from 
this chart and show the very clear definition of moichatai as 
used in Matt. 19:9, which is committeth adultery. Now notice 
what he says. Under no. 3, Mr. Don Taylor, professor of Greek 
and religion, Carson-Newman College at Jefferson City. Tenn., 
just north of here said, "Moichatai, being middle voice indicates 
subjective attitude, which may develop into actuality. Here, the 
replacement of one spouse by another is adultery, whether a 
single act or continuing. The tense suggests a descriptive 
present, something happening or going on." And so, Jesus 
said, "whosoever shall put away his wife and marry another, 
committeth adultery." Le. keeps on committing adultery. As 
long as he stays in that situation. he is in an adulterous 
relationship. 

SEE CHART #23 PAGE 47 

Come back to chart no. 23. please. Are you loosed from a 
wife? There are not but two reasons as to why a man can 
be loosed. Now the word loosed does not mean divorced. but 
you can be loosed from a person for two reasons, two 
God-given reasons. The first is death, Rom. 7:2-3. Listen to 
it. "If while the husband liveth, she be married 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 married to another man." There you see. 

Notice also, I Cor. 7:39. There are some of our brethren, not 
just the brother here, but some of our brethren across this 
country who are misusing, misapplying I Cor. 7 and saying it 
teachee other reasons for divorce. I Cor. 7:39 shows that God's 
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law of marriage, that Is a woman Is bound to her husband 
so long as ne liveth, Is the basic fundamental law under which 
all reasoning about marriage is done in the New Testament. 

The second reason is divorce for fornication, which we have 
shown from Matt. 19:9. One plus one equals two. There is 
one reason, death. Second reason: divorce for fornication. 
That makes two reasons that God allows remarriage without 
adultery. 

Now, notice, the middle pOint. There are many man-made 
reasons (unscriptural) for divorce, which cause remarriage to 
be adultery, as I have shown from Mark 10:11-12 and Matt. 
19:9. 

Watch this final pOint, beloved. Any person who teaches or 
allows divorce and remarriage for another reason adds to 
God's word. Rev. 22:18-19 says, if you add to God's word, he 
will add unto you the plagues that are written in that book. 

All right, let us move on to repentance. Repentance is from 
the Greek word metanoeo, from meta meaning change and 
noeo, to preceive. Thayer says, "to repent, to change one's 
mind for the better, heartily to amend with abhorrance of one's 
past sins." W. E. Vine says, "signifies to change one's mind 
or purpose, always in the New Testament involving a change 
for better, an amendment." Notice this. Both of them use the 
term amendment. When you commit a sin, get yourself into 
a sin, you have got to amend your ways. You have got to 
change your life. 

Now, look at Matt. 21:29. There was a man who had two 
sons, said our King, the King of israel, Jesus Christ of Nazareth, 
my Lord and your Lord, and President Carter's Lord, the Lord 
of aiL Jesus said, one son said, "I will not go," but afterward 
he repented and went. He could have remained in his laziness, 
refusing to obey his father. But he had to repent, which he did, 
and then he changed his life. He amended his ways. 

SEE CHART #10 PAGE 111 

Look at no. 10, chart no. 10, please. It is called, bring forth 
fruits worthy of repentance (Acts 26:20). Paul says, "But I 
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declared both to them of Damascus first and at Jerusalem and 
throughout all the country of Judea and also to the Gentiles 
that they should repent and turn to God doing works worthy 
of repentance." Let me ask you a question. If a man steals 
another man's mule and he keeps that mule In his barn, then 
he repents of stealing the man's mule, can he keep the mule 
In his barn? Now, that Is the question. Bring forth fruit worthy 
of repentance. 

I Cor. 7: 11 speaks of those who must remain unmarried or 
be reconciled to the husband. Now, that Is not talking about 
divorce. That Is talking about separation, but if you are just 
separated you must remain unmarried or else be reconciled 
to your husband. * 

Now, lEtt us not forget this one thing that the King of Israel 
requires, self-denial. Jesus said in Matt. 16:24 to his diSCiples, 
"If any man would come after me, let him deny himself." Why, 
dearly beloved, and I don't say that because I am about to 
marry you. Dearly beloved, Jesus said In Rev. 2:10, "Be thou 
faithful unto death." He can demand of me my life. He can 
demand of me my blood. He did so great a thing for me. 

Matt. 5:30 says, if thy hand offend thee, cause thee to 
stumble, do what with It. "Cut H off and cast It from thee. For 
it is better for thee to enter Into life without that hand, than 
to be cast into hell of fire." 

SEE CHART #13 PAGE 1IS 

All right, let us go to our next chart. Look at this. On this 
chart, we have the word porneia. Ardnt and Gingrich and 
Thayer, said of this word all manner of sexual immorality. 
Porneia is adultery. Homosexuality also is pornela or it is 
fornication. Adultery is fornication. Here are two people in no. 
1: An unscrlpturally divorced couple who marry in harmony 
with the civil law and it is religiously sanctioned. They are living 
in adultery. It is an adulterous situation. Now, if they are 
baptized in the church Of Christ at Harriman, what must they 
do? If they are baptized in the church of Christ at Karns. what 
must they do? Can they continue their sinful relationship? 
Nay, verily. And we are not breaking up marriages when we 
tell people to Quit fornicating and to quit committing adultery. 

*See appendix p. 254 
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Part 2 of the chart: Two men out In Coaorado or two women 
marry In harmony with the cMI laws and It is rellglouely 
sanctioned. There are some preachers that are that low down 
as to marry a man to a man. It is homosexuality. It Is porenIa. 
When they come to baptism, what must they do? can they 
stay together? It is sanctioned by the laws of man. Theile 
unscrlptural divorces are sanctioned by the law of man. What 
does repentance require? It requires amendment. 
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All right, let us move on to chart no. 12a. Let us notice this 
one just briefly. Now then, Does Baptism License Sin? Here 
is a man. He is committing idolatry. Now my brother (Hicks) 
in his speech out at Newbert Springs. Tenn., some time ago, 
said (after I had asked him about the question of idolatry), 
"Well, if a man repents of idolatry he changes his 
relationship with the idol. he can keep the idol in his house:~ 
That would be celibacy. That wouid be celibacy. 

We have ty.'o minutes to go. Now then watch this (chart 12A). 
Before baptism. the man Is an idolator. Why? Because he 
practices idolatry. If he Is a liar, and all liars will have their 
place in the lake that burneth with fire and brimstone (Rev. 
21:8). it Is because he is telling lies. If he is a sorcerer or a 
witch, and Gal. 5:20 says, sorcery is a work of the flesh, and 
those who practice such shall not inherit the kingdom of God, 
it Is because he practices sorcery. if he is an adulterer, and 
I Cor. 6:9 says, know ye not that fornicators and adulterers 
shall not inherit the kingdom of God. It is because he is 
practicing adultery. Then he repents and is baptized. If he 
practices Idolatry afterwards, he is still an idolator. If he 
practices telling lies, he is still a liar. If he practices sorcery, 
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he Is stili a sorcerer. H he practices adultery, he Is stili an 
adulterer. Can anyone of them continue In the same sinful 
activities afterward? No, they cannot. 

I must stop right here and answer my brother's questions. 
And I will do that right now. 

Questions for Brother Waldron: (1) How many unpardonable 
sins are there? Of course, Matt. 12:32 speaks about the sin 
against the Holy Splrl! being unforgivable or unpardonable. 
Now, the Bible says In Rom. 2:5, "But after thy hardness and 
impenitent heart, treasurest up for thyself wrath In the day of 
wrath." Again in Hebrews 6:6 It speaks about those of whom 
it Is Impossible to renew unto repentance. Now, the sin against 
God that is unforgiveable is to die In rebellion to the Holy Spirit. 
That is what it means. And that is the only sin, if you classify 
it like that. Any sin unrepented of will not be forgiven on the 
day of judgement and not be forgiven now. 

(2) Is there any instance in the Bible in which someone was 
denied the right to have a mate at aJl? Yes, Matt. 19:9 says, 
whosoever puts away his wife and marrieth another committeth 
adultery. And so, here is what the scriptures are saying right 
there. It says, if you put away your wife and marry another, 
you commit a sin. See also Luke 16:18 and I Cor. 7:11. 

(3) Can a eunuch commit the Sin described in Matt. 19:97 
No. 

(4) The New American Standard Bible translates Matt. 19:9 
"commits adultery," is this a correct translation? Yes, it is a 
correct translation. Thank you so much. 



146 
HICKS FIRST NEGATIVE 

Thursday, February 24, 1977 
Mr. Chairman, Bro. Waldron, respected gentlemen, 

moderators, ladles and gentlemen: It Is my pleasure again to 
come before you tonight, this time In the negative of the 
proposition, but stili contending for the freedoms we have In 
Christ and against allowing any man to shackle upon us laws 
In the name of God that God has not made, particularly with 
regard to the sacred Institution, the home whether It be an 
original home or a restored home. You have just heard a right 
good sermon on repentance and on adultery. It Is just too 
bad that no one was here who needed the sermon, who 
believes In adultery, to hear It. Perhaps It would have 
convinced them. It Is too bad that no one Is here who does 
not believe In repentance, and that means stopping the sin. 
It might have convinced them. This simply Illustrates that Bro. 
Waldron Is stili, as he has been throughout this entire debate, 
laboring at length to -prove something we all said In the very 
beginning that we believe with all of our hearts, that adultery 
Is wrong, sinful. God does not approve It. If anyone Is 
con,mlttlng It, they will have to stop committing It or be lost 
In hell. He Is laboring to prove that repentance requires a 
person to stop sinning, the sinning that he Is doing. This has 
been agreed upon from the very first, but Bro. Waldron has 
spent 3 nights trying to prove It. He stili misses completely, 
the Issue between us. The Issue we are discussing here, Is 
the matter of whether or not It constitutes adultery. He Is 
assuming the point to be proven. The point I am contesting, 
the point I am denying Is that a mancancommit adultery with 
his own wife. The Bible teaches no such thing. 

Now, Bro. Waldron based the first part of his affirmative 
tonight, on the suggestion, as he says so often, that this is not 
this man's wife; It is another man's wife. He Is assuming the 
point to be proven. Let him prove that this is not the man's 
wife. He has not yet done so. I want to show you some of 
the fantastic and utterly ridiculous faiacles that this our brother 
has come up with. And I want to say again here, lest I should 
leave a mlslmpresslon, I do appreciate the motives of Bro. 
Waidron. I do not believe that he really Intends to do great 
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destruction to the church, as he is doing. I do not believe he 
Intends that to be the outcome of his doctrine, but it most 
assuredly is and will be. And so, I would like to say that I 
do not despise Bro. Waldron, but the doctrine that he 
espouses, I consider to be a major threat to the basic 
restoration movement. 

Now, I want to say this to you. I know that it is hard a lot 
of times for a person to be objective about a question like this. 
And I know it is hard for you, many of you, to be objective, 
particularly about the question of divorce and remarriage. And 
a lot of times that is so, because you have never been involved 
in it. It may be hard for you to be objective in considering 
the proposed law that Bro. Waldron places before us, that we 
make a ruling about this matter, that, as his proposition says, 
"Any unscriptural divorce renders any succeeding marriage 
invalid and adulterous in the sight of God as long as the original 
parties live," and he wants us to consider adopting that as a 
Bible rule. Now, you may have a little difficulty in really thinking 
objectively about that, until you stop to weigh and measure 
its consequences and its possible consequences to you. Let 
me tell you something. A marriage breakup is something that 
can happen to anybody, from decent people on down. A 
marriage failure is something that could happen te you. Maybe 
it has not yet, but it could happen. Now, I want you to think 
a minute. I know that we have trouble opening minds. We 
have trouble getting a fair consideration of material on this side 
of this question, but maybe this will help you to look at it with 
a little more open eyes. Look at your own life and your own 
heart, and your own situation. Just suppose that one bright 
day the elders walk up to you in the situation you are in now, 
and they say what Bro. Waldron has just affirmed. "You are 
going to have to separate from that wife you have. You are 
living in adultery." And you say, "I am living in adultery? Why 
I am married to this woman." And they say, "No, you are not 
really married to her." Now, some of you would say. "Oh, 
yes, I am married to her. I have scriptural grounds. My former 
mate committed fornication." Are you sure of that? A':e you 
absolutely certain? Did you see that happen? The chances 
are, you did not, because these things are not generally done 
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out in the open. So, you have somebody's word for it or 
evidence or something else, but just suppose the elders come 
up to you and they say, "Evidence has been turned up that 
your first mate did not commit fornication. There was a 
fabrication or falsehood told at the time in order to harmonize 
with the situation, but now we have found out that you did not 
have the right to remarry and now you are living in adultery." 
Comes closer to home, doesn't it? 

Are you sure you want to adopt this law? I knew of this 
happening one time In effect. I knew of a man who had been 
married for some 30 years or so. They had a teenage son. 
They were active in the church, leaders in the church. Fine, 
faithful members of the church. All of a sudden, one day the 
men of that congregation came to their home and told them 
that very thing, "You are living in adultery and you will have 
to separate and break up this home." And the man was 
shocked half out of his wits. And he said, "How do you say 
that? Why do you say that?" They said. "We have found out 
that back when your wife was just almost a child, a teenager, 
that she ran off with a young fellow. And they got married 
and they were married just about a week. The parents had 
the marriage annuled. She came back home. Later on tried 
to put It out of her mind and virtually did. Said nothing to 
her husband about It for fear that It might unnecessarily disturb 
him. But, because of the fact that they cohabited these men 
said, "She has been married before. You are living in 
adultery." And because they would not break up their home. 
they were withdrawn from, dlsfellowshlpped by the church 
there. Now, do you see why I am contending against this 
insldeous doctrine that threatens to virtually destroy half of the 
Lord's church today? 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #13 PAGE 115 

Put his chart no. 13 on the screen, if you will, please, Tom. 
I want to begin the explanation of what he said and why he 
is so terribly mistaken on It by showing you this, which keeps 
coming up all the time. I keep explaining It and I keep hoping 
that If we do this often enough.. finally we will understand the 
difference between a sin and a relationship which is not a sin, 
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that was produced by a sin. All right, look down here at the 
bottom, homosexuality. Now, he has this equated with a 
remarriage, committing of adultery in divorcing and remarrying. 
And he keeps saying, now then If an unscripturally divorced 
and remarried couple may continue In the marriage, then two 
men may continue to live together. I want to show you the 
difference here. If homosexuality is the same thing as a 
remarriage, stemming from an unscriptural divorce, Bro. 
Waldron says that such people may divorce their mate for 
fornication and continue In the remarriage without sin. If they 
divorce for fornication, they may continue in the remarriage 
without sin. If these are the same, then he can say the samtil 
thing about homosexuality. If a man puts away his wife for 
fornication, may he marry another man? Think about it 
brethren. It is being distorted; It is being twisted; it is being 
perverted. Homosexuality and a remarriage are not the same 
thing. If they are, then can he say the same thing about 
homosexuality? If you had a proper ground for divorce, you 
may continue in it? 

..14·R(H) 

ADULTERY CONTINUATION IN A 
REMARRIAGEDE NOMINATlONAl 

PRACTICE KfEPING AN ILLIGITI· 
MATE CHILDHOMOSEXUALITY 
REMAINING DIVORCED STEALING 

Would you put up my chart 14r. please, Bill. All right, here 
is where the problem hinges, and this is why Bro. Waldron has 
wasted so much of his time instead of discussing our real point 
of controversy. On the left side of this chart, you see a list 
of things that are sin within themselves. The first one is 
adultery. That is a sin within itself. There is no way you can 
have certain reasons and certain causes that will justify you 
in continuing in that, continuing to practice that. The next one 
is denominational practice. He tried to liken that to a 
remarriage. The practice of denominational teachings is wrong 
within itself. Homosexuality is wrong within itself. Stealing is 
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wrong within itself. And he constantly confuses adultery and 
stealing. All right, on this side of the chart now, are three things 
listed that are not sin within themselves, but may emanate from 
a sinful act. For example, the first one, continuation in a 
remarriage. It Is the continuation that was In question, not the 
adultery over there. I think Bro. Waldron has forgotten what 
Matt. 19:9 says adultery is. Adultery is when you put away 
a mate and marry another. Adultery is not when you continue 
In a marriage. It is when you put away and enter a marriage. 
The second one is keeping an illegitimate child. A girl may 
conceive a child out of wedlOCk and that is a sin. but then when 
the child Is born, she Is not under any obligation to destroy 
that child, to abort it before it is born or kill It after It is born. 
What a hideous thing. And is a home any less sacred than 
a child? Remaining divorced, and Bro. Waldron has constantly 
failed to deat with this point, and it is a thorn in the side of 
that doctrine and it will be. My friends, If we have to undo 
the remarriage, because It was sin in its inception, why do we 
not also have to undo the divorce? Now, he says you start 
going backward and undoing these things in the name of 
repentance and you have to undo the remarriage. But he stops 
there. He says the divorce was sin. too. but you can leave 
that alone. That Is okay. You can stay divorced. Why? 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #12A PAGE 143 

Would you put back up his chart 12. Here It i~ again. The 
same mistake and you keep seeing artICles in the paper by 
these brethren. "Does baptism cleanse an adulterous 
marriage?" "Does baptism license the continuing practice of 
sin?" The mistake. Baptism does not license you to continue 
anything that is sin, to keep putting away wives and keep 
marrying more wives. It does not license you to do that. This 
is completely beside the point. Look at all these things on 
here that he equates with it. He says before they repent. the 
idolator, the liar, the sorcerer, the adulterer, before they repent 
they practiced these things. Then, after they repent they must 
not practice these things. That is exactly right, but he 
misapplies it. What he is saying, and he has forgotten here 
again, if putting away a mate and marrying another is 
committing adultery, then if a oerson stops committing that 
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kind of adultery, they will stop putting away the mate and 
marrying another. He said, "No they cannot stop It. They 
have to do It one more time." They have to put away another 
onel And he calls that repentencel He says I am not teaching 
repentaQ,ce. I want you to think about what repentance is, my 
friend. If these people repent of divorcing, will they do so by 
divorcing agaln7 You are asking them to add sin upon sin 
and to compound their disobedience to God's will. Take the 
chart off, if you will. please. 

,U6!H) ONCE SAVED, ALWAYS SAVED 

"IT IS GOD THAT SAllES YOU. THFREFORE. ONLY GOD CAN UN· 

SAVE YOU." 

ONCE MARRIED, ALWAYS MARRIED 

"IT IS GOD THAT "'..RRIES YOU. THEREFORE. ONt Y GOD CAN 
UNMARRY YOU:' 

All right. put mine up, no. 36, Bill, will you please? What 
Bro. Waldron is affirming tonight is another parallel to what the 
sectarians affirm. On the first two nights, he affirmed the "two 
reasons only" theory, a parallel to the denominational "faith 
only" theory. And he used the exact same procedures to prove 
that that they do to prove theirs. In this one tonight, he is 
affirming the "once married, always married" theory. And it 
is a parallel to the Calvanistic doctrine, "once saved always 
saved." Look at the top of the chart at the reasoning behind 
the once saved always saved theory. Why do they believe that'? 
Their theory is, "It is God that saves you; therefore, only God 
can unsave you." That is why they think that. All right, now 
why does Bro. Waldron think once married, always married'? 
Exactly the same thing. "It is God that marries you; therefore, 
only God can unmarry you." Now, my friend, if you can see 
through that, on the denominational people, I believe you will 
be able to see through that on Bro. Waldron on this subject. 
The same thing is wrong with both of them. Yes, God saves 
you, but he gives you a choice in it. Yes, God sanctions your 
marriage and records it and blesses it and so forth. but he 
gives you a choice in it. And he never does take that choice 
away from you. 
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'#37 H 

BOY WHO FALLS IN MUDHOLE GETS MUDDY, WILL GET 
SPANKED LATER AT HOME, 

BOY WHO FALLS IN MUDHOLE WI LL GET MUDDY WHEN 
HE GETS H.OME. AND WI LL KEEP ON GETTING MUDDY 
EVERY TIME Hf COMES HOME, THEREFORE. PERPETUAL 
SPANKINGS. 

Put up chart no. 37, if you will. please, Bill. All right, here 
is a demonstration of the way it is that the,y get the message 
of Christ's statement in Matt. 19:9 mixed up. Here it is on 
another subject. "Boy who falls in mud hole gets muddy, will 
get spanked later at home." And Matt. 19:9 says one who 
puts away mate, marries another, commits adultery, will be 
punished later on If he does not repent. Now then. if they read 
this statement here about the boy the way they read Matt.19:9, 
it would come out reading this way. "Boy who falls in mud 
hole. will get muddy when he gets home, and will keep on 
getting muddy everytlme he comes home. and that is why he 
has to have continual spankings." It would be tragic if some 
parent did deal with their child, in the way that these brethren 
are suggesting that God deals with us. 

#31(H) OLAN HICKS SAyS 

TO THE MARRIED 

TO THE DESERTED 

.. ''84 farthtul to eact. othotf alway,. 00 not 
.p.Jt"ItI!. but if yOU do. remain unmat'n«! 
.and try to be reronCl~ .

.. "YOll.,. not under bond. In tim: c..... 
TO THOSE WHO NO LOf'.JGER "You do not Ivn to marry. blJt jf you do. 


HAVE A1lI1FE .. It isn't ••1'1:* 

TO VIRGINS .. -Choow to many or r)Qt itS it ,",HH you," 


TO UNMARSUEO IcWtOONS___., '1f you CIftnOtcontJiin. thtf'I mwry, It I, banlil 
to meny 11\., to bum.

TO All ____---<..... "Let enry man have hit: own WIfe: ~ let I.try 

woman hay. her own hUItw'td." 

BROTHER ,,!ALDRON, WHIC,H OF THESE IS UNSCRIPTURAL??? 

Put Up no. 31, please. Bro. Waldron has said repeatedly, 
'" do not hate Bro. Hicks." I appreciate that because I believe 
he is a man of good motives and really wants to crusade for 
purity and right, but he says, "I hate his \eaching. I hate what 
he says." Now, Bro. Waldron. first I would say hating a doctrine 
Is not disproving it. Your obligation is to disprove it. But I 
want to show you what it is that he hates, that 1 am saying. 
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Here is a chart, "What Olan Hicks says." To the married, I 
say, "Be faithful to each other, do not separate. If you do, 
remain unmarried and try to be reconciled." That is what I 
say to married people. To the deserted people, I say, "You 
are not under bondage in this case." Now, to those who no 
longer have a wife, I say, "You dg not have to marry, but if 
you do it is not a sin." To virgins, I say, "Choose to marry 
or not. as it pleases you." To unmarried and widows I say, 
"If ybu cannot contain, marry. It is better to marry than to 
burn." And to everybody, I say. "Let's let every man have 
his own wife, and let's let every woman have her own 
husband."1t is not an answer to that to say, "Well, it is not 
his wife." The Bible makes no such distinction. If you marry 
the woman, she is your wife. Now Paul said let everyone have 
a wife of his own, one that belongs to him. Now, I say that. 
Now I want you to tell us, Bro. Waldron, which of these points 
is it that is unscriptural? Which is it on here that you despise. 
that you detest, and that you hate and is despicable to you? 
Tell us which it is or is it all of them that are unscriptural? 
That is what I teach, right there . 

.. )Ol'"lj T H l 8 ~ SIS 0 f FOR (..> I V ENE S S 

"Ta I 	 '-,/j,"I. AT THIS Ttlol£ ,.;IS f<1::'HTEOU$N€S'S; ThAT Ht 
AND THE JuSTI r 1(;:;: Of HIM WH!~ BEll £VETf-< IN 

(Ron. ~: 261 

kA';E :,Ii#f[;:; NiC C\.'.H: jH()RT OF T'"'(£ ·:';li)RY o~ 
r;';ET:. 'T By ;"IS ;:;..RACf T~POll~H ; .... f RED€~TION 

"~~" ,0< ",£;;;F >JUf j~ ¥'J'":J;: ~:Jf wASHED, YE ARE 
,"''''~I'lr::;. 'I: "p: JUS':I' ;~ --:-,·E .... HoIE Of r>.l_E LORD 
~rc " ""I[ {~' ;:;IR.! :')C.. '-<)f';." 

{ C -.:" .6: 11 j 

..."")Jr .~X~::: ... ,..,~ T"1f 1",,0.£-.> W1-~:'EJr yE "ROn lJNTO ME: Ii IS 
:1X'f. i:y;< A "'''1\0 "'0~ 1'(, t'lJC"'I A ff(}.\I..h_ TO AVOIO 

:..E1' ~vf.~Y "'1A~ HA .. ~ ..,,' :,,'.1/1;: AND €VfRy 
~... ..,AvE ,:)Wt-." "'(;SaANt., 

Chart no. 30, please. The problem with Bro. Waldron and 
these brethren is. that they do not understand the scriptural 
prinCiple of forgiveness. They think because the man 
committed adultery, or the woman committed adultery, that 
they are stained and tainted. and it is just stuck with them. 
Or once they are divorced, that divorce will stay with them. 
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I have asked the question several times, can an un scriptural 
divorce be pardoned while they stay divotced? And, I get 
evasions every time on this thing because they dare not admit 
that that divorce was forgiven when they repented of it, even 
though they are still divorced. If it was, how can this entering 
IOto second marriage be adultery? That is a heart and core 
part of this issue. Can it be forgiven? What Bro. Waldron 
IS affirming tonight amounts to saying that unscriptural divorce 
cannot be pardoned. Cannot be pardoned. That is what his 
proposition amounts to. Now, here is the basis of forgiveness 
in Rom. 3:26 "To declare, I say at this time his righteousness," 
that is the righteousness of Christ, "that he might be just, and 
justifier of them which believeth in Jesus." Bro. Waldron calls 
that unfair, in essence. He says if they can divorce and then 
be forgiven for it and remarry, that is unfair. That is an 
abominable doctrine. 6ut now Paul said, I declare that God 
might be just in doing this. Why? Because none of us would 
make it if he did not. In the 23rd and 24th verses he said, 
"All have sinned and come short of the glory of God. Being 
justified freely by his grace through the redemption that is in 
Christ." My friend, that is the condition with all of us. If we 
get to heaven, it will be because we are justified through the 
redemption that is in Christ, not because we were able to repay 
an eye for every eye and a tooth for every tooth. We do not 
handle any other sin like that. If a man comes to us and he 
says, "I have been a murderer. I have killed some people." 
We do not say, "Well, now, you cannot repent of that and be 
forgiven unless you can raise those people from the dead." 
We do not say that. Does that fill the church with murderers? 
We tell him, "Sure come on in, brother. We are just glad that 
you repented, that you are not going to kill anybody else. You 
do not have to raise the dead people." Somebody comes to 
us and says, '" have been a thief. I have stolen a lot of things 
and I have told a lot of lies and dealt dishonestly with a lot of 
people." We don't say, "You'll have to go back and find all 
those people and square up every debt you owe to them before 
you can repent and be forgiven." We hon't handle any other 
sin in the book like that. Why do we want to handle this one 
that way? God's word does not teach any such mess as that. 
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The basis of forgiveness is blotting out the past and going 
straight from here on. Of course, we tell the murderer you 
have to not kill anymore. Go straight from here on. Now, is 
he still a murderer? If he repents and he is baptized or if he 
is already a Christian, he repents and is restored and he does 
not raise the dead person. Is he still a murderer in God's sight? 
I say he is not. 

Now, if a person gets himself into a marital entanglement 
and makes some mistakes in his married life and he comes 
and he repents, and he says, "I realize I did wrong back there, 
I realize I did not honor God's will, one man, one woman for 
life and that is God's will." Bro. Waldron pOinted that out. 
It is God's will. He says, "I realize I did not honor that, but 
now I want to. I want to be right. I want to be Christian." Why 
don't we just say to him, "All right, repent of that and let's 
get the blood of Christ to blot it out, and then you go straight 
from here on. You and one woman for life, from this pOint on." 
He is not an adulterer. He used to be, used to be an adulterer. 
We have former murderers in the church; we have former 
thieves in the church, and we can have former adulterers in 
the church just so long as we don't have presently practicing 
adulterers. And to insist that living faithfully to the vows you 
made to the wife that you have now is living in and practicing 
adultery, is to blaspheme the home and the sanctity of marriage 
and say what God has not said, and bind laws that are very 
destructive upon the people of God. 

Down at the bottom of this chart I want you to notice that 
that is exactly the procedure Paul used with reference to the 
Corinthians. Brethren this is Bible. I am not talking to you 
about a creed, or a theory, or a rationalization. I am telling 
you what God's word says about how to deal with sin, and 
I mean any sin. In I Cor. 6:9 and 10 says what these people 
were, at least it gives a list of things that were sinful, that would 
keep people out of heaven, and Bro. Waldron has read them 
several times. One of them is adultery, another is fornication 
and various things of this sort. And then, he says at verse 
11, "And such were some of you." But. how did they dispose 
of it? By going back and raising all those dead people they 
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had killed? By going back and unscrambling all the marriage 
entanglements, unmarrying this one, remarrying that one, going 
back to the other one, or whatever? No, he says the thing 
that happened was, some of you were like this: including 
adultery, "but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are 
justified, in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of 
our God." Now, brethren to these people who were former 
adulterers, just a few verses later, the very next chapter in 
verses 1 and 2 he said, "Now concerning the things whereof 
you wrote me (Maybe they had heard soma kind of a doctrine 
like Bro. Waldron preaches and they wanted to know. I don't 
know. But. they did ask about this matter.) concerning those 
things that you wrote me about, it is good for a man not to 
touch a woman; nevertheless, to avoid fornication, let every 
man have his own wife, and let every woman have her own 
husband." Now, my friends, putting that in that context shows 
you that if there had t6 be the exceptions that these brethren 
are preaching. they would have had to have been mentioned 
here, because these people had been guilty of it. No exception 
is mentioned. As a matter of fact, there are 7 places in the 
7th chapter, this one chapter alone of I Cor. There are 7 places, 
7 plain statements in that chapter, made without any 
qualification at all, that Bro. Waldron will have to deny to 
sustain his oroposition . 

...2(H) BROTHER WALORON SAYS 

TOTHEMARRIE01-~__...... -__tho_of1hy""""''''
Mrandtwm.llin~·'" 

TOTHEOESERTEOoO___.. ~-",,-"'1hy""""'-
,...., rwrnMn un~." 

TO THOSE WHO NO LONGER ___ tho  of .....-.",
.....VEAWIFE ____.. ,,",ond_un-nod." 

TO VlIIGINS "'A____"' ..... -. .. -""'---"TOAlL • ___tho_"'''''-'''
her m 1W.,.m ~.~ 

WHICH OF us WOULD PAUL AGREE WITH IF HE WERE HERE?? 

Put up no. 32, if you will, please. Here is the basis of your 
problem. I showed you what I preach and I asked Bro. Waldron 
to show what is wrong with that or tell which is unscriptural 
about it. Now, here is what Bro. Waldron preaches. To the 
married, he says, "Remain with the wife of thy youth or divorce 
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her and remain unmarried." To the deserted, he says, "Remain 
with the wife of thy youth or divorce her and remain 
unmarried." To those who no longer have a wife, he says, 
'Remain with the wife of thy youth or divorce her and remain 
unmarried." To virgins, he says, "Remain with the wife of thy 
youth or divorce her and remain unmarried." To everyone, 
he says, "Remain with the wife of thy youth or divorce her and 
remain unmarried." Now, I want to ask you, if the apostle Paul 
were here tonight, which one of us would he agree with? Which 
one do you think he would agree with? The one that says to 
the married what Paul said that the Lord said to the married? 
And the one that says to the deserted what Paul said to the 
deserted in verse 157 In case you are wondering about what 
he said there, it was, "If the unbeliever depart, let him depart. 
A brother or sister is not under bondage in such cases." The 
other night, Bro. Waldron said, "Well, that does not mean the 
marriage bond," I would like to know how he knew that. He 
said, the reason is because the word there is dedouletai from 
douloo, and it means a servant. And the words in verse 39 
and verse 27 that are used for marriage bond, the word is deo. 
Well, I want to tell you something: In definition of douloo the 
very first thing Thayer says about it is that it comes from deo. 
It comes from deo. That does not mean that they are 
synonyms, that they mean identically the same thing, but it 
means that they do have the same starting pOint. And the 
word dou/oo, he said, because it means a servant, cannot mean 
the marriage bond. 

Would you put up no. 33, please? He has a different idea 
about the marriage bond, than I believe the Bible teaches. 
He says servitude, servantship is out of it. because it means 
a servant. Do you know what it means? That broader term 
including deo and enlarging upon it means that she is not under 
obligation to him in any form. Not only is she not obligated 
to stay married to him, she is not obligated to feel guilty if 
something happens to him. She is not obligated to try to 
prevent the complications that may happen to him or whatever. 
She is not obligated to continue to cook his meals or wash 
his clothes, or anything else, including the marriage bond. 
Now, let me show you how that is certainly true. I asked Bro. 
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_33IH) SERVANT -LORD ASPECT OF MARRIAGE 

'WIVES. SUB!o!IT YOORSELVES UNTO YOUR OWN HUSBANDS AS UNTO 
<tIE LO'lO. fOR THE liJSBN;O IS THE HEllO Of THE WIfE. EVEN 
AS CHRIST IS THE HEllO Of THE otJRCH....n 

(EPH.5;22-23) 

"fOR AFTER THIS ~!\NNER IN THE OLD TIME THE f()LY W04EN 
ALSO WHO TRUSTED IN GOO. NJORNEO THE~ELVES. BEll«> IN 
SU8J ECT ION UNTO THE I R OWN liJSfWIlS; 
EVEN AS SAM OBEYED _. CALlIl«> HI~ LORD; WI<lSE 
OAUGHTERS YE ARE. AS LOt;:; AS YE DO ~ELl. •• • 

(1 PeT .3: 5-6) 

"UNTO T\J€ W(;W,N HE SAID. I WILL GREATLY IotJLTIPLY THY 
SORROW ANO THY CONCEPT ION; IN SQRRO\oI TlfJU SHALT BRII«> 
FORTH CHI LOREN: !\NO THY DESIRE SHALL BE TO THY liJSBAND 
ANO HE SHALL RULE OVER THEE." IGen.3: 16) 

Waldron the other night, notice there are two choices given 
to this person, if the believer departs, let him depart. Now Paul 
says, "If the believer stays and does not depart, then stay with 
him." And I asked, "What bond Is she under if he does not 
depart? If he stays 7" He said, "The marriage bond." But, 
if he departs, she is not under bondage, and it is not the 
marriage bond. You see the ridiculous inconsistency of that. 
If the unbeliever departs, the opposite is true. All right, look 
here at the servitude business. Eph. 5, "Wives submit 
yourselves unto your own husbands as unto the Lord, for the 
husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head 
of the church." That is a servant. Are we a servant of Christ? 
He said submit to your husband just like we submit to Christ. 
That is servantShip. In I Peter 3:5·6, "For after this manner 
in the old time, the holy women also, who trusted in God 
adorned themselves being in subjection unto their own 
husbands, even as Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord: 
whose daughters ye are as long as ye do well." And Bro. 
Waldron says because it means servant, it cannot refer to the 
marriage bond. Isn't that something? He evidently has a 
different concept of the marriage bond than what I find in the 
Bible. In Gen. 3:16 to the woman God said, "I will greatly 
multiply thy sorrow and thy conception. 'In sorrow thou shalt 
bring forth children, thy deslre shall be to thy husband, and 
he shall rule over thee." 
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Before I get out 01 time, I want to answer these questions. 
right quickly, that Bro. Waldron presented to me. 

(I) If a man's wtfe. the wife of his youth. were confined to 
a mental hospital for years and he divorced her for Insanity 
because he could not contain and remarried. could he continue 
In the second marriage without further sin? Yes. 

(2) If an unscrlpt'Jrally divorced woman married another man 
while her husband lives, Is she an adulteress? She commits 
adultery. She Is at that moment an adulteress, a sin which 
is not unpardonable. 

(3) Is It your contention that any time in thf) Greek New 
Testament a present tense verb appears preceeded by 2 aorist 
verbs, that it is Impossibie for the present tense verb ever to 
indicate continuous action? No. 

(4) If we can find in the Greek New Testament examples 
of 2 aorist tense verbs preceeding apresent tense verb, with 
the present tense verb obviously indicating continuous action. 
will you admit that your comments on aktionsart were wrong? 
No. 

(5) Will you forbid men to eat adulterated food? That 
depends on what it is adulterated with. 

Thank you. 
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WALDRON'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 
Thursday, Feb. 24, 1977 

Ladies and gentlemen, my worthy opponent, honorable 
moderators, Mr. Chairman: Before I begin I would just like 
to ask this question. What about the mule in the barn? We 
did not hear anything about the mule in the barn. I would like 
to also make this pOint, that the man who is in the negative, 
is supposed to review the affirmative's speech and then 
proceed to answer the affirmative's speech before he begins 
his own arguments. Our brother, tonight, for most of his 30 
minutes presented arguments which he had made on Monday 
and Tuesday night. It seems he feels he did not do an adequate 
job on Monday and Tuesday night; so he must come back and 
bring up those arguments again. For example he used I Cor. 
7 many times to try to get across the point which he has 
assumed, Le. there are more reasons for divorce other than 
the one given in Matt. 19:9. 

Now, we will begin with chart no. 28, because he brought 
up those speeches we used the other night, and he brought 
up the material on the Greek. We want to show again how 
inadequate his assumption is. By the way, in the Warren-Flue 
debate, Mr. Anthony Flue of England said to Brother Warren, 
"If Mr. Warren would just grant me one assumption!" Now, 
this is what our brother wants. He wants us to grant him the 
assumption that his definition of adultery is right and that the 
biblical definition of adultery is not right. That is what he wants, 
so what he calls adultery is not adultery; and he calls that which 
is adultery, "no adultery." 

SEE CHART #28 PAGE 33 

All right, look at this. This is authority, A. T. Robertson, which 
he brought up and afterwards I also quoted. Mr. Robertson 
says, "As already shown the aorist is always punctiliar and the 
so-called present practically always linear, unless the aktionsart 
of the verb itself is strongly punctiliar." Now, we are going 
to show you some things about that. 

SEE CHART #45 PAGE 95 

Chart no. 45, please, Brother Thomas Eaves. Chart: 
AktionsiJrt, according to Brother Hicks. The other night, he 
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said, on aktlonsart, the kind of action of the first two verbs 
in the sentence governs the third verb. That is the 
hermeneutical principle, I mean the hermeneutical principle of 
interpretation according to Brother Olan Hicks. Notice on the 
chart if we have (1) a pOint action verb, that is, an aorist verb, 
like spo/use, "puts away", and (2)'We have an aorist verb, point 
action verb, like gam ese, "to marry another," then 
automatically the verb in the present tense of the following verb 
must also be interpreted as being pOint action. Now, that is 
Brother Olan Hicks's hermeneutical principle. which is not true. 
It is not pOint action. Now, notice Mr. Robertson gives the 
correct definition of aktionsart, which means the kind of action: 
.....as already shown the aorist is always punctiliar and the 
so-called present practically always linear, unless the 
aktionsart. (kind of action), in the verb itself..... not the 
preceedlng verbs, as our brother pretended about the 
definition of aktionsart or about the hermeneutical rule on 
aktionsart. "unless the aktionsart of the verb itself is strongly 
punctiliar. " 

SEE CHART #46 PAGE 96 

Now, let us notice an Illustration which we had the other night 
from chart no. 46. Chart title, The Present Tense. N()tice we 
have here at the first what the Lord said. (1) Apo/use which 
means "puts away." That is an aorist verb in the Greek. That 
means It Is a point action verb. (2) Gamese, that is. "marries 
another." That too is point action. It is aorist. Notice our dots 
indicating point action. But. (3) the Lord Jesus used the present 
tense and it is continuous action there (pointing to mOikatai, 
"commits adultery."). But our brother says. "Oh no, they do 
not continue in it, it is just when they marry. They divorce. go 
to the courthouse and just go through a ceremony. That Is 
adultery." Hicks does not think It has anything to do with the 
sexual Immorality in that unscrlptural divorce and remarriage. 

Notice. our brother said that the first 2 verbs govern the last 
verb. That is his rule. In the second part of our chart (no. 46) 
we have, What brother Hicks says: An aorist tense verb must 
be point action and it (spo/use) is, and the other aorist tense 
verb (gamese) Is also point action, then he says therefore the 
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last verb must be point action, as we have indicated here on 
the chart. Now, If Jesus had wanted to make that (the third 
verb, molchata/J point action, then he could have used an aorist 
tense verb. Jesus could have Indicated point action by saying, 
molchase. So, notice. Jesus could have said, (1) apoluse, puts 
away; (2) games6, marries another, and (3) molchase; and that 
would have been point action as our brother Is contending for, 
as he contended for the other night. 

Now, tonight he did not bring this up, but he just based all 
of his arguments on that assumption. What did Mr. Anthony 
Flue, that unbeliever say? "Mr. Warren, give me one 
assumption." That is what he (Hicks) has, an assumption that 
adultery Is not adultery In Matt 19:9, Mark 10, and so 00. 

Notice this on the chart: I having repented and been 
baptized, I live for Jesus. Now, according to Brother Hicks's 
hermeneutical principle, which Is not right, the first thing, "I 
have repented," is a one point thing, and "been baptized," is 
a one point thing, therefore, I live for Jesus must be a one 
pOint thing. No, that is not right. It must be a linear action 
thing. 

-


Now then, let us notlC!3 this. The other night, Brother Hicks, 
In order to try to get around the force of this argument, brought 
up the verb meno; and he said, why the Lord could have used 
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the word abide, that is meno. Notice we have here on this chart, 
Hicks's Hermeneutics. His rule on aktionsart says, (you notice 
the green dots on the chart) If there is (1) a point action verb, 
like put away (apoluse) and (2) gamese, which is also point 
action, that means (3) that moichatai, committeth adultery must 
also be point action. That is his ~Ie. It is not true, but that 
is his rule. But, notice this, Brother Olan, if your rule of 
hermeneutical principles is true, then that would mean meno, 
which is the present active indicative would have to remain 
punctiliar, you see. And you see, the Lord would have had no 
way to say it. He would have had no way to indicate continuing. 
How would he have said it? The truth of the mattt:!r is what 
we have presented: that moichatai means they continue to 
commit adultery. No, this brother cannot answer that. He did 
not really try the other night. He just passed over it, and he 
cannot answer it tonight. 

#57(Wj IT IS tm AA EI],JATIOO 

IUO\.Y NIGHT 

BRJ11fR (lA! s\ID: 
DI'vOO: mIl ~IfG: '" A11JLTERY 

IS MIT Ui'l: 1 + 2 " 

Tl.ESI1IY NIGHT 

JlR)l1£R HICKS S\lD: 

IF 00 UR3CRIP11JIW.lY D1\Um) FflJl!.E LIVE IDEIfR 
WITIOOT SI'l(T1ct1 (f Tl£ lJ\W (f Tl£ lA'ffi Tl£Y Aff. 
LIV\Nj IN A11JLl8\(. 

IS TlfIT LIIIE 1 + 1 = " 

All right, let us see his basic assumption, which is 
unscriptural, chart no. 57, please. Brother Olan Hicks began 
and said, it is an equation i.e. divorce and remarriage equal 
adultery. He has that in his book, his yellow book is saturated 
with it. (From the chart) Is that like 1 plus 2 equals 3? Now, 
in the equation 1 plus 2 equals 3, 1 is a factor and does not 

http:UR3CRIP11JIW.lY
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vary, it is not 1 and 1/2; it is 1. And 2 is not 2 and 1/2, but 
it is 2. 1 plus 2 does equal 3, but Brother alan Hicks' 
statement as to what adultery is, is wrong. It is incorrect. 

Notice this on the chart (57): Brother Hicks said on Tuesday 
night, in answer to one of my questions, if two unscripturally 
divorced people live together, no marriage involved, without 
sanction of the law of the land. they are living in adultery. Is 
that Iik9 1 plus 1 equals 31 So, you see Brother alan Hicks' 
definition of adultery, his assumption of adultery, just falls flat 
on its face. Now that satisfies that very, very thoroughly. 

#47(W) 

f(lm)11Ii mSCRJPTUlW. IEFINITHIl (F "PRlTERr" - 

1. I()T iN Tl£ DI\ffiE ! 

2. I(jf IN Tl£ R:IWlRIPff (1.EGIl CEI51Jro l 

I'(lJJIDllIi TO CUll HIm> - - 

3. t{]T IN 11£ FIRrr PIil'SIfJ\L lJN[OO! 

4. t{]T IN 11£ ~ PIil'SICJ5L lfHCNS' 

Let us go to no. 47, please. All right. now I gave the definition 
of adultery in my first affirmative speech, which affirmative 
speech he just passed over, but as the negative, it was his 
obligation to review that speech. 

Chart Title: Where Is the Adultery? 

According to the scriptural definition, which is sexual 
immorality. 

(1) It is not in the divorce. 

(2) It is not in the remarriage. the legal ceremony, Le. the 
ceremony said before the J.P. 

Now Brother alan Hicks said of a divorce and remarriage 
situation, the first union is not adultery and the second union 
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Is not adultery. All right (second part of chart 47), according 
to Brother Olan Hicks, 

(3) 	It is not in the first union. 

(4) It is not In the subsequent physical unions. 

So why did the Lord even talk about it? There is no adultery 
involved, so why did he talk about it? But for that we must 
accept his (Hicks) hermeneutical prinCiple about the word 
adultery, his interpretalton. He assumes from that and then he 
just goes everywhere preaching what he wants to preach . 

• 48(WI 11M HIllS lEI&!> 1lE IfOOl£ fWl. 

Pi'd: 	 "RJ\ 11£ lIM 100 ItITli AItSlIIIl IS lDKI BY lJI/ TO 11£ IW!iIH) If!IIE 

I( LI\£IH" (IDI. 7:2), 


HIllS: 	 "RJ\ 1lE lIM 1\I\T 1t11II AItSlIIIl IS ~ IECESSNIILY lDKI TO 11£ ItSlIIIl 
ItlILE I( UO.· 

Pi'd: 	 'S)TlfIj IF, ItlIIE 1lE HJSIMJ LI'iEIl!. \I( IE JJIIED TO IKJ1lER I\IIIt \I( 

SlIlL IE GlUED Nt AIll.l£lBS' (lUI. 7:3); 

KIllS: 	 'S)TlfIj IF, If!IIE 1lE tUiaIHl U'.£I'rl. \I( IE JJllED TO.wm£R '''t \I( 
SlIlL ~ ~ UillD ~ ,ruJEl{SS!' 

Now, then, look at chart no. 48. No, 48, please, Brother 
Eaves. I appreciate Brother Eaves so very much. He said a 
short while ago, I want It known that Tom Eaves stands with 
Jim Waldron. 

All right, Brother Olan Hicks versus the apostle Paul. 

Paul: "For the woman who hath a husband is bound by law 
to the husband while he liveth" (Rom. 7:2). 

Brother Hicks: "For the woman that hath a husband Is not 
necessarily bound to the husband while he liveth." Now, who 
can you believe, Paul or Brother Hicks of Harriman. 
Tennessee? 

No.2, Paul: "So then if while the husband liveth, she be 
joined to another man she shall be called an adulteress" (Rom. 
7:2). 

Hicks: "So then If while the husband liveth she be joined 
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to another man, she shall not be called an adulteress." He 
said just one time. Just one time. When is that, when they first 
walk Into the ceremony. When they first come out of the office 
of the J.P.? Just when is that? 

All right, let us go to I Corinthians. He dwells an awful lot 
in that, and mishandles it. You know, he was really concerned 
about dedoulotai In I Cor. 7. 

And you know, he accepted the definitions which I gave in 
my first affirmative. Did you notice that? He did not question 
any one of them. He accepted my definitions for those things. 

SEE CHART #26A PAGE 66 

Now, we are talking about the term dedoulotai. This is the 
word for bondage in I Cor. 7:15. He (Hicks) said that deo and 
douloo come from the same word. Well, the term bed and 
bedroom come from the same word, but that does not mean 
that they mean the same thing. Now, the Greek word for 
bondage is dedoulotai, third person singular, perfect indicative, 
the passive of douloo. 

Thayer says, "to make a slave of, reduce to bondage. (In 
the text, I Cor. 7:15) To Be under bondage, held by constraint 
of law or necessi~ in some manner." 

W. E. Vine, "originally the lowest term In the scale of 
servitude, came also to mean one who gives himself to the will 
of another." 

In the New Testament. it Is used 133 times. And it is never 
applied to marriage, unless it be this one case. Now he says, 
"Oh yes, this is the one exception!" 132 other times It is never 
applied to marriage, and he says now, here we have got an 
exception! 

All right. come to I Cor. 7:27-39, where marriage is 
specifically under consideration. Paul uses a different word for 
the marriage bond: Dec, which occurs 44 times in the New 
Testament. Thayer says, "to bind, to tie, to fasten ... a 
metaphor, to bind or put under obligation: to be bound to 
one as husband and wife." Thayer cites only 3 times. Even 
though Thayer says they are from the same basic root word, 
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he does not cite dedoulotai as relating to the marriage bond, 
and it cannot be found. 

QUESTIONS FROM MONDAY NIGHT 

All right. let us move on. Let us notice these question. 
Questions from Monday night. please Brother Eaves. Now, one 
of the problems we had the other night is we could not get 
him to answer questions and we could not get him to define 
his proposition. Notice this: we asked him about (1) the 
continuous tense in Col. 3:5 where it is: "keep seeking." He 
said, I will answer tomorrow night, Tuesday night. No answer 
yet. Here it is Thursday night and he has not answered it yet. 

All right, come down to this one (3). It is true that according 
to what you teach, a man may knowingly commit fornication 
to be free of his wife, by putting her away, and then he may 
marry another woman without being guilty of sin in marrying 
and living with the second wife? No -answer. But he said, I 
will do that Thursday night. Well, we want him to do that, before 
he gets through tonight. Then, on this fourth one down here, 
we said "When is an unscripturally divorced man loosed in 
God's sight from the wife of his youth." And look what he 
said, "When the loosing is complete." Why that is no answer. 

QUESTIONS FROM TUESDAY NIGHT 

Let us go to Tuesday night's questions. please. Notice this. 
We gave him a question on Tuesday night; tried to get him 
to clarify what he said. We asked him. since you stated last 
night, in answer to my question (no. 4), that "an unscripturally 
divorced man is loosed from his wife." when the loosing is 
complete, we ask tonight. when is the loosing complete? No 
answer, silence on that. 

Come down to no. 5. Are all divorces in and of themselves 
wrong? He said. they all involve sin. That was not what the 
question asked. We know that. He did not answer the question. 
So, 5 of our 10 questions he refused to answer. 

All right, let us notice this, and i will do this in my last speech, 
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.S4(W) 

fW!T I 

.at>: 	 ' ... £XCEPT (J£ IE 8RI (f WIllER 1ftI1I£ g>IRlT, IE CfHIJf ElIIER IHID 

1l£ KlKml IF Gl]' ~ 3:5). 
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that is, notice his answer to the question 5. He will have the 
last speech tonight. Chart. 54, please Brother Tom. Thank you 
so much. Chart title: Does Except Mean Except? (Part I) 
Jesus said. except one be born of the water of the spirit. he 
cannot enter the kingdom of God (John 3:5). 

Paul said. in Rom. 10:9, "Because if thou should confess with 
thy mouth Jesus as Lord, and shall believe in thine heart that 
God raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved." 

Now. Brother Olan keeps on saying that I am acting like a 
denominational preacher with faith only. Just watch this. The 
Baptist preacher says. based on Rom. 10:9 you can be born 
again by faith only. So. he contradicts the "except" in John 
3:5. 

(Part II) Jesus said. "Whosoever shall put away his wife 
except for" ... (look at that except), "for fornication," if it is 
any other reason then, it is not an exception, but he (Hicks) 
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says he gets more reasons over in the book of I Cor. 7. 
"Whosoever shall put away his wife except for fornication and 
shall marry another, commltteth adultery. And he that marrieth 
her when she is put away commltteth adultery." 

Paul said, "If the unbelieving depart, let him depart, the 
brother and sister are not under bondage in such cases." 

The next part, "Art thou bound to a wife, seek not to be 
loosed. Art thou loosed from a wife, seek not a wife, but it 
thou marry, thou hast not sinned." 

Now, Brother Olan Hicks of Harriman, Tenn., using similar 
reasoning to the Baptist preacher, based on I Cor. 7:15 and 

11£ TIIJIII IF 11£ I'IIIlet 
.. ».12-13. I.K. 16:.18 

11£ IMIW: IS ~ 
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I Cor 7:27-28, says there Is no exception in Matt. 19:9. He said, 
there are two more exceptions. You mean Jesus Christ, who 
was God in the flesh, did not know that Paul was going to give 
two other reasons. He (Jesus) said, one exception, and Paul 
came along and gave two more? You see the fallacious 
reasoning of our brother? As I said before, and I say it again; 
I love him, but I abominate and abhor his doctrine, because 
It will lead to the breakdown of the home and family. not only 
In the church, but In the nation and throughout the world, If 
It is preached by gospel preachers. I am thankful to say tonight 
that gospel preachers, In general. do not preach it. How much 
time? 

Let us go over to our last chart for this speech. Let us see, 
that chart is no. 52. Get this on the screen. please. In response 
to a question he said, whatever It Is adulterated with. He 
accused us the other night of saying, you forbid marriage. All 
right. Brother Olan, I will ask you this, If It (the cake) was 
adulterated with arsenic of lead, wood you forbid people to eat 
It? From the chart: The cake is adulterated. You see It? The 
marriage Is adulterated. Thank you. 
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HICKS SECOND NEGATIVE 
Thursday, February 24, 1977 

I am happy again for the privilege to present this second 
negative, and inasmuch as we are beginning to raise votes of 
approval and disapproval, my moderator, Clint Hicks, wants me 
to announce that he stands with Olan Hicks on this subject. I 
think my elders at home would also probably appreciate an 
announcement that they stand with Olan Hicks on the subject. 
And I trust that the balloting will cease for the moment with 
that. I don't think it is of any benefit to our ·discussion or our 
decision as to what the Bible says on the subject. 

Now, I'd like to begin to answer as many of these quibtnes 
as I can. I want to say then, at the start, Bro. Waldron, I can 
answer everything you have said with one word, "Irrelevant." 
And I think the material will show that. It is not necessary for 
one to deal with every detail of every quibble that has nothing 
to do with the subject as long as he shows that your material 
is not proof of the pOint at issue. But, I am going to still deal 
with as much of it as time permits. 

On Col. 3:1, he has been asking all week, "Is the New 
American Standard Bible translation of Col. 3: 1 a correct 
translation?" That renders it "If you are risen with Christ, keep 
on seeking the things that are above." I do not believe that 
is the best translation. I will say that it is a possible translation. 
Those of you who know anything about translating know that 
there must be considered in the rendering of a verse, more than 
just the isolated word itself. The context, the logic of a passage, 
is a consideration. For that reason, I am not prepared to reject 
that translation as false, because the logic of the passage is not 
out of harmony with the idea of keeping on seeking the things 
that are above. However, I do believe that the King James 
Version is more accurate in that it just says, "Seek those things 
which are above." I am amazed at so much dissatisfaction on 
the part of Bro. Waldron at what the English versions of the 
Bible say. He does not only just challenge the King James 
Version, he challenges every version in existance. 

And then he wants to know what about the mule in the barn? 
WeU, let's talk about the mule in the barn. You know, it is a 
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strange problem with these brethren and their misconceptions. 
They cannot conceive whatever of a thing being made right, in 
a wrong being made right, in any other way than getting that 
mule by the nose and leading him back over to his original 
owner. It is evidently completely beyond their comprehension 
that the man who took the mule took it because he was in a 
desperate straights for some reason, and maybe the man who 
owns the mule then finds out about it and he comes over there. 
The poor man apologizes to him. The owner of the mule says, 
"I understand your circumstance and I sympathize with it; I will. 
just give you the mule. You go ahead and keep him." Now then, 
may the man keep the mule? May the man still have the mule 
in his barn having repented of stealing him? That is our 
question, brethren. Not, just the keeping of the mule in the barn 
alone, but the forgiveness of the sin that got him there. That 
is our problem. And evidently we are about to lose sight of the 
fact that a sin can be forgiven, and that when God forgives that 
sin, we no longer have the right to sit in judgement upon that 
Sin and to make that person remain in a tainted and stained, 
tarnished condition for the rest of his natural life. 

He talks a lot about the Nazi war crimes. You know 
something, folks; I attended the Warren-Flue debate in Denton, 
Texas. And Bro. Warren made that argument about the higher 
law applied to the Nazi war crimes to prove the existence of 
God. Evidently Bro. Waldron thinks it will prove just whatever 
he wants to prove. So, he brings it in as proof on his points 
concerning divorce and remarriage. Listen, that is just a 
complete misrepresentation of what we are talking about. I 
have not challenged that there is a higher law. There is no 
question about the higher law here. We recognize God's higher 
law is in the Bible. What I want to know is where does that 
higher law in the Bible tell us that the unscriptural divorce 
makes a person forever unable to have a mate? That is what 
I want to know. I recognize the higher law. You just trot it out 
here and put it on the screen if you have it, or read it out orally 
from the scriptures. I want to know where that higher law is 
written that says that any unscriptural divorce makes it 
impossible for anybody to marry in the future. Now he reads 
Matt. 19:9 and he says that whosoever puts away his wife and 
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marries another t except for fornication, forfeits all future rights 
to be married. Brethren, that is not what it says. They 
constantly confuse "do not" with "can not." And then he 
wants me to answer that kind of nonsense. The Lord did not 
say he cannot. The law did not say he cannot. It simply said, 
"do not." 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #45 PAGE 95 

Now, on this aktionsart business, put his chart no. 45 up 
there, would you please, Tom? As I said, I am going to answer 
as many of these Irrelevant quibbles as far as I have time. And 
in 15 minutes, I am not going to be able to give a detailed 
answer to all of them, but I will go as far as I can. He 
misrepresented what I said here. I presented the material in the 
Greek. I presented the treatment on the Greek terminology that 
is relevant to our pOint. On Monday night, we discussed that 
thoroughly, too thoroughly for many people. And on Tuesday 
night we got into it again and we had more discussion on the 
Greek. Bro. Waldron has been dissatisfied and has displayed 
dissatisfaction with the outcome of that ever since. And so he 
gets up a misrepresentation here of what' said about it. Now, 
I am going to tell you something. If it is true, and this is what 
Bro. Waldron is contending for, that Matt. 19:9 should be 
translated, "keeps on committing adultery," instead of just, 
"commits adultery," I challenge you to produce a single version 
that translates it that way. Find me one version that translates 
it that way. That will settle all of this nonsense. 

SEE CHART #8 PAGE: 40 

Would you put Bro. McKinney's chart up on the projector, 
please. Here is a word I presented on Monday night from a man 
who is much more qualified than either one of us in the Greek 
terminology. I consulted with him about my findings on Matt. 
19:9, whether or not it was translated correctly in these 
versions that render it "commits adultery." And Bro. 
McKinney said, at that top of this chart here, no. 8. "'n my view, 
you are exactly right in your comments on the meaning of the 
present indicative in Matt. 19:9." Now my friends, that is just 
about as good authority as I can give you. This is the professor 
of Biblical Languages at Harding College. And let me say again, 
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this does not obligate them to endorse my total position. It does 
not say they do or do not, or that Bro. McKinney does or does 
not. You will have to ask him about that. But, he said on this 
dispute about the meaning of the present tense verb In Matt. 
19:9, "You are exactly right on it." 

All right, take the chart off. will you please. I asked Jim, in 
connection with that, if the new American Standard Bible 
rendering of It is correct. It renders it "commits adultery." That 
is all it says, "commits adultery." I said, is that a correct 
translation? He said. "yes." Why then. are we stili disputing 
In the Greek? That Is all in the world I am contending for; that 
it does not say, "Keeps on committing adultery." That is my 
pOint. He concedes my pOint In saying that that Is a correct 
translation and It does not say keeps on committing adultery. 
Now, that ought to settle it. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #57 PAGE 162 

Now, on that business about mano. I did not say "meno"; 
he may use the term "mano" in order to express a durative 
action if he had wanted to there. I said he could use a form of 
meno to express durative action if he had wanted to. Would you 
put up his chart no. 57, please. Tom. no. 57. All right, now,look 
here at another mistake In logic. What his problem Is, he says 
this is not an equation because 1 and 2 equals 3. See what his 
problem is? He is assuming the thing that he has to prove; 
that there never was the elimination of one of the mates In the 
marriage. They are not divorced. He says, you have still got 
the two people married and someone else marries to them. This 
is his "once married always married" theory. It Is Just exactly 
as strong as the CaMnlstic theory of "once In grace always In 
grace." And the basic principle behind It Is simply this: Since 
God Is the one that saves you. only God can choose to unsave 
you. Since God is the one that pronounces you married. only 
God can unmarry you. Now. the hole in the whole thing Is. that 
in both cases, the Bible makes it absolutely clear that God gives 
us a choice in it. We choose to be married or not to be married. 
We choose to be saved or not to be saved. Now, it is true, you 
sin. But here again, they keep confusing "do not" with 
"cannot." They say, when the Lord said do not put away, 
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"What God has joined together let not man put asunder," they 
say man cannot put it asunder. If he cannot, why would Jesus 
mention it in the first place, if it was not possible for man to 
do it? And, you talk about some ridiculous statements, 
ridiculous conclusions that are the consequences of what a 
man believes; he said concerning Matt. 19:9, that a eunuch 
cannot even commit that sin described in Matt. 19:9. That was 
one of my questions tonight. Can a eunuch commit the sin 
described in Matt. 19:9, putting away his wife and marrying 
another and thus committing adultery? He said, "No. He 
cannot do it." That. my friend, if nowhere else, gives another 
reason that permits divorce and remarriage. Just become a 
eunuch. Go to the doctor and get the job done. Then you can 
divorce and remarry as many times as you want to. You are 
under no obligation at all. Put away your wife and get another 
one; whatever you want to do. And you can have all the 
companionship with the exception of the sex act. So, there is 
another way. And, yet he said, why, Jesus said only the two. 
Only the two. 

And he is scared to death of I Cor. 7. You know. we did so 
much with Matt. 19:9, and he did not like what it said. Do you 
know why they fight the translation of Matt. 19:9? Why don't 
they accept it in English? They don't like what it says in English. 
that is why. And, a lot of these other scriptures. And, then he 
accused me of harping too much on Matt. 19:9, He did not like 
that. Well, I went to I Cor. 7 and I showed you that here is an 
enlargement, here is more of what God's word, this higher law, 
says about divorce and remarriage. And here it tells you to 
whom each of these statements is applied in I Cor. 7. Now then, 
tonight, he says "Why. you are spending too much time in I Cor. 
7." 

All right, let us go to Rom. 7 and Bro. Bill, will you put up the 
chart, please. on Rom. 7. (29) Now, he constantly confuses 
in his once married always married theory, stealing with 
adultery. He says, the penalty is to be if you commit adult~ry, 
you have no rights to a future marriage. Why don't they have 
any rights to a future marriage? Because he cannot be 
divorced from the first one. It is impossible. He is still tied to 
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ROMANS 7:1-6 

1.ftl<NQW YE ~T ~ETHREN, (For I speak t<> ttl... that know 
the law) lOt THAT THE LAW HATH OOMINlm OVER A MAN AS 
L(H; AS HE U YETH? 

2.F~ THE W(.1.t&.N WHlDi HATH AN HJSBAND IS 8OJNO BY THE LAW 
TO HER HJSBANO SO LONG AS HE LI VETH; BUT If THE HJS8ANO 
BE DEAD, SHE I S LOOSeD FR(fo\ THE LAW OF HER HJSBANO. 

3.S0 	THEN, IF WHILE HER l-USBANO LIVETH, SHE BE MARRIED 
TO ~THER MAN, SHE SHALL BE CALLED AN AruLTERESS: an 
I F HER l-USBANO BE DEAD, SHE 15 FREE FROM THAT LAW; SO 
THAT SHE IS ~ AWLTERESS, TOOUGH SHE BE MARRlEO TO 
~THER MAN. 

4.WHEF!£FORE !oIY ~HHRiN, YE ALSO ARE BEC()4E DEAD TO THE 
LAW BY THE 800Y OF ChRIST; THAT YE SlUILD BE MARRIED TO 
ANOTHER, EViN HIM WHO IS RAISED FROM THE DEAD, THAT WE 
SH()JLO BRI~ F~TH FRUIT UNTO GOD. 

5.FOR WHEN WE WERE IN THE fLESH, THE M:lTlONS OF SINS, 
WHICH WERE BY THE LAW, DID WORK IN OUR MEMBERS TO BRI~ 
FORTH FRUIT UNTO DEATH. 

6.BUT HOW WE ARE DELIVERED FR(fo\ THE LAw, THAT BEING DEAD 
WHERE"IN WE" WERE HELD. THAT WE SH()JLD SERVE I N NEWNESS 
OF SPIRIT, ANO NOT IN THE OLilNESS Of THE LETTER." 

the first one." So, he thinks it is stealing. Now, Jesus did not 
say, whoever puts away his wife and takes another, steals. He 
said he commits adultery. And it is obvious, Bro. Waldron does 
not understand what he meant there. He commits adultery. So, 
when I asked him the other night about the illegitimate child, 
the person who conceives an illegitimate child, can she keep 
the child then? And he says, "Yes, but you cannot steal 
somebody else's child and keep it." That is not what I said. 
I did not say, "May she steal somebody else's child and keep 
it?" I said, "May she have ht;>.· own child and keep it?" Stealing 
and adultery are not the same thing. And the consequences of 
the two are not the same. 

Look in Rom. 7, right quick, just before we run out ot time. 
He has said, only two reasons that may terminate a marriage, 
and he thinks Rom. 7 proves this. And he has not commented 
on this. Notice here, the application of this illustration in the first 
3 verses; it is that the law binds a person as long as he lives, 
the woman was bound to her husband as long she lived under 
the law. The woman under the Old Testament law, did not have 
the right of divorce, only the husband did. Now, the application 
of that in the 4th verse, "Ye also are become dead to the law 
by the body of Christ, that ye should be married to another." 
Look at that line, "Ye should be married to another." That is 
some people who can get married again. Now, who are the 
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parties to this marriage covenant here? Israel and the law of 
Moses. I asked him who died. or who committed fornication? 
That Is the only two, he said, and He said, "These people died." 
All right, these people died spiritually; that Is right. They died 
In Christ. Then he later said, "They committed adultery, and 
God divorced them because they committed adultery." Well, 
there you have the guilty party with the right to remarry. These 
people were allowed to remarry. They were guilty of adultery. 
Now tnen, they died. That means the law to which they were 
married did not die and did not commit adultery. That law did 
not do either one. This Is the figurative application of the 
principle here. It proves what he does not want to accept, that 
the conditions are not limited to the two ways in which a person 
may be released to marry again. Here was the act of a third 
party, Jesus. Not either of the first two parties; they did not die, 
they did not commit fornication. The third party did the action 
that released them to be remarried. Thank you. 



WALDRON'S THIRD AFFIRMAnVE 
Thursday, Feb. 24, 1917 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ladles and gentlemen, honorable 
moderators, worthy opponent: I want to express my love for 
each and every person here, and I encourage you to come back 
tomorrow night. 

This is my last speech this evening and I would like to notice, 
first of all, what Brother Olan suggested about the mule, that 
we aiways think you have got to take the mule by the nose 
and take him back. He said the man might go over and say, 
"I see you stole the mule because you needed the mule, and 
I will just give you the mule." Well, let us see. Here is a man; 
his wife dies. He does not have a cook. He does not have a 
mother for his Children. He doe& not have a companion to 
spend his cold nights with. So, he goes over next door and 
steals his neighbor's wife. The neighbor comes over and says, 
"Oh, I see that you don't have a cook, these poor little children 
don't have a mother, and you don't have anyone to spend your 
cold nights with; therefore, I will let you have my wife." Now 
then, that Is a parallel to that. 

Well he says on the question about the illegitimate child, that 
he Is not taiklng about stealing. Well, we were talking about 
steailng the mule, and he Indicated that you could keep the 
mule. And he would Indicate then, th9.t you could keep the child 
which you stole. Can you kidnap a child and keep It? Can 
you kidnap a child and keep it? Can you kidnap a child and 
keep that child? Well, he says I confuse adultery with stealing. 
Well he said that you commit adultery, but you do stealing. 
Do you commit theft when you steal? Do you commit theft 
when you steal? While we are asking questions, did you notice 
out of the 5 questions which he did not answer on Monday 
and Tuesday night, he answered only one of them. He did not 
deai with the other four, he stili has 4 out of 10. That Is 40 
percent of the questions asked In the first two nights which 
he did not answer. It is very significant when a man will not 
answer questions, as I illustrated the other night. 

Then, we observe the fact that he brought out the Greek on 
Monday night, and we spent a lot of time reading from those 



178 
grammars and you know how tedious it was for all of us. But 
tonight, he told me three times, "Get out of the Greek. Brother 
Jim, you get out of the Greek." He said three times, "Go to 
the English, Brother Jim." Well, we could have started this 
out with a King James translation. Most of my memory work 
has been done in the King James translation. We could have 
started out in the King James; we could have had that rule 
from the very beginning. I would have been glad to do that. 
But, he wants to get me out of the Greek. 

Then he refers to that Nazi war. I used that as an illustration 
of this: the judges over there (at Nuremburg) ruled that the 
state law, the law of the land of Germany, was a law that 
needed to be disobeyed by those (Nazi) officers, because there 
was a law of humanitarianism. They had broken laws agay,st 
humanity, wliich were higher laws. This was my illustration, not, 
Brother Olan from Matt.19:9, but from Matt. 19:6 and Mark 
10:9, "What God has joined together let not man put asunder." 
Here is God's law up here, that is the higher law: "What God 
has joined together," from Matt. 19:6, Matt, 19:6, not Matt. 
19:9. Matt. 19:6, "What God has joined together let not man 
put asunder." Now, man cannot do it, but Brother Olan says, 
"Well they do do' it; therefore, we as gos~1 preachers and 
elders in the churches of Christ should sanction those by 
receiving these adulterers and adulteresses into our 
fellowship. " 

Beloved, let me say this. When I first moved from LaFollette, 
Tenn., back in 1963, I moved to a little church in east Knoxville 
where there was a brother who was doing some preaching. He 
was leading singing, and he was teaching a Bible class. After 
I had been there about 3 months, two couples in one day asked 
me, "What do you know about this brother'S marriage 
situation?" I said, to both couples at different times, "I don't 
know, but I don't think there is anything wrong, because he 
always praises my teaching on it." Now, the Bible says, "lay 
hands suddenly on no man." Therefore I did not just run off 
half cocked and grab hold of that brother, and falsely accuse 
him; but we contacted the church from where he had come, 
and I talked with the preacher and subsequently I talked to 
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one of the elders, and to the wife of his youth. I said to the 
preacher, "Brother, we have one of your former members 
worshipping with us now, up in Knoxville; he preaches, he leads 
singing and he teaches a Bible class." (I will give you the names 
and places to these facts if you need them.) The preaching 
brother said to me, "Well, that brother is good about those 
things, but he has been married too many times." I said, "How 
many times has he been married?" He said, "Five times." 
Our brother (Hicks) says a man can be married six times in 
his little yellow book, but in conversation he (Hicks) said up 
to eighty times! Here is a man according to his theory, that 
goes around cohabiting with eighty women, Gontracting with 
them, making vows before God with them and making those 
marriages. and according to him (Hicks) none of the time which 
he spends with them is adultery. Now, (according to his theory), 
maybe the putting away and the marrYing is adultery. but none 
of that cohabitation is sexual immorality. 

SEE CHART #51 PAGE 161 
All right, I want to move on to this. He wants to get us out 

of the Greek, That is pretty obvious. I said the other night. 
I was thankful to God for the co<,!ches that I have had and the 
trainers I have had and I am. Now, concerning this verb in the 
no. 3 place (on chart 51), his rule says, this: if the first two 
verbs are aorist tense or punctiliar. that means (according to 
Brother Hicks' hermeneutical principle) the third one must be. 
I want to ask you, did Brother McKinney agree with you on 
that theory? On the theory, that if the first two verbs in a 
sentence are punctiliar, the third one must be punctiliar? Did 
he agree with you on that theory? 

Now, he (Hicks) said, '" did not say meno, Brother Waldron." 
He said, "I said a form of meno." All right, if it was a form 
of meno, what form would it have been, if the Lord had wanted 
to show continuous tense? Now, tell us that. What form would 
it have been of meno, if' the Lord had wanted to show 
continuous tense? 

AU right, let us go to chart no. 40. Now this brother acts 
like we are mean and rough and tough. because we tell people 
God does not accept their service if they live in an adulterous 
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"N() 11I1S f6\IN '1E!Il: '1E aJa l}[ UM (f ~ lI111IlEARS. lI111I 
lIfPJI(i, NIlIlI11l SIIiIIIIi.. llISJUlIlltfJ IE !f:IioIAE1H IIJr l}[ !fffiUIIj 
Nfl POL IEfII£R mrfJH IT lI111I m iIIU. AT 'ItlR IMI. 'tEl '1E 'fAy, 
ltEIIRlE1lE'AJ!£ JHNIfI IWH m IIIllESS !EI'iEEJj lIfi All) l}[ lIlFE 
ff lIN '!I1lIlt.. f6\IIt)T ItO! TIOJ MST aT ~Y, 'TID.Bf S£ IS 
lIN (IJfWlJ]t, All) l}[ lIlFE (f lIN 1lIQIfIT. All) DID IE IIJT 1M tIL 
~'TID.Bf IE 1Wll}[ IBIllE ff 1I£!P1Rm ~ lIEIERJE CIE? IE 
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situation. Look at this passage. He_ loves this passage. 
Throughout his four booklets which he has published in about 
10 months, he has tried to upgrade his doctrine every time. 
He did not do any good in the orange one, the green one, the 
blue one, or the yellow one; it is stili the same false doctrine 
that he has proclaimed before you tonight. I love him. but I 
abominate and abhor his doctrine, beloved, just as God does. 
All right, he (Hicks) loves this statement: God hates divorce. 
But, why does he (God) hate divorce? "And again ye do," 
said Malachi to ancient Israel, "ye cover the altar of Jehovah 
with tears and with weeping and with sighing insomuch that 
he (Jehovah) regards not the offering any more. Neither 
receives it with good will at your hand." He (Malachi) said, 
"God will not accept your worshipl" 

We have quoted I Sam. 15:22 for years to denominational 
people, which says, "And Samuel said, hath Jehovah as great 
delight in burnt offerings and sacrlfi".es as in obeying the voice 
of Jehovah? Behold, to obey Is better than to sacrifice and 
to hearken than the fat of rams." It is better to tell men to 
get away from their adulteresses, and women to get away from 
their adulterers (these mates they have taken from other 

http:sacrlfi".es
http:1ft1l.ET
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people) rather than to lose their souls. Because, "To obey Is 
better than sacrifice and to hearken than the fat of rams." 

Let me read all now, of Malachi 2:13-16. Look down to the 
right hand side, third line (Chart 40) They (Israel) said, 
"Wherefore," why won't you receive our worship? He (Malachi) 
said, "Because Jehovah has been witness between thee and 
the wife of thy youth." Brother Olan has not said one word 
about protecting the wife of the youth. He has not said 
anything about that. He wants to protect these people in 
America who are living In adultery, these Hollywood people and 
the Hollywood theory about marriage and divorce. He wants 
to protect that system. That Is what he wants to protect. 

Malachi says, "Yet ye say, wherefore? because Jehovah has 
been witness between thee and the wife of thy youth, against 
whom thou has dealt treacherously, though she is thy 
companion." Look at that, belovedl "The wife of thy 
covenant." 

Malachi: "Did he not make one?" He made the two of you 
the one. "Although he has the residue of the spirit, and 
wherefore one? He sought a godly seed. Take heed; therefore, 
to your spirit and let none deal treacherously against" ... 
against the new adulteress that he has gotten? "Against the 
wife of his youth." 

Let us move to chart No. 7 please Brother Eaves. We are 
talking about a higher law, God's law, "What God has joined 
together let not man put asunder." From the chart, (1) John 
and Mary marry In Tennessee. (2) John forsakes Mary, notice 
he forsakes Mary for mental cruelty. Man's law says they are 
stili bound. (3) John and Jane marry in Mexico. Man's law calls 
It adultery and bigamy, because he Is still bound to Mary by 
Tennessee law. (4) John and Jane move to Harriman. Will 
Brother Olan Hicks take them in on baptism, if John says, "I 
repent of forsaking Mary for mental cruelty"???? 

God's law: (1) John and Mary marry In Tennessee. (2) John 
divorces Mary for mental cruelty. God's law says they are still 
bound. (3) John and Jane marry in Mexico. God's law calls it 
adultery, because he Is still bound to Mary. (4) John and Jane 
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move to Harriman. Will Brother Olan Hicks take them in on 
baptism if John says. "I repent of divorcing Mary for mental 
cruelty"? We want you to answer that. I am going to leave 
that right up here. 
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He brought up some questions and said are you sure that 
you were innocent? He does not like that "except" in there 
(Matt. 19:9), and I want to show you something. Chart no. 36, 
please, Brother Eaves. We have five minutes left. I want to show 
you something which this brother says. This is a quotation from 
hiS {Hicks} yellow book, page 30: 

"Summary: to clearly pinpoint the issues, we have 
challenged traditional orthodoxy at five points:" (We are 
quoting one of those five pOints.) "It waters down God's 
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original marriage law by inserting exceptions, '3xcuses, 
justifications. and thus fails to demand repentance." 

We do not insert exceptions. We insert one exception 
because the King of Israel said. "Except." 

But, look what he thinks of the word "except". Follow me 
closely, I am going to read it slowly. Yellow book, page 13: 
"A very subtle error." This is Brother Olan Hicks talking: 

"The traditional teaching on this subject is a very 
subtle system of deception. Although I do not believe 
it Is so intended by the very dedicated and godly 
men who have been deceived into teaching it." 

I asked a brother, "Brother, do you teach a subtle system 
of deception?" He said, "Only in a godly and a dedicated 
way." 
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Hicks: "The traditional teaching on this subject 
is a very subtie system of deception, although i do 
not believe It is so Intended by the very dedicated 
and godly men who have been deceived Into 
teaching It. (Waldron: Watch it.) This very cunning 
Idea (Waldron: what Idea?) was conceived in hell, 
and when godly men see that they will turn against 
it. Its chief subtlety Is in the fact that It wears the 
mask of conservative, strict, and so forth. But, in 
reality, it permits what God forbids and forbids what 
God permits. Just suppose (Waldron: watch It) we 
handle other sins In that manner. Can you Imagine 
teaching that murder Is sinful except in certain 
cases. (Waldron: Who put the exception in Matt 
19:9) And the way to avoid guilt is to find some kind 
of legai justification for it? Or how about, it is a sin 
to steal except (Waldron: I ask who put the except 
in Matt. 19:9) when you establish that you are 
provoked by prior action on the part of the guilty 
party." 

Notice that (Hicks) terminology, beloved. 1/ Thess. 3:6, "Now 
we command you. brethren. in the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. that you withdraw yourselves from every- brother that 
waiketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which they 
received of us." If Jesus' term "except" In Matt. 19:9, Is a 
tradition of apostles, then beloved, I am guilty. Before God. 
I am guilty of teaching the doctrine of the apostles. 

All right, no. 33. Three minutes. Now, he takes I Cor. 7. Let 
us read here. I Cor. 6:9-11, "Know ye not that the unrighteous 
shall not Inherit the kingdom of God? Be not deceived. neither 
fornicators, nor idolators, not adulterers ... " Just by his (Hicks) 
assumption. his false assumption, which makes adultery not 
adultery-he calls what is adultery, no adultery-he says that 
(I Cor. 6:9·11) does not apply. Continuing to read: "Nor 
effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with men, nor thieves, 
nor extortioners. shall inherit the kingdom of God. And such 
were some of you." They got out of their fornication. They 
got out of their idolatry. Brother, if a man repents of having 
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an idol, can he come home every evening and burn incense 
to that idol? If he repents of having another man's wife, who 
is stili bound to him by the law of God, can he (the second 
man) come home to her? He compares this to the law of 
Calvinism. He compares it to that. Where does it ever say that 
a Christian is bound to Christ no matter how he lives, in 
whatever way he lives? 

Now, notice I Cor. 7:10-11. look what Paul said, "But unto 
the married I give charge." Now he (Hicks) wants to say that 
Christ said a certain part of I Cor. 7 and then, Paul said the 
rest. But, Paul said both of them. Paul said, I charge, "yea 
not I, but the lord." Now, did Paul contradict himself later 
on? He said, if the wife depart, let her remain unmarried. That 
is what Paul said, Jesus said it and Paul said it, too. "I charge," 
said Paul, and Jesus charges. Now, did he contradict himself 
later on in verse 15, and say, "Well, if it is an unbeliever, just 
let her go and being deserted, you can remarry?" 
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On I Cor. 7:20, some of our brethren say, "Whatever calling 
you are in, if it is somebody else's wife, come on in!" Now, 
Brother Olan, as far as I know does not say that. 

But, then look at I Cor. 7:27, he (Hicks) uses this one. "Are 
you loose?" Does Paul contradict himself in the latter part 
of that chapter, when he said in the first part of it, "If she 
depart, let her remain unmarried and to the husband do not 
leave the wife?" 

#53(W) 
f£A!(R; If.tf Tl£ 1M!1X£ (f ttmIP1UPIliY DI\Om fHl ~lED fm\E 

IS ItflltJD fHl/WJOOJS IN Tl£ SIOO (f Wl. 
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2. 	 9E IS NflTIfR /WI'S lIlFL lJflfm{ IIlNl TO Hili. (lUI. 7:2)< 

3. 	 If.IIfi!Wl) 9E IS lOT "I.fmII' 10 1'MRt. (j Ol!. 7:27-'/Z) 

4. 	 If.lNi PWIRlED 10 INlIIER PWI 9E IS rfI mTfQ. (lUI. 7:3) 
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All right, how much time? Now, let us look at chart no. 53, 
Brother Eaves. Chart title: Reasons Why The Marriage of 
(Jnscripturally Divorced and Remarried People Is !nvalid and 
Adulterous in the Sight of God. Definition: Marriage is a 
covenant and cohabitation. Points on Chart 53: (1) Their 
divorces were unscriptural; therefore, their marriage is unlawful 
before God. (2) She is another man's wife; therefore, bound 
to him. (3) Being bound, she is not loosed. (He (Hicks) takes 
I Cor. 7:27 and says she is lOOse.). (4) Being married to another 
man, she is an adulteress. (5) Everyone that puts away his wife 
and marries another commits adultery. There are 5 reasons 
y.,hy my proposition stands. 
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HICK'S THIRD NEGAnVE 
Thursday, Febr'Uary 24, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, brethren moderators, Bro. Waldron, ladies 
and gentlemen: In my final speech tonight, I would like to begin 
by saying, for a man who complains so much about not getting 
every quibble answered, it is remarkable how many things Bro. 
Waldron overlooks. Would you put up my chart no. 31, please. 

SEE CHART #31 PAGE 151 

In explanation of my very first speech tonignt of what I teach, 
what it is that Bro. Waldron keeps saying he hates. I put this 
chart up to show exactly what I teach. And the question is 
printed at the bottom, "Bro. Waldron, which of these Is 
unscriptural?" He did not make a reference to the chart, 
answer the question, or meet the argument in any way. I teach 
these things because they are found in the writings of Paul. The 
reason there are differences between what is said to one 
person and another, is the very same reason there are 
differences between what is said to the believer, what is said 
to the penitent man, or to the unbeliever. We are all familiar 
with the simple Illustration in the Jule Miller filmstrips about the 
traveler going from California to Florida. In each state he stops 
and asks how far it is to Florida and he gets a different answer. 
Why? Because his relationship to the destination has changed. 
Now. let me tell you something. We have established 
throughout this debate that God's ideal state is one man, one 
woman. Now, what your relationship is to that destination. will 
determine God's answer to you and your question, what must 
I do to reach that ideal state? Now, to those who are married. 
Paul said, you are already in that ideal state. Stay there. To the 
one that has been deserted by a mate, he said at verse 15 of 
I Cor. 7. a different thing. Why was it different? It would be 
ridiculous to say to one whose mate has taken off and gone, 
"stay in the state you are, because you are in God's ideal 
state." To those who no longer have a mate. in verses 27-28. 
he said, "are you loosed from a wife? seek not a wife, but and 
if thou marry, thou hast not sinned." I would like to see Bro. 
Waldron dispute that that refers to the ~arriage bond. "But 
and if thou marry, thou hast not sinned." Now, these different 
things are stated to different PAOple in the same Bible, God's 
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word. But, what Bro. Waldron wants to do Is to get you pinned 
down over here on one passage, and misapply it just exactly 
like the denominational people misapply John 3:16 and the 
passages that teach faith, and do not mention other things. 
Brethren, if we accept that, It will ruin us on a whole lot more 
things than just the homes of people who have marriage 
problems. It will yield up a basic fundamental principle of the 
restoration movement of rightly dividing the word of truth, 
handling aright the word of truth and getting all that is said on 
the subject. If we admit that and give into that, we can no 
longer meet the arguments of the denominational people on 
faith only. It is impossible to do that, if you do not accept this 
basic principle right here. I asked him, are these things In the 
Bible? Have I invented these statements here? Have I Invented 
the idea of who they are applied to or does the Bible say they 
apply to these? The apostle Paul himself said that what Jesus 
said in Matt. 19:9, In Luke and in Mark, does not apply to 
people beyond that realm of the married. Paul said that. If you 
don't believe it, look at I Cor. Chapter 7, in verse 10, he said 
"to the married, I command yet, not I, but the Lord." Then at 
verse 12, he said, "But to the rest, I speak, not the Lord." I 
want you to explain to me, Bro. Waldron, how could Paul have 
said that the Lord did not speak to the rest, if he did speak to 
the rest in Matt. 19:9? Now, you'll have to choose one horn 
of thatdilemma.lf theLord spoke to other than married people 
in Matt. 19:9, did Paul tell the truth in verse 12 of I Cor. 7? 
If Paul told the truth there, did Jesus speak to other than 
married people? I want you to deal with that. 

SEE CHART #32 PAGE 155 

All right, put up chart no. 32, if you will, please. I want to say 
something here, folks, that I would like for us really to think 
carefully about. He laughs at the idea, talking about the mule 
in the barn, that the man coulc;! be forgiven for stealing the 
horse. Then, he again confuses stealing with adultery. He said, 
"Well, if he steals his wife, is that all right?" Constantly 
confuses stealing with adultery, but I want to tell you 
something. The principle involved there, you can laugh at It if 
you want to, but you are laughing at Jesus when you do. And 
I want to read that for you, the principle where that Is taught. 

http:thatdilemma.lf
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In Matt. 18:23 Jesus begins to say there that "the kingdom of 
heaven is like a certain king. which would take account of his 
servants. When he had begun to reckon, they were brought to 
him which owed him and a man was brought to him who owed 
him 10,000 talents (a lot of money). Forasmuch as he had not 
to pay, the 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 worshiped him saying, 'Lord 
have patience with me, and I will pay thee all'. Then, the Lord 
of the servant was moved with compassion and loosed him, and 
forgave him the debt." Could he go and take that man's wife 
also? That is not suggested, that he could commit adultery too. 
Brethren, don't laugh at that principle. When we get so we 
cannot accept that, we have gotten badly off the track, badly 
off the track. But then the same servant acted like some of us 
want to act in regard to people who have made mistakes and 
had marriage failures. He went out and got somebody who 
owed him some money and got him by the neck, and said, 
"You've got to pay me everything you owe me," and he would 
not forgive him an inch. You know what God said to that man 
and you know what Jesus said in this scripture about him? He 
called him back and he put him in prison and said, "You will 
not get out till you have paid the last farthing." 

James said exactly the same thing about us. "He shall have 
judgment without mercy that hath showed no mercy." Now, 
look what Jesus said right here in the last verse. "So, likewise, 
shall my heavenly Father do also unto you, if you from your 
hearts forgive not everyone his brother their trespasses." But, 
we don't want to do that. We say,!'no, no, no; he stole, or He 
commlted adultery, We cannot forgive him; he committed 
adultery!" 

This principle is taught again by the Lord in John 8, where 
some Pharisees (which reminds me of some of us unfortunately) 
brought a woman to Christ and they said, "Master, this woman 
was taken In adultery." Bro. Waldron has not read in the New 
Testament where the penalty for it is specified that we are to 
inflict upon people today. He wants to inflict it anyway. 
Celibacy. But, these people Md a statement to that affect. Thev 
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brought this woman and said, "Moses commanded us In the 
law, saying she shall be stoned." They had a law stating what 
the penalty was to be. They had a whole lot better case, 
brother, than you've got for doing in some people's homes. But 
do you know what Jesus did? He called their minds to the 
principle I have Just read here. It can be forgiven. He said, "All 
right, the law says she has to be stoned. Okay, the one of you 
that Is without sin, go ahead, cast the first stone." A lot of 
people who want to sit In judgement on people with marriage 
problems in the past, unscriptural divorces and so on, have sins 
in their own life that are a lot more heinous than what these 
people have done. And we get confused about what adultery 
and sinfulness Is. Brethren, I have been out there; I used to live 
out there. I know what adulterers are. I know what people with 
low morals are. "rhey are not these people in the church who 
are conscientious and trying their very best to do the best they 
can to please God from here on out. And we want to keep 
holding over their heads something that happened in the 
distant past and that is blasphemy. It is a rebellion against the 
will of God not to forgive your brother and don't you forget. the 
Bible says if we treat people that way, God is going to judge 
everyone of us without mercy. I want to ask you. What if God 
does not forgive the sins you have committed in the past? You 
have fornication, most of you have, in your past. Most of you 
have some sins of a moral nature in your past, and some of them 
are real bad. What if God does not pardon those? Bro. 
Wafdron is telling you tonight, that an unscriptural divorce 
cannot be pardoned. That is not God's word. What if somebody 
comes along next week and says, fornication when you were an 
adolescent cannot be pardoned? That might be the next step. 
Once we get off the track and we don't require a thus saith the 
Lord before we believe a thing, it is certainly a possibility. I want 
to draw you a little example for illustration purposes. Suppose 
here is a woman whose mate deserted her. She has done no 
wrong. She tried her best to make that marriage work. She was 
innocent. Her mate just simply deserted her, just went 6ff and 
left her. Now then, Bro. Waldron comes out to talk to her. She 
Is married again now. She has a husband this time that is good 

:Guality. He is faithful to her. She has only the one husband. Bro. 
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Waldron keeps counting them up all the way back. No 
forgiveness at all. No blotting out of the past. The blood of 
Christ will not take care of that sin, you know. That Is his theory. 
All right, but when Jesus talked to the woman at the well, he 
showed that he can count better than that. He said to her, "Yau 
have had 5 husbands, but you don't have one now." He could 
count. He knew exactly how many she had had. He knew 
exactly how many she had right now. All right, this woman has 
one husband, but she has had one in the past, a no good 
wretch that just tOOk off and abandoned her. Now she has a 
good husband, one husband, and a fine home. Bro. Waldron 
comes out to talk with her. And he says, "Madam, we cannot 
call you a pretty young divorcee. We have to call you an 
adulteress." And she says, "Why? I am married to this man." 
Bro. Waldron says, "Yes, I know, but Jesus said, Whosoever 
putteth away his wife except for fornication and marrieth 
another, committeth adultery." And she says, "I did not put 
away my husband, he abandoned me." Bro. Waldron says, 
"Well, that Is close enough. You are still an adulteress anyway." 
That woman is holding to what the Bible says. She says, "God 
said I have a right to have a mate. Let every woman have her 
own husband. I have my own husband. That is scripture." Bro. 
Waldron says, "That is not good enough because It conflicts 
with my tradition; It conflicts with my creed. We have to bind 
upon you that you are not a pretty, young divorcee, you are an 
adulteress." Now, she is holding to what the Bible says. He is 
trying to hold to tradition. 

I said that I don't plan to try to respond to every little quibble, 
every little argument that has nothing to do with the point. I 
have pointed out repeatedly over and over and over again, we 
are not discussing repentance. It enters into our subject, but 
I am not contending for refusal to repent and stop committing 
a sin. I am contending for the right of every person to have a 
mate. Bro. Waldron is contending for the imposition of celibacy. 
·You read the writings of those priests who have come out of 
the Catholic church, where they Impose celibacy. They will tell 
you about the effects of celibacy. It causes people to turn to 
alcohol, to fornication, to keeping harems, concubines and 
everything else. It messes people's lives up. 
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IS IT BETIER TO MARR Y THAN TO BURN? 

Would you put up my chart on the two roads, there, please. 
(35) This is the same thing as I Introduced last night, the same 
basic Idea I have been trying to drive home all the time. That 
when a marital mixup happens, when unfortunate things 
happen to people, there are two choices they have. God's word 
says, "Marriage Is honorable in all and the bed undefiled." 
And it says "In order to avoid fornication, let every man have 
his own wife and every woman have her own husband." It 
further says let them render due benevolence to each other,let 
them not defraud each other except temporarily and then come 
together again. Why? "That Satan tempts you not for your 
incontinency." That just simply means, my friend, that celibacy 
Is the friend of temptation. Marriage Is the friend of moral 
purity. Everybody has to make a choice as to which road he will 
take. If Bro. Waldron can saddle on you the "once married 
always married" theory. then he will bind a great many people 
to this destiny of celibacy and the temptation that goes with it. 
ff I can get you to accept God's idea, one man, one woman for 
life. starting wherever you accept that, begin right there just like 
you do with any other sin, begin right there in God's idea, one 
man, one woman and stay that way the rest of your life, if I can 
get you to accept that, we will be much more effective In 
fighting against the sins of the flesh and the sins of immorality. 
Think about it and come back tomorrow night and let us'talk 
about It some more. Thank you, 
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WALDRON'S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 
Friday, Feb. 25, 1977 

It Is certainly a distinct pleasure of mine to have this 
opportunity to begin this last night of the debate. I want to 
express again my love for every one of you as my brothers and 
sisters In Christ. We say as we begin, Mr. Chairman, honorable 
moderators, and worthy opponent: We will begin by reading 
the proposition for you, as we did last night; we defined it at 
that time. Resolved I The Bible teaches that unscrlptural 
divorce renders any succeeding marriage Invalid and 
adulterous In the sight of God, as long as the original parties 
shall live. 

SEE CHART #56 PAGE 131 

Now, on chart no. 56, I want to say what I am affirmh1g by 
using an example, using A and B. A and B are married to each 
other. A puts away B, but not for B's fornication, and marries 
C. A and C continue living together as husband and wife. I am 
affirming, (1) that A sinned in putting away B, I.e. putting away 
is sin. (2) That A and C both sinned In forming the subsequent 
marriage; they sinned. (3) That A and C, In continuing their 
marriage, are continuing In an adulterous situation condemned 
by God. (4) That the adulterous relationship of A and C Is 
specifically condemned In Matt. 19:8, Matt. 19:9, Mark 10:g..12, 
Luke 16:18, Rom. 7:2-3 and 1 Cor. 6:9-11. (5) That any person 
who in any way encourages such an adulterous union becomes 
a participant to the sin. As 2 John 9-11 says, If you bid him God 
speed, you are partaker of his evil deeds. (6) That genuine 
repentance demands a cessation of the adulterous marriage. 

SEE CHART #4 PAGE 87 

Notice chart no. 4. We give you simply, God's law of 
marriage. "Therefore shall a man leave his father and his 
mother and shall cleave unto his wife and they shall be one 
flesh." Rom. 7:2-3: For the woman who hath a husband Is II 

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 her husband liveth, she be joined to another man she shall 
be called an adulteress. But If the husband die, she Is free 
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from the law so that she is no adulteress, though she be joined 
to another man." 

Mark 10: 6-12: "But from the beginning of creation male and 
female made he them. For this cause shall a man leave his 
father and mother and shall cleave to his wife." Notice, it is 
from the beginning of creation. God's law of marriage, from 
creation. "The two shall become one flesh, so there is no more 
two, but one flesh." Notice God's law here. We have 
emphasized this statement: "What therefore, God hath joined 
together let not man put asunder." Man cannot put asunder. 
And if man does, he is in violation of this law of God. "And in 
the house thedisciples asked him,again of this matter. He said 
to 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." 

SEE CHART #3 PAGE 89 

Chart no. 3, please, Brother Eaves. What is marriage? Based 
on Rom. 7:2-3, these are the passages we note. There is an 
approved marriage. Man's part is that he will covenant to marry 
under the civil law. We must obey the law of the land (Rom. 
13:1). And cohabitation will follow. Throughout the world, It is 
expected that a man will marry and cohabit with his wife, if God 
gives him that right. God's part means, God giving that right, 
i.e. divine 8Qproval. The two are bound into one. 

But there are other kinds of marriages. Just as there are 
scriptural marriages, there are unscriptural marriages. Man's 
pan under the unscrfptural marriage: Two people covenant to 
marry under the civil law. Cohabitation follows. God's part, 
divine disapproval. They are not bound; their marriage is not 
sanctioned in God's Sight. 

Chart no. 35, please. Notice, in the Circle, it says all divorced 
persons. Around the circle we read, "Whosoever shall put away 
his wife and marry another committeth adultery." All of those 
who are divorced people have no right of remarriage. That is 
what we are saying with the big chart. Notice also, Luke 16:18 
shows this, "Everyone that putteth away his wife and marrieth 
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another commltteth adultery. And he that marrieth one that is 
put away from her husband committeth adultery." Thus, the 
big circle shows that all divorced people have no right to 
remarry. But, from Matt. 19:9, we show a little exception in that 
circle. King Jesus gave that exception, not Jim Waldron, nor 
Roy Deaver, nor any other faithful brother, but Jesus Christ of 
Nazareth; which is, those (innocent) who divorce fornicators 
(Matt. 19:9). 

SEE CHART #54 PAGE 167 

Now then, chart no. 54. Does except mean except? Now, our 
brother last night drew an analogy using the mustration from 
the Jule Miller filmstrips. It is a very good illustration, 
concerning teaching a man. Wherever you find him, you should 
give him the message that he needs for salvation, believe, 
repent, or confess. The illustration, I believe, begins In 

http:AIl.I.lB
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California and comes to Nevada and so on like that. Now, his 
(Hicks) use of this illustration was to say this, in Matt. 19:9 you 
have one statement about why you can divorce and over In I 
Cor. 7:15 you have another one. I Cor. 7:20, you have another 
one. So, (according to that logic) there are different ones In I 
Corinthians, so, just different steps. 

Now, notice this analogy. Part 1, Jesus said, "Except a man 
be born of the water and of the spirit, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom of God." Notice, he said one exception for the new 
birth. Are there other exceptions over In the letters of Paul and 
others? Notice what Paul said, "Because If thou shalt confess 
with thy mouth, Jesus as Lord and shalt believe in thine heart 
that God hath raised him from the dead, thou shalt be saved" 
(Rom. 10:9). The Baptist preachers will say, based on Rom. 
10:9, you can be born again by faith only. They use Paulin Rom. 
10 to conflict with the exception about the new birth. There is 
no other exception. There are no other steps other than the 
new birth. There are steps Within the new birth, but there is only 
one new birth, one exception. Brother, there Is an exception of 
being born again or you cannot get into the kingdom of God. 

Now, part 2, Jesus said, "Whosoever shall put away his wife 
except for fornication and shall marry another commltteth 
adultery. And he that marrieth her, when she Is put away, 
committeth adultery" (Matt. 19:9). Paul wrote, "Yet if the 
unbelieving depart, let him depart. The brother or sister is not 
under bondage In such cases, but God has called us to peace" 
(1 Cor. 7:15). "Art thou bound unto a wife, seek not to be 
loosed. Art thou loosed from a wife, seek not a wife, but 
shouldest thou marry, thou hast not sinned. And if a virgin 
marries, she has not sinned. Yet, such shall have tribulation In 
the flesh: and I would spare you" (1 Cor. 7:27.28). Brother 
Olan Hicks, of Harriman, Tenn. says, based on 1 Cor. 7:15, 1 
Cor. 7:27-28, "You can divorce for other reasons, marry for 
other reasons, in which case, except does not mean except." 
Whether with the denominational preacher or whether with oUr 
brother, both teach error. 

SEE CHART #43 PAGE S2 
All right, let us move over and let us examine I Cor. 7 tonight. 
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The Corinthians had written the apostle Paul some questions 
about marriage. We are going to outline the chapter for you and 
show that outline. In I Cor. 7:1-7, the question that the apostle 
Paul Is answering Is: "Is marriage itself all right before God?" 
And he had to tell them, "Yes. Marriage itself is all right before 
God." 

In verses 9 and 10, he Is asking about those who are widows. 
Should widowers and widows remain unmarried? 

Verses 10 and 11, should those Christians who are married 
to Christians, remain married? He answers that question. 

Verses 12 and 13, should Christians who are married to 
unbelievers leave the unbelievers? He answers that question. 

Verses 14 and 16, what If the unbelieving companion departs 
(on his own), his own will in other words? It is middle voice. 

Verses 17-24, does one becoming a Christian make it 
necessary for him to change his cultural situation? It talks about 
slavery and such things as that, his cultural situation. 

Now, look at verses 25 to 38. What about those persons who 
have never been married? Would it be better for these not to 
marry? Now, I want to notice this text. Our brother uses verses 
27 and 28 to say that is talking about divorced and remarried 
people, but the paragraph begins, (verse 25) "Now concerning 
virgins, I have no commandment of the Lord, but I give you my 
judgement as one that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be 
trustworthy." He is talking about virgins. Are people who are 
divorced and remarried virgins? 

All right, let us go down to verses 39 and 40. What is God's 
will regarding remarriage of widows? 

Upon what grounds does Brother Olan Hicks conclude that 
In dealing with any of the above, Paul discussed divorce and 
remarriage? 

SEE CHART #33 PAGE 185 

All right, no. 33, please, Brother Eaves. Now, we are going 
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to notice the context of I Cor. 7. I Cor. 6:9-11. "Or know ye not 
that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom of God. Be 
not deceived, neither fornicators, nor Idolators, nor adulterers, 
nor effeminate. nor abusers of themselves with men, nor 
thelves, nor extortioners shall Inherit the kingdom of God. And 
such were some of you." They had been. 

I Cor. 7:10-11, "But unto the married, I give charge, yea not 
I" Notice it is Paul charging as an inspired apostle, inspired 
with the Holy Spirit, and he said Jesus charged. It is a 
double-barreled message. Paul shooting at you with one barrel 
and Jesus shooting at you with one barrel. "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 
let the husband leave not his wife." Now, who said that? Paul 
did. They both said it. 

Now then, look at this text (below). Does this license 
adultery? Does this license adultery, that which Jesus Christ 
said was adulterous (Matt. 19)? 

Do these license it? I Cor. 7:15, "Yet if the unbelieving 
depart, let him depart. The brother or sister is not under 
bondage in such cases." I showed that the word bondage in 
that text Is used 133 times In the New Testament, and it is not 
applied to marriage, unless in this case. But by what authority 
does our brother say this Is the one exception to that? 

I Cor. 7:20, "Let each man abide In that calling, wherein he 
was called." Now some of our brethren are saying, "Well, If 
you have had 5 or 6 wives, whatever state you are in, then, Just 
come on into the church and it will be rightl" 

I Cor. 7:27-28, now, our brother (Hicks) right here quotes this, 
..Art thou bound unto a wife, seek not to be loosed. Art thou 
loosed from a wife ...• " and he uses the word loosed as though 
it is another reason for divorce. By the way, if the word loosed 
there, refers to being loosed as a matter of divorce, it has to 
be .the one (fornication) scriptural reason for divorce. 
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All right, let us go on now to chart 42. I want to make some 
summary comments on these points from I Cor. 7:15, about 
being bound to an unbeliever, the bondage term there. I am 
going to give some quotes here. Chart title: Summary 
Comments on Bondage. Broth~r Roy Lanier says, "He (Paul) 
simply means that the believer is not bound to the unbeliever 
that he must give up Christ to hold the unbeliever." 

Brother Harvey Floyd, the Greek teacher at David Lipscomb 
College, who has been there some 20 years, and was there 
when I went there as a boy, some 22 ago says, "Paul uses 
deciou/otai in I Cor. 7:15, because he wishes to say that for a 
Christian to yield to pressure to give up his Christianity to 
preserve his marriage would mean slav~ry of the most abject 
kind. The Christian must never consider himself in such 
bondage." Now, let our brother (Hicks) challenge that 
definition. We have shown that to be true from the Greek. We 
have shown it to be true just now. 

I Cor. 7:20 on chart no 18, "Let each man abide in the calling 
wherein he is called." Does that mean that a man can continue 
to own and operate a legal gambling casino after obeying the 
gospel? There is a brother, a man over in Nashville, who was 
running a liquor store and was mixed up in gambling. He went 
across the road and had a Bible study with some members of 
the church of Christ. He obeyed the gospel and today he is a 
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faithful Christian. He gave up his liquor store and gave up his 
gambling. 

Continuing from chart 18: Does that mean a man divorced 
for an unscrlptural reason can obtain, keep and cohabit with 
a second wife, with a sixth wife, with an eighth wife? Our 
brother says with an 80th wife, the brother right here, Brother 
Olan Hicks of Harriman, Tenn. 

The answer Is a resounding, "No." God's law forbids IMng 
In fornication. I Cor. 5:1 shows that (adultery) where the man 
was having his father's wife Is called fornication. And Col 3:5 
speaks out like this, "Mortify therefore your members (or "put 
to death, therefore, your members," as the American Standard 
says) which are upon the earth. Fornication, uncleaness, evil 
desire, and covetousness, which is Idolatry. For which things' 
sake the wrath of God comes upon the sons of disobedience. 
When ye walked in these things. when you lived In these things. 
A person cannot live In covetousness. or he cannot live in 
adultery and please God. Can a man Called In adultery 
according to man's law, bigamy, keep both wives? We want 
to know that question. Now. can a man who becomes a 
member of the church, who Is IMng In bigamy or adultery 
according to the law of the land, keep both wives? Can a man 
called in adultery according to God's law (Rom. 7:2-3) keep 
both wives? 

SEE CHART _23 PAGE 47 
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No. 23, (We have 15 minutes.) Art thou loosed from a wife. 
Now these are our comments on I Cor. 7:27-28, in relation to 
the idea that loosed there means divorced. You must say what 
divorce is. That word 'loosed' does not necessarily mean 
divorced. 

Two God-glven reasons for being loosed. One: death (Rom. 
7:2-3, I Cor 7:39). We will use both of those again in a minute 
on a chart. Two: divorced for fornication, (Matt. 19:9) Two 
reasons that allow remarriage without adultery. 

Many man-given unscriptural reasons, which cause 
remarriage to be adultery. (Mark 10:11-12, Matt. 19:9). Any 
person, including our brother over here (Hicks) who teaches or 
allows divorce and remarriage for another reason, adds to 
God's word. And, beloved, the members of the churches of 
Christ know Revelation 22:18 which says if you add to God's 
word, God's plagues will be added unto you. 

SEE CHART #17 PAGE 91 

Chart no. 17, please. God's law of marriage. "Therefore, shall 
a man leave his father and mother and cleave unto his wife and 
they shall be one flesh." That is God's law. "For the woman 
that hath a husband is bound by law to the husband while he 
liveth, but if the husband dies, she is discharged from the law 
of the husband, so then, if while her husband liveth she be 
joined to another man, she shall be called an adulteress. But 
if the husband die, she is free from that law so that she is no 
adulteress though she be joined to another man." Now watCh, 
when we come down the right hand side of the chart, we find 
that I Cor. 7 is based on the same rule. Matt. 19:6 is the basic 
rule. I Cor. 7:39 reiterates that same rule in this terminology, 
"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." Now, King Jesus in Matt. 19:9 gave one 
exception to that. You see the exception on the left hand side 
of the chart. 

Now, Brother Eaves, if you will uncover the chart, please, for 
us. Uncover the middle of the chart. Notice, I Cor. 7:15, I Cor. 
7:20, I Cor. 7:27-28 are misapplied. But we don't challenge the 
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scriptures, beloved. We use the the scriptures. But we 
challenge the misrepresentation of what the scriptures say. 
These are not more exceptions we have marked out on the 
chart: 

'(1) You may get divorced if you are forsaken by an 
unbelieving mate. Young people don't believe that doctrine. 
You cannot be free, because of desertion. Fornication is the 
only reason. (2) You cannot be free to remain with a person to 
whom you are not joined by Jesus Christ, according to 
whatever state you are in. (3) You are not loosed. Just to say 
loosed, does not show what divorce is. So, those scriptures (I 
Cor. 7:15, 20, 27-28) are misapplied. Those are not more 
exceptions. It cannot be proved; it has not been proved in 3 
nights. Beloved, it will not be proved. 

SEE CHART #53 PAGE 186 

No. 53, please, Brother Eaves. Chart title: Reasons Why a 
Marriage of Unscriptural Divorced and Remarried People is 
Invalid and Adulterous in the Sight of God. As my proposition 
suggests: (1) Their divorces were unscriptural; therefore, their 
marriage is unlawful before God. We quoted Mark 10:9-12. (2) 
She is another man's wife,therefore,bound to him (Rom. 7:2-3) 
(3) Being bound she is not loosed. We deny that she is loosed 
(I Cor. 7:27-28). (4) Being married to another man, she is an 
adulteress. And by the way, for the benefit of the ladies in the 
house, if a man is joined to another woman, he is an adulterer. 
What is sauce for the goose, in this case, is sauce for the 
gander. Being married to another man, she is an adulteress. (5) 
Everyone that puts away his wife and marrieth another, 
committeth adultery (Luke 16:18). 

No. 59. (1) Brother Hicks, on Monday night, on aktionsart 
The kind of action in the first two verbs in the sentence governs 
the kind of action in the third verb. That is what he said. That 
was the rule he gave. 

(2) Our question no. 3 on Thursday night was, "Is it your 
contention that any time in the Greek New Testament a present 
tense verb appears, preceeded by two aorist tense verbs, that 
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it is impossible for the present tense verb to indicate 
continuous action?" Brother Hicks answered, "No." This 
answer contradicts his theory, no. 1. 

(3) Our question no. 4, Thursday night, if we can find in the 
Greek New Testament examples of two aorist tense verbs 
preceeding a present tense verb, with the present tense verb 
obviously indicating continuous action, will you admit your 
comments on aktionssrt were wrong? Brother Hicks answered 
no. But, in no. 2 above, he admitted that he was wrong. 

(4) In no. I above he says, this is my contention, that two 
pOint action verbs demand a point action verb to follow. No. 
2 above he says, this is not my contention. In no. 3 above he 
says, I will not admit that I am wrong. 

SEE CH~RT #48 PAGE 164 

No, 48, please. What we have, beloved, is a situation of 
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Brother Olan Hicks VS. the apostle Paul. Paul: "For the woman 
that hath a husband is bound by law to the husband while he 
liveth." Brother Olan Hicks, "For the woman that hath a 
husband is not necessarily bound to the husband while he 
liveth." 

Brother Paul, "So then if while the husband liveth she be 
joined to another man, she shall be called an adulteress." 
Brother Hicks, "So then if while the husband liveth she be 
jOined to another man, she shall not be called an adulteress." 
And the other night he said, "Just at that point." It says as 
long as he lives. Does he live for just one point? Is that pOint 
action in his living? It says, as long as he lives, she shall b8 
called an adulteress. 

ftI(WI 

lit fIIBAllIlIll!~ m· 1M 11£ !.11m&: IF mY, fDmIlIA 
P\IU!JIIIi IO!E. sr. UlJIs.. I'D. 

1l1l1£lI5,lZ • 4'\lJT I 1B.L1llI, foIII!J( III) DMMS HIS lIJFE.. EXm'T RJ! IER 
b !IlUlI.Y lIfAl'llRL IWB IER APMIlEll 1M m1B!Y. III)IlSJ 11£ 
!III III) NIRU6 11£ Dl\OWIlDfIII IS LMIli III m1B!Y." 

IIATlIflj 19:9 • "I lELL 1llI. IF IIMJE DMMS HIS WIFE. EXm'T RJ! AIll.1B!Y, 
AlIi IIIIi\Ie; Mlll£R. I£'S uvnt; Ilt AIll.lERf." 

1M: 1!);1l-l2 • "If MI!JE DMMS HIS WIFE." 1£ ~ ilflI. "III) PMUB 
Mlll£R. I£'S LM16 IJ AI1I.JERt lII1lI to. III) If AWIlt: Dl\IRB IER 
ItS\IfIC) III)IMUE5 NIlTIf:'R IWI. *'S UVIIIi IN AIll.1EII'f. " 

~ . 'MI!JE III) DMRES HIS WIlt 111)_16 IIOl1£R IS UVnt; !II 
AIll.lERV. III) TIE PM III) M1ES AlOWi OMml FlO! IER IC!MIlIS 
LMIliIll1ilL1EII'f." 

TIE III lB'MIIT, IEJ&lEI FlO! 11£ IEGIM. GIm: lII1lI E)fiM1MI' NIJ1B, 
1f"~~Y. 11£ IfUE FW.JSHlJIG 0)" I'Iluru:££. WIS. 

I'I\I1lflj 5:32 . "I, (1111£ aJIl'A!.I1(, IEO.N£ ID 1llI: IIIIIlE III) DMfCB HIS 
\/If£ • EXm'T (II TIE StlJE (f LElOESS • lWEi IER ApjIjij"( ID AlllJERY; 
III) Sl. ltl), 1£ If/) f'M\IES A DMml lOWi IS III AIll.lElER.· 

PW1I9I19,g "III) I !El.NE ID '!W: 1KE8 DI'oOO:S HIS WIFE. EXCEPT (II 


11£ StlJE IF l£lIJfS>, NIlIW!RIES MlTIER IS III fIDJOO: NIl IE III) 

_16 ADMRID lOWi IS III m1EJ(R. • 


UJ[ 16:18 • 'MI!JE If/) DMRl:S HIS WIlt III)/WRIES IIOl1£R IS '" AIll.mE:R. 
NIl IE III) !M!IB A lOWI Dl\OWI AUlI£R ItS\IfIC) IS III mlOO. • 

All right, now, we are going to' dissolve a few of Brother 
Hicks's aspirins for this doctrine which he has brought up. 

http:aJIl'A!.I1
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Response to a request, chart no. 58. Brother Hicks asked me 
to produce an English translation, and we are quoting from The 
Four-Translation New Testament. We are quoting Beck in the 
language of today, Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Mo. 
On Matt. 5:32, "But I tell you, anyone who divorces his wife 
except for being sexually unfaithful, makes her a partner in 
adultery. And, also, the man who marries a divorced woman, 
is living in adultery." Is that sufficient? 

Matt. 19:9, "I tell you if anyone divorces his wife except for 
adultery and marries another, he is living in adultery.!" Is that 
sufficient to be continuous action? 

Mark 10:11-12, "If anyone divorces his wife," he answers 
them, "and marries another, he is living in adultery with her 
And if a wife divorces her husband and marries another, she 
is living in adultery." Is that sufficient? 

Luke 16:18, "Anyone who divorces his wife and marries 
another, is living in adultery. The man who marries a woman 
divorced from her husband is living in adultery." 

The New Testament, rendered from the original Greek with 
explanatory notes, by Cle~t and Lily, Bruce Publishing Co., 
Milwaukee, Wis.: Matt. 5:32, "Ion the contrary declare to you, 
anyone who divorces his wife except on the score of lewdness, 
makes her a party to adultery, and so, too, he who marries a 
divorced woman, is an adulterer." 

Matt. 19:9, "I declare unto you, whosoever divorces his wife 
except on the score of lewdness and marries another is an 
adulterer. And he who marries a divorced woman is an 
adulterer." 

Luke 16:18, "Anyone who divorces his wife and marries 
another is an adulterer. And he who marries a woman divorced 
from her husband, is an adulterer." Now, Brother Olan wanted 
us to ,get out of the Greek and said that three limes, "Get out 
of Ihe Greek:' And he wanted to get us into the English. He 
salt I, where is an English translation? One of the members of 
the church brought this book over, he had this book and gave 
it to Brother Eaves who brought it over. It wasn't so far away. 
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We just got the book and quoted it, and put it on the chart for 
you. That answers It. "Any translation," he said. 

Chart no. 60, please. What does Olan Hicks say? What can 
he say? A woman, married to the husband of her youth: is this 
a lifetime commitment? He made fun of the fact that I said, 
it was a lifetime commitment, and that I was treating this like 

#60(W) lHIT IlE (1M HIOS 'lAY! Ifi\T em 1£ ';MI 

81«Mt 

~IED 'R) TIE H.JSlWf) (J' I£li iWTH: IS THIS AUFE TlI'E aJt\1Tl!BIl? 

lUI. 7: 2: m n£ I(Jftt MT It\TH AfUi1WI) IS IllNl BY IAIm TIE 
ItffiII() i*1ILE 1£ U\o£lH... • 

lfMS tER fiJS&Wl (~ tER IllATIOOHP) 

llI~ tmIlER I'M: tOI SIt IS llilfl) 10 tmIlER 1M PH'l'SICN.. mTERf. 
\HIT IlE (UN HIOS 'lAY! 1fGfR: 

"'tOO ~y QIflI!lE IN TI£ IfI'Mill« WITH
rur R.Iffi£R SIN.' 

~ OfllSi]A'j 

~I!l) 10 ORISi: IS THIS AliFE Tll£ aJt\lmell'? 
Rl1. 7:4: "lWlT It mtD 1£ ~lED III MIllfR. E.V8i III H~ \ItIJ 
~ AAl:{!) FlU'! TIE lfIO... • 

I.fMS 001$1 ~ tER fflATlOOUP) 

llH6 TI£ tATfOJC CllfOi: tOI SIt IS ll]1fl) III n£ RJ£ IN ~IRflUIt mTERf. 
IoIi'.T CI>Il (1M HIOS SAY ? ? ? 

the Calvinists do: "once saved, always saved." Beloved, it is 
a lifetime commitment. You, young people out here who are 
virgins and those who have never been married, it is a lifetime 
commitment. Don't believe this doctrine that if you have 80 
wives, you can just decide, I will keep the 81st when I get to 
her. Look at it. A woman married to the husband of her youth, 
is this a lifetime commitment? Rom. 7:2 says it is. "For the 
woman that hath a husband is bound by law to the husband 
while he liveth:" But she leaves her husband and she severs 
the relationship, divorces him. She is jOined to another man. 
Now, she is joined to another in physical adultery, but what 
does Brother Olan Hicks say? Answer, "You may continue in 
the remarriage without further sin." That is what Brother Olan 
Hicks says. 



Now, we are talking about a Christian. The Christian Is 
married to Christ. Is this a lifetime commitment? "Be 1hou 
faithful unto death and I will give thee a crown of life" (Rev. 
2:10). Rom 7:2, "That ye should be married to another even to 
him who was raised from the dead." The Christian leaves 
Christ; she severs her relationship to Christ. She joins the 
Catholic church. Now, she is joined to the Pope in spiritual 
adultery. What does Brother Dian Hicks say? Can she stay in 
the Catholic church? Brother Dian, answer this for us. This is 
cbart no. 60. When you come up here, give us your answer to 
chart no. 60, please. Tell us, can they continue in the Catbolic 
church? 

t1161(W) 'IT IS ICT IAf\l RI\ 11EE 10 ~ fER.' 

'S1£Tlr£S na: lO[f;.Cf .uti Tl£ iW'TTST 11) IfRllIIE mal AS /.II 
EXMU: (f A~lNi£ 1E1f(; aHll'IED IECIU£ (f ITS IE[M; A~ 1WIllNiE. 
llJT TIUS IS AfUm) IIffiJf'!£fATI~ f.II/J ICT tH.Y 13!'T III Tl£ iEXT. BJT IS 
IClT &!f IN IM'Ilff WlTH Tl£ ACflIt. CIItlJ'6iAr«ES IiJ'tRItl) 11). .mPKJS SAYS 
~T THIS ~l!G: 1tlJ( fVII! lfUlf IfRlllIITlfI1S ~ Qi A.nJt£I 10 RI'E. 
1£ SltWE1l !!\' HIS lIRlTl£R'S 1Il.J!E, Fill [N 11M: WITH HIS iIlfL f.II/J Tl£Y I6Iml 
10 lEAVE Tl£IR ~lW I'ATES f.II/J LlW l1liEl1£R. !()THII(; [5 SAID AIIlIT lIE 
~IIG: !£lIii DISSl\!]) All) PIOl1£R a:Hl1'IC!ElI. .uti S:'fI.Y SAID, "IT IS IllT 
lJiRl R){ 'JOO 10 HAlt 'JOOR 1!U1!£R'S W[ft."<IIIIW 6:18) IT \I\S lJIJiIfll IN 
T\IJ \l\YS. 1. IT \I\S AlIlTERY ~ Tl£Y \£1£ llJlll ~IED 11) s:tm£ Et.:i 
AT Tl£ mi. Z. IT \I\S Itl£ST ~ 9£ \I\S 'A I£AR KIH!I'WI.· (lfV. 18:l&-Jl) 
TH[S \I\S IClT AlIIOOf mSTNIE t{X{ 00 AN P£T\IIL D!II:RI-I'I'lMUIG: SlllIATHJi, 
IT \I\S A aATAlIT D1~ F(R (>D'S ~lNi£ lJIW. P£T\IILLY IT \I\S BIG/I'fI. 
Tf£lE IS ICl nI)ICATI~ lWIT 1lEY \£1£ ffilITENT BJT 1II,11£R &RY It{JlCATl~ THAT 
1lEY IfJ£ 1llT. 1lEY IfJ£ IN VIIlATl~ Cf .flI[$ V6/ NIl IN 0lfIDf'T ~[rm 
Tl£ IlI6IC W[LL Cf GE. THIS CA.'f IlB IllT P!VWla CI£ If£l£ T\IJ PElPLE HA'it 
IWE PllRITI'L MISTAIfi IN Tl£ PAST. lIM: MEl All LEG'/. IfOOIIe'ElITS IN DMlfU 
ACTJOII. f.II/J ARE 10/ I\A..RIED 10 At{)11£R.' 

'9l'£fll'ES na: ICR!l5 Cf Jlfi Tl£ fW'TIST 10 IfHIl PI[ CITED AS /IIi EXMU: 
(f AI'IIIIlIIf£ (£II(; ClJmIt] lE~ Cf 11$ lEll(; ASEOllD PWIIIl!G:. IiJf THIS 
IS AfUm) [IffiJf'!£fATIOH PIli) OOT tH.Y lSi'T IN Tl£ IDi, IU IT IS IllT &!f IN 
II'\lI1J{i WITH Tl£ I£1lII'L C1iru'&fNUS iUE~ 10. lJSEI'!{JS SAYS iJII.T THIS 
MA"'1ItiE TOOl( IVa: lflllE IfHIl AlITIPAS \I\S ON A..(lftEY 10 RI'E. 1£ SIm'£D !!\' 
H!S BKl1l£R'S tllff, Fill IN lIJ';E WITH HIS WIft, At{) 1lEY I\SifED TO lEA'It Tl£IR 
Ial:CTM: I'AiES PIli) LIVE mTlfR. nus \I\S ASIMPlE CASE (f D1SiBA'Il R){ I'LL 
lJIW. \ttIT 1lEY DID \I\S AlIlTlRf 1Eum: Tl£Y llJlll fW) MATES. IT \lIS llilIST 
tEl:I<JSE 9£ \I\S A '!£'R K[lfl'AN.' (lEI, 18:1&-Jl) THIS ~ IllT rtlliCl£ST MISTAIL 
IT \lIS AaATAlIT mSlHAAll FOR roo's IlI6IC LAW Cf ~llf£. !T IlllTAHt.Y lIB IllT 
P!VWla Tl£ CASE If£l£ fHl'lE HAVE 11\IE IiCI£ST MISTM:S IN Tl£ PAS! PIli) AI"MRIIG: 
\lIS D1S!RlYElJ i£l1>J.l'1: (f IT .... 

Now then, before we come to this next chart, let us make an 
explanation. Brother Dian Hicks in his books has said that our 

http:lO[f;.Cf
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preaching and teaching concerning the fact that John said it 
was unlawful for Herod to have his brother's wife, "was not 
according to the case." He said, Josephus indicated it was 
bigamy. Now, I just want to read to you his (Hicks) comments 
from chart no. 61. These are quotations from Brother Olan 
Hicks' books: 

Chart title: It is not lawful for thee to have her. This is a 
quote from him. 

"Sometimes these words of John the Baptist to 
Herod are cited as an example of marriage being 
condemned because of its being a second marriage. 
But, this is a forced interpretation. And not only is 
it not in the text, but it is not even in harmony with 
the actual circumstances referred to. Josephus says 
that this marriage took place while Herod Antipas 
was on a journey to Rome. He stopped by his 
brother's house, fell in love with his wife, and they 
agreed to leave their respective mates and live 
together. Nothing is said about one marriage being 
dissolved and another contracted. John simply said, 
"it is not lawful for you to have your brother's wife." 
(Mark 6:18) It was unlawful in two ways. It was 
adultery, because they were both married to 
someone else at the time. It was incest, because she 
was a "near kinsman" (lev. 18:16·17). This was not 
an honest mistake, nor even an actual divorce
remarriage situation. It was a blatant disregard for 
God's marriage law. Actually, it was bigamy, (says 
Brother Hicks). There is no indication that they were 
penitent... " 

I want to move one down and read the latter part. It sums 
it up. 

"It is not lawful for thee to have her, (says Brother 
Hicks in his yellow book). Sometimes these words 
that John the Baptist said to Herod are cited as an 
example of a marriage being condemned because of 
its being a second marriage. But, this is a forced 
interpretation and not only is it not in the text, but 
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It is not even in the harmony with the actual 
circumstances referred to. Josephus says that this 
marriage took place while Herod Antipas was on a 
journey to Rome. He stopped by his brother's house, 
fell in love with his wife, and they agreed to leave 
their respective mates and live together. This is a 
simple case of disregard for all law. What they did 
was adultery because they both had mates. It was 
incest because she was a near kinsman. This was not 
an honest mistake; it was a blatant disregard for 
God's basic law of marriage. U certainly does not 
parallel the case where people have made honest 
mistakes in the past. and marriage was destroyed 
because of it... " 

tt3Z(W) fflflWITlES (f' 11£ .Bfi 

B'f.mFH5 

"lO£\et f£ O£RlJ-ffIT]OO f£Il IN 11M: Wl1H !flQl11>S, 1l!IS lAST 

!flQl'S WIlL lHl W; 11£ lJWl1tR (f' MISllllli5 1I£lR!fUllER. mIl 11£ 

SISlER (f' ~Ff\\ 11£ Il£AT. 1llIS!WI 'BIlIHD mTNJ< mIER A1DJT A 

~tG: lIllElJI1l£l'I: ltlIOl IIDISS m Sf[ IOImED, 1ft ~~ 

'WE All IER m0iIIIi: IER IWlITATI(}I. 1m aJ£ mHI" AS g)Jj AS !£ SIO.1D 
I£1lRI Fim 1Il'£: (J£ Almm (f' THIS IWlRltG: fi..S) \f\S THIS, TWIT f£ SHlI[J) 

DI\IRE Al£fAS'S lJWl1tR.' fm( 18 0IIf'l£R 5:1 

' ...BIT !flQlIAS, 1I£IR SISlER. \lIS Mf!!ED 10 !flQl (!'HIlIP), 11£ 9lt 

(f' !flQl1l£ Gl'fAT, lHl \tIS Jmj (f' ~lff'tL 11£ J:IIlGfItR (f' SIi'IJi 11£ HIGl

PRIESt, lHl !Wl All!ffi1IER, Slt.O£: If1ER lfm: BIRTH !flQlJAS TO)( lI'IJt IER 

10 UIfll.lI) 11£ IJI6 (f' (lJf! 0lJ!IRf, 1m DI\IRE tEJmf Am IER IffiIIf() 

lfill£ f£ \f\S JILl\£. ff() \tIS rMlirn 10 !flQl UflTIPAS), IER !IJS!'JfC)'S I.RJII£R 

B'f 1l£ FA1I£R'S SIll: f£ \tIS lEJIM)! (f' Glt.llfE••• • 
fm( 1.8 GW'1IR 5: q 

11£ BUU: 

'fa: 6: U-!8 - - -~ !flQl HlImF If(} $If RJrnlIfl) lAID fO.D lI'IJt J1fI, 

NIl IDJIl lIN HI f'R19lt All 11£ SoW: (f' !flQlIAS, HIS IRlll£R PIIIUP'S WIFE; 
All !£ fill) PMUrn IER. All.Dfl SAID lIflO!flQl, IT IS lIlT IMU. All 1l£E 

10 1M 1H'f IRJl1EJ!'S WIFE." 

Brother Olan. how much did you read In Josephus? No. 32. 
please. Quoting from Antiquities of the Jews, by Josephus. I 
have the book right down here, if any want to examine it. 

"However, he, (Herod Antipas,) fell In love wfth 

http:UIfll.lI
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Herodias, this last Herod's wife (that is Herod Philip), 
who was the daughter of Aristobulus their brother, 
and the sister of Agrippa the Great. This man 
ventured to talk with her about a marriage between 
them: which when she admitted, an agreement was 
made for her to change her habitation, and to come 
to him as soon as he should return from Rome. One 
article of this marriage also was, that he should 
divorce Aretas's daughter." 

Now. then. later on in Josephus. "But Herodias, their Sister, 
was married to Herod Philip, the son of Herod the Great, who 
was born of Mariamne. The daughter of Simon, the high priest, 
who had a daughter Salome: after whose birth Herodias took 
it upon her to confound the laws of our country and divorce 
herself...." He (Hicks) said it was a violation of all law. "She 
dlvorced herself from her husband while he was alive and 
married Herod (Anti pas). Her husband's brother by the father's 
side: he was tetrarch of Galilee .... " (Time: one minute) Now, 
that defeats that thoroughly and perfectly. 

I want to answer his questions for him. (1) Is it true that your 
position means that one who kilis his mate may repent and 
marry without further sin, but one who is innocent ~nd is put 
away by a fornicating mate, may not remarry without sin? Now, 
murder is heinous before God, but it does not violate the 
marriage law of God. It violates the law against killing, 
murdering. But Luke 16:18 says whosoever marries a put-away 
person committeth adultery. And when people are put away, 
then marry, they commit adultery. (2) Do unscripturally divorced 
and remarried people commit adultery at times when they are 
not engaged in the sex act? No. (3) If a man cohabits with a 
harlot, does that make them married? No. (4) How many times 
can a man commit a sin such as murder and repent and be 
forgiven? Jesus said until 70 times 70. God will forgive, if the 
man does what, beloved? Repents and brings forth fruits meet 
for repentance. (Time.) 5 All right I will get no. 5 later. Would 
you like to have my answer. Matt. 19:6 does not contradict I 
Cor. 7. 
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HICKS FIRST NEGATIVE 
Friday, February 25, 1977 

Mr. Chairman, brethren moderators, Jim Waldron, ladies and 
gentlemen: It is a pleasure to enter into this final period, this 
final night of discuss'fon of this most vital proposition. I would 
like to take just a moment to thank those who have helped 
me in this work, in this effort, in the preparation and also the 
conduct of it. I am very grateful to my projector operator, Bro. 
Bill Whitson, for doing a fine job of getting the charts up there 
in the right order. And to my moderator, Clint Hicks, a young 
man who is my own son, remarkably developed in his 
scholarship at a young age. I am naturally very proud of him. 
Thanks to all who have had a part in making this discussion 
possible, and enabling us to get these studies, to get these 
comparative viewpoints together for your study and edification. , 

I would like to answer everything Bro. Waldron has said here 
in as direct a way as is possible to do so. You know, he has 
complained a great deal about my not meeting his material, 
my not answering certain questions. The fact of the matter is, 
I answered each question just as he has done with me. I have 
taken the list that he handed me and read each question and 
given answer to it. Now, many.times the answer he got was 
not what he wanted and did not please him, and therefore, he 
called it no answer at all. But, for a man who complains about 
my not noticing every quibble on every chart, it is a very strange 
thing, indeed then that he debates my book for a considerable 
part of last night's speech and for a considerable part of 
tonight's speech. I did not introduce that book into the 
discussion; I have not quoted from it nor referred to it. At the 
very time he is out there quoting my book and trying to answer 
it, he is ignoring my charts and particularly my chart no 31 
on I Cor. 7. He has simply not referred to it. It is indirectly 
on I Cor. 7. He simply has not referred to it in any manner. 
I have repeatedly asked him to tell us which of those points 
that I teach is false. He does not refer to that and a number 
of other things, but he has the time" to take quotes from my 
book and refer to them and try to make replies to them. Now, 
brethren, I think it is obvious that the man cannot answer this 
material. He just simply wants to give you some kind of an 
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answer that he hopes will satisfy your mind as far as his position 
is concerned. And one of the reasons why we have questions 
and one of the reasons why we have the debate of the length 
that we have Is, because when you have a teacher who distorts 
the Bible, many times he Is not even aware of it himself, and 
his entanglement Is so deep that it is not just a surface matter, 
not easy to get it untangled. But, when you go through the 
length of time we have In this discussion, and deal with the 
questions that we have, you begin to focus it down more closely 
and more closely all the time. 

SEE CHART #29 PAGE 174 

Now then, we have Bro. Waldron out far enough tonight, that 
we can show you Just exactly what he is saying and why It Is 
wrong. And I would like to begin with looking at Rom. 7, my 
chart no. 29, If you will please Bro. Whitson. I want to show 
you this by way of reply to a basic argument that keeps coming 
up all the time. He is In search of the invisible text. He keeps 
telling you that the text is in Matt. 19:9, and we just simply 
cannot see it. So, he tries to put it in there anyway. Then, he 
tries to get it Into Rom. 7. And I want you to notice what Rom. 
7 says. There are the first 6 verses. Would you put up his chart 
on "what I am affirming." 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #56 PAGE 131 

All right. thank you very much. Now, I want you to notice 
there, points no. 2 and 3 on this chart. Now, he has said that 
he does not believe, he said repeatedly, he does not believe 
that when someone divorces unscripturally and forms a 
subsequent marriage, that he commits adultery. He does not 
believe that. He says they have to cohabit before it is adultery. 
Will you notice this point no. 2 here? He says he believes that 
"A and C both sinned in forming the subsequent marriage." 
Now, he concedes, evidently, that point, either that or he stands 
in contradiction against himself. "In forming the marriage." 
And on point no. 3, that A and C. in continuing in their 
marriage. are continuing in an adulterous situation condemned 
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by God. Can you connect those two together? The sin is in 
forming the marriage. I have been tryil1g to convince us of that 
all week. And that is a different matter from continuing in the 
relationship produced by the marriage. Now, here we have 
it conceded on this chart. That they sin in forming the marriage, 
but he still insists that that means a continuation in the 
relationship produced from that forming of the marriage is itself 
sin, a plain outright assumption. Point no. 4, that the adulterous 
relationship of A and C is specifically condemned. Have you 
ever read in the Bible of a marriage or remarriage being called 
an adulterous relationship? Friends, this man does not speak 
where the Bible speaks. He does not say what the Bible says. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #36 PAGE 183 

All right, would you put up his chart no. 36, please. Now, 
he has continued to labor to prove, as a matter of fact, he 
just outright said, Matt. 19:6, that man cannot put away. He 
cannot do it. Because, he said God said, "what God has jOined 
together, let not man put asunder." Now, you see, he puts 
up here my book and quotes from it and trying to answer this 
and he cannot answer it, even that. But, this is an evasion to 
prevent answering what I said in my speeches in reply to him. 
His no. 35, please. I appreciate him putting the material before 
you. If you read the book, it might be helpful to you. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #35 PAGE 108 

Here he has, on chart no. 35. Now, I want you to notice here, 
that the very central point of his proposition, notice that down 
here, whosoever shall put away his wife and marry another 
committeth adultery. He denies the central pOint of his 
argument, that they can do it. He says they cannot do it. He 
says they cannot put them away. And they cannot marry 
another. If they put them away, they stili would not be able 
to marry another, because they are still bound to the first one. 

All right, I want to mention this other point. He has in this 
little bitty circle in the middle. here, if you will notice, the one 
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exception. The one, and he emphasized one, exception. And 
then he says, mat doesn't apply to eunuchs. There is only one 
exception, but it does not apply to eunuchs, does not apply 
to people past age. It does not ap(Jly to anyone who is unable 
to cohabit sexually. They could not accomplish this feat. They 
could not commit this sin. He said that in answer to the 
question. It is impossible for a eunuch to commit this sin. And, 
yet he still contends, there is just the one exception. that is 
all. Would you take the chart down please. 

All right. When he mentioned John 3:5. he got his exceptions 
backwards. He said does except mean except? Now, listen, 
Jesus said. "Except a man be born of water and of the spirit 
he cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven." The 
denominational people are not trying to enlarge on that and 
add more conditions. They are trying to shrink it down and 
make fewer conditions necessary. So, his illustration is 
backwards. His exception in the case. is backwards to what 
we are talking about. I am saying, he is taking out these other 
conditions and circumstances. trying to shrink it down. And, 
that is what he cannot do. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #33 PAGE 185 

His chart no. 33. On that chart, I will go ahead and reply 
to what he said while you are putting that up there. On this 
chart that I did not see a number on, he said that the verses 
in I Cor. 7:25-28 refer to virgins. Now, that is what he said. 
Verse 25-28 refer to virgins. Now, I think, on that chart, verses 
25-28 were not shown on that chart as nearly as I could tell. 
But, at any rate, the passage reads, "Now concerning virgins, 
I have no commandment of the lord. but I give my judgement, 
as one that hath obtained mercy of the lord to be faithful" 
and so forth. All right. Now, he reasons from that, that down 
in verse 27 and 28, he is still talking about virgins. Put up 33. 
His no. 33, I believe that will get us what we want before us 
here. His no. 33. Okay, and now he said, he is talking about 
virgins from verse 25-28. I want you to look at the bottom of 
the chart now, at what verses 27 and 28 say. look at what 



215 

it says. "Art thou bound'unto a wife? Seek not to be loosed." 
Did you ever see a virgin that was bound to a wife? If they 
are bound to a wife. they are not a virgin. Bro. Waldron would 
especially say that is true because they cannot be bound to 
one to start with until they have had intercourse with them. 
So. it is impossible for him to be talking about virgins there. 
But, he said, verse 25-28 is talking about virgins. just because 
he mentioned virgins in verse 25. Verse 28, "Art thou loosed 
from a wife, seek not a wife. but and if thou marry, thou hast 
not sinned. And if a virgin marries. she has not sinned." Now, 
look up here at his treatment, while this chart is up here, of 
I Cor. 7:15, here in the mlddle. Do these license adultery? Now, 
he said. adulterers will not inherit the kingdom of God. And 
he wants to know here. does this license adultery? Now. he 
said up here, in verse 10. look up here. I Cor. 7: 10. "but unto 
the married. I give charge, yea not I, but the Lord." He said 
now the Lord is saying this. Paul is saying it and the Lord is 
saying it. Do you see verse 12 on here? Do you know why 
verse 12 Is not on here? Here you have, down here, verse 
15. up there. verses 10 and 11. Why is verse 12 not in here? 
Because verse 12 says, ·'but to the rest speak I not the Lord." 
That is why it is not on there. I said it becomes more and more 
obvious when a man is twisting the scriptures and bending the 
scriptures and squirming around like a sectarian. It finally 
becomes obvious if you just keep chasing him long enough 
after that invisible text. Finally you find out what he is doing 
to get that invisible text in there. Verse 12 between these two 
says "to the rest speak I and not the Lord." And then, at 
verse 15. what he spoke was this. "If the unbelieving departs. 
let him depart. The brother or sister is not under bondage in 
such cases." 

All right, would you, Bill. please put up my chart no. 15. Okay. 
now then. he has said. "oh no, that cannot be because that 
does not refer to the marriage bond." That verse 15 there. 
"does not refer to the marriage bond. Why it is only about 
servitude and so forth." And then he gives verse 15 of chapter 
7. Bill, would you put up my chart no. 28. 
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"28tHI COFFMAN ON I COR, 7:IS 

"IT SEEMS TO THIS STUOENT, HOWEVER, THAT MACKNIGlfT'S 
VIElI OF THIS PLACE IS CORRECT. HE SAID: 

"HERE HE OECLAAES THAT THE PAATY WHO WAS WI LLlhG 
TO CONTINUE THE _IAGE, I'lJT WHO WAS DESERTED 
NOTWITH5TANOlhG A RECONCILIATION HAD ElEEN ATTEWT
ED, WAS AT LIBERTY TO MARRY. AND HI 5 OECISION IS 
JUST, BECAUSE ,THERE 15 NO REASON WHY THE IN<.OCENT 
PARTY. THROJGH THE FAULT OF THE GUI LTY PARTY, SHQJLD 
ElE EXPOSED TO THE OAhGER OF CCJ4MITT IhG AruLTERY." 

(MacKnight co......ntary on tho epistles, pg.l071 

Quoted by Burton Coffman. Coowo. on 1 & 2 cOr. Pg.l05 

All right, now he quotes from somebody to say that it does 
not have any reference to the marriage bond. Now. listen. I 
want to tell you something. right here. You are going to be 
surprised within the next year at how fed-up the competent 
scholars of our brotherhood are at seeing these misrepresenta
tions so widely circulated in the churches, Churches of Christ. 
And during this year. many of our brethren, the most respected 
scholars we have,have already told me that they are planning 
to come out in print with statements of clarification to indicate 
that these ,are erroneous arguments and they are simply 
unfounded. And we have made mistakes about them. This man, 
Burton Coffman, is a member of the Lord's church And he 
is a respected scholar and author of a great many tracts and 
books. Now, here is what Burton Coffman says about I Cor. 
7: 15 already in print. In his commentary on I and II Cor. he 
said, "It seems to this student; however, that MacKnight's view 
of the place is correct." Now, he has already mentioned that 
a lot of people say it does not refer to the marriage bond. And 
he says, but, "it seems to this student that MacKnight's view 
is correct." And then he quotes he says, "Here he declares 
that the party who was willing to continue the marriage, but 
who was deserted, notwithstanding a reconciliation had been 
attempted, was at liberty to marry. And his decision is just, 
because there is no reason why the innocent party, through 
the fault of the guilty party, should be exposed to the danger 
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of committing adultery." He quoted from a well known scholar 
in MacKnight, but Coffman is a member of the church. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #18 PAGE 200 

All right, his no. 18, please, Bro. Waldron's chart no. 18. In 
discussing what I said was a command in I Cor. 7:20, 24, 17, 
these verses say, "Let the person abide where they are when 
they become a Christian or if they are a backslider, when 
they are restored, wherein they are called," And I said at that 
time, this, of course, does not mean in things that are sinful 
within themselves, but things that are right and as are 
illustrated, here in this chapter. Now, notice, Bro. Waldron says 
that he finds a fellow who has a liquor store. And so, the man 
becomes a Christian and he wants to know, now can he 
continue in his liquor store? Where did you find a liquor store 
in I Cor. 7? Where did you find a liquor store? I found 
marriage there. I found marriage there easy enough. Just look 
on down in verse 27-28. Look at verse 12-15. Look at the whole 
chapter and it is about marriage. As a matter of fact, the very 
illustration used in one of the instances about this point, is 
marriage. You saw it a minute ago. Verses 27-28. "Art thou 
bound unto a wife? Seek not to be loosed." What does that 
mean? Don't change it, stay there. "Art thou loosed from a 
wife? Seek not a wife." If you are already loosed, you don't 
have to change it. Stay where you are. It is not necessary to 
change your marital status in order to be a Christian unless 
there is something Sinful about it. And, that he has yet to prove, 
and he is still searching for that invisible text that says it. Now, 
in this chapter, the 7th chapter of I Cor., you will find 
circumcision used for an illustration. And you will find slavery 
used for an illustration. And you will find marriage used as an 
illustration. You will not find a liquor store in there. You will 
not find homosexuality in there. You will not find drunkeness 
in there. But you will find Circumcision, marriage. and slavery 
in there. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #17 PAGE 91 
All right. Let us go on. His chart no., 17, if you will. please. 

How much time do I have? Thank you. Now, I want you to 
look at this treatment of Rom. 7. I have shown you how that 
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we always complain when we try to deal with sectarian teachers 
and they stop in the middle of Acts 16:31, fail to go on and 
read the rest of it. And when they add the word only to Rom 
3:28 and other things. Now here, our good brother does 
precisely this type of prooftext using. Here is Rom. 7:2-3. He 
reads down through here, "She is bound by the law to the 
husband as long as he lives so that if she be married to another 
man, she shall be called an adulteress. And if he is dead, she 
is not an adulteress though she be married to another man." 
And I:le stops there. Do you know why he stops there? That 
is supposed to be answering my argument on the subject. 

SEE CHART #29 PAGE 174 

Put mine up there, will you please, (No. 29) and we will see 
why he stopped after verse 3, why he did not want to go on 
and read verse 4. Because he is saying that the passage 
teaches that there are only two conditions upon which one may 
be freed from a mate to marry another, the death of the mate 
or fornication on the part of the mate. Now, let us look at verse 
4 and see what it does to that theory. "My brethren, ye also, 
have become dead to the law by the body of Christ, that ye 
should be married to another." All right, watch it now, 
"Brethren, ye are become dead," the ones who are gOil'lg to 
be married again have become dead. How? "By the body of 
ChriSt." Who are the mates in this application? Who is it that 
were married? Israel was married to the law of Moses. You 
see, he's got Israel and the law of Moses. Which one died? 
Which one committed fornication? Which one is it that is going 
to remarry? It is Israel. Who is it that dies? Israel died 
figuratively, or spiritually. How? By the act of a third party. 
Who is it here? "By the body of Christ." Which one of these 
mates was Christ? Was he the mate of Israel in the Old 
Testament? Was he the law of Moses? Which one of these 
mates was Christ? He was not either one of them. So, the 
purchasing act of a third party freed one of these parties to 
remarry. That is why he did not put verse 4 up there, he 
stopped at verse 3. I think I would too if I were trying to put 
something like that over on the people. 

SEE WALDRON'S CHART #53 PAGE 186 
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All right, his chart no. 53, If you will, please, Bro. Eaves. Chart 
no. 53 of his. "The reasons why the marriage of unscripturally 
divorced and remarried people is invalid and adulterous in the 
sight of God." Now, he says that marriage is covenant and 
cohabitation. Now, his pOint no. 1 is, that "their divorces were 
unscriptural; therefore, their marriage is unlawful." I want to 
read to you from 2 Sam. 12, what God said about the marriage 
being unlawful, because he took somebody else's wife. He 
keeps saying, "she is somebody else's wife, it is not his wife 
and, therefore, the marriage is unlawful. I mentioned that David 
had had Uriah killed, Bathsheba's husband murdered after he 
had committed adultery with Bathsheba. Then, he took 
Bathsheba to be his wife. Now, I want you to notice something. 
In verse 14, the Lord referred, through Nathan, to Bathsheba 
as "Uriah's wife"; and he said, David your sin is that you had 
Uriah killed and you have taken Uriah's wife to be your wife. 
Now, at verse 15 of chapter 12, of 2 Sam., "and Nathan 
departed unto his house and the Lord struck the child that 
Uriah's wife bear unto David and it was very sick." See the 
catchy part of this? After Uriah was already dead and gone 
and David still had Bathsheba, though he had committed 
adultery and the murder, then God says the "child that Uriah's 
wife bear to David." All right, now what is so Significant about 
that? The fact that this man took another man's wife, and 
sinned in the taking of her, the last verse of chapter 11 says, 
"the thing that David had done displeased the Lord." Here, 
she is still referred to as Uriah's wife, and yet David never was 
required to give her back. Never was required to separate, 
break up that marriage. What do you think that does to pOint 
no. 1, here? "Their divorces were unscriptural; therefore, their 
marriage is unlawful before God." Brethren, that does not 
agree at all with this, with what this says here. 

All right, take the chart down, if you will please. He has not 
told the truth about what I said concerning aktionsart and the 
meaning of it. I explained that on Tuesday night. You may refer 
to that material. I simply refuse to bog this audience down 
again with another Greek lesson or entire Greek session for 
the same reason that I am going to refuse to go into every 
little quibble, everY little side issue that has nothing to do with 
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the pOint, in order to keep from proving that Bro. Waldron is 
teaching error concerning this point, this matter, or this 
subject. I do want to go into this; however. This matter of his 
translation. He referred to a translation that says, "living in 
adultery." You know who's translation it is? Did you ever 
hear of it? Beck? Bec"'s translation? He reads repeatedly 
from the same translation. He said he had two, but the second 
one he read from did not say "living in adultery." It just simply 
said, she is an adulteress, or shall be an adulteress. But, Beck's 
translation rendered it, "living in adultery." I did not say it 
would be impossible to find anybody, any where, that would 
translate it that way. I said I had never seen a version that 
rendered it, "keeps on committing adultery." And I still have 
not seen one that said that in any of the number of translations 
that we think of as halfway acceptable, even the phrase, "living 
in adultery" would be satisfactory. But, he finds that in Beck's 
translation somewhere out here, and he says that proves that 
that is what it means. I want to show you what you can do 
with that kind of reasoning. Here is The Living Bible 
Paraphrased. Now, we know about The Living Bible 
Paraphrased, don't we? We know that it is not accurate in 
its translation, but I can find in it what the denominations are 
teaching about baptism. In I Peter 3:21, here is what it says. 
"That, by the way is what baptism pictures for us. In baptism 
we show that we have been saved from death and doom by 
the resurrection of Christ." That is what I Peter 3:21 says 
there. Now, should I conclude from that, that that is correct? 
That is true? Not hardly. I would like to see a translation that 
any of us to any great extent in the church, recognize as a 
respectable honest translation of the Bible, say that. Now here 
is a translation by a man named Campbell, Alexander 
Campbell. Do you recognize that name? I think you know who 
Alexander Campbell was. Let me read you the translation of 
Matt. 19:9 in Alexander Campbell's translation. The way 
Campbell translates it is just Simply, "commits adultery.; She 
commits adultery. Here it is right here. "Therefore, I say unto 
you, whoever divorces his wife except for whoredom, and 
marries another, commits adultery." That is Campbell's 
translation. Now, who would you pick between Campbell and 
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Beck? 

Roy Deaver spoke up at this point to contend that the 
audience should be informed that the "Living Oracles" 
translation was not translated by Alexander Campbell, but was 
edited by him. Olan Hicks then made that stipulation to the 
audience, although protesting that it should have been done 
in Waldron's reply speech, not at this point. 

All right, I want to answer his questions before time runs out. 
He asks, in his written questions, first of all, (1) "Can a woman 
who steals a mother'S baby repent and keep the baby?" Isn't 
it fantastic that we cannot get them to separate and distinguish 
between stealing and commiting adultery? We asked the 
question, may a woman have her own child out of wedlock, 
in a sinful way, and yet keep the baby? It is completely 
irrelevant as to whether someone may commit another crime 
and then keep the fruits of that crime. The baby that the woman 
has illegitimately is her own baby. The baby that she takes from 
another woman is the other woman's baby. It is not hers. (2) 
On moichao, Thayer says, it means to have unlawful intercourse 
with another's wife. Do you accept this definition? Listen, there 
are many different ways to commit adultery. I think everyone 
will acknowledge that. There is more than one way to commit 
adultery. This definiton is part of what it means to commit 
adultery. Now, I will tell you what I would like to have you do. 
I would like to have you explain this for us in view of what 
you are trying to say on the meaning of adultery, that it means 
unlawful intercourse with another's wife. You say that if a man 
puts away his wife and marries a single girl, he commits 
adultery. He marries a girl who has never been married. He 
commits adultery. Is she another'S wife? Is she another's wife? 
She has never married anybody. At the time he commits 
adultery with her, she is nobody's wife. (3) Paul says that the 
woman who is joined to another man while her husband lives 
shall be called an adulteress, while her husband lives, Rom. 
7:3. Do you agree with this statement? Yes, the difference 
between your use of this statement and my use of it is that 
I do not isolate it. I use it in the framework of where it is written. 
I take verse 4 along with it. I consider the other statements 
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on the subject In the Bible. But on no. 3 there, "that she shall 
be an adulteress." Rom. 7, I want you to harmonize that with 
Matt. 19:9. She will be an adulteress if she marries anybody 
else while her husband lives. I want you to harmonize that 
with Matt. 19:9. (4) "Since you teach that people with marital 
misconduct of whatever sort, have a right to be married, then 
answer this. If two men swap wives for one week, and then 
marry these women with whom they have lived for one week, 
can these men and their wives, upon repentance continue in 
their marriage?" This, like any other sin. is a sin, but it is 
pardonable and what happens later is no part of what 
happened here. He just Simply cannot make that distinction. 
Maybe. he eventually will. (5) "Since you say unscriptural 
divorce and remarriage is adultery. at what pOint does 
forgiveness take place, which enables the parties to continue 
in the remarriage without further sin?" I did not say that. I 
said, whosoever puts away his wife and marries another except 
for fornication, committeth adultery. A sin committed can be 
forgiven. 
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WALDRON'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 

Friday, Feb. 25, 1977 
Mr. Chairman, honorable moderators, my worthy opponent, 

ladies and gentlemen: It is my pleasure to be before you again 
at this time. I want to just briefly answer some of the things he 
has said, and then get immediately into my affirmative material. 

I would like to notice, first of all, his chart no. 29. Brother Olan 
has mentioned 5 times, at least, about my material being 
quibbles. Now, that is a debater's tactic, to call the material 
quibbles. If it really were a quibble, then it is worth that, but 
he just uses that repeatedly to make you think that it is a 
quibble. Now, he uses this (see Hick's chart no. 29) expression 
here, and I would like to mention what he said on Rom. 7:4. He 
asks. "Who died to make the remarriage possible?" But he 
violates the principle rules of hermeneutical Interpretations or 
hermeneutical rule on analysis in relation to Rom. 7:4. 
Analogies generally have but one pOint of compal Ison. The 
Hebrews, or the Israelite people could not be joined to two 
divine laws at one time. The first union had to be dissolved 
before they could be joined to Christ. Now, perhaps we need 
to refresh our brother's memory as to what a death means. In 
James 2:26 it says, "As the body apart from the spirit is dead." 
Death means separation. The children of Israel were separated 
from the law. Col. 2:12 teaches the law was abolished or that 
the law was abrogated. Well, whQ was the husband in that 
case? And who became the husband: Now, I have never seen 
such a botched up interpretation of Rom. 7 in my life, but that 
is what he is trying to do. 

Let us look at his chart no. 31. It is not a question of Brother 
Olan Hicks says. It is a question of what the Bible says. None 
of these passages ofseripture (See Hicks's chart no. 31) violate 
the one exception in Matt. 19:9. They don't violate that text. I 
do not disagree, for virtually what he has there are quotations 
from scripture. I do not disagree. I disagree with his 
misrepresentation of those. I have said that. I don't disagree 
when he quotes scripture. but disagree with his 
misrepresentation. 

Now, let us go to our chart no. 63. He had a chart (no. 32) 
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"What Brother Waldron Says," Now, notice this, he says, I say 
to the married, "Remain with the wife of thy youth or divorce 
her and remain unmarried." {To Hicks} When did you ever hear 
of me saying that? That is a falsehood, not to say a lie. 

To the deserted, he says I say, (he has quote marks) "Remain 
with the wife of your youth or divorce her and remain 
unmarried." When did I ever say anything like that? When did 
you ever hear me say anything like that? When did I ever write 
anything down like that? That is a falsehood, brother, not to 
say a lie. 

To those who no longer have a wife, "Remain with the wife 
of thy youth, or divorce her and remain unmarried." That is 
a falsehood, not to say a lie. 

To virgins. he says I say. "Remain with the wife of thy youth 
or divorce her and remain unmarried." That Is a falsehood. not 
to say a lie. 

To all, he says Jim Waldron says, "Remain with the wife of 
thy youth or divorce her and remain unmarried." That is a 
falsehood, not to say a lie. Look at the bottom. This Is what 
Brother Waldron said. It Is what Jesus said, "So that they are 
no more two, but one flesh. What therefore, God hath joined 
together let not man put asunder." I mentioned Matt. 19:6, and 
he always comes back to Matt. 19:9. They both apply but the 
basic law is Matt. 19:6. Let him dispute that. IIAnd I say unto 
you, whosoever putteth away his wife except for fornication and 
shall marry another committeth adultery. And. he that marrleth 
her when she Is put away commltteth adultery." That is what 
I say. 

Now then, let me just mention what he (Hicks) said about the 
Uving Bible and the quotes he could find in It. Now, if I had 
asked him or If I had challenged him to find a quote on baptism 
like The Living Bible has. then he would have had a reason to 
bring it up and read it. He challenged (about an English quote 
on Matt. 19:9) Tuesday night, and he challenged last night. He 
said, why don't they bring it, if there Is one. And what do I do? 
I bring one and then he brings up one(a quote from The Living 
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Bible) and says, "Well, look, I found this." I did not challenge 
him to find that. Brother, I did not challenge you to find that. 
I was not interested in your reading from that sectarian Bible. 

Now, let me notice this. He used 2 Sam. 12:15, where 
Bathsheba is called wife of Uriah. Well, by the way, if you 
wanted to notice in Matt. 1:6 she is said to be of Uriah. Was 
she still his wife at that time? They were both dead then. Now, 
here is the pOint. The Bible plainly says, as I showed the other 
night, that after he was dead she mourned for him and then 
they married. God's law, God's higher law, whicb says if the 
husband be dead she is free to marry, came in. Now, she was 
not Uriah's wife at that time though she was described as being 
of Uriah. Would you say she was still his wife? 

Now then, I want to look at his chart no. 29. But I dealt with 
that chart, so that is all right. Let me move on. He talked about 
I Cor. 7 and said, is there any liquor drinking in that, or is there 
any liquor store in that. Well, I mentioned the man gambled, 
too. Covetousness is found in I Cor. 6:9·12, and chapter 6 
comes before chapter 7. Also, drunkenness is mentioned in 
that. Now then, he uses the word "loosed" there (From' Cor. 
7) awfully loosely. He uses it awfully loosely. He just says they 
are loosed. What does that mean? He would not tell us the 
other night on our question. 

By the way, about answering questions he promised Monday 
night, that he would answer two of our questions on Thursday 
night. This is Friday night. He did not answer them. Now, he 
said he would answer them last night, but he did not answer 
those questions last night. 

Now then, he mentioned about "bondage" (from I Cor. 7:15); 
and he quoted Brother Coffman on tbat . Well, a lot of people 
say things like that, but neither Mr. McKnight nor Brother 
Coffman take the 132 times that dedou/otai is found in the New 
Testament in other places and show it applies to marriage. And 
(to Hicks) brother, you have not either. And brother, you won't. 

SEE CHART #33 PAGE 185 
All right, let us move on. Let us look at my chart no. 33, 

Brother Eaves, please. Look at this. Do these scriptures down 



226 

here licensa adultery? He said I did not quote verse 12. Well, 
if I put the whole chapter up there, what difference would that 
make? When the apostle Paul said, I charge, and he said that 
Jesus also charged, did he come down there (pointing to I Cor. 
7:15, 20, 27-28) and contradict himself and contradict Jesus? 
Nay, verily. He did not. 

Now, let me ask this question Brother Olan. Do you know 
what a eunuch is? Do you know what a eunuch is? Did you 
ever work out on the farm doing work)Vith pigs and cows? Do 
you know what a steer is and what ~ barrow is? You talked 
about a eunuch putting away his wife and things like that. Do 
you really know what a eunuch is? 

Now then, he says this, they keep on comparing adultery and 
stealing. Well, he brought up David and Bathsheba, so let me 
just mention something. Whenever Nathan, the prophet, a man 
of God, my brother and yours, came to David, he said, "David, 
there was a man who stole a lamb." It was not stealing a mule, 
was it? But it was stealing a lamb. 

Let us move on just a little bit further, now, and go to my 
affirmative material, please. I need to get this in. Let me 
mention this concerning his chart no. 37. He (Hicks) says a boy 
who falls in the mud hole will get muddy when he gets home, 
and will keep on getting muddy every time he comes home. He 
says, that is what Brother Jim teaches. I don't teach that. I 
teach every time he gets in the mud hole, he gets muddy. That 
is what I teach. 

SEE CHART #52. PAGE 168 

Chart No. 52, please. This is another one of Brother Hicks 
aspirins which he takes for this doctrine to which he is holding 
He says you brethren are forbidding marriage. I asked him the 
other night, would you forbid a man to eat adulterated food? 
He answered, it depends on what it was adulterated with. I said, 
all right, let us say that it is adulterated with arsenic of lead. 
But he did not want any cake adulterated with arsenic of lead. 
Would you forbid a man, brethren, I am asking all of you. If you 
knew this cake was adulterated with arsenic of lead, would you 
forbid him to eat it? Would you be forbidding a man to eat? 
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From chart 52: the cake is adulterated; the marriage is 
adulterated. Olan Hicks's interpretation of I Tim. 4:1-4 says we 
are the ones wrong on that interpretation. My brethren, we 
have been applying tliat for years to the Roman Catholic 
Church, and our brother has found a new revelation which he 
is going to reveal to us. Would you ask a man to eat adulterated 
cake If It Is adulterated with stricknlne? 

SEE CHART #21 PAGE 28 

No. 21, please. Now, here is another one of our brother's pills 
which he takes to get around this teaching. He (Hicks) says 
there are no consequences in Mat.t. 19:9. From the chart: Rom. 
13:9, "For this thou shalt not commit adultery." I John 3:4 
says, "Everyone that does sin, does also lawlessness and sin 
is lawlessness." Rom 6:23 "For the wages of sin is death." 
All right, Jesus said, adultery, he did not have to name the 
penalty there (Matt. 19:9). Adultery is condemned and those 
who do It will not inherit the kingdom of God. There is your 
penalty for that. Death. eternal death, If you continue in it and 
you will not repent. 

,;16(W) f£I) AAlES DlIAJIU - M.. 2:13-16 

W1V? IErPJfiE (F TIfAO£R{ f61\INST TIE WIFE (F (J£'S 't'(JJl1l 

tIll WI~ IT--wt.. 2:14 
CIMNmT 10 1'MIY....fW... 2:14 
TIE l\{) lEfIfE 1lf-f'W.. 2:15 

(lJD ftRJSED TIEIR W)!SlIP........................I"AL 2:13 

No. 16, please. Another one he uses, he said, God hates 
div.()rce. I have been preaching this for years, brethern, just as 
plain and simple as I can .. From the chart: Why? Because of 
the treachery against the wife of one's youth. He (the prophet) 
said, God witnessed it (Mal. 2:14). Malachi said, you made a 
covenant to marry (Mal. 2:14). The two became one (Mal. 2:15). 

And by the way, Malachi said just about what gospel 
preachers are saying today. He said God will refuse your 

http:1'MIY....fW
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worship. Have you not read, dearly beloved, in I Sam. 15:22. 
what we have been telling the sectarians for years: "To obey 
Is better than sacrifice and to harken than the fat of rams." 
Men need to obey and get out of adulterous situations. 

Chart No. 62. Notice this. We have a mule in the barn and 
he has been stolen. We have a woman in the house and she 
has been stolen. She has been taken from the husband of her 
youth. Can he keep the mule? Brother Olan says, "I will find 
a way. You don't go over and get the poor old mule by the nose 
and pull him out like that." He said, "Maybe the neighbor 
would come over and just give it to himl" Brother Olan will find 
a way. 

Let us move on. Chart No. 11, please. We have got 3 minutes. 
Now, Pharaoh's repentance. This is the kind of repentance 
Brother Olan talks about. "And Pharaoh sent and called for 
Moses and Aaron and said unto them, I have sinned this time: 
Jehovah Is righteous, and I and my people are wicked" (Ex. 
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#ttlW) 

"IIi AMJII !811' Ml awn RIIIlm M) IIftJt III) SAID 111ft) lIB\. I 1M 
SlIIfI) 1IlS TII£: ,JHMIt IS RI9III!l5. M) I M) If( FmlE Iff. W100l" 

fl. 9-.21) • 

.,., IHlI NIIJIH S1111ItU 11£ IWII M) 11£ IWl M) lIE 1IUCEJIS IEIE (EW, 

IE SIIIIBI 'lET IU(. .. IMBED HIS 1fMT....• ~. 9:311). 

9:27). Pharaoh said Just remove the hall. "And when Pharaoh 
saw that the rain and the hail and the thunders were ceased, 
he sinned yet more and hardened his heart" (Ex. 9:34). Brother 
Olan says you can commit adultery when you repent and marry. 
Now, he tias got a peculiar definition of adultery that nobody 
else has. But, he says you can go on doing it and staying in it 
afterwards. That Is just what Pharaoh did. 

No. 38, please. Brother Olan, what does repentance Involve? 
Usten. I mentioned the man last night who had 5 wives. 
Brethren, I want you to know we withdrew from that brother. 
We told him, brother, we love you, but you need to quit 
committing adultery with this 5th wife that you have. 

1:38 	 (W) IRQ' m ~ IIMl.IE? 

I CIIIIIII!UIIS 5 

'1'\1' /fI(( 11£ IIJQEI) III AU! ME '«lRB..\6 (J a. 5,13>. 


lilt? 


"Il1Il1llS FlIIIB'S 11ft'" (J €XI. 5:D 


II QDIIIIIIIS 2 


'lfF1CIIIl' 1D m AQE IS lIIlS AIII9fEIIr 1lIIOI IllS IlfUCIED it 11£ 1IIIr; 
II 1l1li' 0III1INtIIII!£ 'IE lHWlll1lEll REl\E HI'! Ml a:JIm l1li. lEST \IV 1ft( 
l1li m AQE lHWllE SIlUI& II' mH HIS OBIDI 9JIUI.' 

II €XI. 2:&:1 

IlII11EifJ If6 HIS FlIIIB'S 1IIR: ! 

"Put away the wicked man from among you" (I Cor. 5:13). 
Brethren, what does repentance require? From chart: Why? 
(That Is, why put away the wicked man?) Answer: He "hath 
his father's wife." 
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In 2 Cor. 2, the apostle Paul wrote, "Sufficient to such a one 
is this punishment, which was inflicted by many so that 
contrariwise ye should rather forgive him and comfort him, lest 
by any means such a one should be swallowed up with his over 
much sorrow." Why? He no longer had his father's wife. What 
does repentance involve? 

All right, we have 2 minutes. Let me see which one we need 
to move on to. Look at chart no. 39. Hosea 4:17, Ephraim broke 
his covenant with God. In Jer. 31:32, God says although I was 
an husband unto them. Ephraim joined himself to idols (Hosea 
4: 17). According to Brother Olan Hicks's doctrine, Ephraim 
must repent of breaking covenant and taking idols, but he can 
still be joined to his idols. 

#39(W ID:fA 4:V 

EFm\IM IRJ{ HIS o:MNIWT WITIf BJD (B.. 31:32) 

f1WAIM J)IIfD HII'roF 10 IIXL5 O[]S. 4:V) 

f(Q)Rllt«i 10 ~ HIOO' llXTRIf£ mlMIM I1.ET 
IIfOO (f Bl£AKlfIj aMl+\'IT Affl TAKINj TI£ IIIl.S, 
llJT 1£ MY STILL !£ J)IIfD 10 HIS IIIl.S. 

Brethren, that (al'gument) will stand. 

SEE CHART #7 PAGE 1~2 

Look at chart no. 7. Brother Olan did not answer this 
question the other night. I said, here is a man; he is bigamous 
according to the laws of Tennessee. He moves to Harriman. If 
he says I repent of forsaking my first wife, will brother Olan take 
him in at Harriman on his saying, I repent, and on his being 
baptized? 

, Here is God's law. A man divorces his wife for mental cruelty. 
He comes down to Harriman, Tennessee. What will Brother 
Olan say if the man says, "I repent," and just says I repent of 
taking her, but does not do anything about it? 

SEE CHART #57 PAGE 162 

All right, look at no. 57. Brother Olan says when he answered 
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my question tonight, he said, I did not say, that, that Is (an 
equation). He did say that. He said marriage and divorce equals 
adultery. Now, I guess he does not like the word "Is" In there. 
We said, "You say divorce and remarriage Is adultery." He said 
in his first speech Monday night, "Divorce and remarriage is 
adultery." From the chart: Is that like 1 plus 2 equals 3? On 
Tuesday night, Brother Olan said, H two unscripturally dTvorced 
people live together (no marriage there) without sanction of the 
law of the land, they are living in adultery. Now, again, Bro~her 
OIan mentioned tonight, and on Monday night, I asl(ed him th!S 
question, "If a single man Is joined to a woman who has been 
divorced, are they committing adultery?" He said yes. I say 
that, too. I say the same thing. That is exactly right. You said 
tonight that I would not say that. 

SEE CHART #47 PAGE 163 

Now chart no. 47. Where is the adultery? According to the 
scriptural definition of adultery, it is not in the divorce. It is not 
in the remarriage, that Is, in the legal ceremony. He thinks that 
you divorce and then you go down before a J.P. Just at what 
pOint, when the justice of the peace says, "I now pronounce you 
man and wife," that means it Is'adultery? 
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SEE WALDRON'S CHART #57 PAGE 162 

Brethren, we're getting the noose drawn In a little bit tighter 
each time he says something. Would you put his chart 57 back 
up there please. It gets a little bit more revealing as you discuss 
It a bit ~furthert as to what his mistake Is. All right, look here. 
He says "Monday night brother Hicks said, 'Olvorce and 
remarriage equal adultery.' Is that like 1 plus 2 equals 3?" To 
him It Is. To· him It Is because he cannot subtract. he can only 
add. He says when two people are married and one of them 
puts this one away and marries another one, but he's stili got 
this one and he's stili got that one too, so he has both of them 
and that makes three. Now, where he differs with God Is. Jesus 
said he puts away one of them. and he marries another. and 
he doesn't commit multipUcatlon, he commits adultery. He 
adulterates his relationship with the first woman and is 
unfaithful to her. Malachi said he has deait treacherously with 
the first woman. It would not be treachery if he still has her, at 
least not the type I'm thinking about. "I am thinking about the 
kind when he puts her away. Now, this bottom part here, "Is 
that like 1 plus 1 equals 3?" He cannot add or subtract either, 
evidently. Take the chart off please. 

I want to move along as fast as I can. As I said, it Is difficult 
to answer all of the quibbles and try to deal with every little side 
trail, because I have never seen a man so confused about so 
many things. But we are going to try the best we can. 

Now, he says they juSt simply are not married until they 
cohabit. Can you imagine it? I have always felt as a minister, 
that it was important w.pen you perform a marriage ceremony, 
to give the bride and groom a copy of the license to take with 
them on the honeymoon, so that wherever they get to and stop, 
whether a vacation place, a motel or whatever, they can prove 
they are married. Naturally, if they are very young people, the 
motel owner will want to know, "Are you married?" Well, can 
you imagine, they bring out the marriage license and he sees 
that, but they say "No, we are not married yet. We have been 
through the ceremony, we have the license and the preacher 
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has performed the ceremony, we have signed our names on the 
dotted line, but we're not married yet because we have not 
cohabited." And they go Into the room and he gets in bed with 
a woman that Is not his wife. Do you see what a ridiculous mess 
you get Into when you start talking about things that are so out 
of step with what the Bible says1 

He talks about Rom. 7 and Just simply explained It away. You 
know how the denominational preachers have to do when they 
face Acts 2:361 They are hung up over here on John 3:16. Faith 
is the only condition to salvation. And when you call their 
attention to Acts 2:38, they have to explain It away. They have 
to say, "Well, It does not mean that, you know." Our good 
brother is doing this all through this debate. He Is faced with 
some other passages besides Matt. 19:9 and he just tries to 
explain those away. He says that they don't mean that-they 
don't have any reference to this matter. And then, he said that 
I was wrong. He explains away chart no. 31 the same way. He 
said "Bro. Hicks is wrong in saying that I say the same thing 
to every case of marital situation regardless of whether its 
people married, people deserted, or people divorced, or 
divorced and remarried, or what." Now, that just simply is a 
fabrication. For the simple reason that he gives every one of 
them Matt. 19:9. That Is what he gives them. If he comes to 
people who are divorced and remarried unscripturaJly, he gives 
them Matt. 19:9. And if he comes to a couple that are married, 
this is the first marriage for both of them, there all Is well, he 
gives them Matt. 19:9. If he comes to someone who has been 
deserted by a. mate, he gives them Matt. 19:9. He does give 
them all the same thing. I dare him to deny that. I challenge him 
to deny that he cites the same passage of scripture to every 
one of those cases. And a great deal of his material here, has 
been affirming that Matt. 19:9 applies to every one of those 
cases. What I am trying to get him to do is apply the scriptures 
that speak to the things on which they speak and the cases on 
which they speak. 

All right, now, on I Cor. 7 and the liquor store. Well, he wants 
to go back to chapter 6, and he says, "I can find some of these 
things over there." Well, now It Is not in chapter 6 that Paul 
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said. "let them continue in these things. let them continue as 
they are." In chapter 6 he is talking about things not to 
continue in. And he lists a bunch of them, adultery, idolatry, 
fornication and a bunch of things. He said don't continue in 
them. Now, when he gets over into chapter 7, he talks about 
things to continue in. You don't have to change these to be a 
Christian. Among those he mentions circumcision, slavery and 
marriage. Now, there are no liquor stores in that. And that is 
significant because it is the 7th chapter in which he is talking 
about let a man abide in the calling wherein he is called. In the 
6th chapter he says, let a man not abide In these things, and 
he lists the. sins. Bro. Waldron wants to go back into the 6th 
chapter and accuse me of saying that he can continue in those 
things back there. Apply the scriptures where they apply. Apply 
the 6th chapter to sin. Apply the 7th chapter to relationships 
that are not sin within themselves. He thinks he has something 
on this dedoulotai business, from douloo in I Cor. 7:15 and he 
says we are ignoring the fact that it is used 133 times in the 
New Testament and the other 132 times that it refers to 
something else, and is not a reference to the marriage bond. 
Now, he is misunderstanding. I did not say that dedoulotai 
specifically refers to the marriage bond. I did not say that. I said 
it comes from a word that does refer to the marriage bond. That 
dedoulotai is a larger scope word, that it means bondage in 
general. I did not say they were synonyms. He said, well, bed 
and bedroom come from the same word, too. And, they are not 
synonyms. No, they are not synonyms, but there is a bed· in 
both of them. And,there is a marriage in both of these. It is 8 

specific form of servitude and I showed on the charts last night 
how that God's word looks upon marriage as the wife being in 
subjection to the husband. Sarah called Abraham lord. And 
the Bible says in Eph. 5, that the wives are to subject 
themselves. submit themselves to their husbands like you 
submit to Christ, as a servant of Christ. I know you can see that. 
Then. he says if the boy gets In the mud hole, that he will keep 
on getting muddy as often as he gets In the mud hole. I am glad 
you finally see that Bro. Waldron. That just really thrills me. I 
believe that is progress. He does not keep on ~ttlng muddy 
the rest of the day wherever he goes or whatever·he does. He 
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gets muddy just as many times as he falls in the mud hole. That 
is how many times he gets muddy. Now, in Matt. 19:9. if you 
put away a wife and marry another. you commit adultery. How 
many times do you commit adultery? As long as you live with 
this woman and cohabit with her? That is not what It says. THat 
is like staying muddy and keeping on getting muddy after you 
have gone from the mud hole or after you have gone to some 

. other relationship, every aspect of your life from there on. That 
is not what it said. As many times as he falls in the mud hole, 
he gets muddy. As many times as a man puts away his wife and 
marries another, he gets adulterous. He becomes adulterous. 
He commits adultery. Now, you get that right. You have that. 
you have that right, if you just don't forget it. Just remember 
it, keep thinking about it, keep it in your mind. He gets muddy 
as often as he falls in the mud hole. You commit adultery as 
often as you put away a mate and marry another. Now, there 
are other ways to commit adultery, of course. but that is one 
of them. 

All right. Now, he is not talking about repentance. He says 
he is talking about repentance. He is not. He is talking about 
penance. He is talking about paying for your crime. He is talking 
about earning your forgiveness, making up the deficit for what 
you did. Would you give us my chart no. 38, please . 

..38IH! CAN ONE 8E RIGHT IN THIS DE8ATE 

BUT WRONG IN WHAT HE SAYS? 

DO YOU BEUEVE THIS? 

I.HALF A MARRI~. A MAN, F\JT _v FOR FCO<!IICATlONl 
IS STILL OIAARIED 10 HER, BUT SHE IS I«)T MARRIED TO 
HIM. 

2.IF "WoN IS PUT AWAY BY HIS WIFE, R£GAA!lLESS OF CAUSE, 
HE CANNOT ~ UNl£SS HE KillS HER, OR SHE DIES. 

3.IT IS I«)T POSS ISlE FOR EUNUCH'S OR PAST AGE PEOPlE 
10 BE MAmIED OR CllItIIT THE SIN DESCRIBED IN ....T.19,9 

4.IIfJSOEVER SHALL PUT NIIAY HIS WIFE, EXCEPT IT BE FOR 
F(HjlCATION, ~ SHAll _ AIClT!£R, DOES NOT CllItIIT 
AWlTERY UNTil '!l£Y PERfCA4 THE SEX 1<Cf. 
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Here Is something that I want you to give some careful thought 
to. Several of you seem to be anxious to say, '" agree with Bro. 
Waldron. I think Bro. Waldron Is right in this debate." All right, 
now, I want to ask you this. Can a man be right In the debate 
and be wrong In what he says? To be right in the debate means 
he is right In what he says. The two are synonymous. Now, here 
is what he says, and I want to ask you, are you sure that you 
want to say you agree with this? This Is what he says. (1) He 
deals In half marriages. He says a man put away for fornication 
Is still married to her, that is, the wife that put him away, but 
she is not married to him. Now, I have seen a lot of fellows try 
to sell their wife that Idea, all right, you are married, but I am 
not. There are a lot of them that are trying to sell them that idea 
all right, but this Is the first time I have seen a gospel preacher 
trying to tell people that, that he Is married to her, but she Is 
not married to him. Are you sure you want to believe that? All 
right, (2) he says, if a man Is put away by his wife, regardless 
of the cause, he cannot remarry unless he kills the woman or 
she dies. Now, if he kills her, he can be forgiven of that, go 
ahead and remarry. Are you sure you want to believe that? 
Say he Is right in that? The Bible teaches that? (3) He says 
that It is not possible for eunuchs, and I am going to change 
that word because he seems to be a little confused about It, 
Impotent men, or people, It Is not possible for Impotent or past 
age people to be married nor to commit the sin described in 
Matt. 19:9, because the marriage exists solely in the sex act. 
Are you sure you think he Is right about that? Are you sure 
you are ready to accept that and say Bro. Waldron Is right 
about that? That Is what he said. All right, (4) He says 
whosoever shall put away his wife except It be for fornication. 
and shall marry another, does not commit adultery until they 
have performed the sex act. Are you sure you want to twist 
Christ's words around like that and say he is right about that? 

Put up no. 39. Will you please, Bill. Can a man be right in the 
debate and be wrong in the things he has said? I don't think 
a lot of his own brethren are going to agree with him In a lot 
of these things he Is saying. Waldron's law forbids marriage 
to all of these. All right, (1) everyone who Is Innocently put away 
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~n'IHI 
WALDRON"S LAW FORBIDS MARRIAGE TO ALL THESE: 

1. EVERYONE INIOIOCEHTLY I'IfT AWAY IY A MArE. 

2. EVERYONE PUT AWAY FOR FORNICATION. 

1 EVERYONE WHOSe MATE BECAME 1_. 

4. EVERYONi WHOSe MARRIAGE HAS BEEN ANNULLED. 

by a mate. Now, you know as well as I do what I Tim. 4:3 says 
about the apostasy of the last days. One of the characteristics 
of the departure from the faith will be to forbid to marry. He 
forbids marriage. His law forbids marriage to everyone who was 
innocent of any wrong doing, who's mate put them away. Now, 
let us see if he will deny that. That is what he is saying. That 
Is the law he is saying that the church ought to accept today 
and destroy people's lives who will not accept it. (2) His law 
forbids marriage, now I don't mean it just forbids them to have 
a certain mate, it forbids them to have any mate at all, to 
everyone who was put away for the cause of fornication, in 
other words, every guilty party. The guilty party in a divorce. 
They are forbidden to have a mate at all. (3) It forbids marriage 
to everyone who's mate became insane. (4) It forbids marriage 
to everyone who's marriage has been anulled. See what I am 
talking about? He is one who forbids marriage for a large 
number of people. 

No. 40, please. Now, what we need to do today is to go back 
to the old paths. What are the old paths? Stubbornness and 
hardheadedness about the traditional belief? No, sir. The old 
paths is the path of speaking as the Bible speaks. I was 
emphasizing the first two nights that we were disagreeing over 
a matter of procedure, not rightly dividing the word of truth. 
Now, on the last two nights, we are disagreeing on the matter 
of speaking as the oracles of God. Where is the good way? 
All right. suppose you find in John 3:16 that believing produces 
salvation, but you find in Acts 2:36 that repentance and 
baptism are also required? Now, will you accept the whole 
counsel of God on It or just the part ·found in John 3:167 
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~(HI. :rtfE OUl PATHS, WHERE IS THE GOOO WAY? 

"IF ANY SPEAK, LET 5 PEA 1( AS" A II ~ I " 
THE ORACLES OF 	 GOO ; 

1 PET .4: 11 

FUI) IN JOHN 3,16 ~T Flit) IN ACTS 2,38 ~T 
BEll EV I'6 PIUJ.l::ES JIll ... REPElITAICE & IW'TI $II IPli 
SALVAT 1011. 	 ALSO REQUI REO. 

SIIo'.LL I NXS'T THE IIIflU: CCU«S£L CE GOO 011 IT, OR SHIILL I 
NXS'T ONLY-THE PNt!" FWNl IN JOHN 3,16 1 

Flit) IN 1 OOR.l _T 

SAID TO 1'!E _lEO. Ii( .. PI\IIL SAID 1O."TI£ REST" 
OR PIIlBL94 CASES. 

Flit) IN MAT.19:9 lIHAT JE~S 

SIIAlL I NXS'T THE IIIflU: co..tlSEL CE GOO 011 IT. OR SHII\.l I 
NXS'T ONLY THE PNt!" FWNl IN 1401".19:9 1 1 

Suppose you find in Matt. 19:9 what Jesus said to married 
people, but you find"-in I Cor. 7 what Paul. said to the rest of 
the people? Are you going to just take what Jesus said in Matt. 
19:9 and try to apply It to everybody or are you going to be 
governed by and accept the whole counsel of God? 

• ., (HI BE SILENT WHERE THE BIBLE IS SILENT 

l.TIiE JEWS ON PENTECOST OI\Y: 	 2nd _1/IGES LAWFUl tHlER MOSES 
It)T A wa:<o AEl(lJT DIVOR::E BEI'6 
!Of REQUIRED. 

2.THE OORI!ffi4IAHS: F<:AoER ACULTERERS. "lET EVERY MAN H/WE HIS 
OlIN W I FE AIt) LET EVERY lI'JI¥.N HAVE I£R OlIN f«.ISIINIl') 

@ Ktii5 XM1f S&£ se:iPb 61S@UFIEO. 
"LET EVERY """ ABIDE IN THE CALLING~IN HE 
WAS CALLED." 

Nt!" TfOJ LOOSED fRCM A WIFE! SEEK NOT A WIFE 
!lIT AIt) IF TfOJ MARRY. TfOJ HAST It)T S I NNEO -• 

t2'f A ;&0 AEnlT AQNly IN CERTAIN CASES .. " 

"I F THE UNBELIEVER DEPART. lET HI" DEPART. A 
BROTHER OR SISTER IS NOT tHlER 9(H)NiE IN SlO< 
CASES." 

NOT A wa:<o AEl(lJT "EXCEPT FOR THE _I/IGE BONO .. 

No. 41, please. Be silent where the Bible Is silent is a basic 
prinCiple of Bible usage. Now, Bro. Waldron is silent all right 
about the Jews on Pentecost Day, but the reason he is silent 

http:SIIo'.LL
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about It is because this prerequisite he has that before they can 
be baptized. before they can be accepted Into membership of 
the church. they first have to go through this screening thing, 
"Did you have any previous wives? Have you been married 
before? And are you willing to ieave your mate," and that sort 
of thing. Second marriages were lawful under the law of Moses 
without fornication as a cause, and obviously, a lot of people 
had those on Pentecost Day. We find no record that the 
apostles made any such requirement of them. And to the 
Corinthians, who were former adulterers, ali these things said 
on chart no. 41, about them, there is not a word about 
exceptions in certain cases. But, Bro. Waldron insists there has 
to be exceptions made there. These cannot be just exactly the 
way they are written. To the former adulterers, Paul said. "let 
every man have his own wife, let every woman have her own 
husband." Not a word there, about some being disqualified. 
And then, "Let every man abide In the calling wherein he is 
called," And specifically concerning marriage. Not a word 
there about exceptions, "Except those who are remarried." 
..Art thou loosed from a wife? Seek not a wife, but and if thou 
marry, thou hast not sinned." Not a word there about "only in 
certain cases." "If the unbeilever depart, let him depart. The 
brother or sister Is not In bondage in such cases." Not a word 
there about every bondage "except the marriage bond." I 
would like to know how he knew that meant everything else in 
the world but the rnarrIage bond. Thank you for your kind 
attention. 
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WALDRON'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 

Friday, Feb. 25, 1977 
Ladles and gentlemen, I want to commend you very highly 

for your decorum during this week. You have been so very kind. 
I want to say I thank you Brother Jim Gary, our chairman. Also 
I want to thank the two moderators. I want to now begin by 
addressing my sen to my honorable opponent. 

I would like to make this statement first of all, or Just perhaps 
a question, Brother Olan, If the boy stays In the mud hole 
does he stay muddy? 

Now then, about the question concerning the mule. A mean 
could give away his mUle. Could he give away his wife? 

Now, I would like to mention this also. This is a very serious 
matter. A number of people last night were concerned because 
Brother Olan In his last presentation said, "Most of you out 
there are guilty of fornication. II Now, that Is on the record. 
It is on the tape. And I would like to ask Brother Olan In his 
last speech to apologize to the audience for that. That was 
a judgemental decision. I would like to ask him to apologize 
to the audience for that. Also, I would like to mention to all 
that the rules say that no new material can be Introduced In 
the final negative. 

SEE HICK'S CHART #31 PAGE 1St 

His chart no. 31 please. Now, Just look at this chart. Where 
is Brother Olan's position on that chart? It Is just not there. 
Brother Olan's position is not on that. 

SEE HICK'S CHART #39 PAGE 231 
His chart no. 39. Can we have that one? His chart no. 39. 

Jesus said there is one exception. Brother Olan Hicks quotes 
Matt. 19:9 this way: Whosoever putteth away his wife, except 
those who are innocent, and marrleth another, committeth 
adultery. Whosoever putteth away his wife, except one put 
away for fornication, and marrleth another committeth ~ultery. 
Whosoever put away his wife, except she be insane, and 
marrieth another, committeth adultery. Whosoever putteth 
away his wife, except by anullment, and marrleth another, 
commltteth adultery. You see Brother Olan Hlcks's doctrine? 
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Brethern, I know that many of you are surprised to know 
that a gospel preacher could espouse the doctrine that our 
brother has espoused. I met Brother Olan a year and a half 
ago In 1975, and I was very much Impressed with him. But when 
I first saw his orange book, I was shocked. A member of the 
church at Harriman wrote me and Said, Brother Waldron, what 
do you think of this? I wrote him (Hicks) before I wrote her. 
I was shocked. And I know that you have been shocked. But, 
let me mention this. Brother Olan Hicks, In his letter to the 
Star about our publishing this debate said this is "between two 
conservatives." In the Gospel Advocate, to our whole 
brotherhood, he advertised this was between two conserva
tives. But I want to suggest a reason as to why Brother Olan 
Hicks Is deviating from those things which are taught In the 
word of God, which our brethren have faithfully taught through 
the years. Back In 1968, Brother Olan Hicks published a bulletin 
from the church In Henderson, North Carolina. And in that 
bulletin, he told about bringing a man from the Baptist Church 
into the church of Christ and he said, I said this to that man: 
"Not that we have the truth and nothing but the truth, but there 
are certain views and principles which we believe to be taught 
in the scripture and I would like to present them for you and 
would welcome any light that you have to offer." Now, this 
Is an exact quotation from that bulletin. This man came over 
to the church of Christ, but now that Mr. Paul Maddox has 
left the church and gone to the Christian church; and back in 
1975, he was preachirlg for the Christian church in Gadston, 
Ala. Now, I want you to hear what our brother said, "Not that 
we have the truth, and nothing but the truth." 

Listen to what a restoration preacher used to preach. Brother 
N. B. Hardeman used to preach the scriptures and then he 
would say, brethren, that is not just about It; that is itl Now, 
does that sound like what our brother (Hicks) has been 
preaching on this platform? Does that sound like what our 
brother was publishing back in 1968? Brethren, I will tell you 
that is the reason why you can find him going away from the 
word of God and not staying with the word of God. 

For a 6th time he mention the word quibble. t haven't 
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mentioned that a time about his doctrine. 

All right, Brother Hicks, would you recommend to all, that 
we say to all unlawfully divorced, and remarried people, that 
they should seek membership in the church of Christ at 
Harriman? 

SEE CHART #10 PAGE 111 

Now then, Brother Olan mentions about the people on 
Pentecost. Well, let us have chart no. 10, Brother Eaves, please. 
Concerning Pentecost,':brethren, how long have we taught the 
sectarians: repgnt, give up your sectarian ways. Quit being 
married to the denominational churches. Quit being married 
to the Pope. Quit being married to sectarianism. You must 
repent, change your ways to become a Christian. Look what 
Paul said he taught in Judea. Acts 26:20, "I declared both 
to them of Damascus ,first and at Jerusalem, and throughout 
all the country of Judea, and also to the Gentiles, that they 
should repent, turn to God doing works meet for repentance." 
Or "worthy of repentance." Adultery requires that one get out 
of it. Now, Brother Olan admits that divorce and a cerempny 
equal adultery. Brother, you still say they can stay In it. How 
can they stay in it, If your definition of adultery is right? 

Now, he talked about me, talking about marriage and 
consumation. Now, what I said was on my chart. I said, 
marriage is a covenant under law of the land and cohabiting. 
That means continuing to live together. That is what a marriage 
is. 

All right, let us go to Malachi. Let us go to no. 40, Brother 
Eaves, quickly. I want to mention this. He (Hicks) said, he had 
sinned against the other wife. The Bible says he sinned against 
the wife of his youth. Malachi said, God will not accept your 
worship. Our brother says he will accept people's worship 
today, if they have abandoned the wife of their youth. 79 wives 
ago. God will accept it. Malachi back there said, God doesn't 
want it. Oon't bring it in. God does not want you to bring those 
things in. 

All right, now then, I want to go to my final summation for 
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this debate. This is my last speech. And I want to give a minute 
summary of Brother Olan Hicks's situation. 

(1) Brother Olan Hicks admits that the present tense 
generally is continuous action. 

(2) But he argues that in Matt. 19:9, the present tense may 
be pOint action. 

(3) Therefore, he admits that at best he can only establish 
the possibility that his proposition might be right. 

(4) Brother Olan Hicks said that the aktionsart meant the 
kind of action in a third 'verb would be determined by the kind 
of action in the other two preceeding verbs; a pOint which he 
did not establish, which he could not establish, and which was 
completely refuted by his own authority, Mr. Robertson, who 
is a Baptist gentleman. 

(5) (Hicks) admits that it is possible for a person to live in 
adultery. 

(6) He said on Tuesday night that if the Lord, in Matt 19:9, 
had wanted to indicate continuous action, he would have used 
a form of the word meno. But, meno is a verb, which means 
I abide or I am abiding. According to Brother Olan Hicks of 
Harriman, Tennessee, if the Lord had used meno, its kind of 
action would be determined by the kind of action in the two 
preceeding verbs. And, therefore, would itself indicate pOint 
action. On the other !:land, if Brother Olan Hicks recognizes 
that the third verb, meno, couto indicate continuous action in 
spite of the point action in the two preceeding verbs, then he 
completely abandons the only proof(?) that he has. Question 
mark proof, he has offered in his attempt to sustain his 
contention on point action. 

(7) According to Brother Hicks's concept of aktionsart. any 
time we have in the Greek New Testament a present tense verb, 
which is preceeded by two verbs, which are in the aorist tense, 
(that means point action) the present tense verb must indicate 
point action. 

(8) Now, in discussing aktionsart, which means kind of 
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action, on Monday night, Brother Hicks argues, as stated, that 
the kind of action in the first two verbs in the sentence governs 
the kind of action in the third verb; but on Thursday night, we 
asked, "Is it your contention that any time in the Greek New 
Testament, a present tense verb appears, preceeded by two 
aorist tense or point action verbs, that It is impossible for the 
present tense verb to indicate continuous action?" He 
answered, "No." We also asked on Thursday night, if we find 
in the Greek New Testament examples of two aorist tense verbs 
preceeding a present tense verb, with the present tense verb 
obviously indicating continuous action, will you admit that your 
comments on aktionsart were wrong? Brother Olan answered, 
"No." Observe carefully that in answering question no. 5, he 

. said he was wrong. Yet, in answering question no. 4, he said 
he would not admit that he was wrong. 

(9) Brother Hicks himself of Harriman, Tennessee on the first 
night introduced the Greek. But since that time he has made 
several pleas for us to get out of the Greek. 

(10) Brother Olan Hicks of Harriman; Tennessee has asked, 
if the word committeth in Matt. 19:9 means continuous action, 
why does not some English translation so render it. He 
challenged on that 3 times. Tonight, we have cited Beck's 
English Translation: "I tell you, if anyone divorces his wife, 
except for adultery, and marries another, he is living in 
adultery." 

(11) In trying to uphold his position, Brother Olan Hicks of 
Harriman, Tennessee offered 3 lines of evidence: (a) His rule 
about aktionsart. (b) He claimed that his case is proved by 
command, example, and inference. (c) He stressed that 
Matthew 19:9 does not apply to the current situation because 
it is modified by later revelations by Paul (I Cor. 7). In response 
to this, we say (a) he repudiated his claims with regard to 
aktionsart. (b) He completely failed to establish his_case by 
command, example, or inference. (c) He holds a position on 
I Cor. 7 which completely removes Matt. 19:9 from the law of 
Christ and makes I Cor. 7 stand in contradiction to Matt. 19:9. 
Beloved. this is one of the most dangerous doctrines that I have 
ever heard of. 
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(12) Let It be emphasized that on Thursday night we asked 
the question no. 1, "If a man's wife, the wife of his youth, were 
to be confined to a mental hospital for years and he divorced 
her for Insanity, because he could not contain and remarried, 
could he continue in the second marriage without further sin?" 
Brethren, Brother Olan Hicks of Harriman, Tennessee 
answered, "Yes." This my brethren, is Brother Olan Hicks of 
Harriman, Tennessee's doctrine. We emphasize in closing, 
Brother Hicks has not proved his case, cannot prove his case, 
and has repudiated his own evidence. We have falsified his 
case. We have shown his position to be false. We have proved 
that those unscripturally divorced and remarried persons are 
in adulterous situations and their marriages are Invalid before 
the living God. 

4itSO(W)P--------------------. 
I'\\IlR PleUlf: 

IU f'ERiD5 ltD TOOl ll«T lffiOUf'll.IW.lY DMmlIfllIElMUED 
f£ISICS MY aMIIlE Iii TfEIR IWIUl« Ifi1lWT FUlTf£R Sill Nif. 
f'ERiD5 ltD TOOl !lJIlllART' 10 TfE tlWS 1ENlIIM; III 1M: 10: ]213; 

I ID\. 6:'Hl; ETC. 

"l~ PIfJIllf: 
IlAII H100 (f 1WIRlM(. lElII. IS A ffiWllIC 1EM:IES 1lIU lffiOUPT
LIWlY DMlml fH) IIWiRRIED f'ERiD5 I'AY COOIllE IIIl1ElR ~ 

wmnrr FUlTf£R sm. 

a::Hl.ffiJ(JI 

<lAM HIOO (f IMImL lEIII. IS AffiWI ltD TOO£S 0JIIIIR'f 10 TI£ 
l(R)'S 1001116 Iii 1M: 10:]213; I Ill. 6:9-11; ETC. 

Now, let us look at a summary syllogism. No. 50, Brother 
Eaves, please. How much time, Brother Deaver? All right, we 
make this summary syllogism. Now, if Brother Olan Hicks wants 
to attack this, he can attack the validity of the whole syllogism 
or he can attack the truth of the premises. Major premise, in 
our summary syllogism. Major premise: All persons who teach 
that unscripturally divorced and remarried persons may 
continue in their marriage without further sin are persons who 
teach contrary to the Lord's teaching 1n Mart< 10:11-13, I Cor. 
6:9-11, and so forth. Minor premise: Brother Olan Hicks of 

http:lffiOUf'll.IW.lY
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Harriman, Tennessee, Is a person who teaches that 
unscrlpturally divorced and remarried persons may contfnue In 
their marriage without further sin. Conclusion: Brother Olan 
Hicks of Harriman, Tennessee Is a person who teaches contrary 
to the Lord's teaching In Mark 10:11-13, I Cor. 6:9-11, and so 
forth. Beloved, If he challenges the syllogism, let him challenge 
It, whether It Is valid or whether or not. The premises are true. 
Thank you and I love you all. 
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HICKS THIRD NEGAnVE 
Friday. February 25. 1977 

I am happy to come before you again for my final speech of 
this evening. As a matter of fact. this Is the final speech of this 
debate. I am most thankful for having had the privilege to come 
here and to engage in this discussion and to participate in 
defanse of the rights of people who have made marital mistakes 
in the past, to have the privileges God gave to everyone, to lead 
about a wife, even as everyone has been given that basic right 
from God, to be forgiven of the sIn of putting away and 
remarrying, and to be able to make things right with God 
without doing penance for this particular mistake at the behest 
of those who have made equalll serious mistakes. I want to say 
right at this point that what I said last night concerning the 
matter of everyone having committed some kind of fornication 
in his life, and very probably you sitting here in the audience 
tonight have, I was simply referring to the fact that early In life, 
as an adolescent, and I did use the word adolescent, that 
almost e.verybody at some time or another, gets involved in 
some kind of a sexual action of some sort, which can be called 
fornication. I did not mean to indict any of you any more than 
I indict myself. And, again. as with many of the things I have 
said that Bro. Waldron makes fun of, this is another, the Lord 
said it. Many things that I have said that he makes fun of the 
Lord said. This is one of those kind. 

In the 8th chapter of John, when the woman who had been 
taken in adultery was brought before Jesus by Pharisees who 
wanted to judge her, evidently trying 10 behave as though they 
had no sin in their own life. and they said, "The law commands 
that she be stoned. What do you say?" Jesus stooped and 
wrote on the ground and he said, "The one of you that is 
without sin, cast the first stone." He could see into their hearts 
and he knew. And, finally the scripture says they all had to 
leave. They all went out from the eldest to the youngest, being 
convicted of their conscience. Now, brethren, when we get so 
we are beyond the point that we have any conscience about a 
thing like this, we really are in foul shape. 

His syllogism that ne had on tile screen at the very last is 
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palpably false because his major premise is a plain outright 
assumption. He just declares that anybody who teaches that 
anyone who divorces and remarries unscrlpturally may 
continue In the remarriage without further sin, is a denier of 
God's word. That is an assumption and all this week, I have 
been showing that that just simply Is not the case. Your major 
premise Is completely false and out of keeping with the facts. 
Now, what he said about the bulletin from Henderson, North 
Carolina, I just simply did not say. Now, I do not propose to 
explain why he said what he did, quoted what he did, or read 
what he did. I do not know. All I know Is that I have not said 
and do not contend that we do not have the truth, and the 
whole truth as far as having the scriptures are concerned. But 
I do contend for this, that none of us is completely perfect In 
our mastery of the scriptures. None of us Is Infallible today. 
Now, I will stand on that. In that sense, each one of us could 
say, i do not have the truth, the whole truth and nothing but 
the truth In my mind. We can say we have It in God's word and 
this is perhaps one lesson that we need to learn today. This is 
what Jesus said. John 8:31-32, "If you continue In my word, 
then are you my disciples indeed. You shall know the truth, and 
the truth shall make you free." 

And while you are at John 8:31, you might also put down an 
answer to another of his questions there. He asked, "Where in 
the scriptures is a form of meno used to express a continuing 
action?" John 8:31 wouid be a good example of that. A form 
of meno is used there and It Is where Jesus said If you 
"continue" in my word. Now: If he had wanted to say in Matt. 
19:9 that you continue In adultery, he could have used that term 
and said the same thing. He asked the question, "Should we 
recommend that all people who have divorces and remarriages 
seek membership in the church at Harriman?" Let me say this, 
friends, we have a completely different attitude toward sin at 
Harriman than what Bro. Waldron has manifested here. We 
don't viciously lash out at people who have sinned. We don't 
sit In judgment in Pharaseeic denunciation of people who have 
made mistakes in the past. There Is just one thing we are 
concerned with, "what are you now?" Oh, no, we don't 
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endorse sin, no sir. We don't endorse the practice of sin. But, 
we -Still believe It can be forgiven, ladles and gentlemen. At 
Harriman, we still believe you can be pardoned for a sin. That 
without having to do penance for It, you can be pardoned. And, 
I would like to know, how can a sin that Is pardoned, forgotten, 
blotted out, stili make you an adulterer? If you don't believe 
in forgiveness you can hold to that kind of doctrine. If you don't 
believe the sin can be pardoned, and I said from the very start, 
his pOSition calls for the simple affirmation that there are two 
unpardonable sins, that unscrlptural divorce Is an unpardon
able sin. That is what he Is contending for. Yes, I would say to 
those of you people, and there may be some witch hunts 
instigated in this area, I don't know. I would anticipate there 
might be some who want to prove, now. we have won a victory 
on this thing so we are going to scalp all of these people with 
repeat marriages, secood marriages. They may launch a tirade 
against you. If they do, you come on to Harriman. All we will 
ask is, "What are you right now7" I don't think God Is all that 
concerned about what you were last year, or what you were 20 
years ago, or 10 years ago. God is concerned with what you 
are right now. And we will encourage you to be a Christian right 
now. And, to be faithful to the mate you have now. And, 
whatever sins are in your past, forget them, repent of them and 
forget them and go right from this point on, you and one mate, 
for the rest of your life. Start where you are. And we just simply 
recognize that a person has to start where they are in any kind 
of sin. Now, brethren, I would like for you to ask yourself the 
question, why do we handle every other sin in the book that 
way, except this one? Why is it that we, when a man comes 
to us and he says, "I have been a murderer, I have killed 10 
people," we don't say the first word about, you have to ralse 
them up, or even make the effort. A man can corne to us and 
say he has done anything else, I don't care what the sin Is, there 
are practicing thieves in the memberships of congregations 
who have never restored that theft and made it right, and they 
are accepted Into the membership of congregations who will 
withdraw fellowship from someone who is trytng to live right 
with his second marriage. And, they will accept the thief who 
has never made It right. But, In theory, we say any sin can be 
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forslven and then, from there you can start over. Now, 
brethren, if you take out of God's plan and God's teaching, the 
concept of blotting out the past and starting over again, if you 
take that out of it, you cannot save the first soul, not one, 
because everyone of us has "sinned and come short of the 
glory of God." 

SEE CHART #36 PAGE 150 

Would you put my no. 36 up there, please. This being the last 
speech, as was mentioned, according to the rules, I am obliged 
not to introduce any new material. I am going td just simply sort 
of summarize what has been presented In the debate and try 
to give you a composite picture of what we have talked about 
and the way we have discussed it. The first two nights, I 
emphasized that it is important to handle aright the word of 
truth. I contended that our difference is a procedure mistake, 
mishandling of the scriptures. Now then. last night and tonight 
I have been contending that our basic differences are over 
speaking as the oracles of God (I Peter 4:11). When I was in 
the affirmative, I gave my proposition, I gave the teaching of my 
propoSition in the three ways that we are accustomed to 
verifying things in the scriptures, by command, approved 
example, and necessary inference. I gave it In all thr~...: of those 
ways. Did you see Bro. Waldron give it in a single one of them? 
His proposition is that unscriptural divorce renders any 
succeeding marriage invalid and adulterous in the sight of God. 
He has not given a command, example, or necessary inference 
that that is the truth. Not a single one. Are you still a restoration 
people who want a "thus saith the Lord" for what we accept? 
Have you had a thus saith the Lord? You have had 
misrepresentation and twisting of the scriptures as bad as any 
denominational preacher I have ever confronted. A failure to 
consider all that the Bible says on the subject, adding into 
passages things that are not in those passages, denying things 
that are in other passages. I have shown throughout this debate 
that Bro. Waldron's position requires you to mishandle the 
scriptures in these basic ways. It just simply cannot be 
established in a proper handling of the scriptures. He does not 
say to each case what the Bible says to each case. Now, here, 
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In his proposition, what he Is saying In effect, Is just like the 
once saved, always saved people say, It Is God that saves you; 
therefore, only God can unsave you. In this once married, 
always married theory, he bases it in exactly the same type of 
reasoning, and he has contended for this. It is God that marries 
you; therefore, only God can unmarry you. 

SEE CHART #5 PAGE 12 

Will you put up my chart no. 5, please. This is distorting the 
scriptures. It is simply not true for the same reason the 
denominational doctrines are not true. All right, on this chart 
no. 5, I pOinted out, the very first night of the debate, here is 
what our issue is. He has labored all through this debate to 
prove that putting away a mate and marrying another 
constitutes the commission of adultery. He has tried to prove 
it constitutes putting you in an adulterous state. He has not 
proven that, but we all agree from the start that it is a 
commission of adultery. That is not our question. Our question 
at Issue is this over here on this side, continuation In the 
remarriage. Does that constitute committing aduHery? A man 
does not commit adultery with the person to whom he is 
married. 

SEE CHART #30 PAGE 152 

My chart no. 30, will you, please. Now, that Is our issue. Don't 
go home and say Bro. Hicks contended for continuing to 
commit adultery, that on the far side over there. I did not do 
It. What Bro. Hicks did say Is that those people who have made 
that mistake have the right to ask God's forgiveness and not 
repeat it and go on from here-with a mate just like God said 
everybody ought to have. 

All right, chart no. 30. "The basis of forgiveness." It has been 
evident all through this debate, that these brethren have no 
concept of God's manner of forgiving sin. In Rom. 3:26, Paul 
said, "to declare I say at this time his righteousness." That is 
Christ's righteousness, not yours. "That he might be just and 
the justifier of him which believeth In Jesus." Bro. Waldron 
contends It would be unfair to forgive people In this kind of 
thing. Now, you are forgiven and you are made righteous and 
Just not because you are holy and without sin, have never 
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committed a mistake in your life. If you are Justified and you are 
righteous, God is fair in doing that because of the biood of 
Christ that blots out that sin, not because you did enough 
penance to make it right. And then, in verse 23, it says, "For 
all have sinned and come short of the glory of God," All of us 
are justified freely by his grace through the redemption that is 
in Christ Jesus. And brother, when I said that all of us have 
done something like this, I do not say that in a way that requires 
an apology to people. I say it about myself. I say exactly what 
the Bible says. Brethren, let us admit it; let us own up to it. 
Who do you think had the best chance of entering heaven and 
being saved? You remember the Pharisee and the publican, 
and the Pharisee said "I thank you Lord that I am not like this 
lowly publican over here," or something to that effect. "I do this 
and I do that and I am so righteous." Jesus said all the publican 
said was, "Lord be merciful to me, a sinner." I don't say it is 
done without works of obedience. I don't say it Is done without 
baptism or appropriating the blood of Christ, but I say it Is done 
without works of merit, ladles and gentlemen. It is done without 
works of penance. And if It Is not, we have been preaching the 
wrong gospel for an awfully long time. 

In I Cor. 6, to the Corinthians, Paul said, "SUCh were some 
of you," all these sins. Yes, some of you were like this. "But, 
ye are washed, but ye are sanctlfled,but ye are justified in the 
narne of the Lord Jesus and by the spirit of our God." Folks, 
if you come to the congregation in Harriman, our elders still 
have enough faith in the Bible and in God's promise that we 
will try to get you to heaven this way. And over in the 7th 
chapter, to these very people, he said, "let every man have his 
own wife and let every woman have her own husband." 

Will you give me my chart no. 35, please, Bill. The concept 
of forgiveness that the Bible teaches is really a point at Issue 
here. Now, we are facing a choice on the matter of what to do 
with people's lives. That is really what this boils down to. As 
a person comes along the road of life here, he is faced with 
these two possibilities. And I have shown repeatedly that God 
says, for them to have a mate Is the road to purity. That is the 
way to remain pure, to handle your temptation. To avoid 
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SEE CHART #35 PAGE 192 

fornication, let them have their own wives. Now, the road to 
celibacy then, by virtue of that very statement, the road to 
celibacy is the road to temptation. Bro. Waldron says, not only 
do I advise you to take this road to temptation, but I demand 
you have to take it. 

All right, I 't'ant to say one more thing before we run out of 
time. Take the chart off If you will please. I have just one 
minute. I want to say, a lot of people are concerned, "WUr this 
cause a lot of harm? Will it encourage the practice of adultery? 
Or divorce and remarriage or whatever?" If It does, if it will, 
then why doesn't It cause the same thing with all these other 
sins. We handle them that way. I fully believe that a church 
filled with men and women who have separated from their 
mates and are required to live cellbately, Is a much more 
dangerous situation than the presence of some people who 
were marriage breakers In the past, former marriage breakers, 
but now have resolved never to do that again. The great 
danger Is In those people who are required to try to live celibate 
and yet they are normal, ordinary people. God's will Is that 
every man have his own wife, and every woman have her own 
husband. I hope we will believe that. Thank you. 
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APPENDIX 1 

CHORIZO 

Concerning the Greek word, chorko (I Cor. 7: II) about which I 
spoke on page 142 in this debate (Hicks-Waldron), saying that 
it did not mean divorce: That was not correct. In simple lan
guage I was wrong. At the time of the debate (February 1977) 
two brothers, who were Greek teachers in two different schools· 
of preaching assisted me and they were convinced that 
"chorko" was not a technical word for divorce comparable to 
that of"apoluo" (Matt. 19:9). 

Yet, as I have learned since chorko WaY used by Greek writers 
outside the Bible as a synonym for apoluo. For example Moul
ton and Milligan on page 696 say in regard to its use in the pa
pri and other non-literary sources "The word has almost become 
a technical term in connection with divorce," (See Also Arndt 
and Gingrich, Second edition, p. 890, under choridzo, definition 
2; Thayer page 674 under chorko, item "a" and Kittel's Theo
logical Dictionary o/the New Testament, Vol. 1, pp 509-510). 
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CHORIZO AND MENTAL DIVORCE 

The fact that chorizo may apply to divorce is of no comfort to 
those who hold the neo-waiting game known as "mental di
vorce," which has become popular in some circles since the 
1980' s. The command by the Spirit in I Corinthians 7: 11, says, 
"But and if she depart (choristhe) then let her remain unmar
ried or be reconciled to her husband ... " 

Note this makes it clear that a woman can be choristhe from her 
husband and be spoken of as "unmarried," yet she is obligated 
to remain separate or be reconciled to her nhusband.n 

That is what the word of God teaches and that which I main
tained in this debate, i.e. not that an unscriptural divorce is not a 
divorce or cannot take place, but it is an invalid divorce and 
therefore renders any succeeding marriage to another, aduher
ous. 

This is true because God holds them still bound or accountable 
to the spouse of their youth (Mal. 2:14). That they continue to• be bound to one another is evident from Romans 7:1-3, even 
though divorced (choristhe). 
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APPENDIX 3 

A LEITER TO TIlE EDITOR OF "CONTENDING 

FOR THE FAITIl" 


P. O. Box 1010 
Crossville, TN 38557 
June 14, 2005 

Mr. David P. Brown, Editor ofCFTF 
P .. O. Box 2357 
Spring, TX 77383-2357 

Dear brother Brown, 

It is my genuine hope that you and your fumily are well. I have before 
me the material published in your paper in April and May concerning 
some things I said in my debate with Olan Hicks in February 1977. 

In the April issue of CFTF you give a number of quotes from me in 
the Hicks-Waldron Debate as though that material agrees with your 
doctrine that an innocent person, put away arbitrarily may "claim" a 
scriptural divorce (mentally, Terry Hightower, CFTF, Sept. '02) after 
the offending spouse marries another or otherwise commits adultery. 
In order to do so you must take my words out ofcontext. 

The quotes are from my affirmative arguments on the proposition: 
"The Bible teaches that unscriptural divorce renders any succeeding 
marriage invalid and adulterous in the sight ofGod as long as the 
original parties live. II 

As you will note the proposition reads that "any" marriage following 
an unscriptural divorce is rendered "invalid and adulterous." Al
though you made mention of one my charts that included a portion of 
my affmnative, you made no mention of the proposition itself, which 
included that little word "any," which is devastating to your pretense 
that you agree with what I said. 
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In your May issue you identified the quotes as coming from me, and 
again said the CFTF stands on what I said, but again you did not give 
your readers the benefit of reading my affirmative proposition. You 
were thus taking the quotes out of context Quoting a text or a per
son's words out of context amounts to using such as a pretext. 

On May 22, 2003, I wrote to brother Hightower about his material in 
CFTF (Sept. '02). In that letter concerning Matthew 19:6-9, I said, 
"You may wallow (not to say twist) the words of our Lord one way 
and then the other, but your philosophy comes out to be very different 
from what our Lord actually affirmed:" 

"whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for fornica
tion, and shall marry another, committeth adultery: and 
whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit aduf,.. 
tery" (Matt. 19:9). 

To you I say the same. 

Not only so, but the very first words quoted from our Savior on the 
point totally undermine your divorce/remarriage theory, 

"whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of 
fornication (Gk. parektos logou porneias - "except for the 
cause or), causeth her to commit adultery: and whosoever 
shall marry her that is divorced committeth adultery •.. 

In Christian love, 

Jim E. Waldron 
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