
Highway 78 West • P.O. Box 3323 
Oxford, Alaba11111 36203 

Office 205-831-0651 
Home 20S..IJ31-0J7S 

Tad Buttermore 
2523 E.Midlothian 
115 
Struthers, OH. 

Dear Brother Buttermore: 

October 9, 1985 

• 
! ~ received your letter toda y regarding a possible discussion 

on the subject of Divorce and Remarriage . I am pleased to respond 
in the affirmative. I wil l be glad to accept yo ur challe nge for a · 
written debate. Jerry Mo ff i tt anj Bi ll Cli ne are acquaintances of 
mine and they are buis y men. Bill will be in my home i n October 
and I will be sure and as k him ab ~ut the charg e you made. 

I am c urrently in the Mmiddle of a debate with Charles Geiser 
on Realized Eschatology, but I see no r eason wh y I co uld not handle 
two debates at the same time. If there i s some dela y this might be 
the cause. 

Let me commend you for your wi l lingness to debate this issue. 
It shall be interes~ing to see just how yo u go about proving yo ur 
position. I take it tha t yo u beli eve the gu il ty party of Matthew 
19:9 may remarry with God ' s ap pr oval . Wi th th at in mind you will 
find a sheet enclosed with some proposed ru le s and procedures . They 
are only sugges ti~e. Amend them t o sui t yourself or add whatever 
you think is needed. After wr iting t he rules t o our satisfaction 
we can both sign them. I too wou ld much prefer an oral discussion, 
but Ohio is a long way ou t of Di xie . Since we do not know ea ch other 
how about send ing me some information li ke age , schoo l s atten ded , 
where you preach and all ? I will be mentioning the debate in my 
bu lle tin and would use the material fo r tha t . 

I look forward to a goo d debate and the oppo rtunity to learn 
muc.h. 

In Hi s Service , 

RJ/ 
P4r~ 
Roger Jac kson 

l:'V.'INGELIST : ROGER jACKSON 



PROP OS ED RULE S FOR DE BATE 

PROPOSITION # 1: The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been 
put away for fornication may not, with God's 
approval, remarry another person. 

Affirm ~t/~ ~ 
~I? 

Deny _____ ---------

PROPOSI TION # 2: The Scriptures teach that a mate who h3s been 
put away for fornication may, with God's approval, 
remarry another ' person. 

Affirm 

1. Hedges Rule s of Dis cuss ion shall govern the debate . 

2 . Each disputant will have three affirmativ es on the proposition 
followed by three neg atives alternately . 

3. The length of the· manus cr ipts will not exceed ten ( 10) pages 
typed and single spaced. 

4. Each respondend shall have 30 days to reply to each manuscript 
which time will be counted from the day of receiving the material . 

5 . Each ·respondent grants the other full publication right, but re­
serves the right to review his own manusc ript to make corrections 
onl¥ in spelling punctuation or grammar. No other changes may 
be made without both disputant's permi ss i on. 

6. Each disputant will conduct hi~self as a Christian. 

ROGER JACKSON ~~~ 

TOO BUTTERMORE _____ _ 

I ' ' .. t: .. :' ', .'j 1.• , ', o 



Oc tober 13, 1985 

Mr . Pager Jackson 
Hi ghway 78 West 
P. 0. Box 3323 
Oxford, AL 36203 

Dear Mr. J ackson: 

2523 E. ~idlothian 
~truthers , Ohio 44471 

I n view of the silence of o t hers to whom I have writt en , I was com­
pl etely surpri sed to receive a renly fr om you . You are to be com­
mended for your sincerity a nd Christian honesty in replying . I 
stand ~s one who has lear ned not to pre- judge anyo ne ' s r eactions . 

I am pl eased t hat you are v1i lling to discus s t he i ssue under 
qu es tion. Believe me when I say th a t I wi rh the only contr oversy 
the church had was with th e worl d . You will f ind enclosed my 
signed acceptanc e of your oro ~osed uropositio ns and rul es . Also , 
enclosed i s a cony of t he letter I s ent to ~ill Cl ine . I was in 
contact with ,J . h. Bales t o in f ore1 him of the nropos ed discuss ion 
and he want ed :ne to have you ask ~~il l abou t a le tter ,J . r . s ent to 
him about a debate on t he guil ty party i ssue . ~e said it mi ght 
have been l ost in the mail or somethinG, bu t Bi ll never replied . 
I have also enclosed a copy of my Gopy of .J . D.' s letter to Bi ll. 

"!e may get start ed on the debate pr e f er ably af ter the first of 
No vember for I have a lee t ure J am prept.!rin,'"'· on the Jeho vah ' s 
'.Vi t nesses at this time. 

As far as uersonal informati on goes, I wil l be 26 years ol d on 
';ovember 8 . I am a high school graduate V.'i th no coll ege educ ation. 
T am associate evangelist at Austintown ~hurc h c f Chri s t, P. n . 
qox 4645, Austintown, ~hio h4515. My s ervices a s e van~elist are 
donated . I am a patt ern!naker by tr c:Jde . 

References: 

James r: . Bales 
707 '8. Race 
Searcy, ftR 72143 

Dave Yohn 
2255 Spruc e~ood Dr. 
Aus tintown, Ohio 44515 

Louis Osbor ne 
567 Purdue 
Au stinto~n, 0hio 44515 

Bob Hockenber ry , J r . (non-christian) 
4726 Westwood 
Aus tintown , ~ hio ' 4515 



Mr. Roger Jacks on 
October 13, 1985 
Page 2 

Before t he deba t e beg i ns , J woul d aupre ciote ~no~ing your aBe, 
s c hool s ( i f a ny) and any other i nforMation you car e t o s u pply . 
No references ar e nec essar y s ince you are obvious ly kno wn by 
Bill, Jerry and Ha.x. 

How is your deba te with Gei s ~r going? Is he not fro~ up t hi s 
way? I ha.ve hear d t he name , but can 't r emember wher e . 

I, t oo , l ook f or ward to e ~ood Chri s tian- like ~e b ate and expect 
t o l earn mu ch fr om you . ~s J tol d ~obe~ t Tay l or , I am wi l l ing 
to cha nge on thi s i s s ue i mMedi a tel y if I can be nro ven wrong . 
I t doe s n ' t ~att er t o me o ne way or anot her , ju~t so lon~ as I 
bel ieve a nd t each the truth . Bu t as I al so tol d hi M, I hRve not 
yet see n o ne ar gumen t t hat i s r easonabl e . As a matter o f fact, 
it is t he unreesonabl eness o f the argum e nt s t hc t convinces me 
tha t I am corr ect . And like r.eaver said , ~r.er e are definite 
probl e~s i n a ccepting Pither si ~ e on this , but th~t i n no ~ay 
pr oves or di spr oves a t hin~ . 

T will awai t your r epl y . 0 od be ~i th you . 

In Christian lo ve, 

-u 2};;:L::s-
'T'o d Butt e r mor e 



March 22, 1985 

Mr. William S. Cline 
Firm Foundation 
P. o. Box 610 
Austin, Texas 78767 

Dear Brother Cline: 

25 Camelot Drive, C-9 
Columbiana, Ohio 44408 

I am 
12/13/84. 
quoted an 
which said 
amenable to 
remarry will 

in possession of a letter written to you dated 
This letter was written by James Bales. In it he 

editorial from June 26, 1984 of the Firm Foundation 
"And none of those who teach the alien sinner is not 
Mt. 19:9 or that the guilty party can scripturally 

defend their doctrine." (Page 302.) 

Brother Bales pointed out the fa lsi ty of that statement by 
showing 1) That he and brother Deaver are debating the issue of 
Mt. 19:9 and 2) That he challenged you to debate the guilty 
party issue. For about a year and a half I have been attempting 
to set propositions with brother Jerry Moffit t for a discussion 
on the guilty party issue. He is very busy and I don't know how 
soon we will get to our debate. Since it might be put in 
THRUST, there is only one proposition. I will affirm and Jerry 
will deny. 

However, I 
of the atticle 
challenge him 
Certainly this 
not be willing to 

wish to know the name and address o f the writer 
of June 26, 1984 so that I may personally 
to debate the issue of the guilty party. 

brother would not make such a statement and then 
back it up. 

Because of my job and schedule I too could only engage in 
a written debate. I favor 3 exchanges each, 10 pages each 
exchange. Propositions , rules, etc., can be discussed upon the 
acceptance of my acceptance to this brother ' s challenge . 

God be with you! 

In Christian l ove , 

Tod Buttermore 



TOO BUTTERMORE,25 Camelot Drive, 
Apt. C.9,Columbiana,Ohio 44408 

WilliamS. Cline,Editor 
Firm Foundation 
P.O.Box 610 
Austin,Texas 78767 

Dear Brother Cline: 

12·13-84 
707 E. Race 
Searcy,Ark.72143 

An Editorial(though not written by. you) for June 26,1984 said: ·~nd none of 

those who teach the alien sinner is not amenable to Matthew 19: 9 , or that the guilty 

party can scripturally remarry will defend their doctrine. "(p .302). I assume that 

it being an editorial it had your approval. 

For several years brother Roy C. Deaver and I have been in a debate on the 

question of the alien and divor ce and on the scope of Christ's reign through the 

internal laws of the covenant. After nine 

month·, . · due to an overload ed 

months/..... i nstead of t he scheduled one 

schedul~ I received his third negative. 

I wanted to publish our first debate when it was f inish ed but he would not agree 

to doing so. I hope to mail tomorrow my fourth affirmative. 

How could the editoria 1 say t ha.t "none" l~ould de fe nd the doctrine on divor ce 

concerning aliens? The editoria l did not say none 'vill de fend it in oral debate, 

though even this would not be true-althou gh I do not conduct or a l debates an y longer • 
..) 

As for the guilty par~ issue, I am willing to de fend the proposition: Res olve 

~ that the Scriptures teach the guilty party, who ha s 

fornication,can repent and marry . There should be 

been pu t awa y bec9 use of . 
~~1) 

fo ur exchanges~ twenty-five 

each · ~xchange, charts t o be included in the twen ty -five pages, suitable 

arGngements should be made for publication,and my opponent should be as well 

pages 

known as Roy Deaver. Since you are well known, and edit t he FF, and would be in a 

position to publicize the debate, I challene e you to a written debate on the above 

~ 
~ 

subject. It can start immedia t el y . I do not kn ow where t he edi t orial go t its informa- ~ 

tion that no one would defend t his s tand. 
~ 

By the wa y , I have been l aying a s i de ma terial to answer Shank , t hough I am in l ~ 
- • - · · · ,. , •• · · · · ·· ·', :-, ,. t , ,,. , · ' • • • •• ~ . \ - oa l t . .. r\, ... f --: '- f ~.., 1 r, . ,,., 



dOSPEL ADVOCATE 
P.O. BOX 150 
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37202 

November 4, 1987 

Mr. Roger Jackson 
940 Old Wood Road 
Oxford, Alabama 36203 

Dear brother Jackson: 

GUY N. WOODS 
QUERY EDITOR 

(615) 254-8781 

It was good to see, and t o be associated with yo u recently and I appre­
ciate your visit to my meeting in Jacksonville. I thank you , a l so , for a 
copy of your debate which I have examined with car e . You did a superb job , 
and simpl y annihilated your opponent. 

It was quite obvious to me that he is but a c l one of Bales , and that you 
really debated Bales in t he discussion . It was Bales who came up with the 
ridiculous view that a statement from me s upports his position , when I was 
really saying e xactly the opposite . I am convinced that their most effec­
tive weapon is confusion , verbosity and d uplicity of words! 

My best wishes in all of your work . 

Faithfully yours, 

tLt w~ !d~~ 
GUY N. WOODS 

GNW :vp 

Since 1855 
A NATIONAL MAGAZINE . . . with a worldwide outlook 



Highway 78 lllesr · P.O. Box 3323 
Oxford. Alabama 36203 

Office 205-831-0651 
Home 205-831-0375 

Tad Buttermore 
2523 E. Mi dlothian 
Struthe r s, Oh. 

Octobe r 18 , 1985 

Dear Brother Buttermore : 

I congratu l ate you on your willingness to debate the issue 
under question . I have had a number of short exchanges on t he 
subject, but have never been challenged t o debate it forma l ly. 
I look forward to the debate and the good t hat can become of it . 
If it is all right with you I shall send you the first affirmative 
withing thrity days of November 1, 1985. If yo u had rather lead 
that is fine with me, but you must let me know soon since time is 
short . If I do not hear from you soon I will proceed .: as suggested. 

Bill Cline will be here Saturday, October 19 . 
him our correspondence and give you his re acti on . 
matters to me, but it is interesting anyway. 

I will show 
Not that it 

I have no idea where Struthers is and I cannot find my Atlas . 
Charles Geiser is located in Ashtabula and is the head of some school 
there. Our debate is half finished. I have my last affirmative 
on the second of four propositions re ady to go. I objected to so 
many propositions and asked him to combin e his two, but he would 
not, so it may take forever to finish that one . But it is a com­
plete debate . He is beginning to spend ~ o re time complaining 
than debating . He alwa ys does that anywa y, so I am not sur~rised. 

I shall give the information about myself that you asked. I 
am 39 years old. I received my education at Memphis School of 
Preaching, Alabama Christian College (now Fau l kner University), 
Alabama Christian School of Religion and Jacksonvi lle State Un i ­
versity . I have been preaching a little over 20 years . I am a 
staff writer for Fi r m Foundation , The Sibl2 Way and Gospel Gazette 
(the latter being a new paper just s tarte d i n Pe nnsylvania). I 
have engaged in four debates on 11 an ti - ism11 and Re alized Eschatology. 

I shall be as reas Jnab le as I know how , and I pray we both 
can open our minds to the truth . I assure you my only interest is 
in the truth . 

I have access to a very good cop ier and i f you should like 
for me to save you s o~e mo ney and send you ba ck some copies please 
say so . I will send copies of our correspondence in the first aff . 

is perv· ce 
J<J' v. 

:;:.'~ 

EVANGELJSTc ROGER JACKSON Ro~ ksoo 



THE JACKSON-BUTTERMORE DEBATE (WRITTEN) 

FOREWORD 

Robert R. Taylor, Jr. 

Roger Jackson has been a warm, close, and personal fr iend for many years. With 

genW:ne delight I have observed his growth as Christi an and pr eacher across the years. 

He has blossomed into one of our great preachers and into a courageous, effective debater 

as this .written discussion will amply set forth to every reader. 

Todd Buttermore was unknown to me until about one year ago when he initiated some 

written correspondence between us relative to my adamant opposition to Balesism with 

its convenient remarriage rights for the guilty party as well as the innocent party--a 

marital phUosophy ' to which he clings with the same youthful resoluteness as does Bales 

with a far more aged resoluteness . Todd, though still young, is a man of some talent and 

ability though he still has much to learn about Biblical teaching on marriage, divorce, an 

remarriage. It is highly unfortunate he has attached his guiding star to one of the most 

damnable, diabolical, and devilis h dogmas ever concocted--a marital philosophy that, if 

the cards are correctly played, ANY person in an unhappy marriage t hat has gone sour can 

get out of it and enter any number of subsequent marriages just as long as he/she commits 

fornication each time, is put away as guilty party, and with God 's fUll approval can marry 

again, and again, and again, and again ad infinitum. Both Bales and Buttermore- speak. of 

divorces for trivial causes but all their devotees , except t he very naive, will quickly 

perceive that NO undesirable marriage has t o end by divorce on trivial grounds. One can 

get out of the marriage he now de t est s by becoming a fornicator and doing this infamous 

act sufficiently long until the patience of the innocent spouse wears thin and divorce 

action is pursued. Bales and Buttermore both believe and teach that the released or 

put away fornicator is free as a bird and can enter in t o a s econd or twenty-second marriag 

if the twenty-one previous ones are played according to their infamous, Satanic marital 

philosophy. And all t hese rnul tiple marriages can meet Cod ' s full approval J I 

I think each reader of this debate material will have an eye opening experience before 

him as he observes that Buttermore does not even demand repen tance of the guilty party. 

At least he i s consistent, though grievously wrong, in his devil ish doctrine. If the gull 

party has the SAME rights of remarriage as the innocent and since r epentance is not _1 



'!'HE: JACKSON-BU'J'TERHORE Olt:BAT!i: 0 I • \ I', I · d -

not demanded of the innocent party anywhere up and down the line, then NO repentance is 

demanded of the guilty. If Buttermore thinks there is any sort of demanded repentance for 

the guilty party, he surely kept it concealed from me and I have read this material slowly 

and carefully. Furthermore, each reader will read in amazement Buttermore's labeling of 

what Jesus said in Matthew 19c9 as false as well as the noxious NOT he injects into the 

same. He does with Matthew 19•9 what Satan and the serpent did relative to the forbidden 

fruit in Genesis J. Brother Jackson does a superb joy in pointing out such fallacies. 

At times I got the impression :f'rom reading Buttermore's material that he was seeking 

to bolster his position, or at 1 east "BUT'IER" it up a bit ., MORE" , by at tempting to show 

inconsistencies among those who oppose his position. But one does not prove his own 

position by leveling cries of inconsistency against opposi}ion. Bales ha.s tried this 

for years. His young devotee in Ohio is aping the same. It ha.s not worked for the older 

man in Searcy; it works not a bit better for the younger man in Struthers. Both are on 
to 

a sinking ship and neither is willing to listen/and l earn from Warren, Deaver, Elkins, 

Jackson, Woods, Moffitt, Connelly, Taylor, etc ., who seek t o help. 

Buttermore assured me in a personal letter, Augus t 29, 1985, that he would change in 

a moment if proved wrong. Roger Jackson proved him wrong again and again in this one-sided 

debate. In fact, Jackson tore his position to shreds and But termore seemingly did not 

realize he was one more whipped boy in debate. Buttermore has had ample time to change. 

The very men he attacked so viciously in his booklet--LOOSED BUT BOUND?-- proved his 

position wrong, grievously wrong!! These included Warren, Deaver, Woods, Connelly, Moffit 

Elkins, Taylor, etc. Incidentally, Buttermore devoted a number of pages in that booklet 

toward me. He w.ent into print without ever contacting me. To this I have no objection f o'f' 
I believe to be 

I frequently do the same with men/in error. But he aJ.lowed inconsistency to go to seed an 

then some I I He had the audacity to s uggest that if I disagreed with him that I should "ha v E 

the courtesy to fill me in on any criticism before you print any elsewhere" (Personal 

Letter--October 5, 1985) . THOU '!'HAT TEACHEST COURTESY OF' OTHERS , TEACHEST THOU NOT THYSEL 

(Cf. Romans 2a19-24). Brother Guy N. Woods was right on target when he suggested that 

Buttermore needs to learn something of the nature of common courtesy . He needs this as 

much as he does a course in effective debating!! - 2-



This debate speaks for itself. Jackson upheld the t ruth; Buttermore is deeply 

enmeshed in error. He did as well as any man his age and inexperience could have done. 

He had an egregious falsehood to uphold. Buttermore i s weak in argument, feeble in 

logical excursions, and quite deficient in language usage. He needs a two or three 

year course in English grammar if he is going to write for the public. His English 

is atrocious at times and especially beginning with a single pronoun and changing 

to the plural in the same sentence and talking about the same individual. I am 

:frankly surpised that Bales, who obviously helped him with the debate, did not correct 

some of his poorly constructed sentences. Like Bales Buttermore is utterly unable to 

see the Satanic consequences of this doctrine. Some years back Olin Hicks initiated 

some correspondence with me. In my first letter to him I ~ked him to face the 

consequences of his own doctrine. This he was unwilling t o do. The correspondence 

broke off. as abruptly as it had begun. Most false teachers do not wish to face the 

consequences of their own doctrine. 

I have labeled publicly Balesism as being rotten doctrine AND IT IS J J Brother Hugo 

McCord has done the same with Balesism. I do not hesita t e to label Buttermoreism as 

rotten doctrine ALSO l Buttermore could and s hould spend his time in something else more 
constructive 

/rather than advocating and seeking to defend a doctrine born in the very pits of hell!! 

Truth is safe in the capable, dedicated hands of Roger Jackson. 

P. o. Box 464 

Ripley, Tennessee 38063 

-.3-



THE BUTTERMORE- JACKSON DEBATE (WRITTEN ) 

FOREWORD 

Robert R. Taylor, Jr . 

Roger Jackson has been a warm, close , and persona l friend for many years . With 
genuine delight I t1ave observed his growth as Ct"1rist.ian .:mel preacher anoss the 
years. He has blossomed into one of· our grea t preact1ers ancl Jnto a courageous, ef­
fective debater, as this written discussion wil l an~ly set forth to every reader. 

Tod Buttermore was unknown to me until about one year ago when he initiated 
some written correspondence between us relative to my adamant opposition to Bales ­
ism with its convenient remarriage rights f or the guilty party as well as the in­
nocent party--a marital philosophy to wl1ich he clings with the same youtr1ful reso­
luteness as does Bales with a far more aged resoluteness. Ta d, though stil l young, 
is a man of some talent and ability though he still has much to learn about Biblical 
teaching on marr i age, divorce, and remarriage. lt ls hiqhly un fo rtunate he has at­
tached his guiding star to one of U1e mos t damnable, diabolical , and devilish dogmas 
ever concocted--a marital philosophy that, if the cards are played correctly , ANY 
person in an unhappy marriage t hat has gone sour can ~1r~t out of it and enter any 
number of subsequent marriages just as long as he/shr~ coomits fornication each time , 
is put away as the guilty party, and with God ' s .full appr oval can marry again, and 
again , and again, and again ad infinitum. Both Bal es and Buttermore speak of divor­
ces for trivial causes , but all their devotees , except U1~ very naive , will qulckly 
perceive that NO Utldesireable marriage r1as to enci i)y d.i.vua:e on trivial gr ounds . 
One can get out of the marriage he now de t ests by becoming a fornicator and doing 
t his infamous act sufficiently long until the patience of the innocent spouse wears 
thin and divorce action is persued . Bales and Buttermore both believe and teach 
that the :released or put away fornicator i s f ree as 8 bird and can enter into 8 

second or twenty-second marriage , if the t wenty- one previous ones are played accoro­
ing to their infamous, Satanic marital philosophy . f\nd all these multiple rna:r ;. h •}-::· 
can meet God ' s full approval ! 

I think ead~ r eader of thi s debate materjaJ wH1 have an eye openir~q expel'i0.nc;; 
be fore him as he observes that 13uttermore rJoes not t.:ven ciemancJ repent::Jnce or· t hr 
guilty party. At least he is cons i s t ent, though grievous ly wr ong, in hi s dev.i} js r1 
dcct.rtne. If the guUty party has the SJIMC. rj ght!'> ;):. the ir·,noc:!nt, onrJ _:,lr·(~c ~·e­
pentance is not derr:anded of the innocent par l:y anywt H:.1 ·c up •-md uown Uv::: line, t r n~r; 
NO repentance is demande1j of tt1e guilty . H Suttertno n ' u·d.nks t here .i s any ::;r;r t: c.r 
demanded r epent ance for U1e guilty party , he surely kep : l l C:tjnCe8 l ed f i')IIl me, an~·i 
I have read this mater.i.a.l slowly 8nlj car eful..\. y . 1·-ur t he r tnore , e<Jch re<:ider w:L:. .rc~;id 
in amazement Buttermore ' s laLel.inq of wl-lftL .Jesus sait"l i !l lvlJttllew 19 :9 a:; fa l ~;e , ~1 ~~ 
well as the noxious NOT he i njects :Lnto the :::arne. '·lr:; '.kx;~:, w.i tJ: ~1Jtthew .:. 9 : ~:1 \vhn~. 
Satan and the serpent did relative to t he forbidden fruil. in Genesis 3. Brother 
Jackson does a superb job in pointing out such fall acic~s . 

At times I got the impressi on from reading [~uttertr,or e ' s material that he was 
seeking t o bolster hi s pos ition , o r at least. "BUTTEH" i.t up a bit "MORE", by =.~ttempt­
i.ng t :-J show i ncons.ist.encies amonq t:hose who oppose h.is pc,:::: iti.on . But one dm:s not 
p.t·ove !lis own posi Uon by leveling cr ie s 1_1 r i. nconsi :, t·enL;y agc=Jinst opposition. Bal es 
hss tried this for years . liis youno devo tee in Oh if , ; ~~ :-:lping the same . It. IIC~s r.10t 
worked for the o.lder man i.n Sear•~ ~~ ; H work ~, no t a IJ: !:. l:le t.ter for t t1e young man 111 

Struthers . Roth are on a sinl<inn ship , an cJ ne:i.t.her i::. w.i l.l.ing to li sten to anti l ea rn 
from Warren, E.li<.i.ns , Jackson, Woods , ~-1offl LI., C0nnellv, Taylor, e t c ., who seek to hc J. p_ 



(2) 

Buttermore assured me in a personal letter, August 29 , 1985, that he would change 
in a mome;nt if proved wrong . Roger Jackson proved him wrong again and again in this 
one-sided debate. In fact, Jackson tore his position to shreds and Buttermore seem­
ingly did not realize he was one more whipped boy i n debate . Buttermore has had am­
ple time to change. The very men he attacked so vi ciousl y in his bookle t --LOOSED 
BUT BOUND?--proved his position wrong, grievousl y wrong !! These included Warren, 
Deaver, Woods, Connelly, Moffitt, Elkins, Taylor, e t1~ . Lncidentally, Buttermore de­
voted a number of pages in that booklet toward me. He went into print without ever 
contacting me. To this I have no objection, for I frequently do the same with men 
I believe to be in error . But he allowed inconsistency to go t o seed and then some!! 
He had the audacity to suggest that if I disagreed wi th him that I shoulj ''have the 
courtesy to fil l me in on any criti ci s m before you print elsewhere'' (Personal Let ter-­
October 5, 1985) . THOU THAT TEACHES T COURTESY OF OTI·IEF~S , TEACHEST THOU NOT THYSEU--? 
(Cf. Romans 2:19-24). Brother Guy N. Woods was right on target when he suggested 
that Butterm01·e needs to learn something of the nature of common courtesy . He needs 
this as much as he does a course in effective debating !! 

The debate speaks for itself. Jackson upheld t he truth; Buttermore is deeply 
enmeSI'Ied in error. He did as well as any man his age and inexperience could have 
dare . He had an egregious falsehood to uphold . Buttermore is weak in argument, 
feeble in logical excursions, and quite defi cien t i n language usage . He needs a 
two or three year course i n English grammar if he j_s going to write for the public . 
His English is atrocious at times and especially beginning with a single pronoun 
and changing to the plural in the same sentence and ta l king about the same individ­
ual. I am frankly surprised that Bales, who obviously helped him with the debate, 
did not correct some of his poorly constructed sentences . Like Bales, Buttermore 
is utterly unable to see the sat ani c consequences nf his doctrine . Some years back 
Olin Hicks initiated some correspond2nce with rre. fr, my first letter to him I asked 
him to face the consequences of his own doctr ine. Tnjs tte was unwilling to do . The 
correspondence broke off as abruptly as it had begun . Most false t eachers do not 
wish to face the consequences of their own doctrine . 

I have l abeled publicly Bales ism as being rotten doct rine AND IT IS !! Brothe-r· 
Hugo McCord has done tl"le same witlt l:.lalcsi.srn . I do nut. h8s ltat.e to labe l !3ut.tr~rmOE' ·­
ism as rotten doctrine ALSO ! Buttermore could and snould spend his time in some­
thing constructive, rather than advocating and seeking tn de fend a doctri ne borf'l 
in the very pits of hell!! 

Truth is safe in the capable , dedicateti hancls or· :~oger Jackson . 

P.O. Bo.x 1-164 

Ripley, Tennessee 38063 



PROPOSED RULE S FOR DEBATE 

PROPOSI TION # 1: The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been 
put away for fornication may not , with God's 
approval, remarry another person . 

Affirm fi~-?~tfur--
Deny_lc-iJ~ ~d~_· __ 

PROPOSITION # 2: The Sc riptures teach that a mate who h3s been 
put away for fornication may , with God's approval, 
remarry another person . 

1. Hedges Rules of Discussion shall govern the debate . 

2. Each disputant will have three affirmat ive s on the proposition 
followed by three negatives alternately. 

3 . The length of the manuscripts will no t exc eed ten (10) pages 
typed and single spaced . 

4. Each respondend shall have 30 days to reply to each manuscript 
which time will be counted from the da y of receiv ing the material . 

5 . Each respondent grants the other full publication rights,but re ­
serves the right to review his ow n manus cri pt t o make corrections 
only in spelling,punctuation,pr grammar . No ot her ch anges may 
be made without both disp utan t ' s permi ssion . 

6 . Each disputant will conduct hi~self as a Christian . 

~ -1 / 
/) ) ,· '-1-- /. ROGER JACKSON / :..-<'f_._...., /""-_,c.t.~1 t-c~ 

7 4 ----~----
/ " 

TOO BUTTERMORE 



JACKSON' S FIRST AFFlRMATI VE 

PROPOSITION: The Sc riptures t each that a mate who ha s been put away 
for forn ication may not, wit h God's appro val , remarry 
another person. 

(lAl) As a result of an artic l e of mine, which appeared in THE 
DEFENDER and THE BIBLE WAY, rega r ding Matt hew 19 : 9, I ~eceived a 
challenge to debate the i ss ue whi ch ap pear s in my pronosi t ion , from 
brother Tad But t ermore o f Strut hers, Ohio. 1 Jo no t know bTother 
Buttermore per sonally, but I assume he is 3n honest young ma n wh ·J 
is seeking. the truth on this cl' ucial matt er .. Urother Butte :tmo r e 
tells me that he has not seen one r easdnabl A argume n t in suppo r t of 
my proposition. I do not know where he ha s been in the past sev era l 
yea rs, but we shall a t t empt to give him a fe w. I hope that we shall 
be able to change my good brother ' s mind i r1 this matter by reasoni n g 
from the Scriptures. Judging from bro ther Butte r more ' s le tt ers I 
bel ieve we ~a r1 expect a goou CIH ·j~t.i.an ex ;;l!ange that is Teprer.;entaUve 
of the issues. We have agreed, without an y content ion , upon proper 
r ules. f or debate, decorum and pub lication priv ile~ges. I comme nd to 
you t:'1 e . th ings that are sa id i :1 Christian love and inte rest o f the 
truth. 

(1A2) It is the responsib ility of the aff i rmative to define the terms 
of the proposi tion in order t o avoid a ny amb igu i ty. I de fine the terms 
of my proposition as follow s: (J.) By "the Scripture s ," I mea n the 
Bible- the 6 6 book s know n as the Old a nd New t es tament s ; the inspired 
Word of God (II Tim. 3: 16 , 17). ( 2) By " te ach ," I mean to instr uct or 
impart information in one or more of these four means : (a) Command. 
(b) Exampl e . (c) Implication (inference on the student ' s part). (d) 
Expediency . (3) By " a mat e ," I mean a marri f: d pe rson , or one who 
is now put away, but who was a mate befbre th at divorce . Specificall y 
an " e x - w i f e . " ( 4 ) B y " w ~10 h a s bee n p u t away , " I me an d i v orr: e d . ( :i ) 
B y " f o r f o r n i c at i on , " I me an be c a u s e t h a t p e r son ( w i f e ) h a s t) e e r. 
guilty of se xual ma,rital infidelity or unfaithfulness . (6) 8 ~1 11 nla y 
no t, " I mean t hat s he does no t ha ve Di vine sa nction. (7) By " witl'l 
God ' s approval,'' I mean s he violate s Div i ne law and co mmit s a s in . 
( 8 ) By " remarry , " I me an enter another m a r J. t a 1 union . ( 9 ) B 1' " 2 not he r 
p e r s on , " I me 3 n one o t h e r t h an he r for rn e r. h u s b a ..-, ci • 

ARGUMENT it 1 : ACQUIRED STA hl ::i 

( 1A 3) Although tnere are a number of pass ages wnich 
iss ue before us, the foc al passage i5 Matthew t9 : 9 . 
passa ge read s th usly : 

oear O:hl th<.' 
1 r ; tr' P. K J V t h ~ 

And I sa y u n t o y o u , It! t1 o so e v e r s h a 1 1 p u t away h i. s w .i. f e , 
except it be for forn ication, and sha .ll marry another , 
committeth adulterv : ancl wt1oso ma rr:i eth her which is P1Jt 

away doth commit adullery . 

(1 A4) Language could not be pla iner. Jesus s~ id that a woman who 
has been d i v or c e d be c au s e o f h c r f o r n i c a t i on is a " h a v i n g -- b e e r.- Put -
away - person , " and whosoever mar r i e s a '; h a v in g-been-put - a 'IJ a y- p c~ r s ~ n" . 
co mmitt s adultery. Literal Gree k: ka.i. 110 apolelumen8n garna sas fTlG.i.ctwt·:~ :: 
apo lel'um e nan, .is perfect pass:ive s ub s tanti ve pa.rt .icipl. e , aGc u sc:t .l,; e 
s i fl g u 1 a r f e Ill in i n e , the f o .r c e o f !rJ r1 i c 11 i 3 : l. h t! h a v i 11 ~~ -bee n- p u I>· ::11•J a y Jtj ~; ri: u. 1 • 



( 2 ) 

This is a status she has acquired. She will retain this status as 
long as she lives and the sa me would be true of a man. She may be 
forgiven of the sin that gave her that status as a result of the 
divorce, but where is the passage, brother Buttermore, that changes 
that status? Brother Buttermore will not find it because it is not 
in the Bible. Hence,while she may be forg iven for her sin, she will 
always be a "having-been-put-away-(woman)." This means, according 
to Matthew 19:9 that if s he every marries another person she will 
sin in so doing, and so will her new mate - he ha s married a "ha ving­
been-put-away-(woman)" If not, why not? 

(lAS) I should like to ask brother Buttermore to reprint the following 
sentences and mark the appropriate b o xe~: 

Whoso marrieth her which is put away doth co mmit adultery.c=]TRUE 

0 FALSE 

Who marrieth her which i s put. awa y do th not cor.1mi t adultery QTRUE 

0FALSE 

NOTE: In both instances of the abov e sentences 1 mean a woman who 
has been put away because s he is guilty of f ornication. 

ARGUMENT # 2 MATTHEW 19:9 TEACHES IMPL I CI TL Y THAT A OIVOC EO 
FORNICATOR HA S NO RI GHT OF REM AR RI AG E. 

(1A6) We shall write Matthew 19 :9a in a s tandard "A" form proposition ! 
which is a univer sa l affirmation, a nd th en arg ue from the contraposi ti ve . 
In standard "A" form the statemen t is :" All persons who divorce their 
companions (except for fornication) and · marry again are per sons who 
commit adultery.'' Pl ac ing this into prope r sc hematic form we ha ve : 
All 0 are M. I n this form D represents the s ubject term, which is 
"All person s who divorce th ei r companion s , except for fornication, and 
marry again," and the lett er "M" represent s the pred i cate term , wh ich 
i s, "~erson s who commit adultery. " The contrapos ition of the prcposi-
t i o n " A 11 0 a r e M , " w o u 1 d be " A 1 J. no n- 0 a r t'~ n on - M • '' We m a y i l l u s t PJ t e 
~hi s type of ~e~son .~ng by t he A forrn prc:~RP"':.:. iLi.on , "A l l llLJIII a n~ are ~orta .t ~-. 
lhe contrapos1t1ve 1s, "Al l non-human s ® s llG n-mortals. " Tl .l S a s 1mp lc: 
form of reasoning that we have all used ma st of our lives . Br ot her 
Buttermore has said he has not see n any " rE: ;.:·,s onab.le " ar9umen t atic.n to 
substantiate my proposi t.i.nn . Here i s th e " reaso;1 ing=' pro cess and u·~r::· 
authority for it s vali dil.y C<Hl t;<:: f'ound :i.11 'r v]n!] Copi ' :s b oo ~.-. , t NTRI)-. 
D U C T 1 0 N T 0 L 0 G I C , s i x t h e d . p . l 9 .) . N o w , s ·i r' r: t: we h a v e e :::; 1: a LJ l .L :.:; 1·1 [~ cJ 
the v a 1 i d it y of this fo r rn o f rea son l n g , 1 e t ' s p r 0 c e e c.i to 3 (J fJ .l v 1. t :·. c· 
the argument at hand. " All persons wr1o cJo ''cJt. t .. o rnm it aci uJt: ery cJ:.· 
p e r s o n s w h o d o n o t cl i v o r c e t h e i .r. c o m p a n i o n ~ ( e ;-. c e p l t" o r f o r n i (: <.J t i. o r ' ' 
an ci' m a r r y a g a i n . " A no t h e r w a y t o e x p r e s s i. i: .i s : " A J. l p e :r. so n s \'IJ h o 
d i v o r c e for n i c a t o r s a r e d i v o r c e d p e r s on s w: w h a v e 1: h e r i g h t o f r t· ~ ­
m::nr iage," 

(lA7) Thi s i s a universal affirmati ve pr oposition which j s writt~n 
s c h em a t i c a 1 1 y a s i 1 l u s t r a t e d a b o v e a n1j w h o ~. r; c on t r a p o s i t i 'tt~ i ~:; 
formed in the same way . THE UJNTRAPU:> I.T J Vl:. Of .. THlS STA lT~f. E NT L) ~~ ~' 
FOLLOWS: "Al l d!Lv orced Pf~rso n s wll o ao no t: IHvr' t he r iqht of r emat r- \ ::;q.--· 
are person s who do not d j_ v or c e forni cator !L " r h us , wit 11 e l U1 e r o : 
these formulation s , non-D, or p e r~~on s who cl1.1 not liivorce t lleir · :u u; .. 



( :; ) 

panions, except for forni ca tion, an d marr y aga i n ," or, persons who do 
not divorce fornicators, tak es into acc oun t t hr ee categories of people: 
(1) those who divorce their c ompanions for t r ivial cause s , (2) those 
who are divorced for tri vi a l (non-Bibli cal ) ca us es, and ( 3 ) t ho se who 
are dmvorced as forni cat o r s . This a r gume n t a lone i s s u f ficient 
conclusive evidence tha t th e gui l ty pa r t y l n a divo r c e fo r for nicat i on 
has no right, with God ' s ap pro val, t o r e ma 1·ry an other per son. My 
proposition stands prove n as a ff i r med . 

ARGUMENT # 3: THE GUILTY PART Y DOE S NO T HAV E THE RIGH T OF 
REM A R R I AGE BE C AU S E S I· IE 0 0 E S N 0 T P 0 S 5 E S S THE CAUSE W H I C H 
BESTOWS THAT RI GHT. 

( 1A8) The arg umen t s e t f or t h in p r ope r s yl l ogis tic form : 

Major premi s e : If it i s the case that Je s us ' s tatement s on di vor ce 
and remarriage, vi z . , Ma t t . 5 : 32 and 19:9; Mk. 10 :1 1 , 
12 ; Lk. 16 :18, give the r ight o f remarriage to the 
offended party who put s a wa y th e guilt y part y , then 
the guilt y party c anno t be pr esumed to have the same 
right as t he offended pa rt y . 

Minor premi se : 

Conclusion: 

Jesu s ' s ta teme nt s on d ivo rce a nd remarriage giv e the 
right of r ema r r i age on l y t o t he offended pa r t y wh a 
puts awa y the gu il t y pa r ty (M a tt . 19 :9 ) . 

Therefore, t he guil t y pa r t y c an not be pre s ~med to 
have th e s am e ri gh t a s t he o ff ended part y. 

(1A 9) Th e syl logi s m i s unque s tion ably valid , the pre mi se s a re t r ue , 
and the co nc lu s ion is dema :1ded . We ar~· a f "'irming th e a ,"J teceden t. . 
The form i s Modus Ponen s . The gu il ty pa r t y can never exerci se a 
right for wh i ch th e nece ssa ry prior ca use i s a bsent (I. e ., th e put -
t in g a w a y o f a f o r n i c a t o r ) . M a n y r .L g h t s u c (~ co n t i n g e n t up on j u s t. 
s uch co n t i n g en c i e s . An e x a rn p 1 e w o u 1 r.1 be . J, d 111 L : 1 2 i n w h i c h t: h e r .i. g:. t 
t o become c h i 1 d r e n o f G o d i s c on t e n g t~ •I t u p rm one ' s be l i e v i n g i. n Hi m . 
On l y the pa r so n who has di vorced a n adu lt er ou s m ~t e ha s t he l ega l 
( sc riptura l ) r.ig ht t o r ema r r y a nd n o t t he mrlte who has been a du l te r ou ~, . 

( lAlO) Since t he exceptiv e c l a use 8ppe ar s onl y i n t he f irst oart o f 
bo t h Matth ew 5 : 32 a a nd Mc-Jt t hew 19 : 9a i t car,no l be infe rred t o e. pp.l y 
t o the se co nd pa r t so as t o gi ve t he f o r n i c at o r t he s ame r i ght of 
r e m a r r i a g e f o r t h e s i n g J e : ~ <HJ s t:: • r n n o C P ? e k rn n n u s r; r i p t r.i o e ~.; t. ~~ 8 
ex cepti ve phr a se a ppear in th e second c l au se where lt1 e fo rn ic ;.~ tor 
appears. l~ithou t it s be i ng ln er e t he ef f or t t o gi ve the fo rni ca t o.r 
t he same r i ght of remarri age as t he innoce nt part y upon t he gr ounds 
of. forni cator i s futile. But ma y t he ca us e be i nf erred i n t he s ec ond 
c 1 a use? T he r e .i s no .i m p l i c at i o r~ t h e r e t o j ! ; s U. f y s u c h a n i n f e r en c e . 
That th is i s the case i s quJte c l e a r whe n we see that s uch an a ssump -
t i on m a k e s J es us con t r ad j c: t H i m s e J. F . I r·, t he f i r s t c 1 au s e J e s u s a 1 -
lowed onl y offe nd e d div orcees to rernarr y , t'Ju t l.f the excepti ve phra s~~ 
i s i n f e r r ed i n t :1 e s e con d c l au s e , t he n .1 e ~; u s 81 l. owed o f fen d .i. n ~J r.U v or c e e ·o, 

to remarry . 1 t w o u J. d not be com p .l l me n t c:n y to an in ter p :c e t e r t o tl-.u s 
ma ke J es us co nt ra di c t Him s e l f i n one s en t ~nce by t husly addi ng t o 
H i s w o r d s . I f J e s us s a i cJ " ~·J h o e v e r m a r r 1 e ::; a r.l i v u r c e d woman co m m i t s 
a d u 1 t e r y " ( M a t t . 5 : 3 2 b ) , i t i s ::1 h e a v y r e s p o n s i b i 1 i t y i n deed t ~~ a t 
re s t s upon the s ho ulrJ e r s of t he ma n who _i nle rp .re t:s His st at~men t to 
say , '• who e v e r rn a r t · i. e s a f' o r n i c a t .i. n g d i v o r c e d w om 3 ;·, do e s n o l corn 1T1 .i. t 
adulter y . " 
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ARGUMENT # 4: IF THE GUILTY PARTY IS FREE TO REMARRY FOL­
LOWING A DIVORC E FOR FORNICATI ON , CHRIST HAS NO LAW AT ALL 
ON DIVORCE. 

(lAll) In proper sy llog istic form the argume nt I am making in # 4 
goes like this: 

Major premise: If the in t erpretation of Je s us ' law on di vorc e a nd 
remarri age which gi ves divorced fo rnicators t he righ t 
of r emarriage causes t he law to be left with no object s 
of application, th en t h~t in ter pretation altogether 
nullifies th e law. 

Minor premis e : The interpr e tation o f Je s us ' law on divorce and re ­
marriage wh ich gives div orc e d f ornicators the right 
of remarri age :aus es the law t o be left with no ob­
jects of app li cation . 

Conclusion: Therefore, t hat appljcati on altogether null ifies the 
law . 

( 1Al2) The "e xcept for fornication" phr ase was ev identl y intended to 
protect the rights of an o ffended pa rty i n t he c ase of a for nic a t i il Q 
mate. But if this law Ji ves t he s am e r igh t to the offending part y 
why wa s the subj ect even cl i scuss ed? In de8 d , Nhen the Pharisee s aske d 
if it were l a wful for a m91 to put a way hi s wi fe for every ca us e why 
did Jesus not s imply answ er "yes " and be done with it, si nc e thi s 
doctrine of the "guilty party may r ema r ry " implies s uc h. If th e 
guilty party may also rema rry , with God ' s 8pproval, my opponen t mu s t 
exp lain why the followi ng si t uat ion c oUl d not only be acceptable i n 
God's sight, but be repeated man y time s wj lh God ' s ap pro va l: 

(1Al3) Mr. A i s m a~ried to Mrs. B. Mrs . B commi ts fo rnication with 
Mr. C. Mr. A divorces Mr s . B for fo rni ca t io n. Mrs . B s ub seq uent l y 
marrie s Mr. C, a ll with God' s approval . 8 u ~ Mr s . B soon tires o f 
Mr. C a nd commits for nication with Mr . D. Mr . C divorce s Mrs . B 
fo r he r forni cat ion. Mrs . B s ub sequent ly ma rries Mr. D, all with 
God's appro val. Mrs . B cont inue s this pl l gh t for 10 mor e cycle s . 
Now le t my opponent tell us , in light of hj_s "the guilty c an rema rr y" 
do c trine where t he woman, Mr s . B, s i nned a si ngl e time in any o f her 
remarr iages. Le t him al s o tell us , in l i ght of t hi s sit uation what 
possible s i gnifican ce Ma tt he w 19 : 9 c a n have i f th e woma n did not s ir1 
a s ingle time i n ANY 0 F HER n~J E L v t. :- em a r r i a ~l e :3 . I know tt1 e read f' ,. 
wil l see the utter traves t y o f s uc l1 a f ool is h do c t rine ! Will my 
st udiou s opponent deny that s uc h a thin g coul ct hap pen? Does he 
not know abou t Hollywoo d? 

(1Al4) Another e xample wi ll furth e r dem onstra te the utter foll y 
of denying my propo s il:i on i s tr u r;. Oe nyir i;,J t hnt th e ~u1lt y oGr.t:y m::.y 
not remarry , wi th God 1 s approval, iltv.i. t ~~: :., t: c rcl con:>e nt. <HHJ r: nn !·rJi!.' d Ly. 
I t p r o v i de s a p e r f e c tl y U g i t i m a t. 1-; me a n s 0 r r. i r c um v en t i n g w h a t l h ~: 
Son of Go d sa i d . In 19 78 t wo pr ofe ss i onal base ball pla yer s t r aded 
wives and c hi 1 d r e n . A cJ v c ca te s o f the "g u i I. t y- par t y-may - r em a rr y '1 t h ::o o r y 
w o u 1 d have to say t h a t <"! l t hough t ll t., ; r <1 c t. i ' 1 n ~; w r. r e s i n f u l , t- tH; i : HI c:n­
riages were script ur al . 

(1 Al5 ) It i s reported b y brother Hugo lvlc Cor d t ha t an e lder i n a 



congregation where he once held a meetin g quit his wife to "shac k 
up" with a deacon•s wife. In time the 2l der •s wife divorced him, 
and the deacon divorced hi s wife. Now, if i t i s true that the 
guilty party can remarry, the elder• s wi f e an d the deacon could 
fall in love and marr y . Then the a pos t a t e e l der and deacon•s wi f e 
now living in adultery, could scriptura l l y (?) marry and eliminate 
their adultery. If they wanted to indi ca te repentance, they could 
be restored in the same congregation. Acc or ding to the doctrine 
11 the guilty-party - can-remarry 11 a sp o us e trad i ng escapad e accept able 
to God has taken plac e ! And it coul d be r epea ted until every spouse 
had been married to e ver y oth er s po us e in t he cong r ega ti on all with 
the approval of God. An d my opp one n t says he has no t seen a reasonabl e 
argument supporting my prop osi tion ye t~ Sure l y he has been protected 
from it. 

ARGUMENT# 5: THE GUILTY PARTY MAY NOT REMARRY BECAUSE 
THE GRANTING OF SUCH A PRIVILE DGE ALLOWS ONE TO DO EVIL 
AND GAIN A REWARD FROM IT. 

(1Al6) Surely my opponent would agree that und e r the gospel of 
Christ, no one is allowed t o do e v i l a nd ga i n a rewar d or benefit 
therefrom. But we :,must put thi s ar gument i nto proper s yllogistic 
form in order that the reader ma y see it clearly . As in t he ca s e 
of all the other syllogisms we use Mo du s Ponens . 

Major premise: If it is the case that the C hr ~ stian system forbid s 
an y evil deed which bring s re war d to it s perpetrator 

then the de s truction o f a l egi tima te marriage with 
the right of remarri age gr antP.cl to t he gu i lt y part y 
is c ontrar y t o the wil l o f God . 

Minor premise: The Christian system does fo rbi d an y ev i l de ed which 
brings reward to it s perpetr a t or ( Rom. 3 : 8). 

Con c lusion: Therefore, the destruction of a legitimate ma r riage 
by fornica t ion with t he r ight of remarriage gr anted 
to the guilty pa rty i s c on trary t o t he will of God. 

(1Al7) The basic fa l lacy of this ma tt er li es in t he pr incip l e t hat 
states that e very doctr i ne that i mplies a fA ls e doctrine i s also 
false diagrammed p? q I f bro ther But termore has bee n do ln g 

-q . 
• . - p 

his t1is hom e work a s he shou l d , and I am sure he has , he know s t hat 
t h i s f o r m o f r e a s o n i n g i s tJ a s i. c t: o <H l y p r o tJ o s .i t. i o n o r a f f i r rn a U on 
a b o·u t t h e 8 i b 1 e • I t j u s t s i 111 p l y me 3 n s t. h a L w h ;J t. e v e .r c on s t r u c U . o n 
has been pla ce d upon a pass ag e o f Scri pl ur o must not con tradict a 
simpler truth t aught in an ot he r pl ace . To s tate t hat the gu ilty 
party ma y r ema r ry acc o rdin g t o Matth ~ w 19 : 9 is to pla ce a con st r uc tlo rt 
on a passage tha t i s a t best obs cu re . Bu t mo3t of all lt co n tradicts 
the plain dec laration i n Ro ma ns 3 : 8 t hat we m~ y no t do ev il th at good 
ma y come . And t hat i s e xac t l y wha t affir r.Linq tha t th e gu J lty PC!rty 
ma y remarr y a l l ows , a s I ha ve sh own above . 
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ARGUMENT # 6: THE GUILTY PARTY I S NOT FREE TO REMARRY BECAUSE 
SUCH A PRIVILEDGE WOULD MAKE THE GOSPEL INEQUITABLE IN THAT IT 
IMPOSES THE GREATER PENALTY ON THE LESSER SIN AND THE LESSER 
PENALTY ON THE GREATeR SIN. 

(1A18) It should be stressed here that Matthew 5:32 and 19:9 do not 
give the innocent party unjus tly put away the right of remarriage. 
This is not an issue under considerat ion in this debate and I presume 
my opponent agrees anyw ay . At least I have never seen it di sputed 
that I recall. I am not discussing the innocent party who did the 
putting away, but the inn oce nt party divor ced fo r no scriptural cause. 
Even this innocent person put away without cause is not given the 
right of remarriage. " .. . and the one who has married the one who 
has been put away keeps on committing adultery." If Bill marries 
Sue, and if Bill later divorces Sue, but not upon the grounds of 
Sue's fornication (for she is not guilty), then Sue has no right of 
remarriage. Furthermore , the man who mar ries Sue "keeps on committing 
adultery." 

(1Al9) In this connection we need to consider punishment in relation ­
ship to Matt. 12:41-45 . In these verses the Lord stresses that the 
men of Nineveh and the Queen of the South would fare better in the 
day of judgment than the generation to .. wh om He s poke. The i_ord 
further stressed that He was greater than Jonah or Solomon. The 
men o f N i n e v e h rep en t e d a n c! t h e CJ u e e n o f t h e 1 .i o u t h c a m ~ t o he a r . B u t 
t h o s e t o who rn He w a s s p e a k :i. n q w o t l 1 d no t h (:~ <l 1 • 1·1 i s p o i n t w o s t h a t 
the greater the oppor tuni t.y, · the gr eater Lll e r espo ns lbi lit y , and the 
greater the obligation refused or rejected the greater th e punishment. 

(1A20) In Matthew 11:20-24 Jesus made specific reference to the 
c ities of Chorazin and Be thsaida and said, "For if the mighty works 
·had been done in Tyre and Sidon which were done in you , they would 
have repented long ago in sackcloth and ashes . But I say unto you, 
it shall be more toler able for lyre and S i~on in the day of judg ­
ment, than for you ." And in that co nnec tion He also mentioned 
Capernaum. Th us, the Lord clea rl y taught that the cities of Tyre 
and Sidon would fare better in the judgmen t than would the cit ies 
of Chorazin, Bethsaida and Capernaum . 

(1A21) In Luke 12 : 47,48 the Record says: "And t hat servant, who 
knew his Lo rd ' s will, and made not ready, nor did according to his 
w i 11 , s h a 11 be be a t e n w l t h rna n y s t r i p e s ; h u t h e t h a t ~ ne w n L1 t , a n d 
did t hing s worthy of s tr.i.p es , s holJ. be l lt~ute1• with f r~ w s tr.i.pes. 
And t o w h om so e v e r m u c r1 i s g l v e n , o I· h i rn ~; h a .ll m u c1"1 b c.:: r e q u J n~ r1 ; a r • CJ 
to whom they commit mu'c r •. of him wiJ. l they a s k the more. 11 

(1 A22) In II Peter 2:20,21 we hav e : "F or if, afte r they have escaped 
the defilem ent of the wor ld throug h th e knowl edge of the Lord and 
Sa v i our Jesu s C h r is t , L hey a r e r1 g a l n en t ct n g .L ed t t1 ere .i. n an d o v f:! r com f ! , 

the last state is become worse wit l1 t hem than t!'1e first . ror it 
were better for t hem not to have kno wn til e way of righteousness , thGr~, 
after knowing 1 t .. to tu rn ba c:k from th e ho l y c ommandment delivered 
unto them." 

(lA23) Although we cannot sa y particul arly jus t what it will IJe , 
the se passage s make J t c J c~ <:t r that t ht:r e will be cJeg r ee:; of' puni.sh­
m en t i n he 11 . T h i s p 1.1 n i s h 1n e n t w i l 1 be j us t 1 y 1: e 1. a t e d t o t h e s .i n s . 
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Therefore, it should be st ressed that, according to these considera­
tions sins do differ in magnitude be f ore God . Sin i s sin, but one 
sin may be more far re aching in its consequences than another sin . 
We would understand, for instance, that mu rder is a greater s in than 
lying. Even the Lord himself made such 8 distinction wh en he said 
to Pilate, '' . .. therefore he that delivered me unto thee hath the 
Qreater sin ." (Jn. l9:ll b) . Greate r in what sense? In its con-
sequences. 

(1A24) In God's provi de nce si n i s and wil l be punished accordinq 
to the e normity of it s na ture. God's .i ustice demands that the 
punishment be .iustlv rel ated to the sin co mmitted . At no time 
would God me te ou t qre ate r pun ishment For lesser si n, or fo r no sir1. 
It would be difficult to imaqine a s i n more terrible or more traoi c 
than the sin of fo rnic ation, wh ich ca n lead to the dissoluti on of 
the marriaqe bond. The for nic ator sins aqainst Go d and hi s own 
body (I Cor. 6;18). He si ns aqain s t h i s wife an d his children ( if 
he has any): not t o mention the ch ur ch , if he is a member. This 
is an extremelv se r io us matter. The fo r nicato r is lus tful . incon ­
siderate . careless . and hell-bound . in contrast to the innocent 
vi ctim in a marriaoe wh o has been out away uniustlv . Jane . ouiltv 
of no un r"aithfulness to her husband. ls cruellv and uniustly put 
away (divo r ced) by Joe . The Lord ' s teachino is that Jane has no 
s c r i p t u r a 1 a roun d s f o r an o t he r m a r r i a u e ( tv1 a t t 1·1 e w 1 9 : 9 ) . 

(lA25) If it is the case that th ere are deorees of punishment ,and 
if penaltie s f rom the Lord are properly and iustly related to the 
si n committed . then certainly and obv iously God would no t. an d we 
hasten t o sav . did not. ol ace uoon Jane. ouilty of no marriaqe de­
s troyino s in. a greater b~rden and penalt y than He did upon a forni­
ca tor, jus tl y put awa y . Go d ' s law do es not make it possible for 
the Quilty for nicator, ,iustly put aw ay , to remarry , and yet deny 
that riqht to Jane, who is totally innoc ent . But the arqument needs 
to be prec isely stated, and in the interes t of clarity we state 
it thusly: 

Ma .ior premise : If it is the case that our Lo rd - i n Matthew 5 : 32 
and 19: 9 - does not allow the remarriage of the 
innocen t party un .ius tl y put away, then i t is the 
case that our Lord doe s no t allow the remarriage 
of the guilty party , justly put away . 

Minor premise: It js t he case that our Lord - in Ma tthew 5 : 32 
and 19 : 9 - does not allow t he re mar riaqe of the 
innocent party un .i ust lv put away. 

Co nc l usion: It is the case that our Lord - in Matthew 5 : 32 
and 19 : 9 - doe s no t a 11 ow the rem a r r i a q e o r tt1 e 
quilty party justly pu t away . 

ARGUMENT # 7 : THE GUILTY PART Y MA Y NOT REMARRY BECAUSE IT 
WOULD ELIMfNATE THE SIGNlFlCI\NCE OF rHC "EXCEP T[VE" PHHA:Of. 
IN MATT HEW 19:9. 

( 1A26) Of te n i n thj s connec tion the " hand-cuff " illustration has 
been used by c laiming that if two pe r son s are hand-cuffed to each 
other t ha t it is i moo ssjble for the handcuffs to be relea sed for 
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one without beina releas ed also for the other. Th us , it is claimed 
that if one party is relea sed from the marriaq e bond so is the other. 
However. we stress that an illustration do es not prove. Illustrations 
are properly used to clarify. The proof has t o come elsewhere and be 
presented as qrounds for the illustration. I had a Ba ptist friend who 
once attempted to illustrate God's acceptance (?) of all churches by 
likenina them all to tributaries to a sinqle qreat river, and the river 
was God's Son. Each one, accordina to hi m, cont ributed somethina sweet 
to the witness of Christ (in his word s) . Tha L seems to be a beautiful 
illustration, but where is the basis in Scrip t ure fo r assumina God ap ­
proves of more than one chur ch? He seemed co nf used when I asked him 
what would happen if one of the tributaries did not believe that Jesus 
is the Son of God. So illustrations do not pr ove. but that is what 
the "hand-cuff" illustration is desiqned to do. What must be established 
fi rst is that the Lord permit ted the party un c uffed because of his/her 
fornication has a scriptura l riaht t o another marriaae . 

(1A27) In the marriaae sit uation ther e are t hree s ets of handcuffs and 
not iust one. The husband is handcuffed t u God (t o the law of God); the 
wife is handcuffed to God (to the law of God) ; 3nd t he husband and wife 
are handcuffed to each other . Th e marriaq e l ~w is Go d' s law, and all 
men are amenable to that l aw. When th e wi fe i s guil t y of fornication 
the husband has a right to put he r away , or to ta ke off the handcuff s 
by which he is bound to the wi fe . But , he i s st ill handcuffed to the 
laws of God, and th e wifi ( th e guilty pa rty ) is sti ll handcuffed to 
the laws of God. The law of God a l lows th e husband (the innocent party) 
to form another marriage union. The guil t y par ty is s till handcuffed 
to the law of God - not to the husband s he sinned agai nst. 

(1A28) Surely my opponent has seen brother Roy Lanier, Sr .' s illustration 
along this line - which illustra tes the teach ing of Matthew 19:9 as it s 
basis. An officer is handcuffed to a prisoner . Both the of f icer and 
the _prisoner walk into a cell. The officer r el eases the prisoner f rom 
the ·handcuffs and removes t hem. The officer and prisoner are ·.: de fi nitel y 
loosed from each other. But the law provide s that only the officer 
may walk out of the cell. Unlike the "hand- cuff" illustration, thi s 
one illustrates the teaching of Matth ew 19: 9 while the ''hand-cuf f ' 
illustration illustrates a situat ion nowher e taught i n the Scriptures. 

(1A29) If the gu:lty part y, loosed from the handcuf fs may also re ­
marr y , then " ehc eot" does not mean 11 ex ceo t. 11 The Lord said : I t .i. s t he 
case that the ONLY person who has a s cript ur al riaht to put aw ev his 
com panion and to marrv anoth e r compani on i s the perso n whose compa n ion 
has been auilty of forn ica r. i on . But some uu· ",avi.no it .is NCIT thE C 8 ~-: t. ' 
that the 0 N L Y o e r son who h as a s c rio t u r a 1 ;: .i. u l t t. t. o p u l a w a v h .i. ~'· c omo a n i on 
and to marry another comoani on is the per s on whose companion has hBer: 
auilty of for nicat ion. for the person GUILT Y of fo rnication AL SO ha s 
a scriptural riaht to remarr y . If th is is t rue , t hese persons need to 
tell ·us why the Lo rd even talked abou t it . The "ex cept for forni ca tion" 
ohrase would have no mean inn whatsoe ver . 

(1A30) It i s sul d that ~omP oeo ple ~a nnat li ve w.it hout sexual re­
lations. Wh .i.l.e it i s tru E:: that the mc1tter .L 11101.' •::! dJff i cult for so me 
t h an o t he r s , i t i ~ c e r t a i n 1 v no t i m p o s s l b J c . .J e s u s s a i d t h CJ t a m ct n 
could make himself a eunu c h fo r the s ak e o f the kingdom (Matt. 19:1 2) · 
Fu rthermore, when two peop l e divorc e not for fo rnicati on, both the Lord 
and Paul orda ined that the y must rema i n unma rried ( Matthew 19: 9 ; Ro m. 
7:1-4). This means they m~st live wi t ho ut sezu~l rel at io~s. l f it i s 
t r u e t h a t s om e p e up 1 e co u J d n o t l.l v e w 1 r. h o u t s e x u A .1 r e 1 a t 1 on s , o. n d t h J. s 



permitts divorced fornicator s t o r emarry, what will we do with teenagers 
who have never married? What ab out 2 man wh ose wife is an invalid? Ca n 
he put her away and remarry sole ly on the grounds that he cannot live 
without sexual relations? It would appear that th is argument is just 
another means of trying to a void the Lord' s t each ing that t hose who 
are divorced because of fornication may not r ema rry. Neithe r is any ­
one "sentencing people to celibacy ." No, it is not they who do it, 
but the Lord. In addition, when th e gu il ty - may - remarry pr oponent s sa y 
that non:adulterou s divorcees must remain unmarrie d, is it they or the 
Lord who is sentencing them to celibacy ? 

ARGUMENT# 8: THE GUILTY PARTY MAY.NOT REMA RRY WITH GOD'S AP­
PROVAL BECAUSE THE DOCTRIN E STREN GTH EN S THE HA ND OF EV I~DOEBS. 

(1A31) It sounds cruel when one says , "You ar e making the guilty do 
penance for the rest of hi s life ." Suc h lan guage , making a home - wreck er 
feel sorry for himself, i s nothing more o r Les s th an a strengthening 
of the hands of evil doers (Jer . 23 :1 LI) . It is, in effect, a criticism 
of the Lord's wisdom. One co ul d also s ay, "You make the non - adulterous 
divorcee do penance for the rest of their li ves ." Bu t, really, it is 
not they who do it, but the Lord who commanded the single life . Before 
this Godless doctrine was taught freely , d i vor ce was discouraged. Now 
many people who were once convinced they wer e livi ng in adultery ha ve 
been given false hope. It i s a popular doctrine . Men belie ve it 
because they want so mu6h for it t o be tr ue . Someone must give ac ­
count. It is a wife - s wappin g doctrjne th at p la ces a premium on s in 
and allows free and easy div orce and re ma rrl age . I t gives a way to 
circumvent God's restri c ti ons on remarriage renderi ng any r estrict ion 
null and void . Evil men are r ejo i ci ng ! Me n of pr ide who court t he 
favor of the masses are riding astri de th e shoulders of ev ildoe r s al ­
lowing their cheer$ to drown ou t the Lor.d ' s clear words in Mat thew 
19:9. 

ARGUMENT # 9 : THE GUILTY PARTY MAY NOT RE MA RRY, WITH GOO ' S 
APPROVAL BECAUSE MARK 6 : 14 - LR TE ACH ES AGAINS T I T. 

(1A32) The case is the well known case o f He rod Antipas and Herodias. 
The Record states: 

For Herod 
and bound 
Phillip's 
to Herod, 
wife. 

himself had sent forth and la id hol d upon John 
him in pri s on f or Herodias' sa ke , his brother 
wife: for he had married her. For Joh n had said 
It is not lawful for thee t o have t hy brother ' s 

(1A33) It is quite apparent that a woma n (H e rodias ) who wa s once the 
wife·of Ph i llip, was now the wife of An ti pa s . Joh n s aid it was not 
1 a w f u 1 f o r him to h a ·; e her . A y w h a t 1 a w? r he 1 a w t hat J e s u s a p P e a 1 e d 
to that was "from the beginning " accordin g t(l the Hecord i n Matthew 
19 :1-9. Herodias wa s , and had been commi t ti ng for ni cat ion with Antlpa s. 
If the guilt y party may rernarry then th at .l. aw that aJ l owed s uch would 
certai nl y ha ve made it " lawful " fo r ,':\nt ip a s l o h:::Jve her . But John saiCJ 
I T IS NOT SO ! Ther efore , by thr pronouncement o f lh e i nsp ir ed John 
the baptizer j_ t is not the case Lh3t th e quj J ty par t y can re marry . 
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(1A34) Before my space has been taken up I shou ld like to ask a 
few questions for the negative to address i n his first reply. I 
do this in order to ascertain exactly what my opponent's position 
is on this matter and to further clarify the issue for the reader. 

1. Would you cite a case of divorce in which anyone involved would 
render himself / herself ineligible fo r remarriage? 

2. If the guilty party of Matthew 19: 9 may r emarry , with God's approval, 
would you please explain the point o f th e passage and s how why Jesus 
even discussed the matter at all ? 

3 . Do you believe (teach) that bap tism fo r the alie n sinner changes 
his marital statue that i s un sc ript ura l ? Jf so would you please 
cite the pa5sage that t eaches it ? 

4. Do you believe (teach) that co nfessi on an d prayer for the Chris tian 
changes his marital statu s t hat i s uns c r aptura l . If so , would you 
please cite the passag e tha t teaches i l ? 

5. Could the guilty for~icat o r of Matthew 19 : 9 r epeat her fornication 
100 times, be divorced 100 time s , a nd h~v e a sc riptural right to 
each 100 husbands? If not, ~hy not? 

6. Would you please indicate with an '' X or whi c h of t he following situations 
provide a divorced woman with sc ri p tur al gro unds fo r entering anothe r 
marriage? 

(a) Her husband divor ces her for being a poor housekeeper . 

(b) Her husband divorces her for being a poor mother. 

(c) Her husband divorc er her for c ommit tin~ tor nication ten t imes. 

7 . Do the temporal consequ en ces of the viola tion of a law of God rende r 
the law null and void? 

8. Is the following proposi t ion t rue o r f al s0 : 

All persons who attai.n the sta tu s of " unmarr ied " 
ar9 persons who ha ve a r ight to be ma r ried in God ' s 
sight. 

9 . I f y o u r a n s w e r t o tt 8 .i s " f 8 1 s e " p 1 e a ~-; e ·.; ~ 1 e r; 1 f y t h e e x c e p t .i r:l n s . 

10. Is it lawful fo r a man to divorce his w.ir ~=! :'lllCI marry anothe r for 
every cause? 

(lA35) I hav e given brot her Buttermore nine Jrgu ment s in s up por t of 
the proposition: "The Scrj ptu r es te ac h tha t 8 tnC1tP wt•o has been D•J t 

away for forn i cati on may ntlt, wit h God ' s approvaL , remarry anott"l c:r 
p e r son . " I h a v e a c c om p ani e d i t s iJ r o o r· w i U1 \ c r i p t tl r e s an rl " '(l e n so n a b l e 
arguments." It wilJ be rn o!?.r int.erestLng to J.;c: wl•a t. he will 1lo wLth 
t h e rna t e r i a 1 . T h .i. s m a t e r.i o 1 i s s e n t to b r o t '' e L B u t t e r m o rr:! i n C h r .i s t i a 1 1 

kind nes s and t he interest thal truth will pr eva i l . I lea ve i t to you, 
brother Buttermore. 



BU'ITERMJRE Is FIRST NffiATIVE 

Preliminary Remarks 

(1N1) In the September, 1985 issue of the DEFENDER, on Page 69, brother Jaskson 
has a published article on Marriage and Divorce. Because brother Jackson labeled 
as false the position I hold t o be true, my Christian duty was to come to the 
defense of the truth. (Phil. 1:17). I had previously accepted a chal l enge by 
brother Jerry Moffitt of San Antonio, Texas to debate this issue. After nuch 
correspondence the proposition was set; however, brother Moffitt has since 
allowed the debate to fizzle out. Since a format such as the one brother Jackson 
and I are presenting to the reader is the most fair way to analyze a doctrine, I 
continued to seek a willing individual with which to engage in written debate. 
Brother Jackson wasted no time in accepting the invitation . I appreciate his 
confidence in my honesty and desire to affirm only what is true. I also 
appreciate very much the opportunity to discuss this issue with a man who 
manifested a fine spirit in his f i rst affirmative. May the truth shine, whether 
it be for me or against me. I assure brother Jackson and the reader that this is 
my notivating factor in this debate. As I have already stated to brother Jackson 
I stand ready to change on this issue if I can be proven wrong in the stance I 
have taken. That I have begun my first negative implies that brother Jackson's 
first speech was not convincing. There are no circumstances save its falsehood 
which preven:. me from accepting brother Jackson's position. I am not in, nor do 
I ever plan on being in, the guilty party's position, so I have not taken this 
position to benefit myself. Nor do I know any individuals in this situation. In 
the past several years, I have been right here , brother Jackson . Not off 
somewhere whe~c I missed any reasonable arguments used to sustain your p0sition. 
I have read every article, and every argument leveled agains t my position that I 
could read. But none are scriptural. Brother Jackson ' s first affirmative was 
presented in a Christian- like manner and I pray that the whol e of our discussion 
will exhibit a Christ-like spirit . 

Argument #1: Acquired Status 

(1N2) Wnile brother Jackson believes Mt . 19: 9 is the focal passage, I believe 
Mt. 5:32 bears brighter light on the issue at hand . In the KJV it reads: 

But I say unto you, That whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for 
the cause of fornication, causet..'1 l1er to commit adultery : and whosoever 
shall marry her that is divorced committeth adultery. 

(1N3) Can language be pl ainer that this? Jesus said that a man who puts away 
his v;ife for a cause ot..'1er than fornication causes her to commit adul tery , that 
is, \·men/if she remarries . This implies U1at if he puts her aw·ay FOR 
fornication , he does not cause her to cornnit adultery wt1en she re~arries . In one 
case (no fornication) the divorce 9ut her in tne position of becoming an 
adulteress should she marry another . In the other case (for fornication) t.l)e 
divorce did not put her in the position of becoming an adulter ess should she 
remarry. Inall of his first affirmative brot:l1er Jackson did not menti on the 
truth of Mt. 5: 32 . Its bearing on this discussion cannot be overestimated . I 
hope he will attend it in his next speech . 

(1N4) In (1A4) brother Jackson stated that ti1e force of apolelumenen is "the 
having- been-put- away v1oman ." The verse states t...~at t11e one who marries "the 
having- been- put- away woman" corrmits adultery . 'tihich "having-been-put-away 



worM11"? Obviousl y , the one just spoken of in the first part of the verse, the 
one put away apart from fornication. To verify this position , I point to letters 
in my possession from t-1aurice w. Lusk , III and Allen Black . Brother Lusk stated 
that the "most obvi ous understanding gramrratically and semantically" is that the 
af:X)lelurrenen refers back to the one put away apart from fornication. Brother 
Black stated "The participle apolelumenen clearly refers back to the one put away 
parektos logou porneias." Brother Black's comment w-as concerning Mt. 5:32 but is 
also applicable to Mt. 19 :9. I want to thank brother Jackson for stating that 
the force of apolelumenen is singular and not plural. Notice : "THE 
having- been-put-away woman." (emphasis mine, TLB) Answer this question in your 
next speech, brother Jackson -- Which woman is "THE" having-been-put-away woman? 
The one put away for fornication, or apart from fornication? Remember , it can't 
be both. 

( lNS) Now, although one put ar,vay has acquired the status of 
"having-been-put-aw-ay", Jesus taught that only one of the cases corranitted 
adultery by remarrying . Brother Jackson stated that if a "having-been-put-away" 
person ever marries again they would. commit adultery . But also remember that he 
said the force of the Greek was whoever married THE having-been-put-a¥my one 
committed adultery. Thus he admitted the truth that Jesus taught that only on2 
of the cases corrrnitted adultery by remarrying . But even though one put away 
apart from fornication would commit adultery in remarriage, is it the case that 
if "she ever marries another person she will sin in so doing"? What about the 
case where the former spouse dies? May she remarry then , brother Jackson? If 
not, why not? If so, why? If not, do you me~1 to tell us that one can commit 
adultery against a dead person? Although the pt.:t away guilty party is "a 
having-been-put-away person" they are not "THE having- .. :;een- put-away" person Jesus 
said committed adultery by remarrying. 

(1N6) Brother Jackson asks me to reprint the following sentences and mark the 
appropriate roxes . He stressed that the one put av1ay in each sentence is one put 
away for fornication . 

1. Whoso marrieth her which i s put away doth c orrmi t adu l tery . 1=1 T I x I F 

2. Who marrieth her which is put away doth not commit adultery. I x I T 1=1 F 

(1N7) I know these answers do not surprise brother Jackson . Had I answered them 
tJ1e opp:>site of the way they stand there would be no :1eed of the debate . ~ .... nat 
v.>ill surprise him, though, is the support I have for my answers from scholars and 
brethren who disagree with my position any,..ra.y . Brother Jackson , I call your 
attention to the December 7, 1978 issue of the Gospel Advocate , Page 771 . In the 
Questions and Answers section, conducted by brother Guy N. Woods , brother Woods 
has some corrments on t-It. 19 :9. Relevant to this discussion are the following : 

"He disregards the grammar of the passage which makes the exception 
clause , except for fornication, modify the entire statement including 
the final clause , ' He t.'lat marrieth her \v"hen she is put away conunitteth 
adultery. ' " 

"Jesus said, 'Whosoever shall put away his vllre , except for fornication , 
and shall marry an'::lther , committeth adultery and he that marrieth he~ 
when she is put away committeth adultery . ' This statement , put 
negatively, is just as true as it is in its affirmative form: 
'Whosoever shall put av;ay his wife (or her husband) when he or she has 
been guilty of fornication and shall marry another does not commit 
adultery and he or . she that n1arrieth her or him when he or she is put 
away does not corrmi t adultery. ' " 
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(1N8) Brother Jackson fits the rrold of the first quote. As his (lAlO) shows, 
brother Jackson denies that the exception clause can be implied in the second 
clause. Woods shows that brother Jackson is d isregarding simple grammar. Since 
the exception modifies the entire statement , what does that mean? Note again 
what one of · the rrost learned men in the brotherhood says it means: "and he or 
she that marrieth her or him when he or she is put away (for fornication as WOods 
stated TI.B) OOES NOr COMI-1IT ADULTERY." (emphasis mine, TLB) Very simply, that 
means that the one put away for fornication does not commit adultery for it would 
be imJ:X)ssible for one to commit adultery and not the other. Furthermore, in the 
book edited by Thomas B. Warren, YOUR MARRIAGE CAN BE GREAT, on Page 527, brother 
Garland Elkins stated: "The words ' saving f or the cause of fornication' apply 
also to the second clause, 'and vlhosoever marrieth her which is put away'." 

(1N9) Thus it can be seen that I am justified in answering as I have. Brother 
Jackson's argument on acquired status does not establish his case because the 
only one Jesus said committed adultery after acqulrlng the status of 
having-been-put-away is, as brother Jackson stated, THE having-been-put-away 
woman, i.e., the one put away rna epi J:X)rneia. But as I shall show in answer to 
his Argument #3, the one put away rna epi porneia may , in certain circumstances, 
become free to remarry in the future. 

Argument #2: 

(lNlO) No doubt ~1e average reader will have a hard time in comprehending tl1e 
language of brother Jackson's second argument, because so very few have schooling 
in formal logic. However, to express his argument in language easily understood 
by the reader I offer his argument in the form of a syllogisn!: 

Major Premise: If it is the case that the only divorced persons who do 
not commit adultery in remarriage are those who have put 
away a fornicator, then tl1e guilty party may not 
remarry, for they did not put away a fornicator. 

Minor Premise: It is the case that the only divorced persons who do not 
commit adultery in remarriage are those who have put 
away a fornicator. 

Conclusion: It is the case that the gui lty party may not remarry, 
for they did not put away a f or nicator . 

(1Nll) The reader will notice the similarity between this argument and argument 
#3. Therefore, I shall deal in detail with brother Jackson's reasoning when we 
come to argument #3. However , some comments are in order for the rest of 
argument #2 . Brother Jackson places Mt. 19:9a into an "A" form statement and 
then illustrates the logical form of an "A" form affirmative (i.e., All D are 
tv1J. Then he proceeds to illustrate how to contrapose the affirmative "All D are 
N" by stating "Al l non- D are non- 1'1". This is wrong . Remember brother Jackson , 
that in order to contrapose , one must not only negate the subject and predicate 
!Jut one must also convert the terms. Note: "All D are M" contraposed is "All 
non-11 are non-D." The correct contrapositive of "All humans are rrortals" v..uuld 
be "All non-mortals are non-humans." 

( 1Nl2) Now as for brother Jackson 's contraposi ti ve , "All divorced persons who do 
not have the right of remarriage are persons who do not divorce fornicators," if 
it can be shown that it does not a lways hold true , (i .e., there are cases in 
v;hich this statement would be fa l se), while the affirmative of it is true, then 
it will have been established that his contrar:osi tive is not a consistent 
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positi on and therefore, is worthless to this debate . This is the case because a 
universal affirmative cannot be true while its contrapositive is fa l se. If the 
affirmative is always true, and there is a case, or cases, which render the 
contrapositive fal se , then the contrapositi ve cannot be a true contrapositive . 
There are cases which I shall bring up in answering brother Jackson ' s third 
argument which involve persons who are divorced but di d not put away a 
fornicator. If any one of them may remarry , and I believe brother Jackson wil l 
agree that some may, it proves that his contrapositive does not hold true . Read 
on as we proceed . 

Argwnent #3 : 

(1N13) Br other Jackson ' s syllogism is NOT val id. In his major premise , brother 
Jackson reasons that if the offended party may remarry, the guilty one does not 
then have the right to remarry. Then in his minor premise brother Jackson sneaks 
in a word which was not present in his major premise. He added the word "only . " 
Without the word "only" in the major premise, the major premise is nothing more 
than conjecture. It is equal to stating: "If mother gave John a dirr.e , it cannot 
be pr esumed that she gave Jim a dime . " But as Mt . 5:32 teaches , when the 
excepti on phrase is applicabl e to the situation the put away one does not commit 
adultery. Furthermore, the reader will recall brother Woods ' statement on the 
grammar of the passages which trashes brother Jackson ' s presumption. If , after a 
scriptural di vorce, the innocent party may be remarried, why can it not be 
presumed that the put away guilty party also has the right to remarry? How can 
it be that they commi t adultery against their former spouse? How can you commit 
adultery against someone to whom you are no longer lawful ly (scriptural ly) 
bound? Answer this, brother -:.rackson. Wi1y do both parties in a divorce not for 
fornication commit adultery in remarriage, while only one commits adultery when 
the divorce was for fornication? Remarriage i s not contingent upon having put 
away a fornicator-.--If it were , then the follovnng syl logism, which is after the 
form of brother Jackson ' s syllogism, woul d also be true . Note: 

Major premise: If it is the case that Jesus ' statements on divorce and 
remarriage , viz., Mt . 5:32 and 19 : 9; Mk . 10:11- 12 , Lk 
16 :18, give the risht of remarriage to the offended 
party who put s away the guilty party I then it cannot be 
presumed that the man whose wife dies has the same right 
as the offended party . 

Minor premise: Jesus' statements on divorce and remarriage give the 
right of remarriage only to the offended party vlho puts 
away the guilty party. 

Conclusion : Therefore 1 the man whose wife dies cannot be pr esumed to 
have the same right as the offended party. 

(1N14) The reader can clearly see by the absurdity of the r easoning that 
r emarriage is not contingent upon having put away a fornicator. Remarriage is 
contingent on one being scripturally free from a mate . The only causes wnich 
bestow that right are scriptural divorce and dea~1. Fornication is involved in 
scriptural divorce, therefore , the put away guilty party is scripturally free to 
re~arry . (cf . I Cor . 7: 27-28b) Furthern~rel if rerr.arriage is contingent upo~ 
one having to have put away a fornicator, (the point of Jackson ' s Argument #2) , 
what vJill brother Jackson do with brother Woods ' position that one v.no is put 
away unjustly, whose mate remarries, is free to rerrarry? Also, ~1at will he do 
with brother Nac Deaver's position that one who remarries after being put away 
W1Scripturally has his second marriage "scripturalized" when the former mate 
dies? If it is the case that the only one given the right of rernarriage is one 

-4-



who has put away a fornicator, what will brother Jackson do for the following 
cases? 1) The case where one's mate has died? 2) The case where one is put 
away whose mate then dies? 3) The case where one 's mate cornnits adultery and 
then puts them away before they have the opportunity to file for divorce? 4) 
The put away fornicator? 5) The case where one is put away for fornication 
whose ·former mate then dies? If brother Jackson says that any of these cases may 
ever remarry, he has admitted the fallacy of his argument and has admitted that 
remarriage is not contingent upon having put away a fornicator . 

(1Nl5) In (lAlO), brother Jackson has denied the truth which Wocds and Elkins 
have stated, viz., that the exception applies to the second clause also. This is 
because he misunderstands the import of the verse. The verse is a general rule 
with an exception clause excepting a case from the application of the general 
rule. The general rule is: Whoever puts away his wife and marries another 
commits adultery, and whosoever marries her that i s put away commits adultery. 
Jesus gave a case to which this general rule does not apply -- the case where 
fornication occurred. Without the exception clause , any and all put away 
persons, as well as those doing the putting av;ay , would commit adultery in 
renarriage. But with the exception one omits the individuals involved in that 
case . Brother Jackson will not allow the exception to be placed in the second 
clause, but places the fornicator there when it clearly refers to the one put 
away NOT for fornication. That the exception does indeed apply to the second 
clause does not ~ce Jesus contradict himself as brother Jackson asserts. As we 
have already seen, Jesus did not restrict remarriage to only offended divorcees . 
Therefore, the fact that the guilty party may remarry would not contradi ct Jesus' 
teaching in Mt. 19: 9a. Mt. 19: 9a allovls the offended one to remarry, but if 
brother Jackson insists that the offe~ded divorcee is the only one permitted to 
remarry, I will press him hard to expl.-lin the cases I mentioned in (1Nl4). And 
to wrap up my refutation of brother Jackson's b~ird argument, I once again call 
the reader's attention to the mutabil ity of brother Jackson 's argumentation . In 
(1A4) , brother Jackson stated that the force of t he Greek, apolelumenen, is THE 
having-been-put-away woman . Then in ( 1Al0) , brother Jackson stresses the weight 
of the responsibility vJhich lies on one \vho interprets it to mean that one who 
marries a divorced fornicator does not commit adultery . But what would he have 
me to interpret THE put away one to be? The one put away apart from 
fornication? I t can only be one of them , dear brother , who fits the "THE". If 
it is not the put away fornicator, it is the one put away on trivial grounds. I f 
it is not the one put away on trivial grounds, it is the fornicator. And if it 
is the fornicator, then one put away on trivial grounds rr.ay remarry vJhile the one 
vvho put them away in 19: 9a may not remarry . Wnich one is it, now, brother 
Jackson? 

Argwnent 4: 

(1Nl6) This argument may be thoroughly refuted without in-depth argumentation . 
Brother Jackson is one hundred percent wrong! If the guilty may remarry, that 
does not leave the law without objects of application . For instance, if the 
guilty--m6y renarry , that does not negate the fact that one put away apart from 
fornication may not. It is qui te evident that brother Jackson mi sunderstands the 
nature of the exception phrase . It was not intended to protect the rights of an 
offended party; it was intended to exclude the case of fornication from the 
general rule! Brother Jackson, if the guilty party may remarry , would you be so 
kind as to point out the rights of t.~e innocent party being "unprotected" (i.e., 
infringed upon) ? Brother Jackson is wrong in assuming that the fact that the 
guilty party may remarry impl i es that remarriage is granted for every cause . 
Jesus mentioned fornication (one cause) . If the gui lty party , put away for 
fornication, may remarry, eA?lain how this makes plural causes , brother Jackson . 
You have affirmed that it does , now tell us how. If the gui lty may remarry after 
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divorce for fornication , the one cause mentioned, what is the second, third , 
etc. , cause which divorce may be had for? Give us specific cases! 

(1N17) In brother Jackson ' s (1Al3), he is implying that if God ' s law may be 
abused it both negates the law and implies that carnal penalties are necessary to 
insure that this abuse does not happen. Brother Jackson, God is not mocked . 
Those who willfully abuse any of his laws will pay at the judgment . Furthermore, 
why does brother Jackson seek to apply a penalty on only this sin? What about 
other actions which abuse the law of God? Why is this the only one my brethren 
seek to punish as they do? {~y not put a penance penalty on every sin to keep 
people from abusing the law of God? The fact that one may abuse God • s law does 
not negate that l aw -- does it, brother Jackson? 

( 1Nl8 ) In ( 1A14) brother Jackson mentions the wife-swappi ng of two baseball 
players in 1978. However , let the reader remember that the debate is whether or 
not a put away guilty party may remarry , not whether or not spouse- swapping is 
scriptural. Furthermore , in (1Al5), brother Jackson thinks the citing of abuse 
to God • s law is a reasonable argument against God • s law. wny does he feel that 
abuse negates la\v? Will not God deal with abuse to his law? Certainly. Why, 
then , do brother Jackson and company feel obligated to fabricate a celibacy law 
to keep people from abusing God's law on divorce and remarriage? 

Argument 5: 

(1N19) I would agree with brother Jackson that under the gospel no one i s 
allowed to do evil, but the gaining of reward or benefit has nothing whatsoever 
to do with that fact . Have you , brother Jacks~n ever committed sin to gain some 
benefit? Certai nly. Who sins to be punished? Did you, then , have to pay a 
penalty to keep you from that benefit? I want to stress to the reader the 
absolute inconsistency of brother Jackson ' s position . He says , in essence, that 
sin must be penalized with some lifelong penalty in order to keep someone from 
benefiting from his sin. However , the onlY._ person he feels obligated to penalize 
is the put away guilty party . I assure you he is paying no lifelong penalty for 
any of his sins. If a person does evil in order to achieve good , he must repent 
of having done ~~e evil, but does this disqualify him for any and every good that 
r.ay come from the evil deed? 

(1N20) To show the inconsistency of brother Jackson's syllogism, let we rewrite 
it inserting another case of sin on 'Which I • m sure brother Jackson does not place 
a ;enalty. 

Major premise: If it is the case that the Christian system forbids any 
evil deed which brings reward to its perpetrator , then 
the destruction of a l egitimate marriage , by murder, 
wi th the right of the murderer to re1rarry is contrary to 
the will of God . 

t-iinor premise: The Christian system does forbid any evil deed which 
brings reward to its perpetrator . 

Conclusion : Therefore, the destruction of a legitimate rrarriage , by 
murder , with the right of the murderer to remarry is 
contrary to the will of God . 

(1N21) In this syllogism p= the murderer who may remarry. q= the Christian 
system allowing reward from sin . p>q - q . · . -p. This form says, if the 
murderer may remarry, then the Christian system allo~tJs one to profit from sin . 
It is false that the Christian system allows one to profit from sin. Therefore , 
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it is false that the murderer may remarry. May the murderer of a SI?OUSe remarry , 
brother Jackson? 

(1N22) Let us show the invalidity of brother Jackson's reasoning. If it is the 
case that no· one may gain reward from sin, what will the affirmative do with the 
following situation? A rran has been married for two years . He learns that his 
\vife is pregnant. He is 20 years old and fee ls he cannot handle the 
resi?Onsibility and financial obligations. He wishes to be single again and free 
from the obligations. He commits adultery and is put away . He has gained the 
reward he desired. If he must be penalized to keep him from reaping this 
benefit, what do you suggest we do , brother Jackson? Make him marry? If you say 
he may not marry , are you not keeping him in the rewarding !?OSition he 
desired??? In Argument #6, brother Jackson says the greater penal ty must be 
i mi?Osed on the greater sin. Which is worse , escaping marital resi?Onsibility and 
obligation, or making one mistake? Why does he r eadily assume all adulterers are 
seeking remarriage as a reward? Some are mere mortals overcome by temptation , 
and do not desire to lose their families. Br other Jackson 's argument is 
worthless to this debate. 

Argument 6: 

(1N23) ·In the affirmative's argument #6, it is evident that he has misunderstood 
the clear import of Mt . 5 :32 and 19:9 , and especial l y Mk 10 : 11- 12 . Before giving 
a det ailed ansv1er to this argument , I would like brother Jackson to answer the 
following questions: 1) Why is one put away apart from fornication not 
permitted to remarry? 2) For what sin is the unjustly put away person being 
punished which requires celibacy? 

( 1N24) There is, however, something in ( 1A24) we may attend to presently. 
Brother Jackson said, "The fornicator sins agains t God • • • his wife ... the 
church, if he is a member ." Suppose for a minute that we have here a Christian 
man who commits adul tery . He prays to God for forgiveness -- God forgives him . 
he pleads with his wife to forgive him -- she forgives him. He asks the church 
to forgive him and pray to God on his behalf -- they do both . He is not put 
away. On the other hand, we have a Christian man who commits adul t ery . He prays 
to God for forgiveness -- God forgives him. he asks the church to forgive him -­
they do . He pleads with his \vife to forgive him -- s l1e does not. She puts him 
away. Brother Jackson teaches that in spite of God ' s forgiveness of the sin , it 
is the wife 's unforgiving attitude which sentences the r.ian t o l ifelong celibacy. 
Suppose even further that we have a rran who commits adultery . He is not forgiven 
by God and the church , but is forgi ven by his wife and is not put away. ~rust he 
remain celibate? If not, is not God's forgiveness inferi or to the spouse's? 
God's forgiveness cannot wipe out the alleged penalty of celibacy, whi ch the 
affirmative has fabricated , but the \vife's forgiveness can . Interesting indeed. 
We shall have more to say along these lines later. 

Argument #7: 

(1N25) In (1A27) all brother Jackson has done is t o assert that the l aw of God 
forbids one scripturally l oosed from a mate rights of remarriage. It asserts 
that although the guilty is totally free , they are still able to commit 
adultery . Perhaps brother Jackson would like to explain for us \·Jho the guilty 
party corrmits adultery against should they remarry. If he does , he will be the 
first to attempt it. In Mk . 10:11-12, the adultery com~itted in remarriage is 
said to be "against" the one who put them away. 
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(1N26) Next, in (1A28) brother J ackson c ites Roy Lanier , Sr .'s illustration and 
boasts that it accurately illustrate s the truth of Mt . 19 : 9. It is quite 
apparent that brother Jackson did not think through the ramifications of this 
false illustration. It does not i llustrate anything nor clarify anything. It is 
another attempt to argue for a lost cause . It i s not parallel to the issue by 
any means. Perhaps brother Jackson will attend the following in his next 
speech. 1) What is the cell? 2) Is the cell the law of God? 3) Is the cell 
the marriage bond? 4) If the cell is the law of God , the illustration has them 
handcuffed BEFORE entering the law of God . How long a journey was there before 
the officer and prisoner got to the prison cell (law of God?)? Or did the 
officer arrest (handcuff) the prisoner in the cell? How long are people 
handcuffed (married?) before they come into the law of God? If the cell is the 
law of God, how does the affirmative account f or the innocent party (officer) 
being able to walk free from it? Is he affirming that scriptural divorce also 
frees the innocent party from the law of God? These problems eliminate the 
possibility of the cell being the law of God. 5) If the cell is the marriage 
bond, more problems arise. How can people be handcuffed (married) BEFORE 
entering the cell (marriage bond)? Again , how l ong were they handcuffed before 
they got to the cell? If the cell is the marriage bond, how does my opp::ment 
account for one walking free from it v1hile the other remains bound t o it? If the 
cell is the marriage bond, what are the handcuffs? The cell carmot be the 
marriage · bond. This illustration most definitely illustrates a situation nowhere 
taught in the Scriptures! 

(1N27) In the first sentence of (1Al9) brother,. Jackson has i t backwards. If the 
guilty party may NOr remarry, then "except" does not mean "except", it would mean 
exactly the opposite of i ts 'USe.'" Notice Mt. 5 : 32 "liJhosoever shall put away his 
wife, EVEN for fornication, causeth her ·':o commit adul tery." An exception is a 
case where a general rule does not apply. The case where fornication has 
occurred has been excepted (omitted) by our Lord . But brethren such as my 
opponent are not willing to accept that truth! Brother Jackson, I challenge you 
to show what "except" means if the guilty may remarry. You are \-Jrong if you say , 
as you did, it has "no meaning." If the guilty may remarry, the phrase includes 
causes other than the one excepted and thus OOES have meaning. It i s not negated 
by the fact that the guilty may remarry! As a matter of fact , that the guilty 
party may remarry beautifully illustrates the use of the exception . As for the 
attempt brother Jackson has made to have me in contradiction to Christ, it 
failed. This is the case because the second half of his statexent is lacking 
some words which if inserted would be a contradiction , but would also state what 
I do not believe nor what we are debating. The statement that the guilty party 
may also remarry does not contradict the Lord's edict that the only one with the 
right to put away a companion and marry is the innocent party . This is the case 
because the guilty party may not put away . The r ight to put away is absent from 
the guilty party, but that does not contradict the Lord ' s teaching or imply that 
they may not remarry if put away . 

Argument #8: 

(1N28) Wny brother Jackson labeled this as an argument I do not know. It has no 
premises or conclusions and thus does not help to establish his doctrine. 
Basically it amounts to no more than assertions and the calling into question of 
my integrity. It is his personal expression against vlhat he thinks i s false . 
~vhlle it is by no means an argument and hence unable to be logically argued 
against, some observations are in order. First , I notice that brother Jackson is 
quick and consistent in condemning the fornicator as one " lustful , inconsiderate , 
careless , hell-bound" (1A24), a "home- wrecker", etc . . . It is then no wonder he 
feels obligated to punish such a dastardly fellow for l ife . I 'm sure that he 
treats himself and his family that v1ay when t hey sin. What lifelong penalties 
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are he and his family enduring for those times when they were rebelling against 
God in sin? Second, brother Jackson implies in ( 1A31) that my position is 
advocating and encouraging people to divorce. This, of course, is wrong. Third, 
he says that my position is quite popular. But I wunder what statistics he has 
to back up his claim. Fourth, he states that my position puts a premium on sin, 
allows free and easy divorce and remarriage, and renders any restrictions null 
and void. However, he is wrong. Does the fact that one can receive forgiveness 
for any sin without having to do lifelong penance put a premium on all sin? By 
no means! Does the fact that one could fornicate with 1000 women and remain 
eligible to marry put a premium on fornication? Why not impose a penance on 
them, brother Jackson? What if a fornicator seduced 50 married women and the 
women were put away? Did he not break up 50 homes? Certainly such a great 
rascal must be punished! w11at do you recorrunend for this "home-wrecker", brother 
Jackson? Is not the penalty for this adultery lifelong celibacy? Is not 
celibacy reaped every time adultery is so\vn? Furthermore, my position does not 
a llow free and easy divorce. It does not void any restrictions. Rather it is in 
accord with the one exception to the Master's rule ! And finally, I'm sure that 
brother Jackson will not mind if I take offense at his last sentence in (1A31) . 
He implies that I am a proud person courting the favor of the masses allowing the 
voice of men to drown the voice of God. This is not a true painting. Pride is 
condemned, and the masses will be condemned. I, therefore , assure you, brother 
Jackson, that I want no association with either. 

Argument #9: 

(1N29) I must say that I am surprised that my opponent selected this text (Mk. 
6: 14-18) to attempt to substantiate his position. This is so because thh; text 
is a far cry from establishing his case. Notice that brother Jackson claims that 
Herodias "was once the wife of Philip", however, the verse states that she was 
still Philip's wife . This implies one of tYJo tJ1ings . She had never been put 
away, or she was put away apart from fornication . Thus , at best , the text can 
only be used to argue against unlavrrul divor ce and remarri age . Brother Jackson 
had better prove that one, or both, of these individuals were put away for 
fornicqtion before attempting to use it as he has. 

Jackson's Questions: 

1. Mt. 19:9a, when one puts away his wife for trivial causes he may not remarry. 

2. The point of the passage is quite simple. It is brethren vlith preconceived 
ideas vlhich cannot see the c 1 ear truth and its implications. The passage is 
meant to teach that divorce under the new covenant is restricted. God will no 
longer tolerate divorce for multiple r easons. Jesus restricted scriptural 
divorce to one cause in ~1t . 5 : 32 , 19:9. 

3 & 4 • Why brother Jackson asked these questions is beyond me. They have 
absolutely noti1ing to do with our discussion. 

5 . If one committed adultery 100 t imes and was put away each time, then each 
time they were scripturally free from any marital obligations. They would be as 
free from their former spouses as if the prior 99 had died . 

6. (c) Her husband divorced her for committing fornication ten times. 

7. No. 
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8 & 9. First, let me state that what men view as "unmarried" God does not 
necessarily consider "unmarried . " There are those who are "scripturally 
unmarried" and those who have no scriptural grounds for divorce and thus although 
civil courts may grant a divorce they are "unscripturally unmarried," and thus 
corranit adultery against their lawful mate should they rerrarry. So it is false 
that all who divorce their mates or are divorced are e ligible to marry . 

10 . No . 

Questions for Brother Jackson 

1. What is adultery? 

2. Does I Cor. 7: 3 9 mean she must marry a Christian? 

3. Who does the guilty party corranit adultery against in remarriage? 

4. If one is put away for fornication and their former mate dies, may the put 
away one remarry? 

5. What is the penalty for a forgiven lie? 

6. What is the penalty for forgiven fornication? 

7. What is the penalty for unforgiven adultery? 

8 . Wnat is the penalty for forgiven adultery? 

9. Is celiliacy a punishment imposed on the put away guilty party for their sin 
of adultery? 

10. Is celibacy a natural consequence of adultery? 

11. Can the put away guilty party be forgiven of their sin of adultery if they 
don't remain celibate? 

12 . Does God forgive and yet punish for the same forg i ven sin? 

13. Are all the penalties on a sin cancelled by the application of the blood of 
Christ? 

14. Is it a sin on the part of the guilty party t o be put a~t;ay? 

15. ~1ay the put away guilty party remarry their former mate? 

16. Could the guilty fornicator repeat fornication 100 times , be divorced 100 
times, arrl have a scriptural right to remarry her fon 1er mate 100 times? If not, 
why not? 

(1N30) I believe that the reader can see that the foregoing material has refuted 
bro~~er Jackson's arguments. I pray that he i s honest enough to see that his 
position cannot stand and will not stand . If so, this debate is over . However , 
error dies -hard . I predict that brother Jackson will continue to contend . To 
you now, brother Jackson. 
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JACK SON ' S SECOND AFFI RM ATIVE 

PROPOSITION: The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been put away for 
fornication may not, with God's approval, remarry another 
person. 

(2Al) After carefully reading and considering brother Buttermore's first 
negative it is my opinion that he is a young man of considerab le ability 
and talent in the art of expressing himself. It is refreshing to see a 
gospel preacher whose convictions have l ed him to make a public defense 
of what he believes to be the truth , and I c an respect that . He has con ­
ducted himself as a Christian and a gentleman. Although I shall press 
him hard, for I know that what he teache~ i s false, I should not like 
for anything I say to be inte r preted as an attack upon his character . 
Perhaps God, in His unfathomabl e providence, s hall so me day allow us 
to meet face to face in thi s li fe , and conv e r se as tru e friends . I re­
gret that we cannot stand together against t he libe ralism that threat­
ens the peace and unity of our g~eat brothe rhood. Pe rhaps we may yet 
realize those aspirations s in ce Tod has expres se d his intentions to 
make a change if and when he has been proven wrong . I am totally con­
vinced that th e material in this second af firmat ive doe~ just t hat. Ta d , 
we all change. I once changed on so me o f these very matters before us 
now when I was but scarcely your age. 1 occupy the position I do now 
because it has been tested in the f ire ( so to speak) for nearly as long 
as you have lived. And yet, 1 assure you that I st and ready to make 
a change also if you can prove what I teac h to be in e rror. You will, 
indeed be my friend. 

A REVIEW AND DEFEN SE OF THE FIRS T AFFIR MAT I VE MATERIAL 

ARGUMENT # 1 ACQUIRE D STAT US 

(2A2) I should like to register a protest at this point to a vioJ.atio n 
of the rules we agreed upon,whi ch violation i s committ ed repeatedly ~Y 
brother Buttermore . In (lA3) of the f ir s t <:1 f f irrnative I ar gued fr orn 
Matthew 19:9 . Brother Buttermore changed t o Matthew 5 : 32 , made an ar­
gument on it, and the n an s we red i t . The ne ga tive I S NOT permitt eo to 
fol low such a course ! It is hl s du ty to follow t he affirmat i ve ex ­
actJy. He is f ree to mal<t: whatever co mm ent s hr~ wis lle !:> on Mct th r:.; w ~> : ?>2 . 
but not to s ub stitute tha t p::tssagc fur the c r1e r used. if t1e ca nnn i: 
answer the argument s as 1 make tt1em , he s hrJu.ld say so .q nd not build 
11 s t raw men u and t e a r t hem down ! No t on 1 y L h a t , b u t t1 e p r o c e e cJ e ( i t () 
take the affirmativ e an d seek to reverse our rol es . I s hall not nl low 
i t a n d a m u n d e r no o b l i g a t .i n n L n ;:u 1 :·, w P. 1· I. h •·~ m 3 t 8 r: i a I. w h i c h r1 p P 1': a r ·:. i r 1 

h i s ( 1 N 2 ) a n d ( 1 N 3 ) • H e rn a y r e t u r n t o i t ''I l""! e n h e .i. ':i a f' t' i r m i. n q . 

(2A3) Tad wants to know whjch 11 having -b een -put --away 11 woman is inLr;ndea 
in Ma tthew 19 : 9 b? If it is the guilty fn rnicntor , f ad l oses hjs case 
and t he debat e . I f she i~.; thP. wc.HT1a n put a w;'JY fnr triv .L;~l cau~>es r1e s2y:. 
his case will stand . The ar1SJ1Jf? :: i~; tha t sh ._- j_s the womc:n put away f"or 
fornication, AND I AM GOIN G TO USE T(J0 ' 5 OWN REA SONING TO PR OVE THAT 
THAT I S EXA CTL Y WHAT HE MUSf BEL I EVE OR OE I NCON SI ST ENT ! R~rne mb er , t nat 
I am us ing Tad' s re asoning . When I ha ve s huwn that he ID 1JSt be li eve, him­
s e 1 f , t h a t she i s t h e d i v o r c e d f o r n .i. r; a t o r , .i. n o r cl e r to be co r: s i s t en t , l· t·, e· 
d e b a t e s h o u l d e n d , f o r h e s CJ i d h e w o u 1 d c h a n g e , :-w t.l p J. a c: e d r1 1 s ~ a s c u ~ o n 
t h e. b a s i s t h a t t he 11 h a v i n g - l"J e e n - p u t - <.1 w a y - worn 8 n " L s t he o n e d 1 v o r c ~ u 
for trivial ca use s in Mat.t . 19 : 9b ; t ha t .i.s 'cilf.! wornan put awa y apart from 
fornication . Tad' s posit.ion is , if I uncJ e r ,; tand him correctly, th at a 
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woma1 who is put away for a friv i lous cause (apart fr om fornication), is not 
really divorced ~n God's sight, so tha t whe n , and if , s he remarries she i s an 
adulterer because she is still married to he r former mat e . Now look at what 
Jesus says about the "having-been-put-away-woman " of Matt hew 19:9b. He says 
; he is what? DIVORCED (i.e., put away). Accorjing to your ~osition, Tad, 
which woman does that make her? It makes ~ e r th e one put away for forni ca­
tion. Did Jesus say she was divor c ed or not ? lf he did, and he m6st as­
surredly did, then she has to be yo ur woma1 dJv orced for fornication because 
she alone, according to you, is divor ced , and Go d ' s Son sh ould k no~. Wel­
come to my side, brother Buttermore! He ha s gJven un the whole debate in 
fewer than two pag es, but I don' t think he knows it ! If you ~eant what you 
said, we can now shake ha nds and quit . But, in anticipat ion of the pos­
sibility that he might not chuose to honor~ hl~ co mmitment, we will finish 
answering his objections. Sinc e Tad did not an s wer my # 1 argume1t he i s 
still obligated to do s o as the negative. He i~ obl igat ed to show where a 
woman who acquires the status of a "having-:Jeen - puL -away-woman 11 c an ever ha ·;e 
that status changed. She c an have the si n forgiven , but she i s still a 
" having-been-put- away - w o :nan 11 and J e s u s s n y s s tw and her new mate com m i t 
a d u 1 t e r y when t he y m a r r y . r h i s i s e x a c ll y w h .. 1 ·. my p r o p o s i t i on s a y s and I 
have sustained it in arg umen t # 1 . 

BUTTERMOR E' S A~A Z INC ADMISSION !!! 
(2A4) In all of my years of preaching the gospe l and contending for the Fai t~ 
I have never seen a more fl a grant violation of a passage of Scripture or cr u­
cial admission of false doc t r ine tha n what Tad wrote in (lN6) ! Look at it! 
He mar ked THE VEHY WORDS OF THE LORD AS FAL SE ! J F:~:.us sai d, "And whoso mar­
rieth her which is put awa y doth comm it. a·du llery ." and my oppon ent ,...1AI3_~ED 
J:.HAT _FA~~~! Does t!"lis sound like a Ill ::Ill· who wU 1 d1a nge i f he is prov en t o 
b e wrong? 0 r w i 11 he c h an g e t h e B i b .l e '? W h i c h lit=.~ s he don e? H e p e n c i l e d 
·n a "NOT" a nd reversed the Lord ' s word s . ln uo.i.ng so he has admitte d : r I) 
.[ f a pas·,;age te aches the opposite 0 f what h f~ hf~ l.i E: '~ t!S he Will pt::nc j j j fl u-,~~ 
e; h a , g e i n s tea d o f ad tn i t i t . ( ~ ) W he n 1·1 e .i. s fl n i '·i t-1 e r! w l t h rt i s r e a s :y, .l n 9 ( ? ) 
in this debat9 its summary will be t hat t he Lord me a n t THE OPPOSI Tl OF WHAr 
HE S~ID . We have been trying to get brethre n to see this about this ung odly 
doc t r i n e o f " t he (~ u i 1 t y p a r t y c a n r em n r r y 11 ami now ! 1 e r ~ i s n r o o f f rom :1 :1 e 

CHAI3_T -1 ::! 'L<lLc.tLilL .. !JllL~'-Il ··"o<tl 
The Chr.ist 

£ . 

Tad Buttermore 

11 .'~ n d w h o s o 111 ; J r r i e t h h e r 

which l s put a way doth ,, 
not c·ornmit edultery 1 

____ J __ 
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Mt . 19:9 b 

GOO SAID 

( j ) 

CHART J - L 

SERPENT SAID -----------
" .. . THOU SHALT SURELY DI E. " YE SHALL NOT SURELY 

CHRIST *-!.P- TOO BUTTER MORE SAYS .. " WHOSO MARRIETHHER-"WH OSO MARRIETH HE R WHICH 
IS PUT AWA Y DOTH COMMIT IS PUT AWAY DOTH NOT 
Anlll TI='QV MIT ADULTERY." 

YOU JUST TELL ME WHA T TH E DIFFERENCE IS !!! 

DIE" 

WHICH 
COM-

(2A5) Tad now informs us that he wi l l sup po rt his position, not by the Bib l e 
as he has signed to do, but by the sc hola r s , an d more than this , by scholar s 
who DISAGREE WITH HIM ! How about that? Th a t will inv olve some he rmeneuti c al 
that I want to see ! The proper use of scho lar s , e ven when they AGREE wi t h 
you, is consultation in their area w,ere they ha ve e xpertise s uch a s le xi co ns 
dictionaries or grammars. Their opinions on t e xts is no bett e r than your s 
or mine, Tad. But since you insist on coun tin g scholars lets go a t it ( th e 
reader shocld note th at I disagree with the procedure bu t will show 
that Ted cannot s upport his position e ve n in that manner). The 46 "scholer s " 
who translated the KJ V at Mat t hew l 9 : 9b con t r adic t e d what you s ay it means 
in that they incl uded no " NOT . " So did the 1 01 schol a rs o f t he ASV . Ted 
use d Lusk, Elkins and Woods. The count is no w 147 to 3 . Now I shall pro­
ceed to take a~ay tho se thre e . 

(2A6) Does Maur ice Lusk, II I s upport t he po sition t ha t the guilty party of 
Matthew 19 : 9 can remarry? Here is wh a t he said abou t i t : 

The fact here we cannot de ny is t ha t God has de s ignated th e one 
violating the marriage vo ws by sexua l imm orality an ad ul terer or 
an a du l t ere ss ; these a re t he y wh o have , conseq uent l y , l os t t heir 
right to a nother covena n t . If th ey do marry , t he ir marr ia ge is 
ad u 1 t e r o us o r ad u 1 t e r a t e d . ( M au r i c e , L u s I< , I II , M a r r h ~ g~l v o 'l~E e 
And Rem a r r i ~~ . ( A t 1 a n t a : G u i l d 0 f S c r .i b e ... ; , l 9 8 2 , p p . 52 , 5 3 ) . 

(2A7) Tad's score is now 148 to 2 . Does Guy N. Woods agree with Tod , or 
has Tad misused his wor ·js? On November 2 9 , I ::; e nt rod ' s fir ~ t thr ee page s 
of hi s negativ e to br o ther Wood s and a s ked him to c omment upon it and gi ve 
me p e r m i s s i on t o p r i n t t h e r e p 1 y . 0 n 0...: c em be r 5 t h l r e c e i v e d t he f o 1 1 ow .i n g 
rep l y f rom brother Wood s whi c h se rv es as qu ite an embar r ass me nt to Tod . 

It is quite appar '~ llt thH t brother E3 utt. e rmore rn .i. s apprehends my 
s t a t :~ men t to w h i c h h 2 r e f e r s , a n d o m 1 t s I r o ' fl t: h r~ q u o t at .i. 'J n h e 
make s , th e cont e x t whi ch c lear l y shows the s ign ifi cance irtte nded . 

J es us sa id, " Who s oever s ha l l pu t away h .i s li'J:i fe , exc ept for forni­
c a tion , and s hall marr y <mo t he r, c ornmitt c l.h ad ul tery : <Jnd he t h rJt 
mar r i e t h he r wh en s he 1 s p u t away c c m m i t tt, L h ~:; d u 1 t e r y . " ( Mat t . l. ';J : 

9). Thi s stat ement put negatively , i s ._iu <.~t a~, tr ue as i t .Ls J.n its 
a f f i r m a t i v e f o :r m : " \~ h o s o e v e r s h a 11 p u t 8 w c.l y h .i ~> w .i f e ( o r r, e r h u s rJ e. r ' r.n 
when he or s he ha s bee n guil ty of r·c rn ic a tion a nd s hall marry 3no-
t her does not co mmit ad u 1 t e r y and r1 e o r she t hat ma r r i e t h her or rd rr, 
when he or she i s put away does no t comm i t a dultery . 

To make t he matt e r more obv i ous , if po ssib l e , no t e thi s : A mar r ie s 
8 • B cohabits w .i t h C . f3 an c! C t he r eby b <-": r.: om e :J d u l t. e r E r s . f:1 , tt'> e 
INNOCENT par t y, may , s llould he ( or she) dtU o se t o do s o , r e mar·:y . 
Should B aban do n C a nd t8ke up wit h D on tu Z eac h such union 1s 
ad u 1 t e r o u s . A , b e i n g t ! w .i. r Hl tlf>: r·: t p rH t y i ~ • ~ h r: nw U :. f! r rJ o e s ~ i 0 T 



Commit adult e r y by remarr ying, nor doe s the par ty who marries A do 
so , s ince,being the innocent par ty , A, i s free to marry. Thi s is 
precisely what my statement s ay s , a nd bro ther Buttermo r e 's conclusi on 
is unwarrant ed. Aga in : Only the INNOCE NT party , and only the INNO ­
CENT PARTY in a marriage broken by FORNICAT I ON, may scriptural ly re ­
marry during th e lifetime o f the forme r compa nion . If any statement 
by either di sputant in thi s di sc us sion i nc l udes a quotat i on from me, 
I ask that the whole of this letter be gin ning with the words, "It is 
quite apparent .• . " be included. Th a nk you . 

Signed 
Guy N. Woods 
December 3, 1985. 

(2A8) I caution t he reader to beware of To d ' s use o f the scholars! By the 
admission of one he used he ha s misunder s tood the m, om i tt ed c rucial pa r ts of 
t he context and misused them . This is ex actl v what he doe s in hi s littl e 
booklet titled "Loosed But Bound" a nd sho ul d t8 ke it of f o f the market i m­
mediately! 

(2A9 ) 
Tod? 

What is Tod ' s " score " now? 1 1~8 t o 1. Does Garland Elkins agree with 
Did Tod give him the s ame unscho l arl y treat ment? Read on : 

Our Lord taught that adultery is the only gro und for the breakup 
of a marriage with the right a f t he innoce nt pa rty to remarry . 
The words, " sav ing for t he cau se of forni cation " apply also to 
the s econd c lause, "and whoso marr ie th he r which is put away ." 
.. . However, let it be emphasiz ed t ha t he did pl ace a no-marri ­
age penalt y upon t he guil t y partne r ! (M a t thew 5 :32; 19 : 9 ) . (Gar­
lan d Elkins, Your Marriage Ca n Be Grea t. ( .lnnesbo ro , Ar ka nsas: 
National Chri s tian Pre ss , 1978 . p. 527Y . 

(2Al0). Tod, can yo0 not see that Gar l and ls sayin g the phrase can be ap­
plied · in the second clause i n the s ense tha t r. he wom a n who put s he r hu5 -
band away for fornication and rem arr i es i s as quilt less as the man nf 
M a t t hew 19 : 9 a? Don ' t go t o t he s e ~~ c h o 1 a r s l'. n 1·· r o v e what y o u a .l r e <J d y u n­
changebly belie ve a nd you wil l not mi s urHjer ~.;lalld t-~nrl mi suse t.he111 . Uut 
Tad ' s "score" is now 149 to D! 

( 2All) But he wants to know about thi s "havi nq- bee n-put - aw a y- woma n ' s " 
status in the e vent her fo r me r hu s ba nd die s . 1 t1 i. s i.s ;;~ s moke s c re t: n and 
a quibble. Why do e s Tod no t wa nt t o di sc us s lt tP. Ls ue? fhe proposif:iCln 
involves living people a nd Tod believes t he pul ~ way woman comm i tts no 
sin in remarriag e eve n when her husband or 99 hus ba nds ar e al l s t i ll 
aliv e . Is Tad ~a y ing death i nvol ves a divor ce? We Ar e discuss in g rliv? r cn 
aren't we? If he is ri gh t every wi.dow Bnd w.iciowP. I i. s 8 divorcee 1 onri 01n 
o r de r to k e e p h l s doc t r l n e my o p pone n t w i 11 t.ll! g r a de l he h on o r a b J. c ·: L a L u ~, 
of widowhood and r educ e it ta 'Hvorcee ! ~.<! h e re will the man st op ! J\n ,j 
b e s i de s t h a t i n answer t o my q u e s ti o n ft l h c~ s a j d on e p u t a w a y f o r l'. r .i \; :l a .l 
c au s e s m a y not rem a r r y . W h a t i f h e d i e s T o d · ,. w a n t to r ep u a 1 a t e 1 t To d? 
Rea der, you watch and se e i f he does not back ~llrnself into a co r ne t .in wh i ct1 

he has to admit that he doe s no t bel ie ve t hat a mate can ever get himself 
or herself into a marital cir cu mstance in wh ich he ur she canno t have anot!'H:- r 
mate. He does exa c tly that in t his negati ve . But to ans we r h i s qui bb le: 
When a mate dies the survivor !s not a divo rcee . And wh en t he husband of 

"having -bee n- put-away - woman" dies s he re t aines that sta t us o f d isqualifi­
_ation. Tod has shown no evidence t o th e co n trar y so it s t ands . Now I ho pe 
Tad is not going t o ma ke the mistake t hat he diri j n his little book l e t nf 
argu ing that t h i s woman i :::; I' r e t; to m ell' r y be c.: au:=. e :.. t' i s de a t h co n f e n:: <1 the 
st3t us of "unmar r i e d" on he r , fnr i n h i s an ~·.wer l'. n rJ ues ti on II 8 he sa ld 
that would not work . · 
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ARGUMENT II 2: MATTH EW 19:9 TEAC HE S IMPLIC[ fL Y THAT A 
DIVORCED FOR~ICATOR HAS ~0 RIGHT OF RE MA RR IAGE. 

(2Al2) Brother Buttermore again violates the rules we agreed upon by ignori n1 
y argument and presenting his own. The proposition correctly contraposed 

J. S, "All div~rced persons who do not have the right of remarriage are person s 
who do.not d1vorce fornicators." l sugges t f od get busy and show it to be 
false 1f he can. As (2A11) c l ea rl y shows , trying to make death an exception 
will not work. · 

ARGUMENT # 3: THE GUILTY PARTY DOE S NOT HAV E THE RIGHT OF 
REMARRIAGE BECAUSE SHE DOE S NOT POSSESS THE CAUSE WHICH BE­
STOWS THAT RIGHT. 

(2Al3) Brother Buttermore is correct t he syllogism is not valid since I did 
not include the word "onl y" i n the major premi s e . The co rre ctio n: 

Major premise: If it is the case that Jesus' statements on divorce and re­
marriage, viz ., Matt. 5 : 32; 1 9 : 9 ; Mk . 10 : 11,12; Lk. 16:18, 
give the right of remarriage to the of fended party only, who 
puts away the guilty party, then the guilty party cannot be 
presumed to hav e the same right as the offen ded party. 

Minor premise: Jesus' statements on div orce and remar riage, viz ., Matt.5:32; 
19:9; Mk. 10:11,12; Lk . 16 : 18, giv e the r ight of rema rriage 
to the offended party only, ~h o puts away the gu ilty party, 

Conclusion: Therefore, th e gu ilty party can not be presumed to have the 
same right as the offended part y. 

2A14) Tad's que s tion s onl y se rve to sh ow his conrus i on on the is sue . 
fhe two quibbles to which he reverts constantl y a re ( 1) death and (2) Adult e r 
mu st a 1 ways be com m i t ted a g a i.r1 s t some on P. you a r e: m or r i f) d to . T he f i r s t we 
t o o k a w a y i n (· 2 A 11 ) a n d t h e ~ e c o n d w e w t L 1 L a k 1 : :.1 w d y i n r e p J. y t o h i s o L1-
jecti6ns to argument # 7 . Hi s whol e thes is i n hi s little booklet is based 
on these two quibbles. 

(2Al5) Jesus said that the man who marries the "havi ng- been-put-away - woman " 
of Mat thew 19:9 c ommitts adult e r y . Tad , can you s ho w us who he is married 
to? To whom had he been married s o t ha t he committed ad ultery against her ? 
Your point is gone, brother . When one is divor ced as a f ornicator , both 
par t ies in the new union a r e adulterer s . A divorc e s 8 for for nicat ion 
and B marries C whom Jes us sa i d r1 ot hlng about havi ng a former mate , but he 
is an adulterer. Th ey bo t h co mmi t ad ul ter y be c au ~ e ne it he r of thm has l he 
cause that bestow s the ri ght of a ne w union. Bu t onl y one committs adultez·y 
in remarriage aft e r a div or ce for Fornication becaus e only one has t he rig ht 
that bestows tha t pri viledge. I do not kn ow why th is is so h~rd t o grasp ! 
I Co rinthian s 7 : 27 , 28b says NOTHING about a mate put away For f ornicat ion , 
and Tad is mi sapplying th at just Like he did U1e :.~ c t10lar ' s statements . . 
If you want to debate wood s and Deaver I c an g i ve yn 1; their addr esses, bur 
if yo u think e ither of U1em wU. l og r ee w.i.th yo tl - t.h .i.n k 3] :tin ! Then he 
goes back to hi s death dodge wl1icr1 was answer t;o j; ·t ( :-~ A.t.l ) . In question 
3 T o d a s k s a bout a s i t u a t i on t h a i: ·,~ o o d s de a J. t: w .L 1..1··, i r, t he v e r y a r t i c 1 e r o c! 
quoted from (Gosp el Advocat e , o ec . 7 ,1 978) , an d vlt1 i.l e he was read:i.n g 1 won·­
der why he did not s ee that? Tad also ans wered it i n hi s reply to my 
~uestio ns 8 and 9 . The re st o I' I: he parCl~Jr ap h : ~~ pt ·,rr·' conjecture . 

ARGUM ENT 113 b: THE GUILTY PARTY I S NOT FREE TO REMARR Y 
BECAUS~ THE POSITiO N REWUIHES THA T ONE VIOLATE THE RULES 
OF GRI\Miv!AR l 0 SUS T /1. T.N J 1 • 

( 2A 16 ) I n the application or· the exr:r:pt.Lve pr,.;· ;:, s e l t1ave not den.ied wh 8 L 
E 1 k i 11 s an d woods h a v e sa i d , a s my o p p o n e ;, t c i 1 <.1 r iJ e :.:; , b u l i 1: i .s tt r o t h e r 8 u t t e r -
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more who has committed th e error of both misunderstanding and misusing them 
as Woods himself ATTESTS. Tod s~ys tha t without the exceptive phrase both 
parties commit adultery in remarriage. He is correct . But he adds that WI TH 
. he exceptive phrase "neither " of them co mmi tt s ad ulter y in a second union. 
(h is is false. Since the exceptive phr as e appears only as a MODIFIER OF THE 
INNOCENT PARTY'S ACTION, it teaches that onl y the innocent party is justi-· 
fied in contracting a second union . If it i s t o be applied as Tod argues , 
then he has changed an adverb ial modifier (t he only way it appears) into an 
adjetival modifier. The two ve rb s " sha ll put away " and "shall marry" in the 
first clause, are both modifi ed by the phras e "except it be for fornication." 
It modifies an ACTION and i s therefore an ad ve rbia l mod ifi er. I n the second 
half of the verse t he subject i s a MAN wh o ma rr i es a ~~~l aving-be en -put - away ­
woman ... It is said of thi s man t hat he keeps on c ommitting adultery. Put 
in your "except for forni cat ion" and you make i t modify a a pe rson or a 
participle, and that make s it a djet i val i n fu nc ti on. There can be no just ­
ifi ca tion for attempting to make an adje ti va l phrase out of AN ADVERBIAL 
one. It should be manifes t to al l r easonab l e persons that any do ctri ne 
that has to violate the rules of grarnm<u in o r Li er to survive is false , 
False, FALSE ! 

ARGUMENT # 4 : IF THE GUI LTY PAR TY I S FREE TO REMARRY FOLLOWING 
A DIVORCE FOR FORNI CA TI ON , CHRIST HA S NO LAW AT ALL ON DIVORCE. 

((2Al7) Tod wants to know how his do ctrine leave s Matthew 19:9 without 
objects of application. If an e xce pt ion appl ie s t o eve r ybody involved 
t hen where i s the exception? Except ion s exclude , a s Tad has noted, but i f 
neither party in a divor ce for fornication i s exclude d from remarriage, it 
does not take a genius to fi gure out t hat t her e is no exception . Without 
the exception , no one could re marry, as Tod agrees . With it someone ca n. 
Jhe one who can i s the exceptinn. l f hnt h can there i s no e xception . Bu t 
10w I will show wh at I promi se d pdevou :; ly , i . . •' . , t hat acc ording to Tod 1 s 
reasoning ( ? ) there ~s no way anyone could ever rende r hims~l f ineligib~e 
for a s econd union. Proof ple ase: (l) Gui lty puts awa y gu~lty - one d1e s 
and the other may r emarr y. (2) Guilty put s aw Ry innocent- Tod 1

S answer 
to questions 8 a nd 9 sho w he s till think s th e nu t uway may remarr y . If 
he o b j e c t s he c a n j us t a p p 1 y hi s de a t h c a s e he r t~ ;.il. <; o an d g e t t he on'? P u t 
away a new husband. (3) Inn oce n t put s away guilty - the guilty an d 1nnocent 
may remarry (this i s what the debate i s about ) . (4 ) Inno : en t puts away 
innocent - one dies a nd the o the r ma y r emarr y . Now wh ere ls t he meani ng 
o f 11 ex c e p t i t b e for f o r n i c a t i I) n? 11 G i. v r: us a 1 : a s e i n w h i c l 1 one w o u .I r1 b c: 
disqualified for a second union, si r! rhe r ig ht o f an innocen t pa~: ty t o 
enter a second union is unprotected i f t he ofFe nde r has the same r1ght . . 
Ju st how is a man protec t ed wh en hi s wife may commit adultery an d rea p th e 
reward of another scriptur a l uni on a s a direct resu lt? Jus t how! Th ere 
are your p 1 u r a 1 c au s e s and l: he s y l l o g i s m i s t. r 1 1 c . Now de a l w i t h i t ! 

(2Al8) My (1Al7- 1A21) mu st ha ve s tung Tad sr;ve r e .l y, for, lj ke mo s t men vm o 
lo se fa c e , t hey begin ma king wi l d char ges th ey c anno t prove . I ne ver argu ed 
tha t the f act that God 1 s law s ca rr be abus ed ne cessit a tes a carna l penalty . 
Sir, I have not 11 fabric ated 11 a 11 pe na nc e pe naJ. ty 11 and you owe me an a ~J ol o gy . 
When you sa id, in answe r to my qu es ti on # 1 th at one d ivo r ced fo r fri.vilo w-, 
cause s may not rem ::-Irry, JtJ hy i ·,n 1 t 1:11<.11 l Citl P,1J1· t-r : r1nO ! c; 1 s f't:l bl .LCati(J rr or a 
penance penal ty? If yo u e ve r qivP om~ case j rr wtd cl1 orw js di s qu oli.Fied f c;! 
rem a r r i a g e y our i r r e s pons i b 1 e L~ h a r g e w i J. I. .i. n v o J v e yo u ·i n 11 f a b r i c a t i n q <:1 

p en an c e pen a 1 t y . 11 I f no t , w h y no t ? 
2Al9) Reader, wh ere did Ta d de ny t ha t my (lA 13 ) il lu s trat ~ on doe s nat ex ­

ac tly illustrate the impli ca t i ons o f hi s doct r ine? He know s that it ls r i g!1t : 
Ye s , God 1 s law can be abu sed , but Tod 1 s posi t i o r1 i mpli es th t:~ t one c an abu sf• 
i t W I T H C 0 0 11 S A P P R 0 V (.\!_ I N T H E F I N A L I T Y • T h .i s .i. s t.tw d i f f e r e n c e . 0 u c h ! C a n 
Tad not compre he nd t. h f: s imp .i est argume nt ':' Th e arr,p.Hnent .is t hat a buse o f 
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His . laws in a way that necessit a te s t hat He ap~Lov~ of it i s a misapplication 
of 1t . But Tad, brother, what you ha ve now r ec ognized as an abuse in the 
case of the baseball pla yers would be NO ABU SE AT ALL IF YO UR DOCTRINE I S 
CORRECT , BU~ AN ACCURATE APPLI CATION OF I T. You have answered yourself and 

,-cannot see 1t. Tad had enough of that very quickly and so completely ignored 
. he case of the elder and deacon' s wif e . I t will not pass. Note below: 

lfl ELDER commits adul tery DEACON'S WIFE 
#2 DEACON pu ts away DEACON ' S WIFE 

#3 ELDER'S WFE puts awa y ELDER 
#4 --ELDER marries DEA CON' S DIVORCED WIFE 

#5 -- DEACON marrie s ELDER'S WIFE 

THIS I S WIFE SWAPPING APPROVED OF GOO I N THE FINAL OUTCOME 
ACCORJI NG TO TOO' S POSITI ON AND IT CO ULD BE REPEATED UNTIL 
EVERY MAN HAD EVERY OTHER MA ~ ' S WIF E IN THE CO NGR EGAT ION!! 

CH ART J - 3 

(2A20) Again, Tod s hows his confu s i on . Ve st Tad , I have sinned and gained 
a benefit from it, 8nfortun a t ely , but I never did s o with God' s approval,and 
t ha t is what your posit i on all ows . Regar di ng his charge of l ev eling penalti e 
what did Jesus say abou t penalti es in Matthew 19 : 11,12? Was he imposing 
penance penalties? I know people riqht now wh o r1ave g i ve n up ma rriage be­
cause they know they are inelligjble, an d the y do no t feel li ke t he y a r e 
d o i n g pen an c e at a 11 . 0 o y o tJ 1< now w h y , T o d :· Her. n u!.. e t h e y 1 o v e the L or d 
more than the worl d and do no t conceive of hi s law as grievous (IJn . 5 : 3) . 
They know God is not responsib le for th e me ss peuple get themse l ves into 

0 nd they are not wil ling to char.ge Him wi th " pensnc e penalties " when t he y 
l i e t he ones that bro ught it on thems e l ve s , and you ought to be ashamed . 

Wh en whoremonge rs get the mselv e s into a mes s t l1 ey or ten get ma d at men wh o 
preach it just li ke it is r egar dless of the consequences and assign a J.l 
k inds· of ugly epitaphs to t hem in order to s ol ic it s ympathy and ~ake people 
bel ieve they are being persecuted . If t hey s ucce ed they may ofte n find 
preachers who ar e wi lling t o te ll th e m th ey have been un j ust l y pe nalized 
and tickle their ears . Some of the men who do .i.t are ca ll ed " sc ho lars " 
but no ne of them you ha ve quote d a re of that crew. I thought yo u were t oo 
bright a young man to fall for th at, a nd perh aps you are . Read with a n 
open mind brother an d 110 t just to find what you are looking for . 

(2A21) Did t he reader mis s what Tod s ai d in ( 1Nl 9 )? In his last se ntence 
he sai d one ca n s in in or der to reap good, rep ent (? ) and enjoy it with 
God ' s bl essings. Sur e he said it. J ust r ead iL . What a doctrine ! 

(2A22) In hi s (1N 20) Tod says concerni. ng my s yJ. l ngism, " ... let me rewrite 
it i nser ting ano t her case ... 11 I wilJ not l et you rewrite it. You need to 
learn t he rules of deba t e . Then he wrote a Modu s Pone ns syllogism ·and 
gave t he sy mbols of a MocJu s Tnllens ! ThP. co n r l11 ~. i nn of Tod ' s r e8s oni.ng 
is " The e nd j ustifi es th e me ans ." ( Hum. 3 : S) . Nu , .J rnurde.rer may not mar ry 
t he w om a n he h as m u r de r e d h i s w .i f e f o r , an d .i. t 11 s s no t h i n g t o Li o w i t h M a t t he v 
1 9 : 9 , but whet her o r not we m a y do e v .i 1 t h a t ~J o o cJ 111 a y co rn e ( vd ttl G ~ d ' s ~ P­
prov a l of tn e outcome). Jus t tell me if you ~ gr c ~ with t he follow 1~ g iL-. 
l~stra tion and you will answ er t hi s quibbl e ynur s elf : A a nd 8 are.ln bust ­
ness togather with a co ntract thst. s tates tha t. upn n the death o f e 1tt1cr 
t he s urvivor inherits the bu siness . A murder s H. He repent s . Now tel l 
me if he can keep the business with Cod ' s approvHl , and if so be prepared 
to e xpla in his repen tance (?) in l ig h t of Th ay e r ' s def inition and why he 
has not clone evil and reaped a r .:~ w<Jr d he can k.::r:o with God ' s approva l ? 
Oh, wh er e are you now, my brother ? 
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(2A23) Now to Tad ' s case whi ch he want s me to se ttle with the 20 year -old 
derelect. He divorces his wife because he want s to avoid the obligat ion 
incurred in her pregn ancy . Tod says that, in ob taining t he divorce, he ob­
tained that for which he comm i tted adultery, i . e . , re lea s e f rom obligations. 
~p;Jarently, Tod has no t done his homework on tll is matter either. If you 20 

1ear-old men think fOU can relieve your s elf of the r esponsibility of the su p­
port of a wife and child by committing a dult ery and being divorce d, you had 
better think twice and go to someone ot her tha ~ Tod Buttermore for advice! 
Apparently, according to his doctrine , yo u can, bu t s omeone needs to gi ve 
To~ a Bible opened at I Timothy 5:8 and a cop y of the law on alamo ny a nd 
ch1ld support! Tad wants me to tell him wh 3t I would make him do . I am 
not in the "making do" business as you often fal ~l y accose me Tad , but God 
will send such a young mal to hell if he do es not repe nt and c hange , and 
the government will send him to jail . Yo u ·see where a ma 1 en ds up when he 
teaches false do c trin e? Argument # 5 sta nd s a s affi r med : The guilty part y 
may not remarry because it a ll ows o~e to do e~il that good may come. 

ARGUMENT # 6: THE GUILTY .PARTY IS NOT FREE: TO REMARRY BECAUSE 
SUC H A PRIVILEDGE WOUL D MAKE THE GO SP~L I NE~UITABLE I N THAT IT 
I M P 0 S E S THE GRE AT E R PENAL T Y 0 :~ 1' HE L E SSE R 5 I N AN 0 TH E L ESSER 
PENALT Y ON THE GREA TER SIN. 

(2A24) The reader will please no te that, once again , Tod used neither 
Sc ripture nor logical arg um e n t to c ounter thi s te l l i ng Bible argument, and 
thus, it remains Jnansw9red . l t i s a nother qui jbl e . And I say t hat kindl y , 
but frankly. This is e ~act l y t he course take n bf sec tarians in deJate on 
~ark 16 :16. ( l ) One p~t away apart f rom forn ication is not pe r~itted to 
remarry becaus e Jesus sa id so ( Mk . 10 : 11 ,1 2) . (2) The un j ustly put away 
ps rson i s re qu i re d to remain celibate b ec a u s~ he hA s not the cau s e that be ­
s tows the right of remarriage ( Matt . 19 :9). Thot ' s Bible, not quib bl e ! 

~ 2A25) Tad's tw o quibble~ an swe r ed: :as~ # 1: A cas e o f .reconciliat i on (we 
a re discussing divorce) approved in I Cor . . 7 :1 1 . Case # 2 : A case nowher e 
appro v e d in t he 8 i b 1 e . I n my a r gum en t fJ 1 I s p e c i f i. ~ d t ha t the p u t a w a Y 
person may be forgiven, but Tod has yet to s how , by t he 3ibl e , that her 
s tatus has been c hanged by for g i ~e n ess on he r husba~d ' 3 part as he implies 
here. Tad sa i d, in an s wer to question # 1 tha t one who puts his wife away 
for tr i via l ca uses may no t remarry . What i f tne put aw3f person is the n 
forgiven Tod? Now you have reversed your answ ~r to Quest ion #1 a nd got t hem 
both qualified fo r a second marri ag~ ! You have subse quently left yourself 
with NO CASE IN WHICH ONE CAN RE ND ER HIMSE LF DISQUAL IFIED FOR A SEC ON D MA TF · 
I said he would do it ! And ~hey both cJ uld do it 100 t imes wi ~h GJd ' s 3p­
proval, renderin g Matthew 19:9 meaning " 0 ". Now ans wer Argument II 6. 

ARGUMENT # 7: THE GUI LT Y PARTY MA Y NOT REMA ~RY BECAUS ~ IT WOULD 
ELIMINATE THE SIGNIFICANC E OF' THE EXCEPT J VE' l:lrmASE I N MA TT . 19 : 9 . 

( 2 A 2 6 ) T o d s a y s t h a t i n order t o s u s t a _i n my ~~ L y urn en t 1 rn us t s how w h en t. h e 
guilty part~ commit ts adultery in a divorce for Fornicatio n against a ma n 
she is no longer marri ed to . 1 deny it, but hr-: says if I tr.y .it I wil l be 
t h e f i r s t . A p p a r en t 1 y he h a s no l: cJ o n e h i s h om e w o r k o n t h i s one v ~ r y we ll 
either, because I wi ll not on ly s how it , bul us P. one o f his own "s cholar s " 
to do it . If he had gone to the scho l ars t o find the truth i nstea d o f t ry­
ing tJ prove what he alr eady unchangeably believed he would have saen the 
f o 11 owing quote by br other Mauri ce I_ us k 1 I J proving the d i v 0 n~ e d w o am n 
in matthew 19:9 comm it ts adulter y even t '1ou gh :j h e i.s unmarr i ed : 

The question here is that of how all thi s helps us to bettar 
understand Jesus ' use of MOI CHEI A (adult ery) in Matt . 5 : 32 and 
19:9. 
In Matt . 19:6, Jesus state s , '' . . what therefore God has joinedto -
g ethe r ( suN F. l r:. u x t. N , the a or i s t. o f -:, u ZF. ll r; f 1'-l U t;l J. , m ~an i n g t o Y ~ k e or 
j o _t n tog e t 11 e r ) 1 e t nu t ;T, <:! 11 p u l <1 s tm l1 e r ( Cit u 1\ f Z E r ll, p r r:: sent 1 111 P e r -
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ative of CHORI ZO) Marr iage as it was int ;.;n decJ r'r om the cr eatio n 
is the yoking or joining t;gether o f mal e and f em ale by God (cf. 
Gen. 2:18-25 cited by Jesus in matt.l9:4- 6 ) . Those joining them­
selves in marriage without God's san~tion andlar authority are 
guilty of adulterating marriage as ordained of God. 

There are various ways marriage may be adulterated. One may 3dul­
terate a marriage by POR~EIA (sexual immorality). as taught by Jesus 
i~ matt. 5:32 and here in 19: 9 ; PO RNEIA is a per version or adulter­
ation of marriage as God ordained it. Secondly , one may adulter­
ate a marriage by yoking or joining thems elv es togather in a mari­
tal union with anothe r without having God ' s so nct ion and/or author­
ity to do so. This is, in essence, what is under consideration 
in Matt. 5:32 and 19:9 in Jesus' sta teme nt s tha t those putting away 
their mates (unless those mates are guil t y of sex ual immorality) and 
~arrying another are committing adultery ( i . e ., their union is adul­
teration of marriage); a nd everyone mar rying one Nho has been put 
away yokes or joins himself/hersel f to one he /she is forbidden to 
have, and thei r marriage .is adulterous, or be t ter "adul tera ted" 
(MOICHEIA) (Mar~ice, Lusk II I, ·Marr~a~~ivor~e and Remarriage. 
(Atlanta, Georgia; Guild Of Scr ibes , 1982, pp. 51 ,52~ 

(2A27) If Tad accept s his ow n s cholars h.is <HrJumenL that the put away woman 
in Matth~ 19:9 cannot commit ad ult ery j_n a re marriage because sh e i s not 
married so she committs anul tery against someo ne , i s GONE , GONE! He should 
take his booklet aut of circulation, for t hat l s hl s chief quibble in it. 
Lusk, a true scholar on the Greek, s ay s that, ~cc ording to the Greek, she 
commits adultery in that sh e adult e ra te~ cnarri ng0 hy marrying i n violation 
o f God ' s p r o h i b i t i on . C an y o u h a n d 1 e i t l o cJ ':' J u ~• t g i v e me tt1 e p a s s a g e . 
(2A28) In Tad's (1N26) he demonstrates his comp let e lack of understanding 
of the principles of hermeneut ic s . IF th i s i s his idea of sound hermeneu-

ics I can underst an d how he came up with the i dea tha t the gui lty party ca n 
: emarry, and I doubt t hat I c an help him. Tod should l< now t~at one cannot 
pr ess out the detail s of an ill ustration thi s wa y, and if you coul d one 
could mistreat the Lor d's parable s th e s ame way EVEN AS THE SECTAR IANS DO! 
Tod might as well have asked the signif i cance o f th e eyes of the charac ter s, 
the officer's blue suit and the town the j a i l wa s in. But all of t hi s was 
to hide the fact that he cannot deal with the i llu s tra t ion . As I un derstan d 
the illustration: (1) The offi cer represents one of t he marital partners . 
(Matt. 19:6). (2) The ce ll i s God's law r egarding marr iage and divorce 
( Mat t . 19 : 9 ) . ( 3 }T he r e 1 e a s e i s t h e d i v o r c e ( M a t t . l 9 : 9 a ) . ( 4 ) The :. o f f i c e r 
walks out - is free to remarr y or free fro m the law that forbids remar riage 
(Matt. l9:9a). (5) The pri soner i s not re l ea s ed From t he law forbidding 
remarriage, and comm.i. tts adultery (adul t era t es ma rriag e ) when a nd If she 
does ( Matt . 19 : 9 b ) . J t e x a c tl y U. l u s t r n t e s ~1 <1 1· t. !1 P w J 9 : 9 . >J ow I ex P e c t 
a Bible answe~, not a quibbl e . 
(2A29) Tod challenges me to s how wh at "except " means if the guilty party 
may remarry. Well, that's my poi nt, br o the r , he / sh2 cannot. Are you payl~:J 
attention? I showed in ( 2A25) that if t he gu j l t y pR rty ma y also remarry 1t 
means "0." J ust apply your re a soning here to the " exc ept" in J ohn 3 : 5 and 
see wh ere it gets you. He s a ys " except" beauti f ully illustrates that ther e 
are causes other than the on e e xcepted . Then J t s rx ac t use in John 3 : 5 
"beautifully illustrates " th e r e are other way s of en t er ing the king dom than 
the one excepted. What will t he ma n s ay next? 

ARGUMENT # 8: THE GUILTY PARTY MAY NOT REMARRY WITH GOD'S APPROVAL 
BECAUSE THE DOC TRINE STRENG TH ENS THE HAND OF EVILDOERS . 

((2A29) I am glad to hear Tod deny that he teRc he s hi s doctrine to the 
pl au dits of e v .i 1 men . I f t he ~ r-, urge doe s no t .) p p i. y il e s h o 'J l d not get. 11 P­
set for hi s na me do es ~ot ap pea r in th e materi ~ l. How eve r, he has committed 
t he fallacy of lo ose accusation s as I new he would , .i.n that he r e peatedly 
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sought to evoke sympathy for evil doers by acc using me of ''fabricating 
a penance penalty.'' I have heard all of that before and countered it 
before he got to it. All he has i s what he ha s heard from others. 

ARGUMENT # 9: THE GUILTY PARTY MAY NOT REMARRY, WITH GOD'S APPROVAL 
BECAUSE MARK 6:14-18 TEACHES AGAINST IT. 

(2A30) I did not think Tod could handle Herod and Herodias, and he could no t 
John said it was not lawful for him to have her, but Tod can show them a wa y . 
(1) If she is still Phillip's wife all Phillip has to do is divorce her and 
Herod can have her since the guilty party can remarry . (2) If she is already 
put away the same thing applie s . (3) No matter what her case Philllip can 
forgive her, and that makes it lawful, unless o ld Phi llip makes her do 
"penance" for the rest of her life be ca us e of his unforgiving spirit ! 
What will Tod say next? I challenge Tod to de al w.i th argument # 9. 

BUTTERMORE'S ANSWERS TO MY QUESTIONS 
1. Tod says one who puts away his wife fo r tri vi al causes may not remarry, 

but in · (1N24) argued that her husband can forgive her and remarry. 
2 . If a man can forgive hiswife and grant remarriage by it rod's answer is 
rediculous. (3 and 4 ) no answer. (5) What an admission! You can have as 
many wives as you wish with Tad's doctrine , and all with God's favor. What 
an ungod~y doctrine! (6) Tad' s ans wer to six s how s a reward fo r fornication 
with God 's approval. (7) If tempo ral punishment does not render God ' s 
law null and void (and I do not so argue) what l s Hl l this stuff about "Pen­
ance penalties?" (8 and 9) No answer . (10) lod says it is not lawful for 
a man to divorce his wife and remarry f or every caus e, but in (1N27) he ac­
tually argued that the "except" means there are ca uses other than fornication 
for which the exception applie s . I never saw s uch confusion! 

MY ANSWER TO BUTTERMORE ' S QUESTIONS 

(1) The definition of adulter y depends on wh3 t word is used. Lusk says it 
is used to signify the adulteratio n of marriag e by unlawfu lly entering it 
as cited in (2A26) (2) Same as your answer to my 3 & 4 . (3) God and 
His marriage law (Matt. 19:9). (4) "Whoso .marrieth her which i s put away 
doth commit adultery. (5) Whatever th e consequences are . (6) Same answer 
(7) Same answer. (8) Same answer. (9) Matthew 19 : 9-1 2 . ( 10) Matthew 19: 9b 
(11) Yes . (12) Man punishe s himself by violating Go d's law. Ifa man get s 
drunk AND kills his daughter in an automobile ~ccident he can be forgiven , 
but doe s he still s uffer the punlshm ·~'lt. i nvolved .in lheconsP.quences'? How 
abJut it? (13) Are God ' s laws cancelled by the blood of Christ? What 
about a thief who want s to keep his loot after applyi ng the blood of Christ ? 
Does the blood of Christ cancel his obligation to give up the loot? I do 
not know if we can hel p Tod . (14) If the gu il ty p~rty did not s in he could 
not be put away . (15) Same ans wer as yours to my ~ And ~ - (16) Se e my 
(1A2) in the definition of terms . 

APPEAL TO TOO TO REPEN T OF HIS DOCTRI NE 

(2A30) Tad, there is not a reasonable person in the world that will see an 
answer to my material in your quibb le s . You have done a miserable job. But 
not because you lack ability. It is because your posi tion cannot be defended 
and involves you in insurmount able absurditie s . Your Answers (?) are a 
multitude of "wha t if's ." I ask that you r enounce this false doctrine a nd 
join hands with me in c:ombatinrJ Lhis un godl y cJoctdne . If you will do so 
I shall meet you fact to fac e and s hake your hand no matter what t he ex­
pense. You said you would repent if shown to be wrong. It ha s been done , 
my brother. Lets tear up and burn thi s debate without you r having to suf­
fer further embarrassment in defe nse of this unqodly doctrine . I offer 
you my hand. 
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uOSPEL ADVOCATE 
P.O. BOX 150 
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37202 

December 3, 1985 

Mr. Roger Jackson 
940 Old Wood Road 
Oxford, Alabama 36203 

Dear brother Jackson: 

GUY N. WOODS 
QUERY EDITOR 

(615) 254-8781 

In keeping with your request, I am enclosing a photostatic copy of the article to 
which your opponent refers, as well as an answer to another questi on dealing with 
the issue involved. 

It is quite apparent that brother Buttermore mis apprehends my statement to which he 
refers, and omits from the quotation he makes t he conte xt wh i ch clearly shows the 
significance intended. 

"Jesus said, 'Whosoever shall put away his wife, except for fornica­
tion, and shall marry another, committeth adultery and he that mar­
rieth her when she i s put away committeth adultery.' (Matt. 19:9) 
This statement put negatively, is just as true as it is in its af­
firmative form: 'Whosoever shal l put away his wife (or her husband) 
when he or she has been guilty of fornication and shall marry an­
other does not commit adultery and he or she that marrieth her or 
him when he or she is put away does not commit adultery'" 

Tb make the matter more obvious, if possible, note this: A marries B. B cohabits 
with C. B and C thereby become adulterers. A, the INNOCENT party, may, should he 
(or she) choose to do so, remarry . Should B abandon C ru1d take up with D on to 
Z each such union is adulterous. A, being the innocent party in t he matter does 
NOT commit adultery by remarrying, nor does the party who marrie s A do so, since, 
being the innocent party, A is free to remarry. This is precisely what my state­
ment says, and brother Buttermore's conclusion is unwarranted. Again: Only the 
I NNOCENT party, and only the INNOCENT PARTY in a marriage broken BY FORN ICATION, 
may scripturally remarry during the lifetime of the former companion. If any state­
ment by either disputant in this discussion includes a quotat ion from me, I ask that 
the whole of this letter beginning with the words , " It is quite apparent. •• " be 
included. Thank you. 

Faithfully yours, 

~~o~W~ 
GNW:vp 

Enclosures Since 1855 
A NATIONAL MAGAZINE . . . with a worldwide outlook 



GOSPEL ADVOCATE 
P.O. BOX 150 
NASHVILLE, TENNESSEE 37202 

December 23, 1 985 

Boulevard #5 
4471 

GUY N. WOODS 
QUERY EDITOR 

{61 5) 254-8761 

I have made it a practice through life to respond immediately to every 
sincere l etter r eceived. But, when one so de fi ci ent in even elementar y 
Chris tian deportment in co r respondence i nsul ts me , I have neither the time 
nor the inclination to waste my ener gy answering questions . Two things you 
quite obviously ought to do : (l) Learn some thing about simple English 
sentence structure, and (2) basic courtesy . 

Faithfully yours, 

GUY N. WOODS 

GNW:vp 

/cc: Mr • . Roger Jackson 

Since 1855 
A NATIONAL MAGAZINE ... with a worldwidr oullook 



Shenandoah 
CHURCH OF CHRIST 

11026 Wurzbach Road, San Antonio, Texas 78230 
Phone - Area 512: 696-5532 

November 18, 1985 

Roger Jackson 
940 Old t~ood Road 
Oxford, Alabama 36203 

Dear Roger, 

Evangelist: 
Jerr y Moffitt- 691- 0520 

Elders: 
Earl Geest - 684-2163 
Jerry Hayes- 344-3092 
Wayne Holmes-696-8597 

It is a srrall world. I just spoke at the Denton Lectures to Bobby Cullum, asking 
him to debate, in THRUST, Tod on the subject of the gui 1 ty party . I was going to 
ask you to debate on a different subject. However , if you like, I would publish 
a debate between you and Tod on the subject. It would be , I think, an abbreviated 
fonn of the debate you now· have going with him. If you agree to do this with him, 
I will ask Bobby to take the other subject I was going t o send you for your approval. 

If you agree, I will write Tod for his approval regarding this abbreviated debate. 
In it you would both be allowed 24 pages , doubled spaced, Pica type. I would sug­
gest 4 six-page speeches . If Elite type i s used, the speeches should be 5% pages. 
We have other debates of that l ength which were successful. It lends itself to the 
cream of the arguments . 

By the way, you may be interested in an enclosure I have. Take care. Don't over­
work. 

In Him, 

~tt 
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D:!cember 30, 1985 

Mr • Tod Butt e:rnpre 
2523 E . Midlothian #5 
Strut hers, Ohio 444 71 

Dear Tod, 

JERRY MOFFITT, EDITOR 
11026 WURZBACH RD. 
SAN ANTON IO, TX 78230 
(512) 696·5532 

By now Roger Jackson may have contacted you regarding a debate in 
Thrust on "'Ihe Guilty Pa.rty.t' We are pleased to have this debate 
for the brethren to read, and we want to encourage you to do the 
best job possibl e. I am encl osing a lett er I wrote· to Roger , which 
spells out p rinting requirements. Please send me a copy of your 
speeches as you mail t hem to brother Jackson. Then I will have a 
copy here at the office which I can mail to the printer . If there 
i s any thing I can do to serve you , please let me know. 

In Cllrist ian love, 

Jerry Moffitt 
JMjwh 
Enc. 

cc: Roger Jackson 



Highway 78 West ·. P.O. Box 3323 
Oxford, Alabama 36203 

Office 205-831-0651 
Home 205-831-0375 

Tod Buttermore 
2523 E~ Midlothian #5 
Struthers, Oh. 

January 3, 1986 

Dear Brother Buttermore, 

As you probably know by now, Jerry Moffitt has extended the 
invitation to us to debate the issue now under discussion in THRUST. 
I thought he was going to contact you, but. apparently he was waiting 
on me. I apologize for the mix-up. At least the opportunity you 
have sought to debate in THRUST is now available. 

We will be allowed 24 pages, double spaced. The propositions 
we have signed are fine with me. However, you might want to lead. 
Just let me know soon so we can get under wa y . Just include any 
change you want made in your reply, and I will have my first af­
firmative in Jerry's hands within seven days after receiving your 
letter if you want me to lead. 

I have not re~eived your second neg~ti ve of the curreot debate. 
I made the mistake of not recoDding the date when I sent it off, and 
am not sure how much time has expired. I sen~ my first affirmative 
on the third proposition in the dabate I am now engaged in with 
Charles Geiser on the same date, and his negative has been in for 
ten days or more. I do not know what the hold-u p is. Perhaps it 
has been lost in the mail or it is on its way. 

In the THRUST debate I suggest we limit response to t~o weeks, 
and I will try to beat that if I can. That should not be too hard 
since we are only dealing with six double-spaced pages. We get two 
affirmatives on each proposition or 24 pages each. I await your 
reply, and if you would prefer to call, you ma y call collect at 
1-205-831-0651. 

In His Service, 

~jtd--
RJ/ Roger Jackson 

EVANGELIST: ROGER JACKSON 



BUTI'ERMORE' S SECOND NEGATIVE 

(2Nl) I appreciate brother Jackson's compliments on my ability and I also 
respect his age, experience, and willingnes s to defend what he believes to be 
true. I cannot, however, say anything positive regarding his attempts to argue 
his case. It is not I, brother, who. has done the "miserable job" (2A30) , but 
you. This will be even more evident after my second negative than it was after 
my first. You say that your position was tested in the fire , but how can this be 
when nearly all of the brotherhood publications print only one side of the 
issue? How can anyone choose when all they hear is one side? So far as I know, 
the only debate on this issue ever conducted was between Gus Nichols and Roy 
Deaver several years ago. There has been so little from my position permitted to 
be printed that the fire has only now begun to have the bellows applied. And I 
assure you that you will begin to fee l the heat! However , your position will not 
come out tempered. No, it will perish in the f ire (cf. I Cor. 3: 13-15) . As we 
now pursue the second negative, let us pray for a Christ-like attitude and that 
the truth will be made manifest. 

Argu!Tl€nt # 1 : Answered 

(2N2) In brother Jackson's (2A2), he protests that I have violated the rules by 
bringing up Mt. 5 : 32 . He charges that I changed to Mt. 5:32 and argued from that 
verse. That is incorrect. In (1A3) he stated that Mt. 19:9 was the focal 
passage and in my (1N2), I brought up Mt. 5:32 because I feel it is more 
crucial. I merely stated what the verse teaches and proceeded to answer brother 
Jackson's argument. (2A2) could have been used better by you, brother , had you 
used it to argue your case rather than bring up grievances which you permitted 
any way (i.e., "He is free to make whatever comment s he wishes on Mt . 5:32"). I 
did not substitute it for Mt. 19 : 9, for I went on to answer the argument based on 
Mt. 19:9. 

(2N3) When I first read (2A3) I read it with mouth agape. Not only at the 
anBzing position he took, but his total misconception of my position and the 
necessary resultant misrepresentation. What I'm sure will stagger the reader is 
brother Jackson's decision that the "apolelwnenen" of the second clause is the 
divorced fornicator. He backed himself into the corner of "choice" and look what 
he chose . Brother Jackson, are you totally oblivious to the implication of the 
choice you have nBde? can you not see that your choice leaves out the one put 
away for trivial causes? It most certainly does ! Brocl1er Jackson correctly 
limited the "apolelwnenen" to one person , but in order to have any hope in this 
debate he erroneously labeled the "apolelumenen" as the divorced fornicator . He 
ignored what Maurice W. Lusk said of the "apole lumenen", i. e ., that it refers 
back to the one put away NOT for fornication. Also , lle · ignored brother Black's 
statement that it "clearl y refers back to the one put away" NOT for fornication 
(see my 1N4). Furthermore, Guy N. Woods noted "' ~'hoso marrieth her which is put 
away doth coiTUTli t adultery ' . Not if 'v1hoso' marry j ust anyone , but cl1e ' one ' 
specified in the text, "her which is put away', in a case NOT for fornication '." 
(emphasis mine , TLB) . April 18, 1985 , Gospel Advocate , p . 246 . ) The verse 
actually says , "Whosoever shall put away his wife, except for f ornication, and 
shall marry another, committeth adultery , and whoso marrieth her which is put 
away (not for fornication) committ eth adultery." However , brother Jackson 
believes the second clause is referring to marrying only a divorced fornicator . 
He has left one put away for trivial grounds free to remarry , while the one who 



put them away is not permitted to remarry 1 unless , of course, he wants to modify 
Mt. 19:9 with I. Cor. 7:10-11. Then he asserts that I must believe that his 
choice is the correct one or be inconsistent. This stems solely from his 
misconception of my position. He obviously does not understand the application 
of my position, or he would not have argued as he did . When Jesus was speaking 
of the divorce action in Mt . 19:9 he was speaking of the carnal attempt to 
unscripturally (i.e., without cause) sever the marriage bond. In Mk. 10:11-12, 
He stated where this attempt was made, and one went off and married another, they 
committed adultery against the one they had put away. This would be impossible 
if tlte carnal divorce had actually severed the bond. As A. T. Robertson stated 
on Mk 10:11, "Mere formal divorce does not annul actual marriage consummated by 
the physical union." (Word Pictures, Volume I, Page 349}. In Mt. 19:9, the man 
had legally (that is, as far as man is concerned} put away his wife, but this was 
~eaningless to God, and so, if either was to marry another , adultery would occur 
for they would be guilty of violating their one-flesh agreement. Is that so 
difficult to comprehend? It would thus be impossible for the put away guilty 
party to be "THE having-been-put-away woman" of Mt. 19:9b, for her scriptural 
divorce did what the unscriptural divorce in Mt. 19:9 did not do, i.e., sever the 
bond. To sum up what I have said so far, the "apolelumenen" of Mt. 19:9b is NOl' 
the divorced fornicator, but rather the one put away for trivial causes. My 
position does not demand that it be the fornicator . 

(2N4} While brother Jackson has affirmed that THE having-been-put-away woman is 
the divorced fornicator, I do not believe that he consistently affirms that 
position. For example, if we exclude the exception clause from Mt. 19:9, is it 
the divorced fornicator who is then the "apolelumenen", brother Jackson? Note: 
"Whosoever shall put away his wife, and shall marry another, committeth adultery; 
and whosoever marrieth her which is put away corrunitteth adultery." I think 
brother Jackson will have to say that he does not really believe that the 
"apolelumenen" is referring to the divorced fornicator, but applies to the one 

---put away for trivial grounds. If he does believe then, and we shall see if he 
does, that the "apolelwnenen" is one put away for trivial grounds, I want to once 
again ask, for what sin is this person being punished that requires celibacy? In 
(2A3}, brother Jackson said that a having-been-put-away woman can have her sin 
forgiven, but she is still a having-been-put-away woman. I want to know what the 
sin is that you refer to, Roger. 

(2N5} What Jackson views as amazing is not amazing at al l when one understands 
the language of Mt. 19: 9 and compre~ends the position I take. Brother Jackson 
obviously does neither. First, I did not mark the words of the Lord false. The 
Lord actually said "Whoso marrieth her which is put away (except, apart from, not 
for, fornication) committeth adultery." I agree. Brother Jackson affirms that 
the Lord actually was saying "Whoso marrieth the divorced fornicator committeth 
adul tery ," that, dear brother, is what I marked false. If brother Jackson will 
only open his eyes to the fact that the "apolelumenen" is the one put away for 
trivial grounds and Nor the divorced fornicator, I am sure his amazement will 
quickly end, and so will this debate . For then he will see that I am not in 
contradiction to the Lord, but to his human doctrine. Second , if brother Jackson 
still thinks his charts J-1 and J-2 ·are valid , I ask him to show the 
contradiction between the f ollowing two statements: 

1. "Whoso marrieth her which is put away Nor for fornication, 
committeth adultery." 

2. "Whoso marrieth her which is put away FOR fornication, does not 
commit adultery." 
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(2N6) In (2A5) , brother Jackson is opposed to my reference to brethren to help 
support my position. Perhaps I was not as clear as I should have been as to the 
reason why I quoted Woods and Elkins. While e1eir stance in opposition to my 
position is known, what they have written clearly contradicts their position and 
gives grammatical basis to mine . Had I personally stated that the exception 
clause refers also to the second clause or that the "apolelumenen" is confined to 
the one referred to in the first clause, (i.e . , one put away NOT for 
fornication), brother Jackson would not have given my statements any respect . 
However, when those learned in the Greek make statements which most definitely 
give validity to my position, I am justified in quoting them. As far as 
Jackson ' s ridiculous ploy to put the translators of the KJV and ASV against me by 
stating that ti1ey did not include the word NOT, has been answered already. 
Repetition is imperative to knowledge, so again I state that the reason NOT is 
absent from the second clause is because the "apolelumenen" is the one put away 
~DT for fornication. Next, brother Jackson proceeded to misrepresent my 
intentions by quoting Maurice Lusk's statement that he believes the guilty may 
not remarry . I never said Lusk believed the guilty party could remarry. I 
simply stated that Lusk noted that the most obvious understanding of 
"apolelumenen" is that it refers back to the one put away NOT for fornication . 
That is also what brother Black noted. As for what Woods replied to brother 
Jackson , it is not embarrassing to me but to Jackson and Woods . From WOods' 
reply, it is obvious that HE misunderstands what he himself wrote! Woods most 
definitely stated that the exception applies to the second clause. Jackson 
denies it, but more amazing is that Woods denies it! What is really embarrassing 
is brother Jackson's ignorance to what Woods did in "crawfishing" out of his 
statement in Roger's (2A7). This ignorance is further seen in Jackson's 
explanation of Elkins' statement . What Woods did in actuality was explain that 
the one PUT AWAY FOR FORNICATION in the negative form of his statement was the 
innocent party (party A [2A7)) who does the putting away! Now just who is it who 
should be embarrassed?? Note that, brother Jackson!! I'll write it out for you 
since you obviously did not see it: 

"wnosoever shall put away his wife (or her husband) when he or she HAS 
BEEN GUILTY OF FORNICATION and shall marry another does not commit 
adultery, and he or she that marrieth her or him when he or she IS PUT 
AWAY OOES NOT commit adultery." (emphasis mine, TLB) 

(2N7) Now I'll spell it out for you and Woods and all the other misinformed 
brethren. The one who marries one put away does not commit adultery, if it is 
the one put away FOR fornication. Go back and check it out, brother. I cannot 
help if you nor Woods or anyone else likes it, Woods is right and whoso marrieth 
her or him when he or she is PUT AWAY does NOT commit adultery! That cannot 
refer to one put away for trivial causes, so it only leaves the divorced 
fornicator. Since you believe Woods' explanation of his statement, you explain 
to us in your next speech how the innocent party who does the putting away fits 
the one put away for fornication in the negative of Woods' statement . "That will 
involve some hermeneutics that I want to see !" What I would also like to see you 
deal with is Woods' implication d1at one put away apart from fornication may 
remarry upon the death of the one who put them away . Look at it in (2A7) . Is he 
teaching false doctrine or not? 

(2N8) As for brother Jackson's explanation of Elkins in (2A9) and (2Al0) , it is 
obviously based in what he "unchangeably believes . " Again, I never said Elkins 
believed as I do, but his statement that I quoted in (1N8) contradicts his 
position. Elkins said, "The words 'saving for the cause of fornication' apply 
also to the second clause, 'and whoso marrieth HER WHICH IS PUT AWAY'." Then in 
an astounding feat of hermeneutical acrobatics Jackson explains the one PUT AWAY 
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as "the woman who puts her husband away for fornication"! And he wonders why I 
cannot see it. Talk about misunderstanding someone! Brother Jackson , you 
totally wasted 3 1/2 pages of material trying to say ti:at the "apolelwnenen" is 
the divorced fornicator , when our scholarly brethren disagree . Brother Jackson , 
whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit adultery . But not if "whoso" 
marries just any one , but the "one" specified in the text , "her which is put 
away" , in a case NOT "for fornication." 

(2N9) As for brother Jackson's (2All) it is amazing that his conscience does not 
bother him for the misrepresentation he is guilty of . I did not say death 
involves a divorce. I never even hinted at Roger's misconception that widows are 
divorcees. Brother Jackson's question #1 made no mention of one NEVER being 
eligible to renarry. I answered that one who puts away his wife for trivial 
causes may not remarry, but that did not say they may NEVER remarry. I have 
nothing to repudiate! If one is put away for trivial causes , the bond is not 
severed. If the one who puts them away remarries, they commit adultery against 
the one they put away. That is because the bond is not actually severed by 
carnal divorce. When one of the rarties dies , the bond is severed as Romans 
7: 1- 4 teaches. What could possibly prohibit their remarriage , brother Jackson? 
Can one commit adultery where no marriage bond exists? Roy Lanier, Sr ., 
correctly observed that one cannot commit adultery where no scriptural marriage 
bond exists. In Thomas B. Warren's YOUR MARRIAGE CAN BE GREAT, Lanier stated 
"Why is the man who puts away his wife and marries another committing adultery? 
It is because in God's sight that man is still married to his former wife. The 
union God made when he made the man and his first wife "one flesh" is still 
unbroken. If that union was broken the man would not be committing adultery." 
(P. 481) . A having- been- put- away person cannot possibly retain that status of 
disqualification if what disqualified them i n the first place is gone, namely , 
the marriage bond. As for my answer to question #8 , I never said what brother 
Jackson asserts that I said . I urge the reader to check what I said and not to 

---- listen to brother Jackson ' s mock contradictions. My answer does not say that one 
put away unscriptural ly may not remarry, even if their mate then dies . Read it! 

Argument # 2 : Answered 

(2Nl0) Again, brother Jackson's complaints are without basis . I did not ignore 
his argument . Rather, he ignored my refutat ion! I stated that if his 
contrapositive was shown to not consistently hold true , it would be an 
inconsistent position. I then pointed the reader ahead to argllioent #3 and the 
five cases mentioned in (1Nl4) . Now just who is ignoring whom? Furthermore , I 
did _ not present my own argument in answering his Argument #2. If he is referring 
to my syllogism, I ask him to read it and answer whether he believes it or not. 
It is his position in Argument #2 stated syllogistically so that the reader could 
easily comprehend his (1A6) . Because of the similarity between my syllogism of 
his argmnent #2 and his Argument #3 , I saved most of my arguments for #3. I wish 
you would quit griping, brother , and get on with debating. 

(2Nll) Now I will say it again, if there is even one case to which Jackson's 
contrapositive, when applied , is false, his contrapositive is not a consistent 
position. Hence it is worthless to this debate. I will present ONE case for 
brother Jackson to deal with of the five which he ignored in (1Nl4) • What is the 
innocent party ' s condition if they found out that their mate was unfaithful but 
before they filed for divorce d1e guilty party filed for divorce first and put 
away the innocent? If br other Jackson answers that the innocent put away one may 
not marry, he has placed the primary emphasis on a legal document and ignored the 
moral and spiritual laws on the matter . If he says the innocent one may marry , 
he has shot his second argument in the foot. The choice wi l l be interesting. 

4 



Argument # 3 : Answered 

(2N12) Now that brother Jackson has stated that at l east Mt. 5:32 says that ONLY 
the offended party may remarry, he cannot object to my mentioning Mt. 5:32 in 
refutation of this heresy. ~·!y dear brother, had you read Mt. 5:32 with an open 
mind, you can see t hat it gives the one put away for fornication the right of 
r emarriage . "Whosoever shall put away his \vife , saving for the cause of 
fornication, causeth her to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry her that 
is divorced comnitteth adultery." This clearly implies that if she is put away 
80R fornication she is NOT put in a position of becoming guilty of adultery 
should she remarry. It is clear that two persons, capable of committing 
adultery, are involved in this verse: 1) The one put away (except for 
fornication) and 2) the one who marries the one put away (except for 
fornication). This verse (Mt. 5:32 TLB) is the "monkey wrench" in brother 
Jackson ' s major and minor premises . This is the case because it clearly allows 
the offender to remarry . 

(2N13 ) In (2A14) brother Jackson seems i rritated with my reference to death. 
What he apparently cannot see is that if his doctrine in (2A13) is correct, 
(i.e., the right of remarriage is given ONLY to an offended party) then he has 
left out one whose mate dies. This is the case because one whose mate dies has 
not put away a fornicator, and according to Jackson, they cannot remarry. This 
is the absurd P~asoning I brought forth in my syllogism in (1Nl3) . I '11 say it 
again , and see if Jackson ignores it again . Remarriage is not contingent upon 
having put away a fornicator . Remarriage is contingent on being free from a 
mate . An unscriptura l divorce does not f r ee one from their mate (Mk 10:11-12), 
but a scriptural divorce does . This is why the guilty one may marry again. 
Furthermore, I did not say adultery is ALWAYS committed against someone you are 
married to. When adultery occurs it is because at least one of the parties 

---involved is scripturally bound to another . If these are quibbles, they certainly 
are sound ones, for both destroy Jackson ' s position~ 

(2Nl4) The first half of brother Jackson ' s (2Al5) is based on a total 
misconception of what I said . The foregoing paragraph should help him to see 
straight on what I am trying to help him see. The one who marries the 
"apolelumenen" colllllits adultery because the "apolelumenen" i s one still bound to 
a mate . The "apolelumenen" is NOT the put away fornicator , but as Black, Lusk 
and Woods said, she is one put away NOT for fornication. Being unscripturally 
divorced, she is still bound to her mate and if she marries another she commits 
adultery against the one who put her away, and the man who marries her commits 
adultery , in that he is a party to her adultery. Is ~1is difficult to grasp? 
Brother Jackson states that I Cor. 7:27- 28b says nothing about one put away for 
fornication . I look forward to my affirmatives when I can straighten him out on 
that . Also I did not mention debating Woods and Deaver. I mentioned their 
positions because I know Jackson does not agree with them. In fact, he would 
have to say that, according to his position , they are teaching doctrines which 
are filling the church with adulterers . I think YOU need to debate them, 
br other, not me . Finally let me ask brother Jackson again , may any of the five 
cases I mentioned in (1Nl4) remarry? I f so , you have admitted that remarriage is 
NOT contingent upon having put away a fornicator, and consequently you have 
implied that your Argument #3 is invalid . 

(2N15) Argument #3b: I have already shown that Woods has "crawfished" on his 
statements and that Jackson total ly misrepresented and misunders tood what El kins 
said. He does indeed deny that the exception modifies the second clause. He 
says he does not deny it , but then turns around and argues that the exception 
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does not modify the second clause. He says that the exceptive phrase appears 
ONLY as a modifier of the innocent party ' s action , but whether he, or even Woods 
himself , likes it or not , Woods used the exceptive phrase to modify the 
participle, "apolelumenen". Note : Concerning Mt. 19 :9 Woods stated: 

"It will be seen that two persons, capable of committing adultery , are 
involved in this passage . 1) Whosoever shall put away his wife and 
shall marry another (except for fornication) and 2) Whoso marrieth her 
which is put away (except for fornication.) " (Gospel Advocate, April 
18 , 1985, P. 246). 

(2N16) Now I cannot help if Woods l ikes it or not , but he , one of the most 
learned in the Greek amongst us , applied the exception phrase to "her which is 
put away" in #2 above . That , reader is the "apolelumenen" , a participle. But 
brother Jackson argues that the adverbial phrase "rna epi porneia" cannot modify 
the substantive participle "apolelumenen". What he does not know or else is 
fail ing to admit is that a participle may take an adverbial modifier even if used 
substantively . A participle is so named because it "participates", that is , it 
partakes of the characteristics of both verb and noun (or adjective). I t is 
therefore not out of line to apply (as did Woods) the adverbial phrase to the 
participle, "apolelumenen". 

Argument # 4: Answered 

(2N17) Brother Jackson ' s (2A17) shows his absolute confusion on the exception 
clause . Again , if the guil t y may remarry, that does NOT leave Christ's law 
without objects of application . If the guilty may remarry, that does not negate 
the fact that those who divorce unscripturally may not remarry. That is what the 
law is all about anyway . The exception excludes the case , the entire case, from 
the general rule . Jackson believes that only half of the individuals involved in 
the excepted case are excluded. He actually believes that the guilty party is 
not excluded in the exclusion which they are a part of . ABSURD! The CASE' 
excluded is fornication. The put away fornicator is also a constituent element 
in that case . You cannot deny it, brother . If they are involved i n that case, 
and that case is excepted, they are a part of the exception , and hence excluded 
from the adultery which occurs under the general r ule ! The exception does not 
apply to one or the other in a divorce for fornication ,. it applies to the CASE in 
which they are both involved . I t is not to exclude one or the other from 
remarriage but to exclude the CASE of fornication from the application of the 
general rule. If BOTH are included (i . e ., not excepted) when the case is NOT for 
fornication , then BOTH are excluded (i.e . excepted) when the case is FOR 
fornication . Further more , it is c lear to me that the majority of brother 
Jackson ' s confusion on this issue is due to his failure to understand the nature 
of scriptural divorce . He cannot see that the ineligibility for remarriage which 
is laid out in Mt . 19 :9 , etc . , is because ~~scriptural divorce does not sever the 
marriage bond . If one later dies , this death has severed the bond , and the put 
away one is now free from the bond . Guy N. Woods believes that the 
unscriptural ly put away one may remarry if their mate dies or remarries. Jackson 
denies it. Mac Deaver believes that if one is put away unscripturally and 
remarries, they may remain rernarried if the one who put them away dies . Jackson 
denies it. Robert Taylor, Jr ., believes the guilty party may remarry if their 
forrner mate dies . Jackson denies it . He must believe all of these are teaching 
false doctrine . If brother Jackson could see the plain truth in Mk . 10:11-12 , 
that adul tery occurs only because at least one of the individuals involved is 
scripturally bound to another person , (in spite of carnal divorce) he would 
understand my position that death frees certain cases to remarry . 
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(2N18} Brother Jackson says the "right of an innocent party to enter a second 
union is unprotected if the offender has the same right." In other words , he 
thinks if the guilty party IW.Y retW.rry, the one who put them away (the innocent 
one} may not. This is indeed the height of confusion. It does not follow that 
if the gui 1 ty IW.Y retW.rry , the innocent one could not. I want Roger to tell us 
~1y the innocent one ~1o put away the guilty IW.Y not enter a second IW.rriage if 
the guilty IW.Y remarry. Would they be committing adultery? How so? Mt. 19 :9a 
says they are free to remarry 1 but it does not base that f reedom on the absence 
of the guilty ' s right to remarry! The right of remarriage is based upon being 
free from a mate. Scriptural divorce frees BOTH parties from the marriage bond, 
and death frees the survivor. These individuals may remarry , not because they 
put away a fornicator , but because they are "loosed from a IW.te" (I Cor. 
7:27-28b} or "free from that law" of rrarriage. (RotW.ns 7:3). 

(2Nl9) Brother Jackson believes I was stung. I believe he meant (1Al3 - 1A15) 
instead of (1A17 - 1A21). If he does not , in fact , believe that carnal penalties 
are necessary to keep people from abusing GOd's law, he believes that carnal 
penalties are necessary to keep people from reaping any benefit that may come 
from a sin. However , he will not consistently preach that doctrine , for he said 
in (2A20) that he did reap benefit from sins, and although God did not approve , I 
can assure you he is paying no penalties to keep him from that benefit! Brother 
Jackson and company have indeed fabricated a penance penalty. The scriptures 
show that God did not bind it, so it must be a hUIW.n invention. I have not put a 
penance penalty on those who divorce unscripturally . Their celibacy is not a 
penalty for sin as Jackson believes . Remarriage i s forbidden to tl1em for they 
are another's IW.te. If the guilty cannot retW.rry, it i s only because they are 
being punished. It is not a natural consequence. A natural consequence is 
something that follows "naturally", but not always , from a sin, such as lung 
cancer from smoking, etc. If celibacy were a divine punishment pronounced 
against adultery , it would have to be executed even if the innocent did not want 

----to put away the gui l ty. If celibacy were a divine punishment pronounced against 
"home-wreckers", then the guilty party ' s accompliace would have to be sentenced 
to celibacy also. Brother Jackson's case is hopeless! If he says celibacy is 
punishment for adultery, he mus t say ALL adulterers must henceforth be celibate. 
If he says celibacy is punishment for wrecking a home, he must agree that the one 
~10 committed adultery with the guilty party, even though single, may not ever 
marry. If he says celibacy is a natural consequence, he must explain how it is 
"natural ." 

(2N20) Although it is true that the woman in (1A13) did not sin in any of her 
remarriages; it is true that her lax attitude and fornication will condemn her , 
unless she repents . In each divorce she was free. Her remarriage could not be 
adultery for prior to remarriage, she was as if she had never married . It would 
be hard for me to conceive a person of this attitude truly repenting, but who are 
we to judge, brother? If she must retW.in celibate after being divorced , I 
challenge you to go back to (2Nl9) and show me which of the three reasons is the 
cause of her celibacy. If celibacy is not a partial payment to gain forgiveness 
for adultery, why must they retW.in celibate? If celibacy is imposed to keep them 
from reaping benefit, why is it not imposed on every case of adultery? What if 
the benefit the guilty party was seeking was the sing le l ife? How about it, 
Roger? According to you something must be done to adulterers to keep them from 
benefitting. Can they stay single with God's approval ? If they can retW.in 
single , have they not benefitted from their s in with God 's approval? I could 
cite many illustrations to show brother Jackson's inconsis tency on this point. I 
hope only one will be necessary to convince him to abandon this argument . If 
this woman must remain celibate because she has not put away a fornicator , 
Jackson must explain why one whose mate has died may remarry seeing that they did 
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not put away a fornicator . As far as the elders and deacons go, Jackson would 
disapprove of the elder marrying the deacon 1 s wife . However , he must admit that 
the elder and deacon 1 s wife are completely free after the divorce for 
fornication. Again, he will have a hard time explaining why they must remain 
celibat e . He cannot remain consistent in any avenue of reason he chooses. Also , 
he must deny the plain fact that adultery cannot be committed by two individuals 
unless at l east one of them is scripturally bound to ano~1er mate (Mk 10 : 11- 12) . 

Argument # 5: Answered 

(2N21) If I am confused , it is because Jackson is leading me down two opposite 
roads at the same time. He says that the guil ty one must be celibate t o keep 
them from benefitting from sin (although there is no way he can know that a 
second mate would be better than being s ingle) . Then he says he has benefitted 
from sin without God 1 s approval, but what penalties is he paying , which are 
supposed to keep him from the benefit? You do not practice what you are so eager 
to bind on others. As far as Jackson 1 s misapplication of Mt . 19 : 12 goes, I ask 
the reader to check it and see if there i s one case of the ~ee mentioned ~10 
was required by divine law to be a eunuch . There i s none . The eunuch for the 
kingdon 1 S sake was a choice made for the cause of service (i.e. , the apostle 
Paul). None of the ~ee cases were being punished for adultery. 

(2N22) Brother Jackson is opposed to my r ewriting his syllogism, using another 
case . It is my duty to negate . My syllogism illustrated Jackson 1 S faulty 
reasoning . If his syllogism in (1A16 ) is valid, so is mine in (1N10) . My Modus 
Tollens was merely a restatement of ~1e argument in another form, so that the 
reader could see the utter folly of Jackson 1 s reasoning . It is his 0~1 
r easoning , and in (2A22) he implicitly confessed its invalidi ty. He said the 
murderer of a mate may not marry the one they killed for . But where did I 
mention killing for a specific individual? He has implied that they could marry 
anyone else but the one they killed for. Would they be committing adultery if 
they married the one they killed for? Suppose they had no special individual in 
mind Roger , what then? If they murdered to be single, woul d Jackson argue that 
they must marry again to keep from reaping the benefit they sought? He cites 
Romans 3: 8 as proof(?) that a murderer cannot marry (that is, cannot marry ONLY 
the one they ki lled to get) . I do not have the space t o write a commentary on 
Romans 3 :5-8 , but it is clear that Roger needs to know what it is referring to . 
It does not teach that one must r eceive carnal punishment to keep from 
benefitting from a sin. In ver se 5, the Jews had apparently argued that if grace 
abounds where there is sin , then our unrighteousness shows off the righteousness 
of God. If that be the case , a Jew might argue , 11 How could I be condemned if my 
sin causes the glory of God to result? 11 However, Paul stated that God was not 
unjust for punishing people for their actions (cf 3: 6) Brother Jackson, it i s a 
person 1 s deeds which are judged , not the consequences . According to the Jews , 
Paul was a heretic . But he showed that according to their reasoning , he coul d 
not be judged a sinner if his a lleged sin brought g lory to God . Verse 8 merely 
states the false conception of the gospel the Jews had and attributed it to Paul , 
i. e ., 11Let us do evil that good (God 1 s glorification) rnay come . 11 This attitude 
is condemned for the end does not justify the means. If ~1e guilty party may 
remarry , that does not justify their adultery as Jackson accuses me of 
affirming . Does Jackson preach 11The end justifies ~1e means 11

, because he 
believes the guilty party may re1nain in their desir ed single state with God 1 s 
approval? Would he say if they desired to be single and God not only approves , 
but demands celibacy, that they are j ustified in co1nmitting adulter y? 
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(2N23) In the business illustration, how does gett1ng rid of the business prove 
he repented? Jackson believes he could not repent and keep the business. What 
should he do? Sell it? What shall he do with the money? Give it away? 
Certainly not . Remember , benefit cannot come from sin . If one individual cannot 
benefit , no one else could . But suppose th\~ man listened to Jackson. He got 
rid of the business and burned the money . Now he starts up a new business and is 
back in the same condition he v.•anted .,.,hen he murdered his partner . Jackson must 
admit that that man can never own a business again . If one sins and benefit 
results , one must not be punished to disallow the benefit . What if a person 
sinned WITHOUT intending to gain a specific benefit? Suppose Joe, a new convert 
with a drinking problem, stopped at· the local bar and filled up . On his way 
home, he runs over his wife, who was downtown shopping . Can he marry again and 
reap benefit from his sin? 

(2N24) To trash brother Jackson's whole (2A23), let us suppose this woman 
remarries . The new husband adopts the child . The 20- year old derelict has no 
one to support, no alimony to pay . He has acquired that which he desired! 
Brother Jakcson believes that God approves of his single status . But Jackson 
also believes that this desired status entered by the avenue of sin is itself 
wrong . Thus he believes God approves of this man's vtrong status . But now the 
man repents. Since Jackson believes one cannot have what he desired which was 
obtained by sin , and repentance demands that he give up what he obtained, what 
will brother Jackson suggest the man do? If he remarries, he sins, according to 
Jackson. If he remains single, he is allowed to reap benefit, which is sin 
according to Jackson. The only other alternative is suicide, which is sin . 
Jackson has this man in a no-win situation. Actually, it is his false doctrine 
which is in the no-win situation! 

Argument # 6: Answered 

{2N25) What I hope the reader will remember is that in (1N23) I stated that I 
would give a detailed review of Jackson's Argument #6 when he answered the two 
questions . It is therefore not surprising that I did not deal with it. As far 
as the questions go , Jackson evaded· them . I know Jesus said a person put away 
for a trivial cause may not remarry, but I was aiming at the reason for his 
prohibition. Jackson has a reason, he believes the put away innocent party is 
being punished. This is the main thought of his sixth argument . It is 
interesting that he believes their remarriage restriction is a penalty {1A25), 
but on the other hand they are "totally innocent" {1A25) . I '11 ask again, what 
sin are they being punished for, brother Jackson? If you open your eyes to the 
information in the verse you cited {Mk 10 : 11- 12), you would see that they are not 
being punished at all, but that they are prohibi ted f rom marrying another , for 
they are still bound to a mate . If not , explain the significance of "against" in 
Mk. 10:11. 

(2N26) In (2A3), Jackson stated that 
fornicator . However , back in ( 1A18 l , 
innocent party put away without cause . 

the "apolelumenen" was the divorced 
he applied the "apolelumenen" to the 

(2N27) In brother Jackson's (lA19 - 1A23), all he did \vas cite verses which show 
degrees of punishment in hell . Where is tne verse which shows degrees of divine 
punishment on earth? In (1A24) he said "ln GoO ' s providence sin is and will be 
punished according to the enormity of its nature", but is celibacy providential? 
Jackson 's whole Argument #6 is based on the misconception that the put away 
innocent party is being punished, so the put av;ay guilty one must be punished 
also . If he could take the blinders of preconceived notion off , he would see the 
significance of the words "unjustly" and " justly" in his syllogism. Because the 
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innocent one is put away unjustly, the unlawful divorce did not sever the bond. 
The difference is that the guilty one, wl1en put away justly , is not in the same 
state as the unjustly put away one . It is therefore no great surprise that they 
may remarry seeing that the pr ohibition applies to unjust or unscri pt ural 
divorce, not scriptural divorce. 

Argument # 7 : Answered 

(2N28 ) In (2A26), brother Jackson denied plain scripture . He denies that after 
a1vorce if one is capable of committing'adultery , it will be against the one that 
put them away. I cannot help it i f he and Lusk do not like it, but after an 
unscriptural divorce the one who goes and marries another commits adultery 
against the other one (Mk 10 : 11) . If the adultery spoken of in Mt . 19 :9 is an 
adulteration of marriage, it is not the adul teration of the second one, but of 
tl1e first . The second union is adultery against the firs t union . You cannot 
deny it , Roger • 

(2N29) Roger objects to my analysis of Lanier' s illustration , but when one uses 
an illustration which illustrates nothing, to support a false doctrine , it i s 
open to scrutiny. Again , the illustration i s worth l ess . If the cel l i s God ' s 
law on nBrriage and divorce and the officer walks out , he has walked free of 
God's law on marriage and divorce . Thus none of those laws apply to him . 
Regarding (2A29) , I refer the reader back to (.2Nl7) . If the guilty may remarry , 
it does not negate the exception . The guilty i s part of the excepted case and it 
is absurd to exclude them from the exclusion. If the guilty may r emarry "except" 
still means "except", but if they may not , the exception in Mt. 5:32 does not 
mean "except", it means "even. " I urge the reader to read Mt . 5:32 and insert 
"even" for "except", and see if you do not arrive at Jackson 's doctri ne . 

Argument #9 : Answered 

(2N30) There was nothing to handle in Argument #9 . Herodias was still Philip's 
wife . If Philip put her away for fornication, she would be free t o remarry, for 
she would no longer be Philip's wife . That was why their union was not lawful . 
I never argued the position that if Philip forgave her , her second uni on was 
lawful . If he did not divorce her for her fornication , she was still his wife. 
Again, the verse states that Herodias was Philip's Hife . The put away fornicator 
is free from the marriage law, and tl1us ~~- 6: 14- 18 i s no parallel to this issue 
and is worthless to this debate. 

Questions for Jackson: 

(2N31) Since Roger saw fit to avoid direct answers to most of my questions , I 
shall phr ase these to be answered true or false : 

1 . The woman of I Cor . 7:39 commits adul t ery if she marnes a non-christian. 
2. Celibacy is a natural consequence of adultery. 
3. Celibacy is a punishment for adultery. 
4. Natural consequences are divine penalties for sin . 
5 . It is a sin on tl1e part of tl1e guilty part to be put away . 
G. Celibacy is a punishment for "home- wrecking . " 
7. Those loosed from a mate may remarry. 
8 . Those free from the marriage lav1 may remarry . 
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PROPOSITION I 

JACKSON'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 

PROPOSITION: The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been put away for 
fornication may not, with God's approval, remarry another 
person. 

A PERSPECTIVE 
(3Al) My young friend entered this debate with enthusiasm. He searched 
the country for an opportunit y to publish his 11 What if's ... 11 He was com­
pletely convinced that they could not be answered. He attacked with con­
fidence and even truculence. But, alas! ·The second negative indicates 
his wings have been clipped. What do you suppose happened? He learned 
that his little 11 What if's ..... could be answered and perhaps the bubble 
of respect he had for the scholars,who are apparently his guide 1 burst. 
Having been so bold as to promise that he would change if he could see 
11 0ne reasonable argument 11 that disproves his position , he apparently re­
ceived quite a shock when I gave him TEN . What could he do now? I an­
xiously awaited his renunciation of this mi?erable heresy. But instead, 
he just MARKED THE WORDS OF THE LORD FALSE! !! He marked this false, 
11 Whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit adultery . •• But those 
are the very words of Jesus as they appear in Matthew 19 : 9b. And as if 
that were not enough he had the Qnmitigated gaul and high handed audacity 
to rewrite it like he believes it, 11 Whoso marrieth her which is put away 
doth NOT commit adultery ... Friend, would you do a thing like that? Do 
you believe a doctrine that depends on that to survive is scriptural? 
Tod is the first man I ever met who just clearly marked the ·words of 
the Lord as FALSE! And he thinks we will just let him get by with it! 
He has admitted that the final, bottom-line-summary of his position in 
this issue IS EXAC TLY THE OPPOSITE OF WHAT THE LORD SAID . Until Tod 
Buttermore, only the devil is on record as doing-thar-fGen. 3:4). 

(3A2) Tad has presumed to be able in just a little 74 page booklet, to 
answer the arguments of such great scholars as Thomas Warren, Roy Deaver 
and Jerry Moffitt, whose material cover s volumes. He has circulated the 
booklet far and wide. But he doesn't know what he is doing, for on page 
60 he has a dictionary reference he attributes to DANIEL WEBSTER! He 
should have learned in grammar school that Noah Webster compiled the basi s 
of our English dictionary, and Daniel Webster was a statesman/senator. 
A man who makes a collossal blunder like that has no business in debate, 
and isn•t prepared to test his wisdom against such sc holars as he insults. 
In addition to that, his boo klet con tains the same misrepresentations that 
appear in his first negative. He just says they misun derstood themselves 
and needs him to straighten all of the misunderstanding out. In the book­
let he presumes to 11 restate 11 the arguments of these men and only manages 
to demonstrate that he has no idea what they are talking about. In this 
debate he has done me the same way. Either he cannot comprehend a simple 
argument, or he deliberately changes them. Then, to further exemplify his 
ineptitude, on page 43 of his booklet he refers to one of Roy Deaver's 
arguments, and says, ..... Deaver has built his whole argument on the first 
constituent of the major premise . .. 11 Tod, tha t i s called the 11 antecedent• 
I suggest you leave the debating to s omeone more suited to the task. 

(3A2) Elihu, the son of Barachel, sat quitely and listened while his 
revered friends and scholars raged against Job. When they could no longer 
answer Job, Elihu, the young man, iJroke hi s silence . In tones of severity 
he lashed out at Job in def ense of the position of the scholars. He was 
more zealous , ent~usiastic, caustic and hostile. He just knew he was right! 
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But , in the end, he found out the depressing truth - he was wrong! His 
trusted scholars had shown him only one side of the coi n. Tad would do 
well to read and digest Job 31 -4 2 . And with that perspective, we turn 
to Tad's weak and evasive effort to deal with my material and prove that 
Jesus did not say, "Whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit adul­
tery," but actually said, "Whoso marrieth her which is put away doth NOT 
commit adultery." 

ARGUMENT # 1: ACQUIRED STATUS 
(3A3) Tad says my position on the having-been-put-away-woman of Matt. 
19:9b eliminates the one divorced for trivial causes, but it does no such 
thing. Since the passage teaches that only in the case of an innocent 
party's putting away a guilt y fornicator ·can the innocent party remarry, 
it is by implication (if, and only if) that it teaches that in the case of 
di vorce for trivial causes ne ither can remarr y, and if they do they are 
adulterers. But as for modifying Matthew 19:9 with I Cor. 7 :10-11,I refus e 
We will let Tad do the "modifying" ·since he ha s already demonstrated it 
does not bother him. He does not understand the implications of his own 
doctrine. His position on Mk. 10:11 , 12 does not alter the point whether 
correct or not. When he says neither can ~e marry because the divorce is 
not for f ornication, he forgets that he has accused me of formulating a 
"penance penalty" when I cite a case where remarriage is forbidden. "Con­
sistency, thou art a jewel." Tad says without fornic ation neither can 
remarry, but with fornication both can remarry. Now just tellme that does 
not reward fornication! The truth is t hat wi tho ut fornication neither 
can remarry, but with fornicati on onl y one can remarry and that is the 
innocent one (Matt. 19:9 ) . He says the couple in Mk. 10:11,12 cannot 
remarry because their divorce was not recognized in heaven. · Alright! 
What, then, causes God to recognize divorce in hea ve n? Tad says forni­
cation. Great! Then, by virtue of the fa ct t ha t God's Son says the 
ha ving -been-put-awa y- woman of Matthew 19:9b was di vorced (in hea ven 's 
sight) that makes her the one put away f or fornication. Congratulations 
Tad, you are now on my side and have gi ven up the whole debate. 

(3A4) If the exceptive phrase were stricken from Matthew 19:9 we would 
not be having a debate! The addition alter s the construction in just the 
way I have shown. I seem utter ly unabl e t o get across to Tad that the 
fact that the fornicator cannot remarry i s not because of a continued 
guilt of sin or punishment to keep her fr om a benefit, but because Jesus 
forbade it in Matthew 19:9. Second: Tad belie ves the sa me thing. What 
about your woman put awa y for a trivial cause - like mental cruelty? You 
admit that Mk. 10:11, 12 forbids that she r emarry. If s he repents of the 
mental cruelty may she then remarry ? If she cannot , and s he surely can­
not, suppose you· tell us f or what sin she is being punished, and when you 
do you will ha ve answered your own silly question. 

BUTTERMORE'S AMAZING AD MISSION !!! 
(3A5) HER E IT IS FOLKS!!! And all he can do to cover up the fact that 
he reversed the Lord's word s after marking them FALSE is to admit his 
arguments are designed to do JUST THAT and then ask me two statements 
ne ~ther of which are direct quotations from the Bible. Now get it : Tod 
says when we understand t he language of Matthew 19:9b and comprehend the 
posi t ion he is taking, we will reach th e brilliant deduction that 
it means EXACTLY THE OPPOSITE OF WHA T IT SAYS. Daniel Webster, being a 
politician, might have define d that as "understanding" but Noah would 
define it "misunderstanding." I want Tod to cite the passa ge where 
Jesus eve r.,sa id, word for wo r d, "Wh oso marrieth her which is put awa y 
(e xcept, apart from, not for, fornication) commit teth adu ltery. " No 
such words as those appearing in parentheses appe ar i n any statement 
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made by the Lord! They are interpretation and addition and are not a 
42nd cousin to an answer to my material. But the Lord did say what I 
transcribed word for word, "Whoso marr i eth her wh i c h is put away doth 
commit adultery.'~nd Buttermore re verse d i t ! J - 1 and J-2 stand . 

(3A6) Watch him try to squirm out of it! He writes two statements and 
wants to know where the contradiction is. Statement # 1 is true because 
it is what Mk. 10:11,12 teaches, and by implica t ion of the exceptive ph­
rase, what Matthew 19:9 teaches (see 3A3). The second is false because 
it states the opposite of Matthew 19:9 . Thus th e y contradict. 
(3A7) How Tad's two statements dodge helps him, I do not know, but they 
cannot change what he did. Mine was a transc ri pti on from what Jesus said, 
and his are inferences. Statement # 1 is a va l id inference and 2 is not. 
Tad needs to tell us how this statement, "Whoso ma r rieth her which is put 
away doth NOT commit adultery." (a statement of e xactly what Tad believes 
for he marked it TRUE), does not contradict t hi s statement, ''Whoso marriet h 
her which is put away doth commit adultery." (a word-for-word transcrip­
tion of what the Lord said in matthew l9:9 b). Any man who would try to 
tell his readers that these two statem ents a r e not exact opposites, or tha t 
the Lord did not say what is a direct and ex act transcription of his words 
must think his readers are FOOLS! 
(3A8) Can you imagine a man grasping for s tr aws t o such an extent that 
he would actually say the scholarly Guy N. Wood s misunderstood the very 
words he penned himself! Buttermore is di s armed i n th at battle of wits. 
Woods says Tad knows nothing about SIMPLE EN GLI SH SENTE NCE STRUCTURE. I f 
Tad won't accept what Woods says is the co r r ect understanding of his own 
words, why does he think I am goi ng t o was te my space explaining them? 
My proposition does not obligat e me to e xp lain anyt hing an ybody said on 
the proposition. He needs to quit challen ging me to waste my space ex­
plaining what the schofars sa id and st art dealing wi t h WHA·r I SAID. Then 
Tad says all the scholars are misinformed and he is just the man to stra­
ighten all of them out. Woods, Moffitt, bea ve r, El kins, Warren, Lus k , 
and ' Jackson all have it wrong. But Tad has i t right. We are all mis ­
informed and misunderstand oursel ves . But Tad un derstands and will 
straighten us all out. No doubt he i s the man , and wisdom will die· 
with him (Job:l2:2). 

(3A9) Apparently Tad wrote to brother Woods be tw ee n the time I sent him 
my second affirmative, which contained brot her Woods' t elling rebuttal 
of Tad's misinformation, and the time he se nt his s e cond negative. He 
might have thought he wou l d get by with it, bu t thanks to the gracious 
brother Woods, he sent me a c opy of hi s repl y he s ent to Tad, dated Dec. 
23, 1985. Here is what he said to Tad in t ha t l e t ter Tad f orgot: 

Dear Sir: 
I have made it a practice throughout li f e to r espond im­
mediately to ever y si ncer e l e tter re ce i ved . But , wh en one 
so deficient in even e lementary Chris tian depo rtmen t in 
correspondence insult s me, I have nei t her t he t ime nor the 
inclination to waste my energy answering ques tions. Two 
things you quite obviously ought to do : (1) Learn s omething 
about simple English s entenc e structu re , and (2 ) basic cour t es y . 

signed 
Guy N. Woods 

(3Al0) I have no intention of debating Tad ove r what the scholars say. 
I have signed to a f firm wh a t the Scrip t ures teach . Scholar s are fine 
in their accepted field of e xpertise, but when i t co mes t o their com­
mens on Scriptu~e they are no au thority. Tad in troduced t hem, not me . 
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(3A11) In his (2N9) Tad bac ks down on his a nswe r to question # 1 . You r 
answer to the que s tion did not have any limit ations on it. Now he limits 
it, and he backs down. He sai d one put aw ay f or t rivial causes may not 
remarry. Where is the modification? Now he s ays he didn't me an NEVER. 
Well, why didn' t yo u say so? After the mo difi cation, he " f i xes " another 
adulterous union for us by s uggesting tha t wh en two people divorce on 
trivial grounds both can r ema rry with God' s approval i f they just play 
the waiting game to see who commit s adultery fir st . Then BINGO! Both of 
them can remarry! There i s no marital situat ion Tad ' s posi ti on canno t 
"fix" sooner or later. Why does n' t Tad tell us plainly what situation 
a person could eve r get himself in to that would disqualify him from a 
new marriage? I challeng e him to g i ve us one ca s e . Get bu s y , bro t her! 

(3A12) Tad ask s , concerning one put away for a triv i a l cause, or fo r 
fornication, what possi bl y prohibits her r ema r ri ag e? Matthew 19:9. Ta d 
further ventures the assu mption that a having- been- pu t - away - woman cannot 
possibly retain that s ta t us of disqualif icati on if that which disqual i­
fied them in the first pla ce is gone. Amen ! But that which disqualifie d 
them is the law of God, and that is no t gone! To get divorced fornic ato rs 
a right to remarry Tad has to elimi nate Ma tthew 19 : 9 and t hat is what the 
"status" argument is all about. Ha ve yo u got it now, Tad? As l ong as 
I can use this to s ho w that a person can be completely unmarried an d ye t 
disqualified for remarriage, Tad ' s non s ense a bout t he s ingle state ' s 
granting a remarriage is just that - NONSENSE! 

ARGUMENT# 2: THE IMPLI CI T TEACHING OF MA TT . 19 : 9 

(3Al3) The co nsequent of Tad's syllogism whi ch appea rs in (1Nl3) i s 
fa lse because it assumes that the death of a s pouse leaves t he survivo r 
a n inn oce nt party to a -divorce . Then later i n t his second negative he 
says he didn't say it . I MADE AN ARG UME NT ABO UT A DI VORCED FORNI CATOR'S 
RIGHTS . Tad ran and hi d in the cemetery ~g ai n . An argument based upon 
t he; right s of a di vo r ced fornica t or cannot po ss i bl y be answered by an a rg u­
ment based upon the rights of a s Jr ·viv i ng wi dow/ wi do we r unless t he logicia n 
considers her to be an inn ocent par ty to a di vo rc e or a guilt y party to 
a di vorce , by the so le virtue of the de ath o f her / h i s spouse . It is dis­
graceful! He thinks he ha s a dilemma f or me in his qu ib ble he insists I 
answer, but the dilemma i s hi s , not mine. Jes us ' s t atement i n Matt . 19:9 
gives the right of r emarriage to the one who has the "cause" and not to 
the fleet footed fornicator, AND TOO AD MI TTE D I T WHEN HE SAID , i n answer 
to my ques ti ons 8 and 9, th a t what th e gov e r nment s a ys i s not important, 
BUT WHAT GOD RECOGNIZES IN HEAVEN . Thank you Mr . But termore . BU T, si nce 
Tad failed mi serab l y to an s wer th e argument , we ne ed to restate i t so he 
can s how us th e ·perfect under s tanding o f the matte r onl y he say s he has . 
"All divorced per sons who do not have t he ri ght of remarriage ar e pe rson s 
who do not divorce forni cators ." Tad needs t o get out J f the cem ete r y 
and show us a passage, not a scholar, t hat t ea ches that someone who di­
vorces o r i s div orced for a trivial cause , or i s d ivor ced be cause he has 
committed f ornication i s gr3nte d anoth e r ma r r i age , and Mk. 10 :11 , 12 and 
Matthew 19:9 is not it, a s we have s hown . Now get with i t ! 

ARGUMENT # 3 : THE GUILTY PA RTY DO ES NOT PO SS ESS TH E CAUSE NEEDED . 

(3Al4) Tad argues in (2Nll) t hat both the offended and the offender in 
Matthew 5:32 co uld r emarr y in a di vorc e for a t ri vial cause i f he just 
waited the ot he r mate out. Then he argued that bot h of them c ould remarr y 
for fornication. If that i s s o, what Tad need s to t e ll us is what point 
Matthew 5 : 32 has anyway and wh y Jes us even br ought the s ubject up anyway? 
What a totally confused mess ! 



( 5) 

(3Al5) As he begins his (2Nl3) Tod runs and hides in the cemetery again. 
See my (3Al3) for the answer. Then he says he didn't say adultery is al­
ways committed against someone he is married to . I beg your pardon. son, 
but you did. In (1Nl3) Tod asked, "How can you commit adultery against 
someone to whom you are no longer lawful ly ( scripturally) bound?" Now 
repent, brother, you said it! He ca ught himsel f in the silly web he 
weaved out of false quibble s himself . If you didn't say it then admit 
Y?Ur a~gument in (1Nl3) is a farce, like it is. Remarriage is not con­
t~ngent upon having no mate unless all unmarried people are ~ eligible 
for marriage and you den y it in your answer to my question # 8. aemarriage 
is contingent upon what God's law authorizes. Tod spends his time trying 
to tell us what Jesus "meant" in Matt. 19:9 instead of looking at what 
he said, and the fact that he misunderstand s him is evident in the fact 
that when Tad's "understanding" of it comes out, he "understands" it to 
mean the opposite of what he said. · 

(3Al6) In his (2Nl4) Tod begin s to put us on notice that he will use \ 
I Cor. 7 to prove Matthew 19 : 9 doe s not mean what it says . Bring on your 
"Pauline Priviledge" or your "count e rmand" theor y and s ee if it does not 
get you into more trouble than this exchange did. I will be waiting when 
you do. 

(3Al7) Tod says Woods and Deaver are tea chi ng doctrines that fill the 
church with adulterers . It is ludicrous comi ng from a man that says a 
man can have a hundred wive s (2N20) and a whole congrega tion can use 
his heresy to swap wives. He says t hat if an y of his little cases in 
(1Nl4) can remarry my argumen t # 3 is fa ls e because I have admitted in 
so doing that remarriage is NOT contingent upon one's having put away 
a fornicator. But he left something out of his restatement of the argu­
ment, and this i s what I have complained about repeatedly. I did not 
argue that remarri age is conti ngent upon one ' s putting away a fornicator, 
but that remarriage AFTER A DIVORCE is contingent upo n one ' s having put 
away a fornicator. · 

ARGUMENT 3b: THE RULES OF GRAMMAR FORBID IT 

(3Al8) Tod resumes his debat e with brother Woods in (2Nl5) although he 
assured us in (2Nl4) he was not doing so . Instead of bringing up what 
brother Woods says and answeri ng it he s hould try answering what I say . 
But I will indulge Tod again just to humor him eve n though it proves 
nothing. To d conven iently left out of the quotation the following words 
of brother Woods which explain the matter completely : 

Whether the "whoever" of this passage commits adultery (enters 
into a n adulte rous relation s hip) depends on t wo circ umstances: 
I s he the innocent party in the breakup of his marriage, and did 
he :"·put away the other party for fo rni ca tio n? " 

(3Al9) Tod, please quit mi srepresenting bro t her Wood s . 
tegrity at all? Woods clearly says he means the one who 
woman who has been put away under the law of "excep t for 
commi ts adultery. Tod cannot grasp it! 

Have you no in­
ma rrie s the 
fornication" 

(3A20) In order for the rule Tod cited to be operative and under it 
justify aff irming that it modifies the s econd clause in the way Tod af­
firms it would have to either appear in it or be implied in the way Tod 
asserts . That is the whole i ss ue on the grammar , and it doe s neither. 
Wood s was right when he said Tod didn ' t know anything about SIM PLE 
SE NTENCE ST RUCTURE. Anybod y who believes Da niel Webster author ed the 
American dictiona ry might not know mu ch about English either . 
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ARGUMENT # 4: CHRIST HAS NO LAW ON DIVORCE IF TRUE. 

(3A21) The exceptive phrase does not exclude the entire case from the 
gene:al law, as Tad assumes, but, as we ha ve proven abundantly, excludes 
the 1nnocent party. Scriptural divorce, by itself, does not grant anyone 
the right of remarriage unless Tad is prepared to argue that all people 
who acquire the status of "unmarried" are i f ree to marry. He argues that 
way, but his answer to question # 8 denies it is true. Buttermore against 
Buttermore. That which either grants remarriage or for bids it is GOD'S 
LAW! One scripturally divorc ed from a mate is still married (joined) to 
God's law, and that is what the Lanier illustration is all about. That 
law permits remarriage only to the inn oce nt party. Tad will not change 
that with a cemetery case until he shows -that death of one party changes 
Matthew 19:9. Then he gets back to debating Deaver, Woods and Taylor. 

(3A22) Tad totally misrepresented me ~ in (2Nl8), for I neither said nor 
implied that if the guilty part y can remarry the one who put him away 
cannot. Where Tad got this i s anybody's guess. I said if both can re­
marry, Tad must show how an exceptive option can be involved. It does 
not make sense to give a la w to a room full of people and then say every­
one is excepted. In the same way, it makes· no sense to give a law to 
a people regarding those who are djvorced for fornication and then say 
everybody is excepted from the prohibition to remarry. Then Tad says 
death frees a survivor. Frees him from what, Tad? From the marriage? 
Absolutely! Frees him from Matthew 19:9? How so? And, bless your 
heart, I Cor. 7:27 condemns your nonsense and helps me! It says, "Art 
thou loosed from a wife? SEEK NOT A WIFE?(emphasis mine RJ). Tad says 
to go ahead and seek, brother, its alright! Now just who will fill the 
church with adulterers, brother? And he tries to use Romans 7:3 to prove 
that after a couple is Divorced, and one dies, the other is free to re­
marry. I challenge him from head to toe to prove the couple of that 
passage were divorced before the husband di ed, or that the passage says 
one , thing about divorce. 

(3A23) Tad continues his baseless and unfounded tactics in his (2Nl9). 
Assertion after assertion comes from his pen without the s lightest proof 
for what he says. If Buttermore does not plac e a penance penalty on 
those who di vorce for a trivial cause because it is God who does not 
permit them to remarr y instead of Buttermore, then neither do I in the 
case of the divorced fornicator, for it is God who forbids that too. 
Thank you, Tad, that is all I was look i ng for. 

(3A24) Reader, Tad has now agreed in his (2N20) that the woman of my 
(1Al3) illustra~ion can marry ten ti mes under his heresy, be the guilty 
party every time, and ha ve all ten husbands with God ' s approval, and I 
say if ten, then a hundred. All she has t o do i s repent each time. And 
then he has the unmitigated gaul and colossal audacity to accuse someone 
of filling the church with adulterers. Th ere never has been a more un­
godly and immoral heresy. The n he wants me to go back and tell him the 
cause of her adultery. Someone needs to . Matthew 19:9 is the cause. 
Are you blind? These little quibbles that Tad inserts will not touch 
the most remote corner of the argument . Hi s quibbles in (2N20) present 
not one problem: They must remain celibate becau s e Matthew 19:9 ~ays 
so. Every case of adultery identifying with matth ew 19:9 does demand 
celibacy. One who divorces, but does not remarry has not violated 
Matthew 19:9b, and someone needs to remind Tad that being single is the 
same as celibacy. If seeking celibacy is a status to be sought, just 
let Tad now tell us where goes his big pit ch that it is a penance penalty? 
Now he has reversed that. I don't think we can take him seriously! Then 
he hides in the cemetery again, but I guess that is where he should get 
used to being since that i s where his proposition wi ll be after he gets 
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to it. I do not have to explain a thing about a mate whose wife dies 
when I am in a debate on the rights of two people involved in a divorce 
for fornication. (see 3A13). 

(3A25) LET'S ALL SWAP WIVE S! Tad says it is alright ! Where did he ever 
deny it! He got caught sneaking around with something that stinks ! As 
long as God says adulterers and fornic ator s cannot enter a second union 
(Matt. 19:9b), I won't have any troubl e at al l telling you why these 
fornicators in chart J-3 must remain celibate. However, I will tell you 
this: Ted Buttermore cannot tel l you why they can remarry and give just 
one passage to support it. He can quibble and hide in t he cemetery, but 
he cannot give Book, chapter and verse - no sir ! Tad does not believe 
it can be shown that adu 1 tery can be comm·i t ted by two people unless at 
least one of them is married to someone else. I might not be able to 
show it to Tod, but I can show it! AND l DID!!! In Matthew 19 :9 God's 
Son says she is divorced (not married) and Tad says, "Yes sir! That's 
right, because the divorce is scriptural." And he cannot prove that the 
man she marries is married or ever 'has been . God says when these two 
unmarried people marry each other it i s adultery. BINGO again, and 
Ted Buttermore is DOUBLE DEAD WRONG. 

ARGUMENT # 5: AL LOWS ONE TO DO EVIL AND BE REWARDED 

(3A26) Celibacy is a c onsequ ence of violat ing God's law on marriage 
(Matt. 19:9). My point is that some see that as punishment in t he form 
of a "penance penalty" and other concepts just as bad because they love 
the world more than God, and they beguile the heart of the SIMPLE so 
that they . argue the case for these poor, misunderstood unfortunat es . 
Others accept the stat us and Tad says some even seek i t (Matt. 1912) . 
But Ted says it is punishment. Some punishment that men will seek? 
Such is grief and punishment only to those who have t he wrong attitude . 

(3A27) TOO SAID IN HIS LAST SENTENCE OF (1Nl9) THAT ONE CAN SIN IN 
ORDER TO REAP A BENEFIT, REPENT (?)AND ENJOY IT WITH GOD ' S APPROVAL . 
He ignored it in his second negative, and thought I would . WHAT AN UN­
GODLY AND IMMORAL DOCTRINE! But it is pop ula r, isn 't it , Tad? 

(3A28) Ted again seeks to confuse the iss ue . The illustrat ion I used is 
exactly what he believes, and will not admit. Why not deal with what I 
said , brother? He has not the fortitude to do it . Let Tad tell us he 
does not approve of the following illustration : "A" is married to "B . " 
"B" lusts for "C" and commits adultery with he r for the purpose of being 
divorced so they can marry. "A" divorces " B" who then marries "C" an d 
repents of forni9ation (adultery). Not only will Tad te ll them they 
have a marriage approved in heaven, but they can do it a hundred times 
with the same result and be in fellowship with the church . I don't know? 
Maybe he is not even accountable for all this stuff. 

(3A~9) God may not have a punishment that keep s us from reaping benefits 
from our sins, but He has a l aw against it in t he ca se we are debating, 
and yo u cannot run from it forever . I have not ar gued that one must 
reap car nal punishment to keep him from enjoying a benefit from a sin , 
an d I want it understood right here and now tha t Tad Buttermore injected 
that as an accusation against me. And then he wen t on to attack that 
time and agai n as if I had said it . It is Buttermore debating Buttermore . 
You look again at (2A22) and you will see what I said . 

(3A30) In my business illu s tration Tad wants to know how getting rid of 
the ill gotten business show s that the murd e r e r has r epented. I have a 
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better question for him: Why don't you show how keeping it shows he has 
r~pente?? So that is supposed to answ e r my qu estion. Oh, but if he gets 
rld of lt and starts a new one he is r ight back in the sinful state! That 
is not the one he killed to get, brother ! And he tries, of all things, to 
parallel a drunk accidentally r unning ove r hi s wife with a sober man who 
premeditatedly murders his ? You will be l ucky if you are not laughed 
out of the state of Ohio i f this nonsense ever gets out . Yo u don't belong 
in a debate or a pulpit! 

(3A31) Another piece of "brilliance." He j ust extended the little parabl e 
about the 20 year-old derel ect and changed the nature of the whole point 
when he saw the embarrassment it cause d him. It blew up in his red face! 
Did he answer it? No! Let's see if I can write it so he will st umble 
over it: 

CAN A 20 YEAR-OLD COMM IT ADULTERY FOR THE SPECIFI C PURPOSE OF BEING 
DIVORCED FROM HIS PREGNANT WIFE, AND RELEI VED FROM SUPPORTING THEM, AND 
OBTAIN IT WITH GOD'S FAVOR? 

(3A32) Then he wants to know what if the s ingle sta te is what he sought? 
Why, - Tod, why in the world would he seek the single state (celibacy) since 
that is a "penance penalty? " 

(3A33) I'll t el l you what the Bible says ~bout it while Tod is reaching 
in his bag of "What if's ... " The Bibl e says he must carry his respons., 
ibilities (I Tim. 5:8). Because he is a di vorced for nicator, he may 
not remarry (Matt.l9:9b) . If celibacy is a "p enance punishment" Tod 
cannot argue the boy is unpunished. 

ARGUME NT # 6 : FALSE BECAUSE IT MAKES THE GOSPEL INEQUITABLE 

(3A?4) If you can find an answer to this argume nt i n Tad's negative 
you have an aptitude for finding needles in haystacks . When he wants 
to know about what sin they are being punished for yo u just r ead my 
( 3A29) ane see whose argument he is an s wer i ng. He says the c ouple of 
Mk. 10:11,12 sin in remarriage because they are s till married to ea ch 
other, and this is how he knows si nce you cannot si n against one unles s 
you are married to them - at least not commit ad ulte r y. See (3A3) fo r 
the answer. There I show two people who ar e complete ly unmarried can 
commit adultery and that Tod belie ves it too by implication. I urge 
th e reader to review my argument made in (1A25) and urge Tod to try 
to deal with it . He has one l ast oppo rt un ity. 

AHGUMENT # 7 : IT ELI MI NA TES THE SI GN IFICANCE OF "E XC EPT.". 

(3A35) Tod said that to sustain my arg um ent I mu st show how the gui lty 
part y of Matthew 19:9 commits adultery against a man she i s not marr ied 
to . Then I did it using a man he c ited himself as an a uthority, and he 
shut his mouth about it qui ckly. He e ve n said if I t ried it , I would 
be the first to. How can a man be so compl etely wro ng? She commits 
adultery because God said s o, and she s inn ed against her for mer husband 
be c au s e s he m a de h i m t he v i c t i m i n t h e a c t o f " h o mew r e c k i n g . " W h,y i s 
the adultery of Matthew 19: 9 no t t he ad ulteration of the second marriage 
Tad? A mere as sertion, and th a t after God ' s Son says it is. THE N HE 
SAYS IT!!! EVER YBODY LOO K! HE SAYS THE SEC OND UNION I S ADUL TE RY AGAINST 
THE FIRST UNION!! Agains t what , Tad? "Against the first UNION , Roger!" 
And I could not have asked for a stateme nt of mor e complete agreement 



with me! Thank you, Tod, you ha ve just agreed and admitted that the 
second union is adultery against marriage and not the fi rst husband, as 
you have contended for two negati ves . The ma n does not know how com­
p~etely he has given up thi s debate, but he wil l be lucky i f its publica­
t~on does not mark and ruin him for life! 

(3A36) Lanier's illustration must have eaten him alive! The cell is 
God's law forbidding divorce at all, which is Matthew 19:9 without the 
exceptive phrase. The officer's walking out is hi s release from that 
law, because the exceptive phrase gives him alone the right to enter a 
new marriage. The case is locked up! 

(3A37) Did you read anything from the pitiful pen of Mr. Buttermore 
dealing with his concept of "except" as it applies to John 3:5? He 
has been in the cemetery so long he is as· s ilent as a tomb. He said 
that in matthew 19:9 (1N27) the phrase "beaut ifull y illustrates" that 
there are causes for remarriage other than the one excepted. Now tell 
us sir if the "exce pt" in John 3:5 "beautiful ly illustrates" thatthere 
are ways to enter the kingdom other than the one e~cepted? If yo u have 
any integrity left at all you will repent of that one . 

ARGUMENT # 8: THE DOCTRINE STRENGTHEN S THE HANDS OF EVILDOERS 

(3A38) Count the words Tad used to answer. thi s telling argument. You 
get "0." It shot him down. He ran out of soap . No wonder he says he 
has not seen one reasonable argument in suppor t of the position yet. Some 
people have their eyes closed. 

ARGUMENT # 9: MARK 6 :1 4-1 8 TEACHES AGAINST IT. 

(3A39) The reader should not allow Tad to confuse him on this either. 
Joh~ said Herod could not have her because it was not lawful. He added 
no "except." If there had been a condition under wh ich Herod could have 
had her why didn't John give it and save hi s head? Why didn't he give 
Buttermore's explanation of the law later to be foun d in Matthew 19:9? 
Why didn't John just instruct old Herodias to just get Phillip to divorce 
her for fornication and thusl y use that law to permit Herod to have her? 
I suggest it is because no such interpretatio n co uld be giv en . There is 
no way in the world for Tad to get Herodia s s cripturally marr ied to old 
Herod. But his doctrine would. Therefore, his doctrine is unscriptural. 
Look out cemetery, here comes Tad! 

BUTTERMORE'S QUES TIONS 

(3A40) Buttermore's questions commit the fallacy of "comple x question" 
and as such cannot be answer ed with a simple TRUE or FALSE. I suggest 
he read Copi on logic, page 108. They fall into th e category of this 
one "Are you still beating yo ur wife." or "W hat did you do with the 
mon~y you stole?" I will answer them, but I refuse to be limited to 
a TRUE-FALSE choice. 

1. The term "Christian" does not appear in I Cor . 7 :39. Divorcees who 
are put away for fornicaton commit adulter y when they rem arry . (Ma~t. 
19:9) and no passage exemp ts widows who are put away for forn1cat1on. 
If so, which? 

2. Celibacy is a condition imposed by the Lord upon divorced fornicators 
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.. wjth nn i nst rtrctinns hP.inf] f] i ve n r P. f]arrlinq t.hP. one who marr .i. e s a 
divorced l'urrd calor ex c l:IJL Llrul lru ls a IJ <Jrlllut' lrr uduller y i.HIU 
repentance, commanded l r1 olhe1· places uernc.tr l d~ Ill s separatlon. 

3. Buttermore is the one who accused me o f te aching punishment an d 
the reader should consult (3A29) for a complete answer. 

4. Anything that is "divine" cannot be "natural" if by "divine" Tad 
means it comes from God as a matter of r evelat ion. 

5. The guilty party's sin is forni c ation, and that which God permits 
cannot be said to be sinful. 

6. See /1 3. 

7. Those loosed from a mate a s innocent parties to a divorce for fornica­
tion may remarry (Matt. 19 : 9) . 

8. Those free from the restri ction that forbids remarriage at all, but 
whose cases qualify them for exercise of t he esce ption o f Matthew 
19:9 (they ARE THE innocent party) may ~emarry. 

A SUMMARY 

(3A41) I submit to the reader the fol lowing summary of my opponent's 
position in this de oate s o far: (1) He has refused to honoc his com-
11 i t men t to renounce hi s her esy a f t 3 r 1 pro v ·~ d .i i: fa 1 s e . ( 2 ) He h a s 
:hanged my argu~ents, and attacked the change. (3) He has admitted the 
having-been-put-away-woman of Matt . 19:9 i s th e divorce d fornicator in 
that Christ said she was divorced. (4) ~e mar ked the words of the Lord 
FALSE. ( 5) He added "NOT 11 to wha t Chris t said be c ause it was exactly the 
opposite of what he belie ves as it stood . . (6) Hi3 procedure in negating 
the proposition is identical to the de vil ' s in ne gating Gen. 2 : 17 . ( 7) 
I n a m o ., e u n p a r a 11 e 1 e d i n m o de r n c l) n t r n v e r s ~ .¥ , h c p r o p o s e d t o p r o v e h i s 

position by scholar s who disagree with him . ( 8) Wh e n his scho la rs were 
turned against him he be came crude and abusive, in s ulting Guy N. Woods. 
(9) Woods s a ys he does no t know a nything about SIMPLE SENTENCE STRUC TURE 
or basic courtesy. ( 10) He said the scholar s '' mi sunders toad themse 1 ve s" 
but he had the ability to straighten out all of it . ( 11) He thinks Daniel 
Webster compiled the American d ic tionary . (12 ) He knows so little about 
logic he thinks an antecedent is a "first consti t uent." (13) He thin ks 
his cemetery arguments ( quibbles) can answer arguments ma de on the rights 
of those involved in a d i vor ce , then won ' t admit i t implies he thinks 
divorce i s involved in death. ( 14) He endorse s wi fe -swapping. (15) He 
endorses multiple· marr i ages as a r e wa rd For fornic a tion. (16) He does 
not believe one ca n ever be di s qualified f or r emarriage NO MATTER WHAT 
HE DOES! (17) He does not dare apply his e xp l anation of ., exce pt '.' to 
John 3:5. (18) Tad can even get Herod and He r odias' case "fixe?" wit~ . 
his position. (19) He has admitted t hat the total summary of h1s pos1 t1 on 
when it is completed is equal to t he opposite o f what the Lord said in 
Mat t. 19 : 9b J . (20) In one place he argues celibacy is a "penanc e pena lty" 
and in another sa ys it is a gloriou s state some peo ple seek. 
(3A42) Thus I submit to the reader these ten unanswered arguments . in proof 
o f the propositi on: "The Scriptures teach t hat a mate who has been put awa y 
f or fornication may not, with God ' s approval , r emarry another person." 



BUTTERMORE'S THIRD NEGATIVE 

(3N1) True , I entered this debate with enthusiasm. I had as a goal the 
examination of Jackson ' s doctrine and the testing of mine. However, we have 
witnessed in Jackson's third affirmative a reluctance to discuss the true issue 
and a readiness to point out repeatedly that I made a mistake in a preliminary 
copy of my book. The mistake, which appears in about 6 privately circulated 
copies was corrected in the final product . Were Jerry Moffitt to have sent 
Jackson the finished copy he has , Jackson would not have had much of an 
affirmative . He felt it necessary to dwell on human error rather than the 
proposition. He left off debating and started to attack me wi th far more 
truculency than I have attacked his doctrine. I am not the topic of discussion, 
his proposition is . Now, if he wants to play the game of pointing to mistakes , 
that is fine. I could play, too , to his embarrassment , but I will save my space 
for debating . For example , in taking the negative on my book (he is supposed to 
be affirming his proposition) , he pointed out that I called the antecedent in 
Deaver 's major premise a constituent (3A2). A constituent is a component part. 
I did not intend to be technical . Most people don't know what an antecedent is , 
but virtually everyone knows what a constituent is. If I had said "part" , 
instead of "constituent" , would Jackson still have sought to straighten me out? 
They mean the same thing. Then in trying to show us the proper word, Jackson 
wrote in "consequent," then "whited" it out and typed in "antecedent." This can 
be seen on my original copy. HE MADE A MISTAKE! I point this out to show my 
brother that I too can bring up mistakes . However, I will debate , instead , 
although there are a number of mistakes Jackson made. And before we begin there 
are a couple of things that need to be said. First, Jackson says I have 
circulated my book far and wide. Actually, I have circulated it privately , for 
criticism, to about 12 individuals. · Second, it does not bother me in the 

- - ···slightest to be called names and insulted. But I have yet to witness em 
individual who did not get violently angry when they could not answer the 
opposition, then begin to attack the person who shows them their error . Jackson 
once wrote in an article, "Rather than face the truth like a Christian and a 
mature adult, one might choose cheap shots . . . '', and "It is the hit dog that 
howls ." (Bible Way, March 1985) . Reader, the hit dog is howling! Third , 
Jackson continuousiy complains about me asking questions . These are questions 
which caused me to seek this debate . I am searching for answers, but Jackson 
will not give them. He avoids them like the plague and all I can conclude is 
that he refuses to answer and nail himself down to any concrete position that 
could be better examined . Fourth , Jackson is wrong in saying I marked the words 
of the Lord false. He fails to tell the reader that what I marked false was the 
words of the Lord with Jackson ' s false stipulation attached! He added the 
fornicator into the second clause when it is beyond question that the one put 
away in the second clause is one put away NOT for fornication . Fifth , Jackson 
repeatedly insists that Mt. 19:9 forbids~e remarriage of the divorced 
fornicator , but the verse does not even discuss the put away fornicator! As 
brother J. w. McGarvey stated on Mt . 19 : 9, "Whether it would be adultery to marry 
a woman who had been put away on account of fornication is neither affirmed nor 
denied ." (Commentary on Matthew & Mark, 'l?age 165). This will be dealt with more 
later . Sixth , Jackson talks about my going to the graveyard . But that is where 
I have buried his proposition . 

Argument # 1 : Answered 

(3N2) Jackson ' s whole first argument is based on the false assumption that when 
one is put away they are forever doomed to celibacy because they were put away. 
In connection with this, he has argued that the put away guilty party is one who 
has been put away and thus cannot remarry . Thus this argument is not based on 



the adultery of the put away fornicator, but just on the fact of their being put 
away. In formulating this argument, Jackson has overl ooked a basic fact, and it 
is this fact that I have been trying to clear up. More on this in a second. 
First, let i~ be understood that Jackson is DEAD wrong in placing the divorced 
fornicator in the phrase which refers to one put away NOr for fornication. The 
~rd "apolelumenen" (having-been-put-away ~man) in the second clause refers back 
to the one just spoken of in the first clause, who was put away NOl' for 
fornication. Lusk noted that this is the "rrost obvious understanding 
grarrmatically and semantically." Allen Black said "apolelumenen" clearly refers 
back to one put away not for fornication. Woods stated that one comnitted 
adultery by marrying a p..It away person, if that one was the one SPEX:IFIED IN THE 
TEXT, the one put away NOT for fornication. The Greek scholar Henry Alford 
stated that "apolelumenen" was confined to_ her who has been put away not for 
fornication. (The Greek Testament, Vol. 1, Page 194). But Jackson denies this 
plain fact and places the fornicator in the second clause. In his (lAS) he stuck 
it there and I marked it false. Then he says I marked the words of the Lord 
false. Any honest individual can see that Jackson is wrong and that what I 
marked false is his unfounded insertion. The Lord said, "Whosoever marrieth her 
which it put away comnitteth adultery," that is, the one. just spoken of. Second, 
Jackson cannot see, for some reason, that the reason the one put away for trivial 
causes commits adultery in remarriage is because they are still scripturally 
bound to the one who put them away. And Mk. 10:11 bears this out. It is the 
marriage bond with the one that makes the other convnit adultery in remarriage. 
When the bond is gone, adultery does not occur. Mac Deaver realizes this and so 
does Guy N. Woods. Ma.c teaches that if one remarries they have corrmitted 
adultery, but their remarriage becomes scriptural when the fonner mate dies. Guy 
teaches tlJdt if one remarries unscripturally after unscripturally putting away a 
mate, the put away one can remarry. These can only be so, because it recognizes 
that ·the bond is now gone and adultery would be impossible. Mt. 19:9 etc., are 
laws telling the scripturally married that they cannot marry another, even if 
they went through a human divorce. God laid down the grounds for divorce and no 
man ccn say someone is divorced unless it coincides wi th scripture. 

(3N3) Jackson continues to misapprehend truth in the latter part of (3A3). He 
says the woman in Mt. 19:9b was divorced in heaven's sight , so that makes her the 
put away fornicator. Hov.>ever, as I have already stated several times, with 
weighty backing, the put away woman in Mt. 19 : 9b is one put away NOT for 
fornication. She is put away unscripturally and thus is not divorced in heaven's 
sight. An unscriptural divorce frees neither for remarriage, for they are still 
bound to each other. The addition of the exception into the verse excludes 
divorce for fornication. It tells us that divorce for fornication is 
scriptural. Since that divorce is scriptural, it frees both parties from the 
bond. The innocent one may remarry and not commit adultery against the one they 
put away. Likewise, the put away one, being equally free, may also remarry 
without corrmi.tting adultery. Adultery can only occur where at least one of the 
parties involved is scripturally bound to another. No matter what Jackson does, 
he cannot get the divorced fornicator into the second clause. But that is the 
foundation of his first argument. 

( 3N4) In Jackson' s ( 3A4) he says that . the fornicator cannot remarry, not because 
they are being punished so as not to reap benefit, but because Mt. 19:9 forbids 
it. However, the whole point of his fifth argument is that the guilty party must 
remain celibate so as not to reap the benefit of a second marriage. If that is 
not a punishment intended to keep them from benefit, what is it? t-1oreover, Mt. 
19:9 does not forbid the remarriage of the guilty party. It does not even 
mention the status of the guilty party, so how could you argue from Jackson's 
position on a verse which does not mention the subject of your proposition? 
Jackson constantly asserts tl1at Mt. 19:9 forbids the remarriage of the divorced 
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fornicator, but he has based his whole case on a verse that does not mention this 
person and a verse which Jackson told us was "at best obscure." (1Al7) . Imagine 
trying to argue your case from a cloudy verse which does not mention the person 
you are debating about . And he has the nerve to question my ability to debate! 
Also, I call the reader's attention to the repeated failure o~ Roger to answer my 
question about what sin the one put away for trivial causes is guilty of . He 
stated. that one put away for trivial causes can have the sin forgiven . I asked 
him -- "What is this sin?", but he refuses to answer. He thinks , in (3A4) that I 
will answer the question by answering his. If the woman repents of mental 
cruelty she cannot remarry . Her celibacy is not a punishment for any sin, but 
because she is still scripturally married. However, Jackson appears to believe 
that unscriptural divorce leaves one totally free from marriage . Yet they must 
remain celibate. There must , then, be some s in restricting them. Celibacy is 
not natural . If one is not free to remarry , in spite of the fact that they are 
not scripturally bound to someone, ,then they must be receiving punishment for 
some sin . This is what Jackson's doctrine amounts to. The guilty party can only 
be required to live celibate because they are being punished for their sin of 
adultery , according to Jackson . 

(3NS) I have already answered Jackson's (3AS). Jackson put something into the 
verse ~1ich the Lord did not say and I marked THAT false . Where does he remind 
the reader of the stipulation HE placed on the verse? A stipulation which is 
human in origin. Where does he deny that Lusk, Black , Woods , and Alford are 
correct in stating that the "apolelumenen" is the one put away NCYI' for 
fornication? Then in his (3A6) Jackson f ailed miserably to show that the two 
statements in (2NS) contradict each other. Statement #1 is true he admits . Then 
he says statement #2 contradicts it because it contradicts his feigned 
interpretation of Mt . 19:9. My statement #2 does not state the opposite of Mt . 
19 : 9 . My statement #1 is actually what Mt . 19:9 says and #2 is what Woods says 
Mt . 19 : 9 says when put negatively . How could-a verse of scripture contradict 

____ itself? Then , in (3A7) , Jackson again misleads the reader by quoting what I 
marked TRUE and Jesus' words in Mt . 19 : 9 . What I marked true is not what Jesus 
forbade . Jesus forbade remarriage after unscriptural divorce. Jackson ' s 
statement that I marked true spoke of remarriage after scriptural divorce . There 
IS a world of difference and Jackson repeatedly fails to tell the reader of his 
alteration which caused me to mark as I did. 

(3N6) What is Woods, Roger , infallible? Certainly not . He is not above 
correction by anyone , including this 26-year-old! Woods made the statements and 
then explained them incorrectly . All you have to do is read them and you can see 
it . I had a non-Christian at work read them and he spotted the error . 
Apparently Woods was offended at my telling him that he "crawfished" on his 
statements . He did and I cannot help it. Jackson went r ight along with it , so 
that is why I asked him to explain the statements. He saw fit to ignore it. The 
fact remains that Woods said , "Whosoever shall put away his wife (or her husband) 
when he or she has been guilty of fornication , and shall marry another, does not 
comnit adultery and he or she that marrieth her or him when he or she is put away 
does not commit adultery . " (Emphasis mine, TLB) . I might not know everything 
about sentence structure, but I can a~sure you that Woods, one who apparently 
does know about sentence structure , said that the verse teaches that one who 
marries one who is put away does not commit adultery, when the verse is put 
negatively . That can only refer to the one put away for fornication , as the 
first part of the quote states . I am sorry that Guy N. Woods is offended at 
correction . I also have a copy of my letter to him for any reader, so that they 
can examine it and see whether it lacks courtesy or Christian deportment. 

(3N7) 
#1. 

I suppose I am to blame for Jackson's misunderstanding of my answer to 
I thought I had dealt in enough detail that he knew I did not have reference 



to altering circumstances. I thought I explained enough that after one is put 
away for trivial causes and later their mate dies, that those circumstances free 
them from the bond and adultery is not possible (unless they marry an ineligible 
person) • I . should have been rrore specific in my answer so that Roger could not 
have mistaken me. That which disqualifies one for a second marriage is the fact 
that the original bond was not severed. How could anyone not be free to marry if 
circumstances arose which broke the bond? 

(3N8) Roger is wrong in (3A12). I did not ask what prohibited the marriage of 
one put away for trivial causes, or for fornication. I asked what prohibits the 
remarriage of one put away unscripturally whose mate then dies. Mt. 19:9 cannot 
be applied for they are not married. Their mate has died. The bond which 
existed even after an unscriptural divorce .was scripturally severed by death. 
Romans 7:2-3 says that the woman that HATH an husband is bound. This worran's 
husbarrl died, therefore she is free. That which disqualifies one for remarriage 
is the marriage bond. The law of Gcx:i states this quite clearly in Mk. 10:11, and 
Romans 7:2-3, and by saying that even after carnal divorce a union with another 
is adultery. The law of God does not disqualify one for remarriage, but tells us 
what does disqualify. What disqualified the woman . in Romans 7:2-3 from 
remarriage? The marriage bond. When could she remarry? When she was free from 
what, Roger? The law of God? No! The marriage bond! Those who are put away 
WI' for fornication retain the status of disqualification until that which 
disqualified them is gone, the marriage bond. The put away guilty party does not 
possess the disqualification of remarriage, for that which would number them with 
the disqualified has been scripturally put asunder and no longer exists, the 
marriage bond. 

I 
Argument #2: Answered 

(3N9) In my (2Nll) I posed a choice for Jackson and his choice was interesting 
indeed. He argued in argument #1 that when one acquires the having-been-put-a\vay 
status, they can never remarry another mate. He argued in argument #2 that the 
only divorced person who could remarry was the divorcer of a fornicator. But lo 
and behold, he makes a choice in (3Al3) which implies rather clearly that his 
first two arguments are worthless to this debate. He said one put away by a 
fornicator could remarry because THEY have the cause. But , Roger, have they not 
acquired tl1e status of having-been-put-a~ay? And did you not say yourself, in 
(1A4), "she \vill always be a 'having-been-put-away- (woman)'. If not, why not? 11 

Jackson has actually admitted that acquired status has nothing ~1atsoever to do 
with the right of remarriage. Furtherrrore, his choice admits that one does not 
have to put away a fornicator in order to be eligible for remarriage. Jackson 
believes that an unscriptural divorce severs the marriage bond as effectively and 
completely as a scriptural divorce. If the guilty puts away the innocent, it is 
an unscriptural divorce, for the guilty has no authority to do so. According to 
Jackson, this unscriptural divorce still leaves the put away innocent one free, 
IN SPITE OF THE FACT THAT HE SAID NO DIVORCED PERSON COULD RDiARRY UNLESS THEY 
PUT AWAY A FORNICATOR. Arx:l in spite of the fact that his minor premise in (1A13) 
states that Jesus gives the right of remarriage ONLY to the offended party WHO 
PUTS AWAY THE GUILTY PARTY. He has admitted that his first three arguments are 
worthless! And he is exactly right. Acquired status has nothing to do with the 
right of remarriage, nor does remarriage depend on putting away a fornicator. 
Remarriage is contingent upon being free from a marriage bond. The 
having-been-put-away~ in Mt. 19:9 is one put away unscripturally. The 
divorce was not recognized by God and hence the bond is not severed. That is the 
crystal clear reason they corrrni t adultery in remarriage. The woman in Romans 7: 3 
was an adulteress because she "hath an husband." Remarriage is adulterous CNLY 
because one has a scriptural mate. Divorce for fornication is a scriptural 
divorce. It is exempt from the general rule by neans of the exception clause. 
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This scriptural divorce does what the unscriptural one did not -- break the 
bond. This is the reason that at least the innocent one may remarry without 
corrmitting adultery. The bond being broken, i t i s preposterous to affirm that 
the guilty ope commits adultery in remarriage . Jackson has answered his own 
argument . Reader, he admitted that one can acquire the status of 
"having-been-put-away" and still remarry, and he has admitted that at least the 
one put away by a fornicator may remarry, and has thus admitted that one does not 
have to divorce a fornicator in order to be eligible f or remarriage . 

(3Nl0) Now I have been trying to get Jackson to see that if a contrapositive 
does not hold true EVERY TIME, then it cannot be true. If he has read Copi's 
book on logic, he should know this. I have shown the r eader that he admits that 
it does not hold true all of the time. . If he does not accept his own 
contrapositive, why should I? If he admits it is not true, how can he use it as 
proof? Jackson says, "It is true that the only divorced person who may remarry 
is the divorcer of a fornicator" and "It is false tha t the only divorced person 
who may remarry is the divorcer of a fornicator. " And he has the nerve to say I 
am confused 1 

Argwnent #3: Answered · 

(3Nll) If my consequent in (1Nl3) is false, because it assumes that the survivor 
is an innocent party to a divorce, then so is Jackson's in (lAB). His consequent 
would be assuming that the guilty party is an innocent party to a divorce. If 
not, why not? But Jackson is wrong. It does not assume that they are an 
innocent party to a divorce, it assumes, in both cases, that the proposed 
individual is one ineligible for remarriage , because they are NO!' the offended 
party in a divorce for fornication, which Jackson says i s the CNLY person who may 
remarry. He says Jesus' statements give the right of remarriage ONLY to the 
person who divorces · a f ornicator. The man whose wife dies did not put away a 
fornicator. According to Jackson, Jesus' s tatements do not give this man the 
right to remarry! Unless he wants t o modif y Mt . 19 :9 wi th Rom. 7:2-3. But how 
could he do that when he refused to modify i t with I Cor. 7:10-11 (3A3)? 
Christ's law on divorce and remarriage in Mt. 5: 32 and 19:9 allow divorce for 
fornication. It breaks the bond and frees both . Mt . 5:32 and 19:9 are laws 
which apply ONLY to divorce which is NOT for fornication. The exception excludes 
the case of fornication, and thus what is said to occur a s a violation of the law 
(adultery) cannot occur under a case which is excepted . 

(3N12) In (3A14) Jackson is sorely mistaken. I never said, in (2N11) or 
anywhere else, that both parties in a divorce f or trivial causes could remarry. 
If one of them did remarry, they corrmi.tted adultery. I agree here with Yb:xls and 
a host of other brethren that if one remarries, they comw~t adultery, and that 
frees the other . one, who may then scripturally remarry. (See Gospel Advocate, 
Dec. 7, 1978, p. 771). As I said before, Christ's law applies to unscriptural 
divorce (i.e., not for fornication). He said that an unscriptural divorce did 
not render either party free to remarry. He excluded the two individuals 
involved in the case of fornication by the exception clause. The fact that the 
guilty may also remarry does not nullify the l aw as Ja ckson misunderstands. It 
does not mean that there was no point in discussing the matter. It still means 
that when one remarries after unscriptural divorce he commits adultery. 

(3Nl3) 
I say, 
l awfully 
against 
someone 
marries 

Jackson thinks I said all adultery is committed against your mate. When 
"How ca.l"1 you cornni. t adultery against someone to whom you are no longer 

(scripturally) bound?" that does NOT say adu l tery is AJ..YIAYS corrmitted 
someone you are married t o . It says you cannot corrmit adultery AGAINST 
unless you are scripturally bound to them. It does not i nc lude one who 
the put away innocent one . They are not comrrUtting adultery against 
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their mate. They corrmit adultery, but only by being a party to the ~ent 
one • s adultery against the one who put them away. It does say, though, that 
adultery will not occur unless at least ONE of the parties involved is 
scripturally Oc>und to sorreone else. Mk. 10:11 and Romans 7:2-3 clearly bear this 
out. It also seems that Jackson thinks my argurrent in (1N13) is what I believe. 
It is not. I agree with Roger that it is a farce, but it is his own reasoning 
applied to another case. In (lAB) he said Jesus • statements gave the right of 
remarriage ONLY to the offended party who puts away the guilty one. If that is 
the case, then Jesus' statements do not give the right of remarriage to the man 
whose wife dies, because they are not an of fended party who put away a 
fornicator. 

(3Nl4) Did I say Woods and Deaver are teaching doctrines that fill the church 
with adulterers (3A17)? NO! Notice what I said i n (2Nl4). I said ACCORDING TO 
J.ACK.SCN' S POSITIOO, they would be doing such. Woods says that after an 
unscriptural divorce, if one remarries, the other one may scripturally remarry. 
Jackson says that is false doctrine. Mac Deaver says if one remarries after an 
unscriptur~l divorce, their remarriage becomes scri ptural if the other one dies. 
Jackson says that is false doctrine. Jackson, not Buttermore, believes they (and 
many others) are teaching doctrines which fill the c hurch with adulterers. Then 
he says he did not argue that remarriage is contingent upon one's putting away a 
fornicator. But look! In (1A9) he said, "Only the person who has divorced an 
adulterous mate has the legal (scriptural) right to remarry, and not the mate who 
has been adulterous." This was based on his minor premises in (lAB), which said 
Jesus gave the right of remarriage ONLY to the offended party who puts away the 
guilty one. But he says he did not say what he wrote. He says he said 
remarriage AFTER A DIVORCE is contingent .:pon one • s having put away a 
fornicator. He did not say that, but even it he had, he does not believe it, 
because in ( 3A13) , he said the one put away by the adulterer could remarry. They 
did not p.lt away an adulterer, but Jackson says they may remarry anyway. The 
further we proceed, the clearer it becomes that Jackson does not even believe his 
own arguments. 

( 3Nl5) Jackson's third argument is based on the innocent party' s right to 
initiate a divorce. It basically says if the i nnocent party has a right to 
remarry, because they have the right to initiate the divorce, then the guilty 
party may not remarry for they do not have the right t o initiate divorce. This 
is nothing rrore than an unfounded assertion. The right of remarriage does NOT 
depend on the right to initiate divorce. The r ight of remarriage is a right 
wholly independent from the right to divorce. The right of remarriage is 
dependent upon one • s freedom from the marriage bond . Romans 7: 2-3 and I Cor. 
7:27-2B are so clear on this, I cannot believe Jackson cannot see it. You cannot 
logically assume that the absence of one right necessitates the absence of 
another, independent right. Such reasoning cannot be sustained. It can be 
asserted, but, as Jackson derronstrated f or us , it cannot be proved. 

{3N16) Argument 3b: Jackson's clearing up of vmat Woods says is as impotent as 
his effort to explain Elkins in (2A10). The "who soever" Woods refers to in what 
Jackson quotes is the "whosoever" of the first clause as the context of the 
article bears out. I urge the reader to obtain a copy of Woods' December 7, 1978 
and April lB, 19B5 articles and read them. I don 't have the space to try to 
convince Jackson of what he is determined to reject . Furtherrrore, Jackson did 
not deny that the participle "apolelurnenen" could be modified by the adverbial 
phrase "rna epi porneia". He said though, that in or der f or it to do so, it would 
have to appear in the second clause, (which it does not) or be implied there. 
Since it does not appear there, how does Jackson pr ove it cannot be implied 
there? Insult ButtertrOre1 Try to get the reader against me. I might not know 
everything on sentence structure, and I made a mistake on someone' s name, but 
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those are a far cry from premises which warrant the conclusion that the exception 
cannot be implied in the second clause. It can be and is implied in the second 
clause by the fact that the verbal root "apoluo" is directly linked to the verb 
"apoluse" whi<;:h is rrodified by the exception. Jackson failed miserably to make 
an argurrent from the grarrrnar and failed to prove his assertions in (3A20). 

Argument #4: Answered 

( 3N17) Jackson's confusion on the exception is evident when you note what Mt. 
19:9 says the exception is and what Jackson says it is. The verse excepts 
divorce for fornication from bringing its participants under the consequences 
which occur after divorce for trivial causes. It is the case of divorce for 
fornication which is excluded. The case where divorce f or fornication occurs is 
ID1' ADDRESSED IN MI'. 19:9, for it is the exception to the rule! Jackson has 
failed to see that the exception is a case of divorce , in spite of the fact that 
he said the exception rocx:lified the act of divorce (2Al6). Jackson changed the 
exception from the case of divorce for fornication to the innocent party and 
there is no excuse for such blatant twisting of scripture . The exception is 
divorce for fornication, and both parties are involved in that divorce, 
therefore, both parties are inc 1 uded under the exception. Jackson's fourth 
argument is false. I have said it before, and I will say it again, if the guilty 
may remarry, that does not nullify Mt. 19:9. It does not negate the general rule 
which states that remarriage after unscriptural divorce is adultery. The whole 
basis of Jackson's fourth argument is foolishness. There is no possible way for 
anyone to conclude that if the guilty may remarry, Christ has no law on divorce. 
Note my (1N16). 

(3Nl8) Jackson stated that if the guilty party could remarry, then the innocent 
one's right to enter a second marriage was unprotected ( 2Al 7) • But then he says 
they could still remarry if the guilty could . What, then , is unprotected? If 
their right to remarry is unprotected, but they may sti 11 rernarry, how is the 
right unprotected? What nonsense. Then in (3A22), we see what is perhaps the 
whole reason for Jackson's ridiculous argument four. He says, "It does not make 
sense to give a law to a room full of people and then say everyone is excepted. 
In the same way, it makes no sense to give a law to a people regarding those who 
are divorced for fornication, and then say everybody is excepted from the 
prohibition to remarry." Jackson is saying that Mt. 19 :9 is a law concerning 
divorce for fornication! He is "OOUBLE DEAD WRONG"! The rule is to divorced 
persons, and it has an exception which excludes those divorced for fornication . 
The law still has objects of application -- those not divorced for fornication. 
Jackson's view of scripture is not surprising when you notice what he said next 
on I Cor. 7:27. He says that I say, "Go ahead and seek, brother, it's 
all right." But as Jirrmy Allen says concerning the Baptists and Gal. 3: 26, READ 
THE NEXT VERSE!!! The inspired Ap:>stle Paul s a id, "But and if thou marry, THOU 
HAST NOT SINNED" (emphasis mine, TLB). Jackson says , "thou hast sinned." I 
stand with Paul. 

(3N19) There is no penalty whatsoever imposed on the unscripturally divorced. 
Their remarriage prohibition is due to the fact that they are still another's 
mate, regardless of formal divorce . However , if the guilty must remain single, 
it is CNLY because of their adultery, which makes it an imposed punishment. This 
is the very heart of Jackson 's doctrine. If they are not being punished, there 
is no conceivable reason for them to remain s ingle , except choice. You cannot 
point to the unscripturally divorced , for they are prohibited by reason of their 
intact marriage bond. The guilty party is as free as if their former mate had 
died. 

(3N20) As for Jackson's (3A24 ) and (3A25), first , I never accused anyone of 
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filling the church with adulterers. Second, I asked Jackson to show rre the 
reason these people must remain celibate. Since he has admitted that the guilty 
one's celibacy would not be because they are still scripturally married, he has 
only two other choices. He avoided the choice. He said because Mt. 19:9 says 
so. Mt. 19:9· says rx>thing of one put away for fornication. But even if he could 
find a passage which said they could not, there would have to be a REASON and it 
could only be because the fornicator was being penalized and punished for 
committing adultery, or because celibacy naturally follows as a consequence of 
adultery. Both choices would be fatal, so Jackson chose nothing. Jackson has 
repeatedly asserted that, "Mt. 19:9 says so," but has not corre close to proving 
that assertion. 

Argurrent #5: An~red 

( 3N21) The whole basis of Jackson's fifth argument is that if one does evil, 
something must be done to them to keep them from reaping any benefit which might 
corre from the sin. In connection with this, he argues that if one coornits 
adultery and is p..It away, they are not .allowed to reap any benefit from that sin, 
especially a second marriage. So, in order to keep t.l:lem from the benefit of a 
second marriage, God irnp::>sed celibacy on them. However, there are several 
reasons this is false. First, if it were true, there would be some penalty 
imposed on every sin to keep people from benefit. But since there can be several 
ways to reap benefit from a sin, there would be an absurdly long list of 
penalties to keep one from any benefit. Second, the doctrine could never be 
consistently applied as I showed in (2N24). For example, say a lf.Urnan wants a 
child and fornicates until she conceives. Out of her sin she gains the child she 
wanted. According to Jackson, it was not only sin to fornicate, but also to keep 
the child. I also p::>inted out that a man might murder his wife. Jackson said he 
could remarry, but not the one he murdered to get. What absurdity! That lf.UUld 
be equal to me saying a fornicator could get married again, but not to the one 
they fornicated to get. Jackson totally ignored my statements in (2N22) which 
destroy his argument. It is not sin to reap any and all benefit which may come 
from a sin. It is wrong to sin and there are laws against sin, but you can 
search the scriptures inside and out and never find a law which calls benefit 
from sin sinful. Third, I tried to show Jackson's inconsistency on the point, 
but he misunderstood it all. I stated that if one desired to be single, and so 
they fornicated and were put away, that they received the benefit they desired 
and that according to Jackson's fifth argument, that keeping the benefit is sin, 
they MUST remarry. Jackson thinks I'm in a pinch by saying one person might seek 
to be single, but the same state would be punishment to another. However, it is 
Jackson who has a problem. Here he has a person who wants to be single again so 
they fornicate and are p..It away. He says God's law requires that they remain in 
this state. But he also says God's law makes it sin to keep what one obtained 
through sin, or reap benefit or reward from a sin. Thus Jackson has God telling 
~1is person they MUST remain celibate , but that they cannot, because it would be 
sinful to keep that reward which carne from sin. It is a tragic comedy within the 
pages of Jackson's material. 

(3N22) Then Jackson ignored the situation in (2N23) with the man accidentally 
killing his wife. It is not supposed to parallel a premeditated murder. This is 
Jackson's avoidance to the question . According to his argument 5, this person 
wi1o gets drunk and accidentally kills his wife could not be presumed to have the 
right of remarriage, for the benefit of a second marriage would not be allowed to 
be reaped from a sin. But Jackson ignored it, and I'll tell you why. He 
believes this man could remarry, but he knows his argument would forbid it! 

(3N23) To answer his question in (3A31), NO. Jackson says no, too, but his 
fifth argument says that tl1is man could not remain in this single status, because 

8 



he obtained it by sin. So Jackson says this man v.Duld have to remain single as a 
put away fornicator, but he also says that ANY benefit one sought and obtained 
through sin is sinful. So, what is it, brother? Does he remain single in 
accordance wi.th your feigned interpretation of Mt . 19 :9, or give up the single 
life, so as not to violate your fifth argument? 

Argument #6: Answered 

( 3N24) Perhaps Jackson saw no answer, because he did not want to. He ignores 
everything in (2N25)- (2N27). I asked him repeatedl y t o t ell us \\'hat sin the one 
put away ror for fornication is being punished f or; but he refuses to answer. He 
says (3A29) gives us the answer, but THAT would be f ind ing needles in haystacks! 
In (1A25) he said the celibacy of the one. put away not for fornication was a 
penalty. But he also said in the very next sent ence that they were "totally 
innocent. 11 NCM he 1 11 have a hard tirre trying to explain how or why one is 
penalized for being totally innocent. Nor has he, nor can he, prove that 
adultery can occur without at least one of the individual s being scripturally 
bo\ll'rl to another. 

(3N25) Jackson 1 s sixth argument is false for the fol lawing reasons: First, it 
assumes sin on the part of one put away for no reason. Jackson has asserted that 
this person, put away for no cause, is being punished and this punishment 
·(penalty) is celibacy (see his ( 1A25) and the heading t o argument 6 in his first 
affirmative). When I ask him t o t e ll us what sin this celibacy penalty is for, 
he becorres mute. That is because there is no s in! Second , it assumes that the 
unjustly put away one is being punished . However , s ince J ackson cannot narre the 
sin which this party commit ted t o v1arrant such a punishment , i t i s not surprising 
that this assumption is also false. Their cel ibacy is not a punishment, but 
rather a prohibition against joining themselves to another, wt1ile still bound to 
the first . Jackson cannot, yea, refuses t o see this and that is the reason for 
this absurd argument. Third, i t assurres degrees of divi ne punishment on earth. 
This is why Jackson quoted the degrees of punishment passages. However, he will 
never find a passage which teaches degrees of punishment f or sin on earth. 
Jackson said in (1A23) that "punishment will be j ustl y r e lated t o the sins." He 
referred to punishment in hell. This is a f ar cry f rom proving degrees of 
punishment here and oow. Jackson 1 s whole misconception in this argument is based 
on the fact that he falsely assurres and asserts that the unjustly put away one is 
being punished. On this basis, he then believes that the gui lty one must also be 
punished. Jackson 1 s (1A25) is the farce that shows this . And fourth, Jackson is 
blind to the v.x::>rds "unjustly" and "justly" in his syllogism. Before he copied 
all o f this absurdity from Roy Deaver, he should have considered i t s validity! 
Mt. 19:9 etc . are teaching agai nst unscriptural {unjust) divor ce. It excludes 
divorce for fornication. One cannot logically argue that one person cannot 
remarry, based on the prohibition placed on another. Divorce f or f ornication is 
excluded. It is absurd to base an argument on what is Nor excluded to conc lude 
that one who IS excluded cannot r emarry. There is no validit y to be f oWld in 
Jackson 1 s sixth argument. 

Argument # 7: Answered 

(3N26') I have already shown abundant proof that J ackson misunderstands the 
exception phr~~e. To save s pace, I will ask the reade r to r eview my (1N15), 
(1N27), (2N17), (3Nl7). Jackson says he used Lusk to prove that adultery can be 
coomitted against someone to whom you are not mar r i ed . Amazing! You cannot 
corrmit adultery against someone unless you are scripturally bound t o them. And 
adultery cannot occur unless at l east one of the individual s i nvolved is bound to 
another and is thus corrmit t i ng adultery agains t that one. I said the second 
union is adultery because i t is against the firs t union . And J ackson agreed. 
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This is amazing coming from a man who thinks the first union does not exist after 
an unscriptural divorce! If the first union did not still exist, how would the 
second union be adultery against it? In an unscriptural divorce, the first union 
still exists . and thus the second union is adultery against the first union and 
the first husband. But what really staggers me is that Jackson knows that a 
divorce far fornication severs the first union, but he turns arourrl arrl says that 
their second union would be adultery against the first one. How so, when the 
first union does not exist??? 

(3N27) In (3A36), Jackson again has the man walking free from God's law (Mt. 
19:9). That means it does not apply to him anymore for he is not bound to it. 
It is ridiculous! Jackson has this man free from God's law on divorce and 
remarriage. If this rran marries a having-been-put-away-\oJOman, does he cornnit 
adultery? What verse will Jackson cite as proof that he does? Certain not Mt. 
19:9, etc., for Jackson said when he walked out of the law (cell), he was 
released from it (i.e., not bound by its prohibitions). 

(3N28) On Jackson's (3A37), let it be said that the exception in Mt. 19:9 
excepts divorce for fornication. Jackson misrepresented .my (1N27), for I did not 
say that the exception allows remarriage for other causes than the exception. 
The exception is divorce for fornication and both parties fall under the divorce 
and logically are excepted. It is one cause which is excepted in Mt. 19:9 and 
one exception in John 3:5. 

Argument i 8: Answered 

(3N29) Jackson says I used no words to deal with his eighth argument. First, he 
must not have read (1N28). Second, it is not even an argument, let alone a 
telling one. How was I supposed to give detailed answers to something with no 
premises and no semblance of a conclusion? Jackson's .alleged argurrent \'JaS 

nothing more than his personal expression and an assertion. Thomas Warren said 
concerning assertions, 11 If no effort is rrade t o support the affinnation by 
adequate evidence, then it amounts to no more than an assertion. For the purpose 
of· gaining truth, mere assertions (unsupported opinions) are ~rthless. 11 (When 
is an Exarrple Binding, Pg. 3) AMEN! 

Argument #9: Answered 

(3N30) Jackson has failed to see the worthlessness of Mk. 6:14-18 to this 
debate. First, he wants to parallel a passage where a man has his brother's wife 
to a situation where a person has no mate at all. Second, he wants to apply a 
prohibition spoken before the cross to a people after the cross. It simply wi l l 
not work. · 

A SUrrrnary 

(3N31) Since my space is gone, I have only this t o say in closing. All of 
Jackson's arguments have been refuted. He has admitted that the first three are 
false. He failed to prove his case from the gramnar. He misunderstands the 
exception. He cannot consistently apply his fifth argument, which implies its 
falsehood. He denies that the guilty one is being punished, and thus abandoned 
the main thrust of his sixth argument. In short, he has t otally failed to prove 
his case. And witl1 this fact before us, let us go on t o establish the truth on 
this matter. 
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As always it was good t o hear from you, and I appreciate your strong 
stand for the truth. The Lord made it crystal clear that, when a couple 
separates, only the innocent has a right to remarry . The guilty has 
absolutely no right to remarry (Matt. 19 :9 ). As stated , the innocent has the 
right to remarry if his or her partner is guilty of fornication. Further, 
both Matthew 19: 9 and Matthew 5:32 teach that, if the separation occurs for 
any reason other than fornication, neither party has a scriptural right to 
remarry. Not only so, but anyone marrying either party , when the separation 
and putting away was not because of fornication, commits adultery. In Matthew 
5:32, even though the husband has put away his wife when no adultery is 
involved, that does not give the wife a right t o remarry, because in God's 
sight she is still married to her husband who refused to live with her. 
Therefore, whosoever marries her corruni ts adultery. (When I wrote, "The words 
'saving for the cause of fornication' apply also to the second clause, 'and 
whosoever marrieth her which is put away, ' " I had written in the previous 
sentence, "Our Lord taught that adultery is the only ground for the break-up 
of~ marriage with the right of the innocent t o remarry ." I do not appreciate 
anyone attempting to pervert what I wrote in a vain effort t o bol ster his 
false doctrine. The entire paragraph from which he quoted reads as follows: 

Of major emphasis in Matthew 5:32 is the wrong that the husband 
does to the innocent wife by the unjust divorce action. His wife 
had not given him a just cause (unfaithfulness on her part) t o 
divorce her. Christ in Matthew 5:32 stressed the wrong that the 
husband does to his wife in exposing her to the sin that she commits 
with another man. Our Lord taught that adultery is the only ground 
for the break-up of ~ marriage with the right of the innocent to 
remarry. The words, "saving for the cause of fornication," apply 
also to the second cl ause, "and whosoever marrieth her which is put 
away." 

Publishers of the Spiritual Sword 
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When I mentioned that "the words, 1 saving for the cause of fornication 1 

apply also to the second clause," I was referring t o t he fact that the latter 
part of that passage says, "And whosoever shall mar r y her when she is put away 
committeth adultery," I was simply teaching, as t he Bible teaches and as the 
context of what I wrote shows, that anyone who marries a woman who has no 
scriptural right to remarry commits adultery (Matt. 5 :32; 19:9). 

I trust that the work of the Lord makes progress in your section. I 
would appreciate your prayers, and I shall pray for you. 

Jj;:t;;:{t~ 
._.Gar land Elkins 

GE:bs 
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Dear Tad: 

• '• l ' 

. ·. 

February 25, 1986 

I find your refusal to deba~e the issue reg arding the rights 
of the "guilty party" (Matthew 19 : 9) , in THRUST, and your resorting 
t o e xc uses, quite remar kable . What has happened to the enthusiasm 
of the man who boa sted that he co uld not f ind a nyone who would de­
bat~ the issue with him? Th e on l y thing I know of that has happen­
ed since you issued those challenges i s our half comp leted debate. 
Co uld it be that you ha ve learn ed all you want to know abo ut the 
s ubject ? I ask again wh3t has happened to t he zeal for debate you 
showed when you chid ed Jerry Moffitt for, as you put it, " (seeing) 
fit to let the deba t e fizzle out even aft e r I tried to contact him." 
( Letter to Jerry Moffitt, Oct . 5 , 1985). Where now is the cool 
co nfid e nce you exhibited when yo u cha l .lenged William S . Cline to 
a debate saying, " I have not sm mu ch as rec eived a peep f r om brother 
·c 1 i n e . N ow j us t who i s i t t h a t w i 11 no t de b a t e? " I n d e e d , To d , who 
is i t? If you had any self- respect left at a ll you wo uld now ap ­
ologize to these two good men . 

In your letter to brother Cline , dated March 22 , 1 985 , you 
ass erted that yo u were re ady and eager to go a head with a debate 
in THRUST on the i ss ue. I wond er if you wa~ld kindly inform me 
why you are no longer either ready or eager? Your problem i s neither 
space limitation ~m r ti me - thos e are just exc us es. In the same let ­
te r yo u chided some brot he r who had wr itten on the s ubject i n di s ­
pute, say in g , "Certai nl y this brother would no t make s uch a state ­
ment and t hen not be willing to bac k it up." I q uot e the prophet 
Nathan, "Th ou art t he man. " 

Tad, everybody i s bu sy . Do you want me to tell yo u what I 
am trying to do in addition tJ carryi ng on two writte n debate s 
at the same time? I don ' t t hin k you do, but I wi ll say fourte en 
hour day s are no stra nger s to me. And yet I do not have enough 
t ime. That neve r cross ed my mind when it wa s the truth a t stake . 
I ha ve seen the sun ri se s itting right her e a t thi s typewriter 
because I love t he truth and intend to de f end it - no excu ses ! 
It i s not be cause I want to win a de bate or arg um en t . I am 
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interested in your soul and the so uls of those whom you will cause 
to be lost with this immoral and rediculous fa l se doctrine. I do 
not "have" the time - I "make 11 the time. 

You may publish our debat~ in any manner you wish. That is 
what I s igned my name to the agreement for. I suggest the follow­
ing cautions: (1) Copyright it in both our names for our protection. 
Do not copyright it in your name only, as this would forbid my use 
and publication of it. I will pay half the cost. (2) Do not make 
any changes in the text without my approval as per our agreement. 
I hope you ~an publish the material . I have severa l requests for 
copies already. I wish I had the monay to publish it. That is 
the only reason I do not. I think Bill Cline could publish 1000 
for a cost of, perhaps two thousand dollar s - paperback . It is just 
a thought. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Roger Jackson 
RJ/ 

cc: Bill Cline 
Jerry Moffitt 



PROPOSITION II 

The scriptures teach that a mate who has been put away for fornication may, 
with God ' s approval , remarry another person. 

BUTTEROORE ' S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 

(lAl) By now the open- minded and honest reader will have seen that the 
proposition affirmed by my opponent is false . He has failed to find basis for 
his proposition . It is my judgment that he holds to his position because he has 
been led to misunderstand , among other things: 1) t he nature of a scriptural 
divorce as opposed to unscriptural divorce; 2) the nature and application of the 
exception clause in Mt. 5 : 32 and 19:9 ; 3) the nature of adultery; and 4) the 
essence of forgiveness. In the following affirmatives I will try, to the best of 
my ability, to set forth the truth of the scriptures on this matter in a clear 
and concise manner . I am convinced that one who reads this debate , searching for 
the truth , shall at the close of the s t udy be convinced that the proposition I 
have signed to affirm is true. 

(1A2) Let me define my proposition. "The scriptures teach ," - - this issue is 
not to be decided on my ideas or anyone ' s preconceived notions . Nor will 
feelings and emotions be the guideline . God ' s word is the deciding factor. 
"That a mate who has been put away for fornication ," -- that is, the one commonly 
termed "the guilty party, " after having been scr ipturally put away (i.e., for 
fornication). " May with God ' s approval, remarry another person" -- that is , they 
may enter a second marriage with one other than t heir former mate, and this 
second union is not a transgression of any Biblical law or principle , and is 
therefore not sinful. 

Argument 1, Scriptural Divorce 

(1A3) This argument will deal with scriptural divorce and its relation to the 
proposition. First, let it be stated that there is , within the New Testament , 
legitimate and illegitimate divorce . I shall use, as i n my negatives , the terms 
scriptural and unscriptural i n r ef er ence to t hese divorces . A divorce is 
scriptural when it is permitt ed by God . Di vorce for f ornication is a scriptural 
divorce . It is excepted from the general law in Mt . 5 : 32 and 19:9 by the phrase 
"rna epi porneia" and is thus excluded from the consequences which occur under 
divorce for other causes. Note , "Whosoever shall put away his wife, EXCEPT IT BE 
FOR FORNICATION , and shall marry another , committeth adultery : and whoso marrieth 
her which is put away doth commit adultery. " (Mt . 19:9) (emphasis mine, TLB) . 
Although God "hateth putting away" (Mal. 2: 16) , he t=:ermits the marriage relation 
to be dissolved by the innocent one when the other has been guilty of 
fornication. A divorce is unscriptural when it is forbidden by God . For 
exampl e , I Cor. 7:10- 11 states , "And unto the married I command, yet not I, but 
the Lord, Let not the wife depart from her husband . .. and let not the husband 
put away his wife. " ~he execution of either of the infinitives is in direct 
violation of the will of God. It is commonly recognized that this is the law of 
Mt . 19:9 restated. If this unscriptural divorce does occur , the command is to 
remain single , for a second marriage would be adultery . 

(1A4) Second, a proper underst anding of the effect which each type of divorce 
(scriptural or unscriptural) has on the marriage bond is crucial to arriving at 
the truth on this matter. Ther e is clearl y a difference . In my (1N23) I asked 
Jackson why one was not permitted t o remarry after an unscript ural divorce. In 
(2A24) he responded "because J esus said so . " Tr ue , but why did Jesus say so? 
Does he have no reason behind his laws? NO. What is the reason? I have several 
scholars and learned brethren listed in t=:ersonal material , but the following 



quotes encompass the views of the majority of our brotherhood . In the Gospel 
Advocate commentary on Matthew by H. Leo Boles, concerning Mt . 5: 32 Boles noted, 
"Jesus assumes the pretended divorce goes for nothing; that she is still his 
wife , and that marrying again involves adul tery ." (p . 143) . In Thomas B. 
Warren's YOUR MARRIAGE CAN BE GREAT , Roy Lanier , Sr . , noted, concerning Luke 
16:18 , "Why is the man who puts away his wife and marri es another committing 
adultery? It is because in God's sight that man is still married to his former 
wife. The union God made when he made the man and his f i rst wife "one flesh " is 
still unbroken. If that union was broken the man would not be committing 
adultery. " (p. 481). Lanier also stated , "If the first union were broken, the 
second would not be adulterous . The second union is adulterous only because the 
first union is not broken." (Firm Foundation, Oct. 24 , 1939 , p. 1) . Again , in 
YOUR MARRIAGE CAN BE GREAT, William Woodson wrote, "Thus , an illegitimate divorce 
does not sever the bond . . . Since they are still bound by the first mar riage , 
any sexual union with another "whoever" is adultery . This is the obvious import 
of this part of the verse." (Mt. 5:32b, TLB). And lastly, in the Spiritual 
SWord, Cecil N. Wright observed in . connection with Mt. 5:32, "Assuming she 
married again, she would become guilty of adultery because God had not recognized 
her as divorced. Likewise , the one marrying her would be guilty of adultery 
because , in reality, he would be taking another man 's wife ." (Vol. 6 , #2 , p. 
12) . This is a mere sample of the consensus . The vast majority of brethren and 
scholars come to the same conclusion based on the informati on of the verses under 
consideration; namely, that an unscriptural divorce does not sever the bond in 
God ' s sight . On the other hand, I have not read of one person, save J im Waldron, 
who does not agree that a scriptural divorce frees both parties. As Lanier said , 
"If the first union were broken, the second would not be adulterous." How, then, 
could a second union be adul tery for t he guil ty party if the first union is 
gone? Jackson tried to affirm that adul tery could occur where the union was 
dissolved, but he came no c l oser to proving that than one could prove Brigham 
Young's doctrine that the people on the sun and the moon were to eventually be 
evangelized. An unscriptural divorce does not sever the marriage bond and that 
is why it is adultery to marry another. A scriptural divorce does sever the bond 
and thus it cannot be adultery for either party to r emarry . 

(lAS) The nature of a scriptural divorce is identical in consequence to death as 
they relate to the severance of the marriage bond . Romans 7:2- 3 states: 

For the woman which hath an husband is bound by t he law to her husband 
so long as he liveth; but if the husband be dead , she is loosed from the 
law of her husband. So then, i f, while her husband liveth, she be 
married to another man, she shall be called an adulteress : but if her 
husband be dead, she is free from that law; so that she is no 
adul t eress , though she be married to another man. " 

(1A6) This passage teaches that freedom from the marriage bond entails the right 
to remarry. I t clearly teaches that when one is free from the marriage law of 
the other , a second marriage is not adulterous . Scriptural divorce has the same 
effect on the one flesh union that death does . I t completely dissolves it . In 
illustrating this passage and its relation to the context of f reedom from the law 
of Moses, Gary Colley s tated, "The old law being dissolved , all are free to come 
under the rule of Christ without adultery." (Spiritual SWord, Vol. 6 , #2 , p . 
26) . This is the case because adultery is impossible when the first union is 
non- existent . If the old marriage law is dissolved, one is , on this merit , free 
t o come under law to another mate . Both persons in a scriptural divorce can no 
more commit adultery against the former mate than one can commit adultery against 
a dead person! Romans 7: 2- 3 unequivocally teaches that one who is free from the 
marriage law of the other is free to remarry . I t forcefully t eaches what Mt . 
5:32 and 19:9 teach, but yet what Jackson denies , that it takes a marriage bond 
with someone for another union to be adulterous . 
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(1A7) When the Pharisees came to Jesus, they did not question the meaning of 
divorce. They asked , was it lawful to divorce for any cause (Mt . 19:3) . Garland 
Elkins noted , "It was not a dispute about remarriage , but only about the lawful 
cause of divorce that allowed remarriage. " (YOUR MARRIAGE CAN BE GREAT, p . 
527). Moses suffered easy divorce for the Jews, because of their 
hard- heartedness . In contrast to this, Jesus narrowed the cause for divorce down 
to fornication. When a divorce is FOR fornication (scriptural) , both parties may 
remarry. The converse of this is -- when divorce is NOT for fornication , neither 
may remarry . While the bond exists , remarriage is adultery . When the bond is 
gone, adultery is impossible. In connection with the foregoing material, I offer 
the following syllogism: 

Major Premise: If scriptural divorce accompl i shes the same result as 
death (freedom from the marriage law of the other), then both parties in 
a scriptural di vorce may remarry without committing adultery . 

Minor Premise: Scriptural divorce accomplishes ·t he same result as death 
(freedom from the marriage law of the other ) . 

Conclusion: Both parties in a scri ptural divorce may remarry without 
committing adultery. 

(lAS) This argument is based on the truth of Mt. 19 : 9, that scriptural divorce 
frees both parties from the marriage bond, and Romans 7 : 2- 3 , which teaches that 
freedom from the marriage law entails the right of remarriage . Jackson cannot 
deny the truth of these two passages . In order to deny this argument, he must 
argue that the guilty one is free, but must remain celibate as punishment for 
their sin of adultery. If they are not being punished , what possibly hinders 
their remarriage? 

Argument 2 , Adultery 

(1A9) The proposition is , "The scriptures teach t hat a mate who has been put 
away for fornication may, with God ' s approval, marry another person. " Jackson 
believes this is false , and that the guilty party would commit adultery in 
remarrying. Crucial , therefore , to affirming or denyi ng t his proposition is an 
understanding of the nature of adultery . It would be impossible to determine 
whether or not the guilty one commits adultery in remarriage , if we do not know 
what adultery is. 

(lAlO) At the end of my first negative, I asked Jackson to define adultery. He 
approvingly quoted Lusk, saying that adultery is the adulteration of marriage by 
unlawfully entering marriage . First, if that were true , one coul d not commit 
adultery (moicheia) unless he married someone against God ' s wil l . Second , I 
tried repeatedly to get Jackson to comment on I Cor . 7: 39 . His view has the 
widow who marries not "in the Lord" (there can be little argument that this means 
a Christian) commits adultery. And third , it denies what Lusk himself wrote in 
YOUR MARRIAGE CAN BE GREAT. Notice, "Moicheia is the specific act of illicit , 
unlawful sexual activity between a married man and a woman not his wife or 
between a married woman and a man not her husband." (p . 106). The adulteration 
of marriage which occurs in remarriage after unscriptural divorce can only be an 
adulteration of the existing marriage. The second union is adultery against the 
first marriage. It occurs only because at leas t one of the partners is 
scripturally married to someone else. 

(lAll) 
well: 

What is adultery? I believe the following quotes summarize it quite 
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1. W. E. Vine : 
another . " (p. 32- 33) . 

"unlawful intercourse with the spouse of 

2. Thayer: "unlawful intercourse with another ' s wife . " (p. 417) . 

3 . Kittle : 
another • " ( IV, 
intercourse ." 

p . 
(VI, 

"Adultery 
730 . ) 

p . 587 ' 

is the 
Also , 

quoted 

violation of the marriage of 
"Harlotry and extra- marita l 

by Lusk in YOUR MARRIAGE CAN BE 
GREAT. ) 

4 . Smith : "The parties to this crime were a married woman and a 
man who was not her husband ." (I , p . 36 ) . 

5. Pulpit Commentary : "Why is it not permitted to a man to marry 
a divorced woman? This cannot be called adultery unless she is still 
one flesh with her husband . " (Vol. 15 , p . 245) . 

6 . Wayne Jackson : "Whether he has 
virtually everyone knows that adultery 
married person and someone other than 
(DIVORCE & REMARRIAGE : A STUDY DISCUSSION , 

done extensive studies or not, 
is sexual activity between a 
his (or her) lawful spouse. " 
p . 129) . 

7. J. D. Thomas: "Adultery simply means i ntercourse where one (or 
both) is married to someone else ." "Adultery is fornication between two 
persons where one or both of them is scripturally married to someone 
else. " (DIVORCE & REMARRIAGE , pp . 5 , 41). Also , in the book cited 
previously by Wayne Jackson , Thomas said, "Adultery is that kind of 
fornication where at least one of the parties is married to a third 
person . This view has been so understood by all scholars through the 
centuries . Adul tery is an extra sin , in that it is against the innocent 
spouse . " (p. 156). 

(1A12) Adultery , as each quote points out, involves at least one person who is 
scripturally bound to someone other than the one with whom they are having 
illicit relations . The Bible bears this out . The woman in Romans 7: 2- 3 
committed adultery in remarriage only while the bond between her and her husband 
remained. However , Jackson denies it . He asserts that adultery can occur where 
no marriage exists . He is wrong . Mk. 10 : 11 is so clear only a deep-rooted 
preconceived notion can blind one to the facts . That verse teaches that adultery 
which occurs after divorce will be against the other party in the divorce . For 
this reason, I asked Roger to tel l us how the guilty one committed adultery 
against their former mate . In (3A35 ) he feebl y attempted to deal with Mk . 10 :11 
and the fact that adultery which occurs in remarriage after divorce is adultery 
against the other party in the divorce . He said that her adultery was against 
her former husband, because she made him the victim in the act of homewrecking . 
This is interesting since Jackson believes that aft er any divorce there is no 
longer a scriptural bond. How could her remarriage make him the victim of 
homewrecking , if there is no scriptural bond? How does remarriage wreck what 
does not exist? 

( 1Al3) Jackson says if the guilty party remarries they commit adultery . This is 
an assertion , because the Bible does not teach it, and he did not prove it . As 
Vine said , adultery is sexual intercourse with the spouse of another . Let us 
place this definition into Mt. 19 : 9b and see where it applies . "And whoso 
marrieth her which is put away doth commit sexual i ntercourse with the spouse of 
another ." As I have shown already , the "apolel umenen" here is one put away 
unscripturally. And as p::>inted out in Argument #1, those divorced unscripturally 
are still , in fact , scripturally married . I t is therefore understandable that 

4 



one who marries one put away unscripturally is guilty of sexual intercourse with 
another 1 s spouse. However , does this al l fit one who is put away for 
fornication? Not by a long shot! They are not another 1 S mate . Jackson 1 s 
doctrine says, 11whoso marrieth her which is put away for fornication commits 
sexual intercourse with the spouse of another. 11 That is wrong! And he knows 
it. So he just gets himself another definition. His says adultery is simply 
marrying someone without God 1 S sanction. That is how you commit adultery, 
according to Jackson. But he is wrong. The Bible forcefully teaches that 
adultery is sexual intercourse between two persons where at least one of them is 
married to someone else . Look: 

1. Lev. 20 :10. 11And the man that committeth adultery with ANOTHER 
MAN 1S WIFE, even he that committeth adultery with HIS NEIGHBOR 1S WIFE , 
the adulterer and adulteress shall surely be put to death ; 

2. Ezekiel 16:32 . 11 as a WIFE that committeth adultery, 
which taketh strangers instead of her HUSBAND. 11 

3. John 8:3- 4. 11And the scribes and Pharisees brought unto him a 
woman taken in adultery . this woman was taken in adultery, in the 
very act. 11 

(1Al4} Those whom I quoted before are correct . As those passages teach, 
adultery takes at least one married person. Nor is it marrying against God l·s 
will , unless Jackson wants to say the woman in John 8 was caught in the very act 
of marrying against God 1 s will. Adultery is not mar rying against God 1 s will , it 
is sexual activity between two persons where at least one is married to another. 
This is why I have asked Jackson whether the woman in I Cor . 7: 39 who marries not 
11 in the Lord 11 commits adultery . He has avoided the quest ions . He also said one 
who murdered his wife to get another woman sinned in marrying this woman . Does 
he commit adultery? All I ask my brother and my readers to do is look at the 
above verses and realize that adultery cannot occur unless one of the parties 
involved is married to another. 

(1A15} Brethren have taken two passages (Mt . 19 : 9 , 5:32} , which forbid the 
scripturally married from marrying someone else , and tried to apply them to the 
scripturally unmarried guilty party . It is no wonder , then , when we insert the 
definition of adultery into the second clause and apply it to the guilty one, 
that we come up with a false doctrine. But not so if it is the case of a 
remarriage after divorce apart from fornication. The adultery which occurs 
against the former mate in remarri age only occurs because the actual one-flesh 
bond has not been severed by death or interference from another person. It · 
occurs against the other party because an unscriptural divorce does not sever the 
one-flesh bond nor re l ease either party in God 1 S view. When adultery occurs Mk . 
10:11 points out that it will occur against the other party in the divorce . 
However, Jackson cannot tell us how the remarriage of the guilty one is adultery 
against the one who put them away. I brought this shortcoming out in my book . 
Brethren say the guilty one commits adultery in r emarriage , but have never told 
who this adultery is against . As J . D. Thomas rightly said, adultery is a sin 
11against the innocent spouse . 11 Now if the guil ty one has no spouse they cannot 
commit adultery . You cannot commit adultery against your spouse if you do not 
have one! 

( 1Al6} Tertullian said , 11For he that marries a woman who is unlawfully put away 
is as much an adulterer as the man who marries one who is undivorced. Permanent 
is the marriage which is not rightly dissolved : to marry , therefore , whilst 
matrimony is undissolved is to commit adultery.~~ (Quoted by Andrew Connally, 
11The Home as God Would Have It 11

, Thomas Warren, Editor, p . 225) . Can this be 
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said of he who marries the put away guilty party? Is he in the same condition as 
if he married one not divorced? Certainly not , but this is what Jackson's 
doctrine arrounts to and is the reason it is false . Let us note the argument set 
forth: 

If it is the case that a) adultery is committed by a person who joins 
himself to one while under marriage law to another , and if it is the 
case that b) divorce for fornication totally severs the marriage law 
between two persons, and if it is the case that c ) one is put away for 
fornication, then it must be true that d) one put away for fornication 
may remarry without committing adultery. 

(1A17) This is a hypothetical syllogism with a compound antecedent. If each of 
the propositions which comprise the antecedent (a,b,c) are true, then the 
consequent (d) must be true . Proposition (a) is true . Lev . 20 :10, Ezekiel 
16:32, Romans 7:2- 3 are clear. They teach that adultery is being joined to one 
while under marriage law to another . Jackson cannot deny this truth , nor do I 
even expect him to argue with it. Proposition (b) is true . Mt. 19:9 teaches 
it. If it were not the case , the innocent one could not marry and remain free 
from adultery. Jackson agrees also that proposition (b) is true. Proposition 
(c) is a hypothetical situation whose occurrence is a necessary basis for the 
truth of the consequent. The conclusion of element (d) is fact. It cannot be 
reasonably denied or logically refuted. Thus : 

It is the case that a) adultery is committed by a person who joins 
himself to one while under marriage law to another, and it is the case 
that , b) divorce for fornication totally severs the marriage law between 
two persons, and if it is the case that c ) one is put away for 
fornication, then it must be the case that d) one put away for 
fornication may remarry without committing adultery . 

(1A18) In essence the debate is over. These first two arguments have provided 
me an iron-clad case . In order to refute this argument Jackson will have to deny 
centuries of scholarship, dozens of scholarly brethren , and , most importantly, 
plain scripture. 

Argument 3, The Exception 

(1Al9) I have already shown repeatedly t hat Jackson ' s doctrine is a denial of 
the exception clause . My proposition is in line with the exception. Jackson 
noted that the exception clause is a modifier of the verb "apoluse" (shall put 
away). The object of this verb is the one being put away (apolelumenen , passive 
participle; rece1v1ng the action of the leading verb apoluse) . Taking the 
participle in the verbal entity in which it occurs, we can see that the 
participle is directly linked to the verb "apoluse " by its verbal root "apoluo". 
The exception phrase modifies the action of putting away , WHICH ACTION IS CLEARLY 
LINKED TO BOTH PARTIES ! It is absurd to assume that the exception applies only 
to the one doing the putting away , when the one receiving the action is directly 
linked to that action . How, in t he name of common sense, can Jackson exclude the 
"apolelumenen" from modification when "rna epi porneia" modifies an action in 
which they are involved? How can you exclude them from an action being done to 
them? In (2A17) , Jackson implied that the one who puts away a fornicator is the 
exception, "The one who can (remarry, TLB) is the exception. " He is wrong! The 
exception is the ACTION of putting away, as he even said in (2Al6) . In Mt. 5:32 
and 19:9 one action is excluded from the applica t ion of the general rule , the 
action of putting away for fornication . Both parties in a divorce for 
fornication are undeniably and inseparably linked to the excepted action and it 
necessarily follows that both are equally excepted from the adultery of the 
general rule . 

6 



(1A20) Jackson's doctrine not only denies the significance of the exception , but 
forces a contrary meaning to be placed on its use in Mt . 5: 32 . Instead of taking 
the verse for what it says, Jackson implicitly argues that the exception in Mt . 
5:32 is an intensifier stressing a higher degree to the application of the 
general rule. In such a case he ~uld state Mt. 5: 32 thusly , "Whosoever shall 
put away his wife, EVEN for the cause of fornication, causeth her to commit 
adultery " To say that the woman put away for fornication is placed in a 
position equal to one put away not for fornication is to go beyond the 
scriptures . The scriptures clearly exclude the divorced fornicator from the 
adultery which occurs in remarriage . However, Jackson denies it . He believes 
that one put away for fornication is in a position equal to the one put away not 
for fornication . If that were the case , then the man doing the putting away 
would be equally guilty in each case of placing the put away one in a position of 
potential adultery. However, Mt. 5:32 implicitly teaches that the man who puts 
away his wife FOR fornication does NOT place her in such a position . If she 
could commit adultery in remarriage, even as one put away not for fornication , 
then the man would indeed be placing her in that position by putting her away. 
But since he does not, it is clear that the one put away FOR fornication is not 
in the same position as one put away not for fornication . As Jerry Moffitt 
stated on Mt . 5:32, "If a wife were put away f or a cause other than fornication , 
she would be made an adulteress . Most commentators agree she would be made an 
adulteress because she would be put in such a compromising state she would have 
to remarry. When she did remarry, she would become an adulterous ~man . He says 
if anyone marries her, he ~uld commit adultery. All these consequences occur 
because she was put away for some cause other than fornication ," (Bales Positi on, 
p. 2) . Note: Not because she was put away FOR fornication , but NOT for 
fornication . The exception excludes divorce for fornication , and since both 
parties in divorce for fornication are i nvolved in that divorce , both parties are 
excepted. 

Argument 4 

(1A21) In I Cor . 7:27- 28, Paul wrote : "Art thou bound unto a wife? Seek not to 
be loosed. Art though loosed from a wife? Seek not a wife . But and if thou 
marry thou hast not sinned; and if a virgin marry , she hath not sinned . 
Nevertheless such shall have trouble in the flesh : but I spare you ." 

(1A22) Three cases of persons are addressed in these verses . 1) The married, 
(Art thou bound unto a wife?) ; 2) Those scripturally loosed from a mate , (Art 
thou loosed from a wife?); and 3) Those never married, (and if a virgin marry) . 
The instructions to case #1 are "seek not to be loosed" (rna zatei lusin) . 
Thayer , Vine , Strong and others define " lusin" (loosed) as divorce . So Paul's 
instruction to the married here is the same as in 7:10-11 , do not seek divorce . 
If one does seek divorce, they have two options : remain unmarried , or be 
reconciled to their mate . Why only these two recourses? Because 7: 10-11 
presuppose an unscriptural divorce . If either remarries, it would be adultery as 
is seen in Mt . 19:9 . In addressing Case #2, Paul once again uses a form of the 
word " lusis. " "lelusai apo gunaikos" , (Hast thou been released from a woman) . 
"lelusai" is perfect passive indicative of " luo". The context shows that this is 
again used in reference to divorce . The passive indicates that the loosing was 
an action received by the one loosed . While it is true that it is contextually 
used to refer to divorce , "lelusai apo" can also be taken to refer to widowers 
who were l oosed from their mate by the death of the mate . But Paul's 
instructions to the second case of people is , do not seek a woman (wife) . This 
was Paul ' s advice in view of the present distress (vs . 26) . However , he went on 
to say that should those loosed from a mate choose to remarry, they might do so 
without sinning (v. 28a). This freedom to remarry after a divorce is obviously 
granted in view of a scriptural divorce. Those who divorce f or reasons other 
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than fornication , who then remarry, sin (i . e ., commit adultery) . However, here , 
as in Romans 7:2- 3 and Mt. 19 :9, God allows those scripturally loosed from the 
marriage law of a mate to remarry without sin (i. e ., adultery) . It has never 
been a violation of God's law for those who have no mate to marry , provided they 
marry an eligible person . Case #3 illustrates this fact , "and if a virgin marry, 
she hath not sinned." In the form of a syllogism, my arguinent , based on these-· 
verses under discussion, reads as follows : 

Major Premise: Those loosed from a mate may remarry without sin . (I 
Cor. 7:27-28a). 

Minor Premise: The put away guilty party is one loosed from a mate . 

Conclusion : The guilty party may remarry without sin . 

(1A23) Proof of the argument . 
God's word. Jackson cannot 

To deny that the major premise i s true is to deny 
deny it . Those who get divorced apart from 

fornication , sin in remarriage and thus do !!Ot fit t..l!j_s ve:::-se ar.d caniiot be said 
to be persons loosed from a mate . However, the fact that at least the innocent 
one may remarry in a divorce for fornication is evidence enough that a scriptural 
divorce loosens one from a mate. It cannot be logically argued that one is 
loosed from the marriage law and the other is not. Both are equally free and 
thus both are loosed from a mate. Furthermore, the passive , "lelusai apo," 
implies that the one loosed is in such a state because of an action which was 
received by them. This fits the action of divorce for fornication in which the 
guilty party was passively involved and which loosened them from a mate . The 
minor premise is also fact. On the assumption that Roger will not argue this 
point, I proceed to conclude that based on the undeniable truth of the major and 
minor premises, the conclusion , "The guilty party may·.remarry without sin," is 
fact. One put away for fornicc;ttion .•.is as free £.rom their former mate as i f that 
mate had died . One cannot commit adultery against a dead person, nor can one 
commit adultery against a dead marriage law and a person who is no longer their 
mate! The argument is sound and valid and cannot be reasonably denied or 
logically refuted . 

Argument 5, Forgiveness 

(1A24) What is the essence of forgiveness? Forgiveness means the sinner is 
viewed by God as if he had never sinned that particular sin . While I do not 
argue my case from the standpoint of forgiveness, the doctrine of forgiveness 
does indirectly j?rove my pJsition by virtue of tile fac-c thac forgiveness stands 
in direct opposition to Jackson's doctrine . Whether the put away fornicator 
remarries or not, they must receive forgiveness or be lost. Forgiveness is a 
prerequisite to salvation but not to remarriage. The eligibility of the 
fornicator to remarry does not hinge on forgiveness of their adultery. It has 
been previously pointed out that the put away fornicator i s scripturally free 
from a mate , and thus , being loosed from the marriage law and the one- flesh 
union , they cannot commit adultery in remarriage. Rom . 7:2- 3 and I Cor . 7:27- 28a 
clearly bear this out . 

(1A25) The nature of forgiveness is such that when one receives forgiveness for 
any given sin, he no longer bears the guilt of that sin . There is a marked 
difference between the forgiveness which was extended under the Old Law and the 
forgiveness extended under the New . Brethren, we live under the New Covenant , so 
why do you extend a TYPE of the Old Covenant forgiveness to the put away guilty 
party? In attempting to argue their case, certain brethr~n , such as brother 
Jackson, have perverted and ignored the true forgiveness offered under the New 
Covenant. While brother Jackson explicitly argues that the put away gL~i~ty party 
may be forgiven of their adultery, his position implies that they cannot , as long 
as they live, be free from the burden and guilt of their past sin. True 
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forgiveness stands in opposition to the doctrine Jackson has espoused . On the 
other hand, the reader shall see that my position is i n perfect harmony with what 
the New Testament teaches about forg iveness in Christ . 

(1A26) Through the imperfection of the sacrifices offered , the Old Law could not 
negate sin . If it were possible for animal blood to take away sins , there YK>uld 
have been no need for continual offering of sacrifices . The worshippers under 
that system would have , then , been purged of their sins and YK>uld have had no 
more consciousness of sins. However, there WAS a remembrance made of sins every 
year which implies the presence of , not negation of, sin. As Milligan said , 
under a system "effecacious in taking away the sins of the people . . . the 
worshippers having been thoroughly cleansed once for all , would have no more 
consciousness of sins so forgiven ." (pg . 342) . The Law was not such a system, 
and Heb . 10:1-4 bears these truths out . Hebrews 10 also goes on to point out 
that there is a contrast in t he forgiveness extended by the Law and by Christ . 
If a sacrifice can perfect the worshippers of that system, i t needs be offered 
once (Heb . 10 : 1- 2) . And where the worshippP.rs r1re purged cr,ce , t11ey have no more 
::::o:.sciousn~ss oi s1ns so forgiven . Hebrews 10:10 , 12 state that Christ offered 
one sacrifice for all t ime . And verse 14 says , "by one offering he hath 
perfected forever them that are sanctified ." The forgiveness of Christ's system 
i s a forg-iveness which leaves those purged with "no more consc i ousness of sin ." 
Praise J ehovah , for it is a system where , He says , "their sins and iniquities 
will I remember no more." (Heb . 10 : 17) . 

(1A27) Let us suppose a case. A brother commits adultery and i s put away . He 
repents and is forgiven by God and the church . Which sys tem of forgiveness does 
Jackson ' s position extend to the guilty one? Christ's system, where sin which is 
forgiven is remembered no more? Where there is no more consciousness of sin, 
which is wiped out forever? ,., By no means! Jackson ' s position extends the Old 
System of forgiveness to people under the New System. He extends imperfect 

--forgiveness . The sin. i s remembered against the guilty party "every year. " Yea, 
ALL year , every year ! He maintains a lifelong consciousness of an alleged 
forgiven sin . The elements of Jackson ' s doctrine of forgiveness match those of 
the Old Law, which was as it was because of the imperfection of the sacrifices . 
Those elements DO NOT EXIST under Christ ' s system. But Jackson cannot extend 
Christ ' s system to the guilty party , for that forgiveness means that the guilty 
party would be treated as if they had never sinned that sin . Milligan said , "A 
debt that has been once fairly and f ully cancelled , is not to be paid a second 
time . If a disease has been once thoroughl y eradicated from the system there is 
NO F'URTfiE.R t-..lEED OF t-".EDICINE . And just so , it a s1n is once ef fectively blotted 
out , it is remembered no more ." (Emphasis mine , TLB) (p. 342). Jackson 
preaches forgiveness for the guilty party , but yet in the same breath preaches 
perpetual guilt. 

(1A28) As Milligan said , \vhen sin is forgiven it is blotted out . Acts 3 : 19 
states , "repent ye therefore , and be converted , that your sins may be blotted out 

" What exactly is this "blotted out" and what bearing does it have on this 
debat e? First , when something is blotted out it is destroyed (Deut . 9: 14; 
29 :20; Ps . 9 :5) . When sin is blotted out~ i t is destroyed , it no longer exi sts. 
Second , where sin is NOT forgiven it is NOT blotted out and therefore it r emains 
(Neh . 4: 5) . "Forgive not their iniquity , neither blot out their sin from thy 
sight" (Jer. 18 : 23) . Third , when David had sinned , he prayed fervently to God 
for forgiveness. In Ps . 51 , David prayed , "Have mercy upon me , 0 God , according 
to thy loving kindness : according unto the multitude of thy tender mercies blot 
ut my transgressions . Hide thy face from my sins , and blot out a ll mi ne 

J.niqui ties" (v . 1, 9) . Would brother Jackson pray that prayer and want God to 
blot out his sins like he says God blots out the adultery of the ~uilty party? 
Fourth , Paul spoke of the Old Law as be ing "against us " and "contrary to 
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us. " However, Christ, blotting it out , "took it out of the way , nailing it to 
his cross. " (Col. 2: 14) . How far out of the way is it , Roger? Is it taken as 
far out of the way as the sin of the guil t y party? If so, can the guilty party 
ever be judged by that which is taken away? What God has taken away no l onger 
stands in a position to condemn us. Sin which God has blotted out and taken out 
of the way will not be brought up by God at Judgment for the purpose of imposing 
a penalty on that sin. By what authority does Jackson do that which God does 
not? 

(1A29) Earlier I said that Jackson's position extends a TYPE of Old Testament 
forgiveness to the put away guilty one . In reality Old Testament forgiveness did 
not take away sin . However , the sin was , in principle , forgiven . Sin was taken 
out of the way in view of Christ ' s one sacrifice for all sin . Jackson ' s 
forgiveness for the put away guilty party does not even reach the level of Old 
Testament forgiveness . Although the sin yet r emained, those under the Law were 
free from the guilt of sin in view of the cross . Jackson ' s position can ' t be 
found in either the Old or New Testament . He says for the put away guilty party, 
-- your sin does NOr remain, but the guilt does . 

(1A30) When God forgives, he cancels the penalties He pronounced against that 
sin. EVen if God had pronounced a celibacy penalty for the put away gui l ty 
party, it would be a perversion of the doctrine of forgiveness to impose a 
penalty AFTER forgiveness had cancelled i t ! Under the New Testament , penalties 
for adultery include : a ) being barred from t he kingdom of heaven (I Cor. 6: 9- 10; 
Gal. 5:19- 21). Question for Jackson : If the adultery is forgiven, is the 
penal ty cancelled? If the penalty is cancelled , must i t yet be pai d? b) 
Withdrawal of fellowship by the church (I Cor. 5: 11). If the adultery is 
forgiven, it is scriptural for the church to continue imposing the penalty? (II 
Cor . 2:6- 8) . In my judgment it would be ignorance of the scriptures for a 
congregation to refrain from fellowshipping a person, even after that person has 
gone forward and repented and turned from his s in . c) Jackson asserts that 
celibacy is another penalty for adultery. However , there is no scripture to back 
his assertion . But even if he could find a verse , by what stretch of the 
imagination does he maintain that this penalty would not be cancelled? How 
inconsistent could a position possibly be ? Questi on for Jackson : If the 
adultery is forgiven is the (alleged) penal ty cance l led? If the pena lty is 
cancelled , must it yet be paid? Yes, the doctrine of forgiveness refutes 
Jackson ' s doctrine and thereby proves mine . 

(1A31) As my space is gone, I should like for Roger to answer the fo l lowing 
questions: 1) Does the man who marries the woman he killed his wife for commit 
adultery by marrying her? If so , please cite the scripture which teaches so. 2) 
Does Lev. 20:10 have r ef erence t o a man marrying his neighbor's wife? 3) Was the 
woman in John 8: 3- 4 caught getting married? 4) Does one who lusts after a woman 
(Mt . 5 : 28 ) marry her against God ' s will in his heart? 5) Can adul tery occur 

without a marriage taking place? 6) Does the widow who marries not "in the Lord" 
commit adultery? 7) Is the put away guilty one scripturally loosed from a mate? 
8) May those loosed f r om a mate remarry (I Cor . 7:27- 28)? 9) Is the celibacy you 
say the guilty one must endure, a penalty imposed on them for adultery? 10) Does 
divine forgiveness cance l divine ly prescribed penalti es? 

10 



PfWPOS T T .1 ON IT 

JACKSON'S FIRST NEGATI VE 

PROPOSITION: The Scriptures teach tha t a mat e who has been put away for 
fornication may, with r,od ' s approval, remarry another person. 

(lNl) After reading Tad' s first affirma tiv e I must say I am totally dis­
appointed. I thought he really had s omethjng to say . This is the very 
best he can do. This is it, reader - f i ve li ttle arguments (?), three of 
which are only a continuation of his nega tive to my ma terial . In fact , 
more than 80% of what he has written is negati ve material , and much of 
that does not touch th e issue. The fact that he is totally displeased 
with his efforts in th e last exchange is evident from the fact that he 
started by reminding t he reader that he had disproved my proposition . 
The only reason I can t h ink of that he would do such a t hi ng is if he 
thought you would not get that idea other111i se . Then he give :-; us 1·1.is 
" j u d g me n t " · i n the m a t t e r , an d we h a v e a 1 r e a rJ y s h (J w n 11 ow w or t h 1 e s s t h 8 t 
is. What we need to do is to rremind the re ader of what Tad is trying 
to prove. A s ummar y of all that Tad has said wou ld be that he is going 
to prove that Jesus said, "And whoso marrie.th her which is put away doth 
co mmit adultery." but he act ual l y meant, "An d whoso marrieth her which 
is put away doth NOT commit adultery .'' Reader, does he think you are a 
fo ol ? The f ollow in g chart exposes his dilemma: 

..i en. 2:17 

Mt. l9:9b 

CHART J -2 

GOD SAID SERPENJ" SAID 

" ... thou shal r s urely die." "Y e shall NOT surely die" 
L-------- ----·-t-----·----·-·.-:.-

CHRIST SAID 
"And whoso marrieth her wh .,. 

i ch is put away doth com­
mit adultery. 

TOO BUTTERMORE SAYS 

" A n d who s o m a r r i e t l'1 h r; r I 
whi ch i s put away doth I 
NO T comrn.i. t ad-ul te~~~~--' 

HOW ~JOULO YOU LIKE TO HAVL TCl F' YPL!ITI'J l'r!IS? !!!!!!! 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

(1N2) Some -..1uestl.uns a r e in oTLier: (J) Wh;-jt s c:r:i.pi: ures Lr::ac ll your rxrN.l -
osi ti on and in what mann e r r:lo !'.hey u~ aclt it'? (2) '.i i r1cc you ~;tate i"h<:t t. 
y o u r p r o p o s i t i o n i s t o b e p r o v e n b y t: h e s c r .i p t u .r e .s , w tJ u l d y o u P J. e 8 :.:. t~ e x -­
p lain t he appearance of the following word ::; J 11 ( U\L1), " . •. but the rol .. 
1 ow i n g q u o t e s em c om p a s s t. he v i e w s o f t he m a j o .r :. t. y o f !'. he ln o t t1 ~ r h D (~ d . " 
.n. n d , " T h i s i s a m e r e s a m p l.i. n g o f t h e c o r! .s e n s u ~, . :' ( :) ) C u u .1. d t h .-, s " ;-:1 l r t -
at~,~ay - person " in your propo !..> it:ion r e marry anoth er per~;on with God ' s ;:lp-· 
proval if thi s were h ar lOOlh L:i. m~~ Lu rcr)eat t.h t: ':;c(·!fl o ri o , ( D) r: o~nn:H 
a d u 1 t e r y , ( b ) s u f f e r be i n q p u t m-11 a y , ( c ) r e p e n t: ~ ( r! i r err. <H r Y · ( 
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ARGUMENT # 1 SCRIPTUR AL DIVORCE 

(lN~; Let it ~e c l~ arly understood t~at Tad has missed the ~ssue entirely 
here. Remarriage ~s n?t sole l y cont1ngent upon a mate's be1ng scripturall y 
loosed. The quest1on Is , "Are ther e restrict.ions place d upon a script ural­
l y l oosed mate?" And what are these restrictions? If Tod ever admits tha t 
one restriction exist~ for 3 loosed rna te , he has forfeited his argument. In 
th~t case! he has admitted that one' s rig ht to remarriage involves more th ar 
beH1g scr iptural l y loo sed - AND Tlj_!_S IS_J::!.IS~HOLE _ _POINT !!! 

CHAR T J - 4 

MARRIED LOOSED RES TRIC TIONS 
··---

A B 
B ( l) Believer I Cr. 7 : 3c; 

- (Death of A) ( 2 ) Eligible Mt. 19:9b 
·-----

c - D 0 (1) Eligible Mt . 19:9b 
(Innocent PTY) 

·- - ·-- - 1--· -

E - F F (l) No Mt. 19:9 
(Guilty pty) one 

(1N4) Thi s issue is clearly de fined in cha rt J-4 . ARE TH ERE ANY RESTRIC­
TIONS BEYOND THE "LOOSED " STATE? If so , the "loose d" state does not auto­
matica!ly grant remarri age as Tad argues. Note the chart below: 

CHART J - 5 

MATTHEW 

A - B 

19 : 9 spc. 
c 

"A" i s the "who soeve r" who put s away his wif e . 

"B" is the put awa y fornicat or. 
"C" i s t he man who mar r ies t he fo r n icator. 

Major premise: " C " s i n n e d i n m a r.· !' y i n g 11 b , " h a v i n g m a !' r j_ ':! d rl 
person who has be en put t-1way (i .. •::. , a f •:;rnic a t 
or) . 
But " 8 " ca n only bE. put away for forn.i. cr.;tio n, 
other w .is e , s t1 e i s no 11 p u 1 - a w ::1 y -- fJ e r ~; o ,. ~ . " 

Minor premise: 

Conc lus1on: Therefore , the sin "C '' c o rn m i t ted wa s rna r r y .i. n q I 
l ______ _! a d i c o r c e d ( p u t a w a y ) f o r n i .:: a. L o r . 

'---------··------·----·--- -------------·-·-·----- · 
( l N 5) I c hall eng ~ T o rJ fro rn head t o to e , i f h e .i s n 1 n e fee t 1: <l ll , to de a l 
with it! !! He doe s not I:Je .l iev e it is .J sin t f1 ll!Clr.ry a rli v o rc e d r' orni.ca t nr 
but the argument he m~de in # 1 depend s entlr e.l y on it. fh e AR GLJMENf 
made in J - 5 , proves "C " s inned i n mar r y in g , and .1 t was c a .l.t e d " a r:1 u l t e r· Y . " 
The o n 1 y w om an i n M a t t. he w 1 9 : 9 w h o i s s c r .L p t u r a i .l y , l e u i t i rn '" t e 1 y , cl :l v o r c. -
e d i s T HE F 0 R N I C AT 0 R - C h r l s t s a y s s he :i s eLi v o r c e cl r i g h t i n t. h e t e :< t . 
C h r i s t sa y s " c " m a r r i e d h = r - the · cl i v o r c e c1 wo rn a n - an cl c om ni .i. t t s a ~ u l t e r Y 
when he do e s • T o d c a n n o t , C ann o t ~ C A f\1 ~W T r e a c !l d n y o the r CCH! c 1 u s 1 o ~! t h a n 
t he co nc lu sion that to marr y a divorced forn i cator , wh o is ~ompletely 
loosed, aS loosed as a widow, is t o commit ADUl. TU:: Y-- AND THA'f, tv\Y FHif.::.NW . 
BLOWS HI S ARCUiv1DH II .l ·1 () ':·d·l l i~ · l f . Ht.T t·i ~) !! ! !! ! ! ! ! ! 
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(1N6) Next, Tod tells us that a scrip tu ral di vor ce is ide ntical in con ­
seq ue nce t o death as they r e late t o the s ev e r ence o f th e marit a l bond r0om. ,7:2,3). So what? What about the status a fter the severence 1Tod? 
)oes the complete severence eliminate the re str i ctions? I s t he wid ow 
free f r om the restriction sta ted in I Cori n thia ns 7 : 39? Does the fact 
that she is entirely free from the marriage bond pe rm it her to marry an 
unbeliever? Is the forn icator free from th e r e stri c t i on stated in Matt . 
~9 : 9b? When will Tod see this? Or doe s he? rod ' s s yllogism at (1A7) 
lgnores the fact that restrictio ns appl y to th ose once mar r i ed . The major 
premise is therefore false, and I ha ve a lso de monstra ted it i n Chart J-4 . 
I predict that this widow wi l l be Tad ' s da~nfa l l, a long with a br ot her 
"John Doe" whom I shall i ntr oduc e a little. later . But , getting back to 
t,e issue at hand, I should like to ask Tod a fe w questions about his 
widow . 

l . If a widow marries an unbeliever what is he r s t a tus in God ' s sight? 
2 . M a y :3 ""' i dow who m a r r i e s a n u n b e l i e v e r r ~ p f! n L , h c f o r q i v e n , a n d r em a in 

married t o th8t unbellev er l 
3 . What is included in r e pen tance~ I s a change or practic e a part of ·i t ? 
4. If a widow marries an u~be liever a nd repent s and remains married to him, 

would yo u explain how s he has chang ed her pr act i ce? 
5 . When a woman' s husband dies, is s he l oosed f r om a ll o f Go d ' s la ws on 

rema r riage? If not, which one ( s) i s she st i l l amena~le to? 
6. I s there a difference between being loos ed f r om t he l aw o f a hus band 

and being loos ed from a l l laws r e gulating mar ri age? 
7. Wh y may a widow not marry anyone whom sh e p l eases , even an unb el i ever , 

since the death of her hu s band s c ri p Lural ly f re e s he r fr om her husb and l 
8 . Si nce Pau l (I nspirat i on ) sa id a wi do w must . ma rry a Chr i s ti an , would you 

presume to get inte the mind o f Pa ul and tell us why he said i t the 
way you got in to the min d of Chri st a nd t ol d us why he s ai d what he 
did in Matthew 19 :9b? 

9 . If a widow, who is a Chr ist i an , marries · a wi do we r, who i s no t a Christ-
ian, and who has been put awa y f o r fo r ni cat i on , doe s s he sin? 

10. May a wido w marry a ma n put awa y for a r ea s on ot he r t han For nicat i on? 

(1N7) For cla irit y , let me s ummar ize by s ayin g Tod be gan to go astra y 
in this section when he noted that Je s us said i n Ma t t hew 19 : 9b that re ­
marri ag e is adu lter y , an d then added , " . .. bu t why cl i d Jesus s a y s o? " To d 
CAN N 0 T K N 0 W why J e sus s a i rl s o , be c a u s e .J e s u s d i cl n o t t e ll h i. rn ! I t i. s 
pur e ass umption and th e who.l e a rgument tJ a SP. d o n L t i.s pur e pr E"; ~.urnp t. i u n ! 
In a remarriage following a divorc e f' o r a t r i vL:ll ca u ~. e Je s u:3 s::d .rJ adul­
t ery is committ ed " again s t" the form e r mat e ( Mk . 10 :11,1 2 ) . 8u t: i n a 
remarriage following a divorce for f or nicati on adu1.te r y i s committ ed , 
!:3UT J ES US NEV ER SAID lT l ~·. 1\C/\ lN ST 1\ NYIHJ E. l l j <, ;1 cl iffe r en L r·a~; r: . i'low 
Tod, ans wer me thi s : " I s ::1clul tery a :; i n ,-:~gain ·,~ \: r.~ot.i? " ~e ;HJ e -r, _ji!::. t 
watch what he do e s wi th t hi s one . When t he forni.cs t or ri\a r r i t;;s s he:- co m­
rni ts adultery, not be cause s he i s s t il l marr i cd to any Gne ~ tJ .. ,:. be c aue 
GOO SAID SO ! Tod' ne eds to qu 1t tr yi ng to t e l l u s whai. Chr i.s t "111eanL " 
o r " w h y h c sa i d s o " be c a us e he h a s n o .i. de a i n e i. t he r c a s e . I t·, i. s P :r a c -
tice i s identi ca l to the Bapt i s t pr eache r ' s tre8lment of M a r ~ J6 : 16 . 
He w i 11 a g r e e a 11 d a y o n w h ., t i t s a y s , b u t w h a t do ~= ~; h e cJ o w it h _ i t ? f t F r 
he tel ls us wh a t J esu s me ant? "Oh ! t he l:. o rd said , "He tt-)a t bc l1eve t h 
and is b apt i z e d s h a 11 be s ave d . " b u t he rn e ant ~ " Yo u don ' t !1<:1 v e t n he 
bap ti zed to be sa ved . " You had bet t t: r: 1 o o k at i :. , IH o t he r: ! 

ARGUMENT # 2 ADULTER Y 

(J.N8) "Adultery" i s "Unl a wful sex ual int e r co u r se where .i n a t l e ns t ::o ne pai ­
ti ci pent i s mar r iecl t o a noth e r pe r s on ," a nd ! M l ['(~e w l t n a 1.i the r e f c re r~ c c:: ~: 
t o o • B u t w h a t T o d rn u s 1. ·:; h o w u s , li'J e i. n :; i :·d: , i. I 1 ::-. t: t h i ~; j s ::: · ~ d ~d -
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ways ha s bee n THE EXCLUSIVE MEANING OF THE TERM . Read the l ast sentence 
again, because it is c ru cia l! ro emphas i ze the case we ask the following: 

1. Gan a s ingle man, lust for a si ngle woman, and in doing s o, co mmit 
adulter y in his heart? Can he carry th e thought ou t? I f he does, 
what has he committed ? 

2. Can a person adulterate a piece of literature , an idea, a gla ss o f 
~ater or a relationship? 

(1N9) In Mark 10 :11,12 th e one who i s put away for a trivial cause com ­
m i t s ad u 1 t e r y " a g a i n s t " he .r f o r •n e r s p o u s e , t o whom she i s p r e s u m a b 1 y 
s till marri ed . Tod says thi s i s exclus iv~ly what adultery is. F~om 
this he argues t hat the put aw3y woman l n Mat th ew 19 : 9b is t he one div -
o r c::: e d f o r a t r i v i a l c a u s e 1.1 e c a u s e she c ~ om m .i. t ~; n cJ u l t. e r y i n u s e c on rJ m n r ·­
riage, and s he ca nnot commi t adultery against some one. to whom she is 
not · married. BUT TOO H~S A BIG PROBLEM HE RE . Matt hew 19 : 9b does not say 
she commits adultery when she remarries , but that the man who marries 
her does. When did the woman in Mark 10 :11,1 2 bec ome an ad u1tress? It 
was after she marr i ed followi ng a divorce for a trivial cause . But when 
did the woman o f Matthew 19 : 9 becom2 an adultress? I t was BEFORE SHE 
WAS EVER DIVORCED -WHILE SHE WAS STILL MARR IEO TO THE MAN WHO EVENTUAL­
LY DIVORCED HER. Her status had been decided before she ever entered 
a second union. To answer Tad ' s questio n nf whom she si nn ed against 
to make her an adulterer ( adul tress) we r e spond, "Her husband, be fore 
the divorce . '' She is put away as a forn icator/adul t ress, and the man 
who marries this "h aving - been-put - away - person" commits adul t ery or is 
a partaker in her sin (I Cor . 6 : 16) . You are wa y behind, my friend ! 

(1N10) It is Tad' s position that those wh o divorce against God ' s will 
(unscripturally) are not actually divorced in Hi s s ight . Would the 
corollary not a l so be true : those who 111arry aqa i nst God ' s will (un ­
scriptural l y) are not actually married in God ' s sight? This is no 
af firma t i on , but only a probi ng for informati on . 

(1Nll) Tad's hypothetical syllogism i s the easies t to an sw~r l hav e 
see n in some mon t hs. Th e (a) "constituent" j_ s wrong bec au se of the 3b ­
u n dance of mater i a l I have g i v e n abo v e . Th e ( d ) " con s t i t u en t '' i s f a l s e 
because it state s th e opp osite of Matthew 19 : ~b . The s t a t ement i~ thl~ : 
" ... one put away for fornicat ."ion may r e marry ~vitho ut committing udul ··· 
t e r y . " J e s u s sa i d , " An d wh o so e v e r m a r r i e t h t 1 e r w 1-, i c h b p u ~: a w a y d o t h 
c om m i t a d u 1 t e r y • " E v e r y do c t: r.i n e UHlt. .i. m p l.i. e ~; a i"' a 1 s e cJ n r.: t r :L n e i :.:; , i L"3 e .l f , 
a false doctrin e . Did I not telJ. you .in th e Llegl.nn i ng tt"1 •1t the s urnm DIY : 
botto m l ine, of all that Tod woul d <HQ IJ e i. s that .Jesus meant exactly 
t he o p p o s i t e o f w h a t. he s a i d? H a v e I no t p r o v e n i t r j_ g h t au t o f . t he 
man ' s own mouth? The only thing my opponent has proven Ls that hlS prop-
a s i t i on t e a c h e s e x a c t .l y t h e o p p o s i t e o r· w l"!<"J t 1: h F: l.. o rei :;.; CJ j cJ • T o d , w he r e 
is the pro o f o f your propo s .i. t. i on? !:: c h o an s we l' '> , " ~!f""l e r e '? " 

A R G lJ MEN T if j T 1-1 E E XC E P T I mJ 

( l N 1 ? ) T h 1· s t · t · · t · E" n a t e -~ i ._, J I t l. s a c on t j _ n u n t .i. o n _ en 1 re sec .1 on 1s nega .1v. 1 .• .:. . '"' • 

of Tad ' s l ame attempt a t r ebu t ting my a rgum ent 3b , which mu st have s truck 
him hard. From its mere appearanc e we l earn : ( l) Ta d cou.lci not ~n?;,.;el: 
t he a r gum en t an d de s i r e d to r e w o r k h l s a :: t em p L . ( 2 ) . T o d h G ·:; no a f f 1 r r.: -
ative material a nd is forcRrl tn pro cee~ 1n th e ne gat1ve. (3) I a m sus -
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picious of my opponent at this point, and won de r if he truly understands 
what he has written? I wonder if he i s getti ng help from someone? (4) My 
opponent certainly does not know what the rmle of the affirmative is, and 
so indicates that he has no business in a debate . 

(1Nl3) In (1Al9) Tad leave s me with the impression that he is totally con­
fused. The whole section i s s imply desi gned to pro ve (? ) that the excep­
tive. phrase in Matthew 19 : 9 applie s to bot h the one putting away and th e 
one put away equally in regar d t o th e divorce. Well, who ever denied it? 
B u t t h a t d o e s n o t t o u c h t o p , s i cl c (J T: IJ o L t o m o r t 11 c 1 s s u e . T h e r e a r e t w o 
actions in Matthew 19: 9 (div orcP. clnd r emarri age) a nd thi s debate i s over 
the second (remarriage). Have you look ed-at your pr oposition lately, Tod? 
I did not argue that the exception applies only to the innocent party 
so that he alone is divorced, but that it applies to him alone so that 
he only has the RIGHT OF REMA RR IA GE . Ta d' s mat er ial is wa y out in left 
field. He continues to ama ze me wi th his total in ability to comprehend 
a simple argument. How about trying t0 P ROV~ your proposition , Tad? 

(1Nl4) In (lA20) Tad continues his ne ga ti ve material beginning with the 
words, "Jackson's doctrine ... " YOU ARE IN TH E AFFIR MATIVE, TOO - THE 
AFFIRMATIVE . How about some aff irmative mate rial? Then , of all things, 
he tries to take the argument I made on the grammat ical construction of 
Matthew 19:9 and show that i t does not apply - to what?- Matthew 5 : 32. 
Bless your heart, I feel sorr y for you! It seem s to me that an elementar y 
student would know that to answer a n argu ment mad e on the grammatical 
construction of a sentence one woul cl hHve t.o ~.ta y i.n the s ente nce it was 
made on ! Matthew 5 : 3 2 sa y s N 0 T H r N G a b o u t the o JH~ do .i. n g th e p u t t in g away ' ~, 
remarrying. I think Tad ' s propo sit ion ~,; ay s someth.i ng a bout "r ema r r y" 
does it not? We might ough t to che ck i t . You would not know it by just 
reading what he says. Matthew 5 : 32 : (1) When a man puts away hi s wife 
(not for fornication), he causes ( contri b~te s to) her to commit adulter y . 
(2) .If he puts her away for for ni cat ion , she still commits adultery ( when 
s he rem a r r i e s ) be c au s e s h e rem a r r i e ~. a ~. CJ n ad u ll r e s s who ha s he e 1 ' p ~J t a w a Y , 
but he does not cause (contribute lo) i t . (3 ) Th e man who ma rrie s her 
commits adultery because he marries a pu t awa y adulte rer . You completel y 
ignored "causeth her" as applied to t he one doing the putting away . It 
simply says that in one case he contr ibute s to he r s in and in anot her 
he is innocent. 

(1Nl5) Tad's point about the inten s ifi e r woul d b e valid if the exc eption 
were connected to rema rriage and appli ed to b oth par ti es . Bu t he sli ll 
has the grammatica l arrow poi nt i Jl g .in t he w r on 9 ri i r e c tl on . When de J ling 
w i t h t h e g r a m m a t i c a 1 c o n s t r u c l i o n , h P. rl e a 1 ::~ w j t h i t <J s it a p P J i e s t ro 
divorce, but the arJum en t was mad e on l · e m arri cl!J l~ . .T.n Mart.ht~ w t 9 : 9 the r e 
is a man who puts away his wi fe becau se s h e L ; <:1n <-ld u.ltre :;; s (l)olh are 
loo s ed from the bond) and he remar r ie s - thal i s une m o r rj~ge . S ince 
t h e d i v o r c e w a s f o r f o r n i c a t i on ( a rJ u 1 t t~ r y ) h E'. rJ o e ~ no t s 1 n . rtH~ : 1 t h e 
a d u 1 t r e s s r em a r r i e s ( t h a t i s a s e co n d m a r r i a g e ) ' , n d t he one ltJ h o m CJ r r i e s 
her commits adultery and has become an adu lte re r l 8o necatJ Se he marrie~ 
a having-been-put-away - •rJorran (3duJtre ss ) . There jc-, no "even i.r " inl'en­
s i f i e r in t 11 e e x c e p t i v e ph r a s ~ 3 s j t r e 1 a t e s t (J i he r em a r r..t :l ~l e o f the 
ad u 1 t r e s s ( f o r n i c at o r ) b 0 c au s f: th e " e x c e P: " I N w: l•i M\ t? J 1\ G E b E.' l o r' g s on }. y 
to the innocent party- arrow go :ing ti'H: other wu y . Neitt"tt~r do.( :Jelieve 
t h a t one p u t a w a y for f o r n i c a t l o n i s i n t h e s ;.-lfn e c. on d i tl o n a :) o rlf..! IJ u t 
away not for fornication. Her e ll g ib jli ty for rem a r ria ge Ls thP r.-,ame , 
b u t i n o n e c ase she i 5'· n o n d u J t e r e .r u n ti 1 s h r:: r em <H r i e s , t1 u t j n U1 .--:: o tt1 e r 
s h e i s a n a d u 1 t r e s s b e f o r e s h e j s d i v o r c e d , D " d c u rn m i. t s t tu: ~:; i n a q a ;. 0 i n 
remarriage by violatin~J r,oci ' s r t'~s t r .i c tion ::~n rl :l C.IIJ ILP. r <:i l: i nq rno::r i <-:!C:8 . 
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ARGUMENT # 4 ???? 

(1Nl6) Right in the middle of all this "stuff" a bout I Corinthians 7:27, 
28 Tod admits, "Whil e it is tr ue that it i s co ntextua ll y us ed to refer 
to divorce, 'l el usa i apo' c an a l so be taken to refer to widower s who we­
re loosed from their mat e bY t he death of the rn8t e ." Do you know what he 
has just admitted?'?? li e hn ~~ .iwd: ;HJm i LI.r.rt t:h :il: t.u t.hc extent th<d. thi.~ 
pass~ge can refer to a widower , ju s t to that exten t , th e whole argument 
c an ·.be false. Th a t i s tan tamount to say ing n fter making an " air - tight" 
argument, "But the whole thing cou ld be wr ong ." So I will deal with it, 
because as the negative, where he lead s I mus t f ol low, but keep in mind 
that we are proba bl y dea ling with a tota r Fa rce ! 

(1Nl7) While Tod a dmi ts that the pa ssage can rere r to a widower , I will 
tell you someone else it COULD refer t o , and that ls a man who divorces 
his wife becau se she commi t s For n ~catlo n (Ma t t. L9 :9). I t specifies a 
"man" who is loosed and i t was written i n a day when women were hardl y 
permitted to divorce a man at all. It is the man who puts away h is wi fe 
in Matthew 19:9, so it more near l y re se mbl es t hat case. Tad says that 
in I Corinthians 7: 10,11 Pa ul' s in struc tion s to the married is not to 
s e e k a d i v or c e . 8 u t ~ h y no t , i f T g_ q ~~ _q g_ c t r i n ~-- -i ~~o r '!:..~.£1.? I m e an , w h y 
stay cooped up with the same old woman when you can go ou t a nd commi t 
adultery with a new, young woma n, accept ~ein g divo r ced for fornication, 
and keep her, a ll with Go d' s approva l ? An d do you know what? yo u can 
have her even i f she is a di vorced adult r es s ! She co uld ha ve been div ­
orced 99 times for adu l ter y , and s he i s your s with Go d' s ble ss i~g ! I 
tell you this he r es y would make a devi l in h3ll bl ush ! 

(1Nl8) The n Tad says thos e loosed from a wife do not sin in marrying. 
I think he stil l needs to t ell us why t he loo s ing it self, e xclusively , 
e 1 i m in a t e s a 11 r e s t r i c t l on s I' o r· t h o s e n n c e rn a r r .i e iJ . T h l s i s t he l s :; u e ! 
~ e can not e v en s how u s , f r om t. he S c r i p t u r e s , t h a l t. h i s J. o o s e d p e r ~:, on i s 
not either a widower or one who di~orc e d a f ornicator . In the abs e ~ ce 
of such proof the whole cas e , to use Tad ' s words, "I s worthless to thi s 
de b a t e . " I t i s t r u c t h a '.: f r e e do m f o r mar r i a g e ·Jf· t e r a d i v o r c e 1 s o b -
viously grant e d in view of a sc rip tu ral divorce, ~ ut the question is, 
"For whom? " Jesus sai d fo r the inn o ::: 3 i1 t p a r t y ( M a t t . 1 9 : 9 ) . N e i the r 
he re (I Corinthian s 7:27,28 ) , nor Homans 7 : 2,3, nor Ma t thew 19:9 , does 
Go d allow all those scripturally loos~·j f r om t h e 1nar riage .Law of a mate 
t o r em a r r y w i t h o u t s i n . T h "' '· (j o e s no t ;:m s w e r t-.IH~ q u e s ti or: o t' w he the r 
or not those l oosed from a mat~ a re a ls o loo s~ d fr om th e re s t rictions . 

( 1 N 1 9 ) T hen T o d m a k e s a no t h P r <1 s t o u n d i. n g s t a t. em c n t : " I t n e v e r h ;J s b e e n 
a v i o 1 a t ion o f God ' s .l a w f or 1: hose who h a v e no m :,~ 1· c to rn a r r y , pro v i. de d 
they marry an e l igible pe rson ." I th.i.nk he meRn l. " rt:murry '' becau ~"e 
a five - yea r- old is not marr ied . a ut el igibi l it y is the whole poin l , 
b e c au s e a d i v o r c e d ad u .l t r r. s s i s no t e l i. g :i b 1 e C M a L I '' E: w .l 9 : 9 ) • T h :·1 t .l s 
wh y t h e man w h o m a r r i e s th e d i v o r c e d w om a n o f ~~a l. Uw w 1 9 : 9 b s i n s . H e 
may be as ~i ngl e as he can be , but ma rr y a div orced Fornicator and c om­
mit adulter y wh en he do es. Tod ad mit s that the unt)el .iever i s ~ot el ­
igible for the Christian wi dow ' s hand . Wh y cc-HI't:. he s~e that.t tH::: re- . 
s t r i c t i on s be y on d t he 1 o o s e d ~:; t a t e a p p l y w he U1 e r· U : e d 1 v o r c e 1 s u n s c r 1 P -
tural or scriptura l, each app lied to the di fferent c~ses inv olv e ~?- If 
fornication rem oves all of the restricti ons , and tha t 1s Tad ' s po s 1t1on 
exact 1 y , i t i s the mos t rewa r d i n g way i n the w or .L cl to e ~ d a ma r r j 8 9 e ! 
It i s better than c ivil di v or ~e for a tr i vial cause , wh1ch Tod says woul d 
not allow either party to rema r ry . il'. .i. s l:lfc:tt·r·; Ll1nn rnurder .i nl]. 'to•n: 
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spouse, becau se then you are restricted t o a Christian . But co mm i t 
adultery (fornication) and BINGO ! The whole sea fu ll of fish i s yours , 
with God's ble ssing! There never has been a more ungodly and immoral 
doctrine! Reader, re ad it and weep !!! 

(1N20) Tad's sy llogi sm at the end or· (lA22) is false beca use the 
ma jor premise doe s not include the res t rictio ns f oun d in Ma tthew 19 : 9 
and I Corinthians 7 : 39 , a nd t he conclusion states the opposite of Mat­
t~e~ 19:9~. Tad' s conclusion states, "Th e guilty party ma y remarr y 
w1thout s 1n . " Jesus said , "And who so marrleth her which is put away 
doth commit adultery.'' I choose to stay with Jesus : reader , what about 
yo u? 

(l~~l) Th us, Tad' s proposition is false , a nd it IS NOT TR UE that the 
Scr1pt ure s teach that a mate who has been put away for fornica tion may, 
with God ' s approval, remarry another person. 

ARGUMENT # 5 FORGIVE NESS 

(1N22) Can a nyone t ake Tad Buttermore s eriously? He i s in the affirma­
ti ve; supposedly making affirmative arg ume nts that prove hi s propositi on 
to be t rue, according to the Sc riptur es , and then he comes up with an 
argument based on fo r giveness, three page s l on g, and prefaces the th i ng 
with th i s : "Whi le I do not argue my case from the standpoin t of forgiv ­
n e s s , . . . " We 11 , w h a t in the w or 1 d d i d y o u b r .l n g i t u p f o r ? He s a y s i t: 
might " i n d i r e c t 1 y" he 1 p i t . 0 h ! F3 u t t.1<J s j c a 11 y he :; a y s t1 e cU. d i t to 
prove it sta nds in oppo s ition to - wh~ L? - J acksor1 ' s doct rl ne ! Tad , 
would you just tell me what you think t he role of t he af fir mati ve is in 
a debate? Are you so displea sed with yo ur ef for t in the nega t ive that 
you must contin ue to neg ate? 

(1N2 3) So now I mu st fol low a conglomeration of " s t uff" that even its 
author admits, at its best , will only "indi r ectly " relate to t1ls pro po si­
tion! This is a major reason why I want mor ~ informa tion on his defini ­
tion of term s. I want to know how he· cjefines, " The Scr ip t:ures TEACH ... 

11 

Does he me an by command, ex ample,infer e nce hint and indirect l y? 
(1N23) Now, her e is a little friendly warnin q, Tod . Yo u are argu ing 
tha t a divorced fornicato r can remarry with God ' s bless in g and nev er re ­
pent of her fornication . There i s a ma ll ou t i.n Arkansas , wh om you fol l o 'fll 
un~uestioningly, wh ~ ~ight take you to task on it . Be careful ! 

(1 N24) My good opponent says forg1vene33 i.s 1'3 pre requ·lsJ.te for forgive ­
n e s :; an d be i n q s a v e d , b u t n o t f o r r e 1Y1 • 1 r· r i a g e . r he n !·1 e m u s t. I. e 11 ~ s w ~~ Y 
t h a t doe s no t imp 1 y t h a t C; o d b 1 e ::, s FJ s ~,. i n j 1 1 t: 1 H:? w ;:J y w h i 1 e c 1J rHl e Ill n .1. n 'J .1 t 
i n an o t h e r '? W h a t a p i e c e o f w i ~~ do m ! d a s e d .:J • 1 tt• a t p i e c e o f w i s d n m 
wo uld you t~ll us if th e nollo wing pr epos iti o n i s trtJe or false : 

TH E S C R I P T U RE S T E A C H T H A T TI-l r: M /H ~· P U T A W 1\ Y f1 [ C AU S :: 0 F F 0 R N 1 --
C A T I 0 N CAN R E P E NT AND M A R ~ Y 0. 1\J 0 T H E ~ P E R S () N \H T H G CJ D ' S A P ,:J rW V ~~ L. • 

Would yo u also tel l us i f the abov~ proposi t ion p l ac es the ~on- . 
dition .Jf repe ntanc e , whi c~l Jmplies forg i vent:.·:3S s ·~l<;Jght., •Jpon one ' s r1 qht 
to r ·=mar .r y . YE S _____ r~o __ ______ .. Youl.d ycu s1gn tr1e above propo ·-
sition anj debat e it if you en t ered a·lot her ciet;ate'! 

(1N26) You are correct when you s tat e tha ~ the e]iy ~bilit y of t.he 
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fornicator does not h i nge on her being forgiv en of her adultery . As a 
matter of fact, s he can be forgiven and never be granted the rigt't of re­
marriage, and I pointed tha t ou t in the very first a rgume nt I made . But 
wh y' should Tad bring up t he case at a l l since he has admit ted the whole 
thing has ,oting to do wi t h proving his propos i tion? 

SINCE TOO HA S ADMITTED THAT FORGIVE NESS HAS NO THING TO 00 WITH 
THE CASE WE ARE DISCU SSING, THE HEA DER SHOUL D NOTE THAT NOTH I~G 
THAT APPEARS BEYOND THI S POINT HAS AN YTH I NG 10 00 WITH TOO ' S 
PROPOSITION, AND YOU CAN GO TO SLEEP! 

But, i t i s too soon to quit, an d as _the negativ e , where he leads 
I must fo l low , I shall indu lge hi~ . The r eade r nee ds to go back and 
review the pr oposi tion; he has prob ably forgotten it by no~ . 

• J 

( 1N27) Now it is time t o introdu ce brot he r " John Doe," wh om I mentio n­
ed in (1N6) a s one of two cases th at will be Tad ' s downfall. Firs t, 
let' s get what Tad is saying clearl y before us: He is telling us that 
complete forgivene s s of a sin el iminates the gu i lt . I agree . Then he 
pro ce eds fr om that point to po st ulate that the sln, being e ntirely for ­
given, she should now be grante d t he privilege of remar ria ge. To f orb id 
her the la tter pri vilege is to conti nue to punish her for the s in . He 
has mixed apple s and or anges . But he assures us this is what forgiveness 
under the new covenant is . 

( 1N28) The first t hing 1 a m wondering Cl bout i s why th.i.s novel v i e w or 
the righ t of remarriage would not work fo r one put away fo r a trivial 
ca use? If s he as ks for forgiv e ness for all sin invo lve d does forgive ness 
under the new cove nant no t necessita t e gr anting he r rema rriage privilege s? 
Cl earl y, it is DISQUALIFICATION that for bid s it, not guilt of s in ! 

(1N29) In th e seco nd plac e , I am wonderi n~ about a widow who ma r ries an 
unbeliever. Can she repen t afte rw ard and kee p hi m? 

(1N30) Now here is br other " John Doe . " He is a Chr istian, and ha s a wife 
and two children, ages 15 a nd 17 , who ar e a l l Chr i st i ans . As a matter o f 
fact, he has been asked to serve a s an elder and wi l l be appointed after 
a 30 pay trial period . Bu t t he month before his a ppo intment his emot i onal 
problem s a ri se and he ge ts drunk f or Lhe f i r st time in his life and ki l l ~ 
h i s w i f e and c h i 1 d r en i n a n a u torn o b ll t.! r1 c c i den t. t·l e i s i n j u r e d i n s oJ c I"! 
a way that he will never mArry or hav e c hildr en Rgai n . Two week s later 
he i s out o f the ho spital , r ea li zes hi s terrib le mis take , repent s and 
i s fa r g i v en . N a w t e 11 us 1 o d , 0 AS;::: 0 U F) 0 N Y 0 u R 0 0 C T R I 1'1 E , CAN " J 0 H N D 0 E " 
R E C E IV E TH E A P P 0 I NT MEN T AS AN ELDER r W 0 WE. E I< S U\ T Ll~ ? I f he c an ' t. , f 0 r 
what s in is he s til l being pu ni s hed? If he can, how do you explain hi s 
lack o f the qua li fications of a wif' e a ncl childr en ( I Tim . 3 : 1-7) ? Oh, 
yes ! I agr ee with Tad (lA 26 ) that Cod (Joe s r: ot r eme mber forgiv e n in iqui t '; 
anymore. But does He rememb e r re s tri cti ons ? AppJt~s and o ranges, Tad ! 

(1N31 ) In answer i ng Ta d ' s (1A 27) I s ug ge s t : ( J. ) T. have a r guro no 
system of forgiveness a t all as Tod acc uses me . ( 2 ) It is fal se t hat my 
position caus es God to remember forgiven s in. lt is that Go0 r e~ember~ 
restric tions . Whe n the consequenc e s o f a man ' s si n s res ult l n dlsquall ­
fication for the e ld ~ r ship, are you r e me mberi ng hi s sin eve r y day you 
refu se to appoint him to that o f fi ce? J ust try it , l ed ! 

(1 N32) In answe r to (lA2R) : When God blots out ~ in, does He re s cend the 
res t r 1 c t .1. on s t h a t act b r o u g 1·1 l on? .! r· b rot: h t ! r .l t It 1 r: IJ o r; 1 s s 5. n s a re t·J l o t t c ( l 
aut , w h y can ' t he now s e r v e as r:1 n e l cJ e r w i t 11 n 1; ,;o ; f. e and no L~ h .L .1 rJ r en? I :=-
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God has blotted out brother Doe' s sin , taken it out of the way, and re ­
moved it far from h im, why can ' t he serv e ? And God couldn ' t possibly 
bring it up at the judgmen t for the purpose of imposing the penalty of 
refu~ing his service in the eldership . Are you li s tening! 

NOTE: What appears in (1N33 ) is a satir e used as a figure of speech to 
show the utter absurdit y of my opponent's po s ition which confuses 
forgiveness and restrlction s . Read it with Ta d's (1A30). 

(1N33) When God forgives He cancels the penalt i es He pronounced against 
that sin. Even if God had pronounced a re s triction f rom the eldership fo r 
the man who lost his family, it wo ul d be ~ per version of th e do ctr ine of 
forgiveness to impose a penalt y AFT ER f orgiveness had cance lled it! Unde r 
the New Testament, penalti es for killing your wife and ch ildren while 
dr0nk include : (a) Being barred from the e ld e r s hi p (I Tim. 3 : 1-5 ) . 
Question for Buttermore: If the drunkeness and acc id en t are forgiven, i s 
the restric tio n from t he eldersh .ip .cancel l e d? If the s in of drunkeness 
and ki lling his famil y is cancelled, must the penalty of being res tric­
ted from the eldership yet be paid?(b) Withdrawal o f the ofifer to ap­
point him to the e lde~ship, by the ch urch . If the s in is fo rgiven, is 
i t scr iptura l for the church to continue i mposing the pen8lty? In my 
judgment it would be ignorance of the ~ c r i ptures for a congregation to 
refrain from appointing a per son, e ven af ter thal perso n has gone fo rw a rd 
a nd repented and turned f ro m hi s s ln . (c ) Buttermore asserts that re­
strict ion from the e lder s hip is anot her pu nishment for sin . However, 
there is no scripture to back hi s assert ion. But even if he could fi nd 
a verse, by what stret ch of the imaginat ion does h e maintain t hat the 
penalty wou l d not be c an celled? How ir1co nsistent could a position be? 
Question for But t ermore : If the drunk~ ness and neglegence Are forgi ven, 
is the (alleged) penalt y restricting hjm f r om t he eldersh1p c ancelled? 
If the penalt y is cancelled, must it yF:t be paid by refusing hirn l:!1e 
appointment to the eldership? MY ! MY ! Wh y can ' t he see it? !! 

(1N33) Back to reality, we propose 
tion s : (1) No. (2) No . (3) No . 
marries an adultere r (Mt . l9 : 9b) . 
Matthew 19: 9 and t he wi dow (I Cor . 

the fo l l owing a nswers to Tad' s ques ­
(4) No . (5 ) Yes . (6) No -unless sh e 
(7) Ye s . (8 ) rh e j nnocent one of 
/ : 39 ) ma y . (9) No. (10) Yes . 

QUE STIONS FOR ~UT T ERMORE 

1. Does the man who ma rr ies the woman he kill e d his wife for have ar ight 
to marry her w i t h God ' s b 1 e s s i n q s '? r f' so , ;J L e :~ s e r:: j t. e t he pas 0 a r.) e t nat: 
teaches it. 

2. Does Leviticu s 20:10 say ~ither party was Q divo r ced fornicat or? 
Doe s t h e p a s s a g e p r o v i de f o r th em t u rep t: n 1. :.m rJ m n r r y e a c h o ttH~ r vd. t h 
God's approval after t he y a re put a~a y ? · 

3. Wa s the woman in John 8 : 3 ,4 free to go ba ck to the same sin aft er 
she was f orgiven, or was s t1e in s tru c te d tn s ir, na mrHe? 

4 . If a single man lust s a fter a single l.Yo man <:nd ca :nlc:~; the ti"H1ugh t out 
in pra c t ice , is the s in st ill adul t ery? 

5 . Can adultery occur also wh P. n ~ m.q r1·ia~J e LJke•; 11 1acr•':' 

6 . What i s the mar it a 1 s t at us o f a w i cl ow who doe s not rn a r .r y .i. n t he l. or. d? 
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7. I s the put awa y guilt y one scr i pt ural l y loosed from God ' s l aws r e ­
s tricting the marriage of once - married per sons? 

8 . May tho s e loosed from a mate mar r y without rega r d to r es tri c ti ons? 

9 . Is the celibac y you sa y t hose di vor c ed for trivia l ca us es mus t endure 
a penalty imposed upon them for unscr i ptural divorce? 

10 . Does di vin e f orgi vene ss cancel di vine regulations? 

SUMMAR Y 
1. Tad says he bases hi s propos iti on on fi ve ( 5) arg ument s : The f irs t 

three are continuations of the negat iv~ material ; t he f ou r t h he admi ts 
co uld be a f a rce; and th e f i ft h he s 8ys does not rep r esent hi s posi t ion 

· in proof of his proposition. 
2. My opponent commit s the same error a s t he se rpent of Genesis 3 by a ddi ng 

a NOT to the word s of Chri s t - which accurately demons trat ~s what must 
beC10ne to prove (?) hi s proposition . 

3 . My opponent has si gne d h is nam e to a propos i Uon whi ch ob l igates hirn 
t o prove hi s p r opo s ition by the Scr ip tu res , but immediately begins by 
s t a ting the " ... views J f t he majo ri ty of the brotherhood ." 

4 . My opponent doe s not rec ogni ze a d i f fe renee bet ~Jeen " 1 oo sed from mar­
riage" and "loosed f ro m restrict i on s . " 

5 . My oppon en t s a ys it i s not a sin to marry a divorced fornicator, but 
J esus said it is ( Matt. 19 : 9b) . 

6 . My opponent pl aces t he adultery of t he divorce e o f Matthe w 19 : 9 at 
the same po i nt a s t he o~ ~ of Mark 10 :1 1 , 12 , but er r s in that the f orm er 
i s an adultre ss before the divorce an d the latter when s he ren1ar r 1es. 

7 . r o d ~ s a r gum en t on t h e " e x c e p t i o n " i ~~ d Lr e c t e d a t t. he v Ed i r! i t y o f t h e 
di vorce whi le t he i ss ue .i s over t he vnJ.idit y of t he seconcl union . 

8 . My oppone n t a t tacke d an arg ument made on the Eng l i sh gramm a ti ca l con ­
st ruc tion of Ma tthe w 19 : 9 , by appeali ng to Matthew 5 :32 . 

9 . My oppone n t says I Corinthian s 7 : 10 , 11 says no t to seek a di vorce , 
but his whole position highly recommend s it. 

10 . My opp onen t cannot consistently admit tha t one r es triction is placed 
on a ny one once married but sc riptural l y loose d . 

11 . According t o my opponent fornication rem oves a ll restricti ons f or re­
ma rriage, and i s the most rewarding way of a!l to end a marriage . 

12 . My opp onent a grees that a di vorc ed for nic a t or can remarr y with Cod ' s 
app rov a l a nd never repent of' her sir1 . 

l 3 . M y a p p o n e n t i m p 1 i e s t h a t G o cJ b 1 e s s e c; s i ·l f 1: 1 n e s s i. n o n t.:.· w a y ~ n r1 c on -
demn s i t i n another . 

1 L1 • A c c a r d i n g t o my a p p a" e n t. ' s co n c (; p t o r f o r q t v e ~~ e ~; .:; u n de r t he n e w -:: o v -
e n a n t , a per ~ an d i v o r c e d f o r n l". r t v i n .l ~~ ;:1 t 1 :~ e ( H k . l Cl : l. l , 1 / ) m i: l Y r e -
c e i v e f o r g i v e n e s s f o r til e s .i n t. h fl L 1 : uu ~, e d c 1"1 e cl .i v o r c e <H 1 ,j r e m cH r: y w i u-, 
God ' s approva l. 

15 . Gi ve n my opp onent's position, no one , und er any ci r cumstance , ca n ever 
be r es tr ic t ed Fr om remarriage for any r eason - he ca n fi x it , no matter 
wha t i ts nat ure , and thu s the Lord wasted his ti~e e~en ~e n t i o ning i t. 

16 . My opponen t doe s not knew the difference be twe8 n forg!vinw sln s an d 
re mov ing restrictions. 

Th us : THE SCRIPTURES DO NOT TEACH fHAT A IJi AT f ~IIHO HJ~ ::;; eEEI-1 F'IJl A~~AY 
F on FoR Nrc P. T I oN M A v , w n 11 c; o G , s f\: ... ! _, f"' CJ vAL , ~u:: ~1M< P Y ~i"' o-r H n~ r E R soN . 



BUTTERMORE'S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE 

PROPOSITION: · The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been put away for forni­
cation may, with God's approval, remarry another person. 

(2A1) Thomas Warren has said that debates are usually won or lost in answering 
questions. It is easy to see Roger's confusion and misunderstanding of this 
subject by noticing his answers to questions. I should like presentl y to deal 
with his answers to my questions found in his (3A41) . Then we shal~ examine 
his answers in his (1N33). I believe it is important to the discussion to 
deal with these answers before proceeding any further . 

JACKSON'S ANSWERS 

(2A2) As far as Jackson's "complex question" statement is concerned, he is 
wrong. The questions are easily answered by a true or false answer. They 
do not depend upon prior circumstances or premises. Celibacy is either a natural 
consequence of adultery, or it is not. Celibacy is either a punishment for 
adultery, or it is not. Natural consequences are either divinely imposed pen­
alties for sin, or they are not. It is either a sin on the part of the guilty 
one to be put away, or it is not. Celibacy is either a punishment on home­
wreckers or it is not. The same with #7 and #8. Answer #1 is dealt with in 
my (1A10). In answer to #2, Jackson denies that celibacy is a consequence 
of adultery. He says it is divinely imposed, but only c11 DIVORCED adulterers. 
This admits that it is not a condition based on their sir. of adultery. If 
it were, then it would be imposed regardless of the desire of the innocent 
one to save the home . His answer here admits that he actually believes the 
imposed condition of celibacy to be a condition baseo on the fact that the 
guilty one was put away . But in answer to question #5 , he said it was not 
a sin on the part of the guilty one to be put away. So this is not based on 
the fornicator's adultery, nor could it be imposed upon them for being put 
away, for that was no sin on their part. What, then, is it for? This goes 
to prove Jackson's con:usion and misunderstanding of the second half of Mt . 
5:32 and 19:9. If he will only wake up to the fact that the celibacy spoken 
of in these verses is directed to unscriptural divorce because they are still, 
in fact, married, then this debate will end . In answer tG question #3 and 
#6, Jackson denies that the guilty one is being punished for adultery and/or 
"home-wrecking." He says that they are not being punished ; he says their celi ­
bacy is not based on their sin of adultery; he says their celibacy is not for 
being put away, for that was no sin on their part. But they must still remain 
single. WHY??? In answer to question #4 , Jackson admitted that a divine penalty 
and a natural consequence are not the same . Celibacy is not a natural conseq­
uence of any sin. If celibacy is a condition imposed by the Lord, it is only 
so because it is i mposed as a penalty for some sin. But Jackson denies that 
it is imposed for adultery, unless the adultery l eads to divorce. But i f 
it were the case that adultery is punished by celibacy, ONLY if it leads to 
divorce, what will Jackson say is the condition of the one who fornicted · with 
the guilty one? Is their adultery punished by celibacy if it leads to the 
divorce of the guilty party? I am confident that Jackson would deny it . What 
I am trying to show the reader in this paragraph is that Jackson admits that 
celibacy is not an imposition for adultery, for being put away for adultery, 
or for the destruction of a home by adultery. If it is not fo r any of these, 
what is the reason, Roger? His answer to #7 is dealt with i n my argument 4. 
In answer to #8, Jackson said those who may remarry are "those free from the 

( 1 ) 
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restriction that forbids remarriage " Romans 7:2-3 says that the restric-
tion that forbids remarriage is the marriage law. When the marriage law is 
gone, remarriage is permitted. This is the point in Mt. 19:9 also. Unscriptural 
divorce (not for fornication) does not sever the marriage law in God's view. 
However, divorce for fornication does. That means they are "free from the res­
triction that forbids remarriage . " Thank you for that admission, brother. 

(2A3) Next I want to notice Roger ' s answers to my questions in his (1N33). 
In answering question #1 "no", Roger has admitted that his definition of adultery 
is worthless to this debate. He said in his answer to my question #1, in his 
second affirmative, that unlawfully entering marriage is adultery (moicheia). 
Then he said in his (2A22) that one who murdered his wife could not marry the 
one he killed to get. On his own admission, he has to say that man. would commit 
adultery, because he unlawfully entered a marriage ! But he says the man can 
marry this woman and it is not adultery. This means one of two things: the 
definition of adultery he gave is wrong, or he was wrong in (2A22) saying the 
man could not marry the woman he killed to get. I wonder which one he would 
say it was? In answering question #2-#4, "no", Roger has shown that the Bible 
does not define adultery as unlawfully entering a marriage. Leviticus 20:10 
clearly· shows that adultery involves at least one married person. On #5, how 
could Roger say adultery could occur without a marriage taking place, if adultery 
is unlawfully m3rrying? Then in #6, we have a second example which denies 
Jackson·•s definition of adultery. He said the· widow who marries not "in the 
Lord" does not commit adultery in so doing . But such a marriage is definitely 
against God's wl. ll. Jackson says the guilty one commits adultery because ~hey 
have married aga~nst God's will . This is based on Lusk's misconception of 
Mt. 19:9 and the nature of scriptural divorce. He has taught that it is adultery 
for those unscripturally divorced to marry because they marry against God's 
will. But, it is adultery for them to marry because their unscriptural divorce 
did not sever the bond. If it were adultery for one i ndividual to marry against 
God's will, it would only be consistent to say ALL who marry against God's 
will commit adultery! In answers #7 and #8 , Roger has said that the guilty 
one is fre~ but not free to remarry. The only reasons one would be forbidden 
to remarry are they are married already, or they have sinned so as to warrant 
celibacy. However, Roger says in answers #7 and #9 that neither of these is 
the reason the guilty one must never marry. All he can ever offer us is a 
"because Mt. 19:9 says so." But it does not say so ! It says whosoever shall 
put away his wife NOT for fornication and shall marry another commits adultery 
and whosoever marries HER commits adultery. Since Roger answered in #10, that 
forgiveness cancels divinely prescribed penalties, he cannot, and does not, 
say that the celibacy imposed on the guilty one is a penalty. If it is not 
a natural consequence of anything they have done, and if it is not a penalty 
for any wrong they have done, WHAT IN THE WORLD IS IT FOR??? What kind of 
God does Jackson believe in, who tells the guilty one they must remain celibate, 
not because of punishment for sin, no, you're forgiven of that. Not because 
it follows naturally from anything you have done, but because I said so. Reader, 
I tell you, if Roger ana those who believe as he does wil l only wake up to 
the fact that Mt. 19:9 is speaking to those who have di vorced UNSCRIPTURALLY, 
they will not have this problem of trying to hold up t heir position in debate. 
Divorce for fornication is not addressed in Mt. 19:9 except to exclude it from 
the adultery of the general rule. 

ARGUMENT #6: PENANCE 

(2A4) The Roman Catholic doctrine of penance states that upon forgiveness 
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an indebtedness to divine justice still exists. In this case one must, if 
he is to be accepted by God, suffer personally to help appease the wrat h and 
justice of God. "Penance is a virtue disposing a person to turn to God in 
sorrow for sin and to carry out works of amendment and atonement ." (1985 
Catholic Almanac, p. 335). If, even after forgiveness, the guilty party may 
not remarry, then it i s nothing short of a penance penalty which requires them 
to live celibately . Many brethren have written material in which can be found 
the germ-seed of the doctrine of penance. Among them , brother Garland Elkins, 
whom Jackson approvingly quoted, had thi s to say about the gui l ty party: "he 
(Christ~ TLB) did place a no-marriage penalty upon the guilty partner.'' Thus 
it is seen that those who propagate Jackson ' s doctrine do indeed view the al leged 
celibacy of the guilty party as a penalty. This can only be a penalty imposed 
on them for their sin of adultery. This is the case because the adultery of 
t he guilty one is the onl y sinful act committed by t hem in the comprehensive 
picture of the destruction of their home. Now if after being forgiven , the 
guilty party must still remain celibate, then it is correct to assume that 
the blood of Christ is an insuffici ent offering . The blood of Christ, in Jack­
son 's view , cannot be said to pay the fu l l price fo r t he adulterer , for this 
requirement of celibacy remains to be paid even af ter forgiveness. If Jackson 
maintains that this celibacy i s a penalty prescribed by God (i . e., it is not 
a natural consequence of adultery), and if he maintains that Christ ' s blood 
cancels divinely prescribed penalties, and if he maintains t hat in spite of 
forgiveness the gui l ty party may not remarry, t hen he has, in fact, i mplied 
that Christ's blood cannot reach to the adultery of t he put away fornicator . 
He must maintain that in order to be saved the guilty one must pay in part 
fo r their sin until they die. 

(2A5) Celibacy is not a consequence which natural ly fo llows from the sin of 
adultery. If it were, then every case of adul tery would be followed by celibacy . 
However, the accomplice of the guilty party may marry, if single, or remain 
marri ed, if married. A single fornicator may break up 50 homes , but Jackson 
says this ''home-wrecker" may marry. However , if one fornica t es once and is 
put away, he mus t remain celibate . Is it worse to be involved in breaking 
up one home or 50? Jackson spoke before about equity , but it is all talk. 
The whole problem behind this doctrine of Jackson and company is a misunderstand­
ing of Mt. 5:32 and 19 :9. If they would cease the hopeless task of placing 
the fornicator into the second clause, then I believe this issue will be quickly 
resolved . Perhaps then they will realize that God has not placed any kind 
of earthly penal ty on the guilty one . To hold Jackson 's position is to pervert 
Mt . 19 :9, deny the exception, ignore I Cor. 7: 27- 28 , pervert the doctrine of 
forgiveness -- all in order to place a punishment on the guilty one to appease , 
not God ' s j ustice , but THEIR misconception of just i ce . Wake up , my brethren, 
while there is still time ! 

A REVIEW AND DEFENSE OF THE FIRST AFFIRMATIVE 

(2A6) I have already dealt repeatedly with the misrepresentation of facts 
presented by Roger ' s chart J- 2 in ( 1N1). However, for the sake of i mpression, 
I will remind the reader that Jackson i s speaking of a put away fornicator , 
but Chris t was speaking of a woman put away for trivial causes in Mt . 19 :9b . 
It is little wonder, then, that he cannot grasp t he t ru th on t his issue . See 
my (2N5 and 3N5) . 

(2A7) Jackson wants to know what scriptures t each my posi t ion and in what 
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manner . Mt. 5:32 and 19:9 EXPRESSLY EXCLUDE divorce for fornication from bring­
ing i ts participants under the adultery which occurs in remarriage. I Cor. 
7:27-28a expressly teaches so . Romans 7:2-3 teaches, through a specific example, 
that freedom from the marriage law entails the right to remarry. I argued 
my case from the scriptures and cited the brethren in (1A4) to show the reader 
that my position on scriptural divorce versus unscriptural divorce is held 
by many ~cholars in the brotherhood . It is not a novel view . As fo r Roger's 
last questi on in (1N2), yes. 

ARGUMENT #1: SCRIPTURAL DIVORCE 

(2A8) Roger thinks I have missed the issue . He thinks I have a problem with 
restri cti ons on the remarriage of the widow and the innocent party . However, 
he has things twisted around and thus has failed to disprove argument #1. 
He is wrong in (1N3), r emarriage IS contingent upon being scripturally loosed 
from a mate . The obvious restrictions in Mt. 19:9b and I Cor. 7:39 on the 
remarriage of the scripturally free are a far cry from proving that the guilty 
one is restricted from marriage . My admitting that there are restrictions 
on the remarriage of t he scripturally loosed does NOT relinquish my argument . 
One's r ight to remarry depends on being scripturally loosed (Romans 7:2-3; 
I Cor . 7:27- 28a) and pointing to restrictions placed on that right to remarry 
cannot logically be taken as proof that the guilty one has no right to marry! 

(2A9) Jackson ' s chart J-5 and his syllogism are wor~hless. It is based entirely 
on his misconception of Mt . 19:9. His ma jor premise i s fa lse because he assumes 
that the put away person of Mt . 19 :9b is the fornicator . However, it is one 
put away for trivial causes. His minor premise is based on a misunderstanding 
of truth . A person can be put away for trivial causes , but the verse teaches 
that it is in vain because God does not view the one- flesh bond as severed 
by mere formal divorce. Fornication violates the one-flesh bond and so God 
allows marriage to be dissolved on that basis. Death severs the one-flesh 
union, and thus t he survivor is free to remarry . In Mt. 19:9, "C" married 
a person put away NOT for fornication . Maurice Lusk noted that that was the 
"most obvious understanding grammatically and semantically . " We often over­
look the obvious, so I ask brother Jackson to look at it honestly . 

(2A10) That scriptural divorce is equal to death as relates to the marriage 
bond is not inconsequential . Both convey a scripturally free status on the 
individuals involved. The severance of the marriage bond entails the right 
to remarry up to the point of restrict ions . But there are no restrictions 
on the scripturally free which forbid remarriage entirely ! Restrictions on 
remarriage apply to those once married , but not restrictions of remarriage . 
There is a world of difference between saying someone has restrictions on their 
right to remarry and saying someone has no right to remarry. Regulat ing re­
marriage is one thing , but forbidding it is altogether different . Reader, 
God regulated remarriage, but he did not forbid the guilty party to remarry. 

(2A1 1) Let us answer Roger's questions in (1N6) . 1) Married . 2) Yes . 
3) Yes . 4) She has expressed godly sorrow for disobeying the command and 
has resolved not to commit the sin again, ( i.e . , marrying a non-Christian) 
(cf. I Cor . 7:12-13) . 5) No. Mt. 19:9b , I Cor . 7:39. 6) Yes . 7) God 
placed a restriction on her right to remarry . 8) This is a complex question 
which falsely assumes that I "got into the mind of Christ." hfhat I got into 
was clearly revealed in Mt. 19:9 and the remote context . 9) Yes . 10) No . 
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(2A12) The truth presented in argument #1 is conclusive proof that those scrip­
turally divorced are free to marry. Pointing to restrictions on someone's 
right to remarry falls far short of proving that someone has no right to remarry 
at all! In a remarriage following divorce for trivial causes , Jesus said adultery 
is committed against the other person (Mk. 10:11 ) . Adultery is NOT committed 
in remarriage after scriptural divor ce and therefor~ it should be obvious , 
and not surprising to Jackson, that Jesus never said adultery is committed 
against anyone . Jesus never said it is against anyone , BECAUSE HE NEVER SAID 
IT OCCURRED! Again, if Jackson will only look at the verse without vi ewing 
it through the glasses of "preconceived not ion" he will see that his view 
of it is wrong. It says "Whosoever shall put away his wife , NOT FOR FORNICA­
TION, and shall marry another committeth adultery; and whoso marrieth HER 
WHICH IS PUT AWAY doth commit adultery." (emphasis mine , TLB) But Roger 
insists on making it read, "Whosoever shall put away his wi fe, not for fornication 
and shall marry another committeth adultery; and whoso marrieth a divorced 
fornicator doth commit adultery ." Certainly the reader can see the fatal mis­
take he has made. The Lord EXCLUDED the case of divorce for fo rnication. 
Mt . 19:9 is speaking of divorce for t rivial causes , and it is futile to argue 
that those who are put away for fornication cannot marry and point to a verse 
which CLEARLY excludes them . Yes , adultery is a sin against God, and adultery 
occurs when God says so , but God never said the di vorced fornicator commi tted 
adultery. 

ARGUMENT #2: ADULTERY 

(2A13) As Roger could not refute argument #1, so also s tands my second argument . 
By his own admission, he has given up thi s debat e. He poi nted to restrictions 
on the right to remarry, but could not point to any restri ction FORBIDDING 
the remarriage of the scripturally l oosed . Now he admi t s that adultery is 
"unlawful sexual intercourse wherein at l east one participant is married to 
another person." And that is its exclusive meaning when referr ing to marriage, 
divorce, and PEOPLE. To answer his questions in (1N8) : 1) Yes; yes ; fornica­
tion. 2) Yes. 

(2A14) If souls were not at stake , Roger' s (1N9) would be funny . I do not 
have a problem , Roger does . He says , "Mt . 19 :9b does not say she commits adult­
ery when she remarri es , but that the man who marri es her does ." In his ( 1A2), 
Roger noted that the Bible teaches by impl ication. In that t he man commits 
adultery, it is implied that she does also . Let us ask t his question , Does 
the woman of Mt. 19:9b commit adultery? The woman of Mt. 19:9 did NOT become 
an adulteress before the divorce , but when she r emarried . Mt. 19:9 i s t he 
same law as Mk. 10: 11 with an exception to exclude a certain case from the 
rule . The adultery which occurs in both passages occurs in REMARRIAGE, because 
both passages are talking of divorce MA EPI PORNEIA ! And Jackson knows it, 
too ! In my (2N5), I made the statement , "Lvhoso marrieth her whi ch is put away , 
NOT for forni cation, committeth adultery." Roger said it was true because 
it is what Mk . 10 :11-12 and Mt. 19: 9 teach (3A7). He saw there that they are 
the same l aw , but now he wants us to believe they are different . He saw there 
that Mt. 19:9, that's right, MATTHEW 19:9, said, "Whoso marrieth her which 
i s put away, NOT for fornication , commi tteth adul tery ," but now he wants us 
to believe that Mt. 19 :9 is talking about marrying a di vorced forn icator . 
Furthermore , I did not ask Roger who "she s inned against to make her an adul­
teress ," I asked him to explain how the guilty one committed adultery against 
the one who put them away in light of Mk. 10: 11 teaching that adultery occurs 
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in remarr iage against the other party in the divorce . The put away woman of 
Mt. 19:9b is NOT the divorced fornicator. Jackson admits it. 

(2A15) Jackson's probe in (1N10) about not really married is not the corollary 
of not divorced. The one does not naturally follow from the other . If one 
is not scripturally divorced, the one-flesh union is intact and thus remarriage 
is a violation of that one- flesh union (adultery) . To remarry after a divorce 
for fornication is not to violate the one-flesh union. Even if one marries 
in violation of God's will this does not nulli fy the fact that they have become 
one-flesh and thus ARE married . 

(2A16) The hypothetical syllogism stands true! Roger says proposition (a) 
is wrong, but remember that he also agreed with it in the very first sentence 
of his material on argument two. If (a) is wrong, what is adultery??? I have 
al ready shown at the beginning of this speech that he disowns Lusk's definition 
that he quoted and now what he admits is the correct definition is wrong also . 
What a mess! Perhaps he can yet rescue himself by telling us what HE defines 
adultery as. And to wrap ~p on argument two, I have two questions for Jackson: 
1) Is your statement in (3A7), that Mt . 19:9 teaches "Whoso marrieth her which 
is put away, NOT for fornication, committeth adultery," a true statement? and 
2) Where is the statement "Whoso marrieth her that is put away, fo r fornica ­
tion, committeth adultery"? 

ARGUMHIT ft3 : THE EXCEPTION 

(2A17) What Roger mistakes as my confusion is actually his . Reader , he has 
admitted in (1N13) that the exception applies to both the one doing the putting 
away and the one put away in regard to the divorce . He does not know how com­
pletely this admission destroys him . "Who ever denied it?" Roger did in his 
(2A16) and (3A21). Perhaps the letters fell off of his copies or something, 
but my copies still have the letters which spell out his denial . In his (2A16) 
he said the exception cannot modify the participle (apolelumenen) or it becomes 
adjectival in function . But now he says the except ion DOES apply to the partic­
iple, which can only result in its modificati on ! In his (3A21) he implied 
that the exception cannot be implied in the second clause , but now he has ad­
mitted that the exception DOES apply to the one put away , so he has admitted 
that the exception modifies "apolelumenen ," WHICH IS IN THE SECOND CLAUSE . 
That being the case, Mt . 19:9b may read as follows : "and whoso marrieth her 
that is put away, NOT FOR FORNICATION , committeth adultery . " (emphasis mine, 
TLB) . The emphasized exception is here applied to the one put away as Jackson 
has admitted is true. This goes along with what I pointed out in (2A14), that 
Roger said that Mk . 10:11 and Mt. 19:9b both teach t hat "Whoso marrieth her 
which is put away, NOT for fornication, committeth adultery . " But he also 
believes Mt. 19:9b teaches it is adultery to marry a divorced fornicator. 
YOU CANNOT HAVE IT BOTH WAYS, BROTHER ! Does the exception apply to the one 
put away (apolelumenen in Mt . 19:9b) as you said, or not (as you also said)? 
The following chart illustrates the truth on this matter : 



CHART TLB-1 

EXCEPTED DIVORCE 

~ 
Whosoever shall put away 

~ 
Whosoever is put away. 

his wife. 

"Apolelumenen" -- This is a put away person. Jackson admits that the exception 
applies to put away persons. Thus, excluded from this group, the put away 
fornicator is excluded from the sin of adultery which occurs when this group 
marries. 

If it is the case that a) Mt. 19:9 teaches that NON-excepted divorced persons 
sin in remarriage, and if it is the c8se that b) Mt . 19:9 teaches that EXCEPTED 
divorced persons do not sin in remarriage, and if it i s the case that c) 
the divorced fornicator is an excepted divorced person , then it mus t be the 
case that d) the divorced fornicator does not sin in remar riage . 

(2A18) This chart is VJ-day fo r Buttermore (Victory over Jackson) . In the syll­
ogism, proposition (a) is true. Jackson would not deny it. Proposition (b) 
is true. Jackson would not deny it. Proposition (c) is true. ''Who ever denied 
it?" Thus, proposition (d) logically follows. 

(2A19) As for Mt. 5:32, I did not take Roger's grarrmatical construction and 
show it does not apply to Mt. 5:32 . I showed that he cannot go to Mt. 5:32 
and teach his position without altering the exception there and changing it 
to an intensifier. In Mt. 5:32, it is the putting away that places the woman 
in the position of becoming an adulteress shou~d she marry. If one put away 
for trivial causes is placed in a position, by t he divorce, of committing 
adultery and if one put away for fornication is placed in a position, by the 
divorce, of committing adultery, then the one who does the putting away is 
equally guilty in each case of "causing" her to commit adultery. The exception 
in Mt. 5:32 shows that the man does not contribute to the sin of the divorced 
fornicator's remarriage, BECAUSE IT IS NOT SINFUL ! If the put away woman could 
sin in each case by remarrying, then he would contribute to that sin in each 
case by putting her away. If he knew that remarriage were sinful in any case , 
how could he be innocent in one case of placing her in that position and guilty 
in another? The man in Mt. 5:32 does not place the fornicator in a position 
of potential adultery, because she is free to marry . 

ARGUMENT i/4 

(2A20) Jackson apparently had as much trouble with this argument as he did 
with the first three. In saying that I Cor . 7: 27- 28 could also include a widower 
I have not implied that my argument can be false. I merely wished to point 
out that one could not exclude the widower from those scripturally loosed from 
a mate. In (1N17) Roger says the passage could refer to a man who puts away 
his wife for fornication. He says it resembles the case in Mt. 19:9 where 
the man instigated the divorce . However, he is wrong. The case of Mt . 19:9 
cannot resemble I Cor. 7:27-28a. The loosing action in I Cor . 7: 27- 28a is 
in the passi ve voice . In the passive "the subject is represented as the recipi­
ent of the action. He is acted upon." (Rober tson, Grammar, p. 815) . It is 



Robertson who noted that "lelusai" is in the passive voice (Word Pictures, 
p. 132) . Jackson is tryi ng to place t he man i n I Cor. 7:27-28 in an active 
role such as . in Mt. 19:9. This would require t he active voice where the sub­
ject is represented as acting rather than being acted upon. However, Jackson 
tries to convince us that we should ignore the passi ve voi ce , and believe the 
man was in an active role, because I Cor. 7:27-28 "was written in a day when 
women were hardly permitted to divor ce a man at all ." However, I Corinthians 
was written to Gentile Christians, Roman citizens, whose law permitted women 
to put away their husbands . Since we know that those put away for trivial 
causes could not remarry, (Mt . 19:9) and Paul allowed the one passively loosed 
in I Cor. 7:27-28a to marry, it is conclusive evidence that the scripturally 
put away guilty party may marry without sinning. 

(2A21) Then Jackson twice misrepresents me by saying that my position is that 
"loosing ... eliminates all restrictions" (1N18) and "fornication removes 
all the restrictions, and that is Tad's position exactly ." I never argued 
that being scripturally loosed removed the rest rictions on remarriage. It 
does not remove any restrictions. But as I have previousl y pointed out, it 
is futile for Jackson to point to restrictions on the right t o remarry to conclude 
that the guilty one has absolutely no right to remarry. There is no restriction 
to be found in the scriptures which forbids the guilty one the right to remarry. 
Roger says neither I Cor. 7:27-28, Romans 7:2-3 nor Mt. 19:9 allow all those 
scripturally loosed to remarry wi t hout sin . But I have news fo r him : those 
three passages cover three cases of scripturally loosed people and in each 
passage wh~n the loosing occurred, t hey could remarry without sin ! Note : 
Mt . 19:9, t he innocent party may remarry. I Cor. 7:28a , the put away ane may 
remarry. Romans 7:2-3, t he one whose mate dies may remarry. 

(2A22) The syllogism stands! If my major premise is false because it does 
not contain r estrictions found in the remote context, then that means Paul 
was a false teacher, because he did not include any restrictions in I Cor. 
7: 27- 28. Brot her, we are allowed to use deductive reasoning ! Remarriage is 
granted to the scriptural l y loosed, up to the point of restrictions , but Mt. 
19 :9 does not restrict t he guilty one from remarri age altogether. Furthermore , 
the conclusion does NOT state the opposite of Mt . 19 :9b , and as I have shown 
previously in this speech Jackson knows it . Jesus said "Whoso marrieth her 
which i s put away, NOT for fornicat i on , committeth adultery. " Read my (2A14) 
for a sample of Roger ' s knowledge of what the verse is teaching . 

ARGUMENT #5: FORGIVENESS 

(2A23) Again, Jackson i s in trouble. He has a penalty the guilty one is to 
endure and we MUST admi t that HIS imposition of celibacy is based on the guilty 
one's sin. However, he says this celibacy is being imposed by the Lord, but 
he will admit no reason behind it . He will not point to anything which has 
resulted in the demand of celibacy for one who i s scriptural ly free f r om any 
marriage bond. I did not say the doctrine of forgiveness "might" indirectly 
prove my position, I said IT DOES! It shows that Jackson i s wrong, and there­
fore , the only other alternative is that my positi on is right . In reali ty , 
Jackson's position is that the guilty one must remain celibate because t hey 
committed adultery, even t hough he will not admit a reason . This being the 
case , celibacy is then required as a punishment for sin . However , as I pointed 
out in argument #5, divine forgiveness cancel s divine penalties for sin. Even 
if Jackson could point to a verse which showed celibacy was imposed on the 
guilty one, he would have to admi t that i t was based on the sin of adultery, 
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and that when God forgave the sin of adultery, the penalty would be cancelled. 

(2A24) Jack$on's misunderstanding of the whole issue as seen i~ (1N24) is 
mind-boggling. I said forgiveness is a prerequisite to salvation, but not 
to remarriage. Roger replied, "Then tell us why that does not imply that 
God blesses sin in one way while condemning it in another." This betrays Jack­
son's misconception t~at if God does not punish adultery with celibacy, then 
he must be blessing the sin. That is wrong !! That they may remarry does not 
imply God condones the action. Freedom to marry naturally follows f rom being 
scripturally loosed. It is not a blessing from sin which must be revoked to 
show God's displeasure with the sin. The proposition in ( 1N24) is true. No, 
the proposition does NOT place the condition of repentance upon the right to 
remarry. I would not object to signing that proposition. 

(2A25) As for Jackson's (1N28), he wonders why forgiveness would not permit 
one put away for trivial causes to remarry. However, the unscriptural divorce 
did not sever the one-flesh union, so it is adultery against one's mate to 
remarry. Forgiveness does not nullify the one-flesh union, therefore, it would 
still be adultery against one's mate to remarry after unscriptural divorce. 
The heart of Jackson's position is that because of adultery, the guilty one 
is disqualified for remarriage. Thus he has SIN disqualifying someone for 
remarriage. My point is that if that were true, forgiveness would remove the 
disqualification by removing the sin. He says disqualification , and not sin, 
forbids those unscripturally divorced to remarry. But when he comes to the 
guilty one, he bases the disqualification on sin. I pointed out in (1A30) 
that sin (in this case adulte:.y) di squalifies one for the kingdom and Christian 
fellowship. However, when the sin is eliminated , the disqualification is gone. 
The way Jackson argues one can be forgiven of the sin, but the disqualification 
which stems from it still remains. And I say that if one disqualification 
remains, then they all do. But I must also note that the disqualification 
from the kingdom and fellowship are scriptural, but Jackson 's celibacy disquali­
fication is not. (1N29) was dealt with back in (2A11) . 

(2A26) As for this "John Doe" business, the man cannot be appointed to the 
eldership because he is not qualified. Notice chart TLB- 2: 

Chart TLB-2 
"John Doe" -- (no wife and children) -- eldership 

In this chart, the fact that "John Doe" has no wife and children disqualifies 
him for the eldership. It stands between him and the eldership. Although 
he sinned, causing this disqualification, i t is not the sin of drunkenness 
or involuntary manslaughter which disqualifies him. However, Jackson's doctrine 
on the guilty party is not parallel to the "John Ooe 11 issue he has brought 
up . Forgiveness will not take away "John Doe's" disqualification (i.e . , give 
him his wife and children back). However, Jackson believes that that which 
disqualifies the guilty party from remarriage is their past sin of adultery. 
Their s~n has not resulted in an absence of something or in the presence of 
something which is THEN the cause of disqualification as in the case of "John 
Doe." In order to be a parallel, Jackson would have to show that the guilty 
one's adultery resulted in something which disqualifies people from remarriage. 
But he cannot and wil l not! The truth is that Jackson believes that t he guilty 
one 's adultery is what disqualified them for remarriage; if that is not the 
case he had better tell me what it is that disqualifies them. If it is not 
that sin, what is it? The following chart illustrates the guilty party being 
disqualified from three items: 
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Chart TLB-3 
Guilty party (adultery) kingdom of Heaven (I Cor . 6:9-10) 
Guilty party (adultery) --Christian fellowship (I Cor. 5:1-11) 
Guilty party (adultery) -- Remarriage (?) 

In this chart, that which disqualifies is the sin of adulter y. The first two instances 
are scriptural. But it is Jackson's assertion that the guilty one is disqualified for 
remarriage. Now, if that which disqualifies the guilty one from the kingdom and from 
fellowship with Christians is removed, they are qualified t o enter. Even· though Jack­
son has been unable to produce evidence that the guilty one is not qualified to re­
marry, iel w 

1
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if he could produce a passage which disqualified them, it could only disqualify them 
for one of two reasons. They are still scripturally married (as those in Mk. 10:11-12 
and the woman of Romans 7:2-3) or they have sinned. They are not still scripturally 
married, so ~ckson's fabricated disqualification must be based on sin. Since forgive­
ness removes the sin, the disqualification based on the sin of adultery is gone! So 
when one removes the disqualification, nothing remains t o hinder them from entering. 

(2A27) Roger's satire proves he cannot deal with my (1A30 ). It is not even close to 
an answer. It comes nowhere near paralleling my material. In his satire (a ) and (b) 
are natural consequences of "John Doe's" sin. Forgiveness does not cancel nat ural con­
sequences • . Jackson says celibacy is not a natural consequence of adultery, but is im­
posed by the Lord. He can only say that it is imposed because the guilty one committed 
adultery, was put away, or because they wrecked a home. If it is a penalty for adultery 
(such as withdrawal of fellowship and eternal punishment , which are NOT natural conseq-­
uences, but divine penalties) then forgiveness would cancel it (just as it cancels with­
drawal of fellowship and eternal punishment). It (celibacy) cannot be the Lresult of the 
guilty one being put away, ~8cause that was not a sin on their part. 1f i~ is imposed 
on home-wreckers, Jackson mu st say ALL home- wreckers must be cel ibate . But he will not 
venture to take _that position. Yes , Jackson has failed from start to finish in his 
first negative. As t he discussion continues, I pray that he can see his error, or that 
if I am wrong, Roger will yet come up with some kind of reasonabl e proof to convince 
me. I have nothing to lose by changing. 

JACKSON' S QUESTIONS 

1) Yes . Heb. 13:4 contrasts honorable marriage with adul tery . Jackson himself ad­
mitted in answer to my question #1 , in ( 1N33) , that he does not commit adultery . The 
only alternative is an honorable marriage . This does not mean God approved of the 
murder, but forbidding him to marry is not how he shows his di s approval. Celibacy is 
not punishment for murder as Jackson wrote in his debate with James Bales. He said, 
"Deat h is t he penalty for killing one's mate in a brawl , and if the Bible is followed, 
t he killer will remain celibate as surely as dead men are celibate ." (Jackson's first 
negative). 2) No. No. 3) Sin no more. But remarriage is not a s in for the scriptur­
ally loosed and pointing to restric t ions on the right to remarry does not prove t hat r e­
marriage is forbidden. Jackson' s reasoning is like saying one whose mate dies may not 
remarry, because ther e is a restriction on the widow' s right to remarry in I Cor. 7:39 . 
It won't work, brother! 4) No . 5) Yes . 6) Married. 7) No . But as I said before, res­
trictions on remarriage do no prove that there is a restriction of remarriage. 8) No. 
9) No. 1 0) No. 

QUESTIONS FOR JACKSON 

1. Why is it not sinful for the put away fornicator to marry their former mate? 2. May 
the guilty party remarry if the innocent one dies before putting them away? 3 . If one 
set up circumstances whereby his mate was seduced, may he put her away and marry again? 
4. Where, in the Bible, is the term adultery ever taken in a f igurative sense when re­
ferring to an actual physical union? 5. Is celibacy imposed on the guilty one because 
they committed adultery, because they were put away, or because t hey wrecked a home? 6 . 
Where is the verse which authorizes reconci liation a fter a divorce for fornication? 7. 
What action in Mt. 5:32 "causeth" the woman to be made an adulteress? 8. Would you say 
that the al leged restriction of celibacy placed on the fornicator is based on their 
adultery? on t hei r being put away? 



PROPOSITION II 

JACKSON' S SECOND NEGATIVE 

wR OPJSI TION: The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been put awa y for 
fornication ma y , with Go d's approval, re ma rr y another pers on . 

(2Nl) Which on e of the following contradictor y stateme nt s do you believe 
i s true: ( 1) "And wh os o ma r ri ett-1 her which is put away doth commit adul­
tery." (2) "And whoso ma rri eth her which i s put. away doth NOT commi t adul­
tery." TOO BUTTERMORE MA RKED lfl FALS E. BJ.Jt fl .l is a word- for -word quot a ­
tion of what the Lord said in Matthew 19 :9b. Butte rmore maked the word s 
of tha Lord FALSE! How would you like to be in a debat e and hav e to ex ­
~lain that? I tell you what yo u wouJd do. Ycu would spend your t i me try­
l.ng to "fi x" past material and p l aylng it down :if you are Tad ButterH:ore. 
Buttermore wan ts his readers to bel ieve these t wo s tatements do not con­
tradict each other . Doe s he think his readers are fools? When Tad has 
finished his reasoning (?) the accurate s ummar y o F it will be t hat Jesus 
said one thing BUT MEANT EXACTLY THE OPPOSITE OF IT ! 

(2N2) In his e xamination of the answe r s I gave to his questions Tad lays 
down a rule and proceed s to be nd truth to fit it. His rul e is : "I f celibacv 
is a condition imposed by the Lord, it is only so because it is i~posed as · 
a penalty for some sin." Prove i t , s ir! The unmiti gated gall of the man 
is astounding, to actually stand in t he face of God and te ll Him what He 
said can only be true if hi s rule is followed! It does not surpr ise me 
coming from a man who would not blust1 to add a NOT to the words of th e 
Master . And what will he do wi~n the sectari an preacher who te ll s us that 
baptism can Jnly save us if we are saved by works and not faith? But lad's 
rediculous reasoning is that if celibacy i s imposed on divorced fornicators 
and is not becau se of adul tery , hom e wrecking or be i ng divorced, what i s 
he being punished for? This is the old sympathy ploy . Look how unj ust 
God is for penali z ing me, poor me. Aren 't you sorry For me ? You know , 
some preachers fall for that. It makes th em popular to get people out 
from under th a t mean and unjust re striction (excus~ me, I meant penance 
penal ty) God had no right to impose on them . You know what Mr . Buttermor e 
needs to do? He needs to quit placing the responsibility for the mess 
p e o p 1 e g e t t he i r l i v 2 s i n to on t h e s h o u l de r s o f Go cL I f 'J o ~J t h i n k p e a p ~ ~~ 
are in marita l messes now , you j ust follow Butter~1ore's doc t rine and you 
have not seen any t h .in g yet . t-1 y p o s i t ion on Ud s m a t t e r o f c e l.i t.J a c y and 
rela ted pun.ishment i s clear . Celibacy J_~ __ not ::1 ~~ishrner2l_j_'!l£_~~~q_q~.::au ~.~­
of t he__.G.uilt of adultery, but a divi_oe .l._y~·Q_'~-~~_g-~ onse:_g_~:~.~nc~:____Iestr ict ~_<? . .!.:.1 .. 

CfiS9ual1rlcation 1 resu_lting from forni.S.~.~l:.<2~L -~-~~~£h is an act ttH~!._Q_is.:;. _ . 
g u a J. if .i.e s _the: __ on 2 ·:: o mm i. t t i n g_L! . ......!::~-2 !~-~-~ .. rn ;·1 r :r:.J.·.?S:i..~ ... ::'.~_9..!:~.9- -~_bi:___j_0. n c_r~=:.0. ~...J.. s ~~~: ~ .. c! 
~r.::ii nst nartv choose to exer c ise hi s Cod otv P. n r .i.cht (ontionl to divorc r! 
ht..;--Lmr' a Itfif~l -iiiate-TM-atfh e ~v·-T~r:·9T~ ... --8~T--rr·--p·· ... r;;· ·· · ·l~or-r~o-s~;a-··a :>- 5 --p- ;~n~.l1Tv ' 
·then \~hat is it for,- Tod.as l< s? -A-t1S\~t.R : ( l ) To fort":!.i. d the godle ss .i mfllo.rall t.":F 
delineated i n (2N6) which Tad gives his stamp of app roval in th e last s ~n-· 
ten ce of (2A7). (2) To prev en t God--approved wil:e.- s wapping deU r1ea ted in 
char t J -3 whi c h Butter mo re i s vet to r eno un ce . ( 3 ) To avoi d ~aking f orni ­
cation a qualifyinq set for sc i ip tural divorce and divinely sanct i oned r e­
marriage . (4) To 0re vent one ' s justly attrib ulj ng to God th e position t ha t 
He sanc t ions s in (fornication) by permitting a new mar r iage on its basi~ . 
(5) To eliminate the perver s i on of Ma tthew 19 :6b . (6 ) Avoid the perver3lO~ 
of Matth ew 19:9b. (7) To preve nt the practice o f Roman s 3 : 8 . Tod tops off 
h i. s s y m p a t. h y s e c t i on w i t h t h e que s t j. on , " W h a t k i n d o f God doe s J a c k son 
be 1 i e ve in? 11 /~ N S WE [·~ : T h 2 0 n e \tHl (! does not s r::. n c t :i. on prom i s cui t. y , for n i c <:1 U . rJ n 
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marital perversion, wife-swapping, c on secut ive adult er y or flagrant con­
spiracy against the one man-one wom an arrangem ent estab l ished in Eden. 
What kind of God do you ser ve, Mr. Butt e rmore ? 

(2N3) Tad's doctrine require s the offended party to retain the forni cator 
in the marriage or else he wou ld be levying a penance pe na lty on her . As 
for making rules, I can do that to o . Le t ' s see how it works: "If John 
Doe's disqualification for the e ldership is a condition imposed by the Lord, 
it is only so because it is i mposed as a penal ty for some sin" (cf . 1N30). 
Tad is wrestling with old John, but lo sin g. He wil l pin h im ye t . 

(2N4) Now look at the ludicrous blunder To~ ma ke s on Romans 7:2,3: First, 
he attributes to me that which 1 never s tated or implied, i.e., th at, since 
the marriage is complete l y ended, s uch al low s remarriage . That is his 
assumption, not mine, and he know s it . I said the exact oppos i te . There 
is vastly more involved in th e right of remarriag e than t he mere attainment 
of the "free" status, and 1 do n ' t l<now when Tod wi l l f ace it. But look 
at what that positio n means for Tod: If i t is the ·case that the obta i ning 
of the "free status" grants the r igh t of rema rriage because ne ither is 
married (Tod so contends); and if it i s t he ca se that for ni cat ion grants 
that right (Tad so conte nds); then, i t is t he case that those wh o fornicate 
and are subsequently di vorced for it a r e granted the right of remar ri age 
WHETHER THEY REPENT OR NOT! Try to deny it, Tad ! Now what goes of all thi s 
"stu ff" about repenta nce and forgivene ss? Do you see repentance or for ­
giveness in his prop osition? Fr iend , you ar e argu ing the right of a for ­
ni cator to remarry witho ut one drop of re pent ance or forgi ve ness , AREN ' T 
YOU???? ? If you can swallow this a came l wi ll go do wn easily . CHART PLEA SE : 

J - 6 
ANALYZING THE PROPOS ITION 

Scriptures teach: Mate A Divor ce d fo r nicato r 

God appro val : Marry 8 Where is r e pentBnc e and 

WHERE IS FORGIVENESS 

(2N5) In Butt ermore's theolo gy , a woman who i s t i red of her hus~and may 
commi t for ni cation r~paatedly unt l l her hus band ' s patience comes to an end 
an d he divorces her . Since she i s ~ut a way a s a forn i cator 1 Tad s ay s she 
is as "free " as if her husband had died. This " f re e st:::te " allows her to 
seek the ma n of her cho i ce fo r 8 s econ rj marriage . She 111 ight t"1a ve con s p.1re t1 
to obtai n it and she might not be peni ten t i n th e leas t , bu t Bu tte rmo re 
ca nnot con s i stently deny ht:.r t he: new ~1usb an d . Sh e (· rJuJ.d no!: !·:e:•1e obtained 
th i s new husband WITHO UT FClHNICATI NG, WHICH FREED HER . Not na t ura l l y , but 
b y the a c t 1 o n o f he r h us b a n d e x e r c 1. s i n •; n i s o p U 'J n . T her e f ore , h e r f o r n i -
c a t i on w a s a c t u a 11 y .r e q u i r e cl a s a q u a l i Fi c a i~ i o n r iH' he r r em a r :r 5. a q e . I f 
not , why not? Here ~s a ma ~, Tod Buttermore, who anparant Jy cannot seR 
that he has ma de forni cati on a req~ireme nt for a s e cond marria ge . And the 
fa c t t: h B t the it f ree 11 s lcl t us 3 1 ern ~ d 8 man tl :; the r- 1 g! 1 L of rem a r r i age m 8 k e s 
r e pen t an c e u n n e c e s s a r y f o r a s ~~ c o n d u n i o n . The r e f tl :· e , j u s t. t e .ll rn e w t1 y 
l"od Butte rmore ha s not plac ed God Almighty i n the position oF sanc t ion ing 
s in, narr1ely fornic at ion??? How doe s He sanctj on .it? f:ly g ra'lt:i ng lliJt h a 
r.l.ivorce and remarri age on i t s bas.is nlone . I ha s ten to say THIS IS TOO 
BUTfERMORE ' S DOCTR I NE EXAC TLY, .C\NO 1 DE NY I T WITH ALL MY BEI NG! Th e woman 
\~Hn De put aw ay as a orunka;·u; ;; !'dlu br:8 te r, c!Of"J I:.' a rJd ·l.c t Oi." poo:r ilc u::. c -



(3) 
keeper, and she is disqualified for remarriage. But, let her sleep around 
town and BINGO! that qualifies her For sc riptural divorce and remarriage, 
AND SHE DOES NOT EVEN HAVE TO REPENT PLUS SHE CAN DO IT AS OFTEN AS SHE 
WISHES. Chart please: 

J-7 

For~icati!2Q_Q':!al.i fie~ 

A married to B - 8 not qualified to m3rry C. 

B forni cates - divorced - qu alified to marry C. 

Repeat 100 times and never repent!!! 

(2N6) Now let's go back to this Roman Catholic penance nonsense . The woman 
put away for a trivial cause Tod say s ma y not r emarry because she is still 
married to her former husband. Then i t is her yet married state that re­
stricts her from the man she wants. · w~t, then would keep her from con­
sidering her yet married status as a penance penal ty since it penalizes 
her by restricting her from t he man she want s? Do you suppose she could 
weep about penance penalties and find a sympatt1e ti c preacher who would 
get her the man she wants. She should no t be penalized that way all of 
her life, should she? You ought to be as hamed f ri e nd Buttermore? And 
you say you have not been shown that your doc trin e is false? As well to 
say one cannot show you the sun is shinning. 

(2N7) It is a false statement that I define adultery e xc lusively as enter­
ing a marriage unlawfully. Pay attention Tad. I s aid Lusk proved it can 
ALSO mean that and you could not jeny it. There for e it is a false accusa­
tion that my : pb~ition implies that all marriages en tered against God's will 
are adulterous. Only those entere d by people divorced on the grounds of 
fornication or trivial causes are adulterous and that eliminates the widow 
who marries the unbeliever since she is not a di vo rcee at all. 

(2N8) Tad has made a big mist ake by appealing to l_ev iticus 20:10 for it 
proves much too much for him, as I demonstrate d by asking him some ques­
tions about it myself. I asked him if it said anyt hing about a marriage 
a f t e r a d i v or c e f o r for n i c a t i o n , an d h e s a i d " N 0 . " I t i s a t t h a t p o i r~ t 
that God's Son gives adultery another sc ope in meaning , but Leviticus 
20:10 does not deal with a dl vorce at all , so j us t how does it disp rov 8 
the extended scope af the definition ? Further more , Tod says, by impllca­
tion that fornication /adultery qualifi es you for a scriptural di vorce 
and remarriage all with tt1e slfliles o f Go d ( c har t J - "7) . Now read what God 
~urn i g 11 t y t h i n k s a bo ut t h i s p r om is c u o u s m is c rd. e f' : " . . . s t1 a 11 s u r e 1. y b e p u t 
to death" (Lev. 20:10). Mr. Buttermore, it seems th at yo u and God do not 
t ake the same p:bint of vie ~~ iJr; forn i cation at a.l l 1 ::k you? But.t.err.1o.r e 
says by implicutio,l, "Shall su1e l y be iJT an ted u divor ce <1nd rem orriG•Je ." 
G o d s a y s ~ " . . . s h a 11 s u r e 1 y 'J e p u t L o .: !c l:i t h . ' : ! < l-:: <Hie r , do y o ~ ~ c.=d .i. t-: v e 
this stu ff? Glve it up Tad! 
(2N9) Tod says th8t when I o ff 2red my answer s tr. # "I and 1} 8, !' .l\.11 he 
can ever offer is a'because r-1t. 19 :9 sa ys so ' " t\MF. N, BROTHER! Ancl that 
i s a 11 i t t a k e s i o r B .i b 1 e b e l i F.: v e r s . .L\ r1 d i t i. s E· o :n e t h i. n g y o t : c r1 n ' t o f I"' 2 r . 
One rr.igh t expect th is klnd of disrespect. f ro rn a rnan who just adds a ''NOT" 
~...,t1e:cever he needs i t . The!l h e c ornpouncls his e rror and J.rreverence by 
s t a t in g ~:1 at t hew 19 : 9 sa y s , " . . . who so e v e r s h a .1. J. p u t a w a y tl ~ s w i f e N 0 T f o r 
fornication and sha ll ma rr y anothe r commit s a dul t ery and whoso2v e r marri e s 
HER commits aduJ.tery.'' I wiJ.l give him $1 0 , 00 0 if i t does. Read it, and 
see 5.f it says it, n ;ader . Dot:$ his d-i s !'e s p1.3 c t. r·o r t he ~Jord :·1a vc r:o tw: .r-: ,1 :~· 
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ARGUMENT # 6: PENANCE 

(2Nl0) There i s not a single charge in this s uperflu ous section that can­
not be made with e qual f orce against God for re f using eldersh ip aspirant 
John Doe hi s appointment (1N3D) or th e trivia l l y divorced woman both a 
divorce and remarriage (2N6). Every accusati on Tad ma de about Roman Cath­
olic penance he must at tribute to God Hims e lf. Un believable ! 

(2Nll) I have been waiting on this " s ingl e f or ni cator -ho me wrecker" f arce. 
imported from Arkansas. If Tad would do his own th inki ng instead of blind­
l y following men (a man) he would not no w be i n the embarrassing dilemma 
this dodge demand s . Let me tell you s omething, my brother, I do not en­
dorse breaking up one home or fifty eithe r, b ut if yo ur doctrine is tr ue 
YOU 00 - and I will do mo re than as ~ ert it as you do, I will prove it . 
The charge that it is better to be i nvo lved in breaking up one home than 
50 stinks in the nostrils of God , wh o c ondemn s bo t h, and has given NO 
LAW THAT PERMITS EITHER. So Butter more sa ys th a t i n my position the 
s ingle fornicator can brea k' up 50 home s r:1nd the n marry with God's ap ­
proval, but in hi s doctrine the ad ul te r er can bre~k up anly one and t hen 
remarry, impl ying HI S DO:TRINE IS BETT ER. Let me ask you some thing, Tad: 
Was the fornicator qualifi e d to marr y BEFORE he broke up 50 homes? YES! 
Then hi s marriage afterward was not conti ngent upon his breaking up those 
50 homes, neither a reward for it, was it ? The act of "home - wrecking " 
50 times re peated did not quali fy h im for the marri age . Now go back to 
Chart J-7 and see t he diff erenc e . Your forni c a t or was not qualified 
until she fornicated, was s he ? Th e For nica ti on qua lified her for the 
marriage and directly rewarded he r s i n . Give it up brother ! 

J - 8 

(l) A married to B ( 6) B f ornicates D 

(2) 8 fornicates c ( 7 ) c di vo r c e s B 

( 3 ) A divorces B ( 8) B marr i es D 

( 4) B marr i e s c (9) B re pe a t s it J. OO tms. 

(5) B never repents. (10) B ne ver repents. 

GO O END ORSE S ALL OF J 7 l 
I • 

-·---· 
(2Nl 2) But t ermore :t s for ce d t o e nd 0rsc 31 1 o f Chart J - 8 , an,j if you do 
not believe it r e ad his l a st s ent e ~ce in ( 2A7) . Di d yo u know he ha s yet 
to renounce the wife- s wapping sce nari o I g;we hlrn in J - Y:' He must endo r se 
it, but he wants to kee p it quiet and la l ~ about penanc e . pe n9l ties to play 
on yo•Jr sympathie s . Re ade r~ c ar1 yo u now see that in orde r to be l ieve t. 11e 
doctrine Buttermore i s tl' yjqg t o i:Jefcnd you mu st bel iev e that God pl aces 
Hi s s tarn p o f a p p r o v a l on t i 1 e s e d e p r r'J v e cJ ~.; v i 1 s ·:· I n c .l u d 2 me o u t ! 

ARGUI'-tENT If J : SC R.li=> TURAL OJ VORCC 

( 2 N 1 ::;. ) I n t h 1 s s e c t i a n T tJ cJ l"J e q 1. n s t o b a c I< d o w n o ;' h i s a r g urn e n t o n s r.: r i P -
t ural divorc e . Rev i e w the or i ~in&l argument in (lA3 -8) and see if yo u c5n 
fin d one time where he mo d i. l'led it ana a .U owec fer one restr i c t ion beyor;(! 
the scriptural l y l oo s e d state . He ne ver d id . Repeate dl y he af f i r med that 
r emarriage is grant e d b y t he l oos e d sta t e - pe r i od ! Then he mus t ha v ~ . 
s~,en t he p ~·oi:Jh·m, 8r•:J just. <•.5 j'ep::oateclly , :·1ow he s~1ys t her r: are r est r 1ct1orh 
s t .i .l l bi n d in g o n t r; .l s 1 o o s ed won; 2. n ~2nd c c: n q r 8 t u l. a t.i. on s M r . 8 ~ t ~ e r. m Dr~ Y Ol; _ I . ­

HAVE J LJ S T r. E N 0 L: 1\l C E 0 H I r:: H A · m -c l.l F f ll. L. U ~i T H IH I 0 N /-I f\l n HJO 0 f~ :.. ~ 0 r H c L. AN .! E P A k ·, \·'; r 



HAND-CUFF ILLUS . 

Fornication 

( 5 ) 

J - 9 

ANSWER 

LAW OF 

Fo rnication 

(2Nl4) Just as surely as Tad places one r estriction on this "loosed " 
( uncuffed ) woma1, he has admitted that there is n second set of cuff s 
for her, linking her to God's law (rest ricti ons) . He has repeatedly ad­
mitted it. The "hand-cuff" illustration will allow bu t one set of cuffs, 
and it teaches that when they are loosed there is not any other - no re­
strictions. This is what we have tried to tell these brethren for yea rs! 
When the cuffs are loosed by divorce for for nication God ' s law allows 
John to e nter a nother union but forbid s Jan e t o . Her loosing still did 
no t loo se the secon d set of cu f fs . This places the r i ght of remarriage 
beyond the loosed, divorced, uncuffed s ta t e, and thus requires another 
law in order to authorize remarriage . Tad ha s de nied his "r ight to re ­
marriage granted at t he poin t of divorce '' pos it io n , ~hich he has labeled 
"SCRIPTURAL DIVOR CE " and is just the ol ·j HANO - :::UFF argument in disgu i se. 
Where is the issue determined? Chart please: 

.J - 10 
WHERE IS THE ISSUE DECIDED ? 

1 

A married B 
Matt. 19: 5 

C Marri ed D 
Matt. 19:5 

---·- -·---

2 

Divorce 

Matt. 19 : 9a 

Df;ath 
Rom . 7 : 2 

3 

R e :11 3 r r i a g e 

Matt . l9:9b 

Re marriege 
Rom . 7 : 3 _______________________ ..... 

( 2 N 1 5 ) T he i s s u e i s dec l ci e d a t p 1. a c e 11 3 a n d N 0 ., If 7 , where T o d ' s " S C R I P -
T U f\ A L D I V 0 R C E " a r gum en t p l a c e s i t , a n cJ w h .i c h he o !:: n i e d by a d m i t t i n g some 
re stri·~tions still exist after "SC RIPf"URA L DI VORCE . " IT aoes not remove 
restrictions and has struggled with it ever since I made the point ln the 
fi rst argument of the first affirmHti ve . He admjt t ed restrictions in hi s 
answers to que stions 5 , 6, 7, 9 and 10 . The man cannot see that he has 
8nswered himself! 

(2Nl6) This brings up the question of who is eligible for marr iage and /or 
:;:-emarriage. Tad says that re s tric t ions on marriage are not the sarne as 
forb i d d .i. n g m a rr· i age . 8 u t 'IJ h y n o t , .i r n n e i s r e :. t r .i c t c d f r om m a r r y i n g :· 
1.-J h a t I am a f f i r rn i n g doe s no t hn b 1 c! ~~ p e r s o n to be m a r r i c_, d b e c au s e the 
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husband can forgive her and retain her in th e ma rriage : it is his option. 
You can charge that with being ungracious or unforgiv ing if you wish but 
you cannot disprove it and all such cha rges fly in the face of God who 
said it. But if she is put away, then we go to point # 3 to learn how 
she is restricted . Jesus says of the woman divor ced on the grounds of 
fornication that "whoso" marrie s her co mmit s adul tery (Matt. 19:9b) . There 
is not a man in the world who is excluded in the "who s o . " If so who is 
he? Find a man who is not a "whoso" (whoever) and you have found the man 
whom .s he may marry, who is not r est r icte d from marrying her . Disqua l ified! 
Case c l osed ! Give it up, Tad ! 

ARG UM ENT # 2 : AD ULTERY 

(2Nl7) Agai n Tad s t arts crawfishing and back i ng down on ano the r argument. 
He has cried loud and long that th e meaning of "adu lt e ry" is e xc lusiv ely 
restricted to unlawful sexu a l intercourse between people, one of whom i s 
married to someone ·~lse. I agree it mea ns tt1at , bu t not exc lusively, and 
Tad admitted it by agreeing that one (persont) can adulterate literature , 
ideas, water and RELATIONSHIPS . This ruins Tad's contention that the 
fornicator of Matthew 19 : 9b has to be t he t rivi al ly divorced person be­
cause she commits adultery and must stl ll be ma rrjed, because you cannot 
commit adultery unless you are married. Se e why he is squ irming? He 
says he meant, •when it comes to people ." So what? He says adultery 
can be committed BY PEOPLE against WHA T? AGAINST A RELAT IONSHIP. The 
woman of Matthew l9:9b retain ed her re la tions l1ip with God and His law 
after she was put away a nd i n remar r ia ge she viol a ted His restr i ction 
on his institution of marri age and therefor e adulter a ted it . Thank you 
Tad , yo u are no w on my s ide! 

(2Nl8) The syntax of Matthe w 19:9 with the exception alters the sta t e ment 
so that it cannot be parallel e d with Mar k 10:1 1 ,1 2 as Tad attempts to do . 

J -11 
Mk. 10:11, 12 : Trivial div . -- re marr i age 3dultery- mate guilty 

Mt . 19:9: Forni cation - adu l tery - divorce - remarriage - adulter¥ 

This accurately delineates the syntax of t he two passages and s hows that 
the answer to Tad ' s que s tion of whom s he commits a dultery against is "Her 
hu s band before the divorce." He does not like it , but he ca n ' t answer it. 

(2N19) Tad' s material in (2Al 6 ) i s a deceptive mo ve to gain a point by 
m i s rep r e s e n t at i on . I n s t e ad o F :.1 f f i r tn i n g .:.:~ s 11 e s II o u 1 d be , he i s ~· t .i 1 J. b a c k 
in the first proposition trying t o dea l wi t h a point t ha t mu st ha ve hurt 
him deeply . He want s to kno w if my s t alemt:r. t .ln ( 31\7) t ha t t~l at t h ew 19:9 
t each e s , "l~ h o so mar r i e t h her w h i c h is p u t a w a y , N 0 T for f o r n i c 3 t i o t"'l , c :J m­
mitteth adultery," ls a true s t 3 tement? I did not make thi s quotat i on . 
Wh en yo~ put statemc~ts in quotations a nd cttr ibute t hem to someone you 
had better be able to show where they s aid lt in those exact words . Now 
where is i t? But LOOK ! The s tatement is TOO BUTTERMORE ' S in (2 N5) . Can 
you be a t t h a t? He quot ed h i m ~ e 1 f and then :::; a .i d l s a i d .i t. ! F; u t lfi h a t d i d 
1 s ay? I said it i s a valid INFERENCE by virt ue of Mark 10:11,12 , an d 
Matthew 19:9 would te ach it withou t the exception. With the except i on 
the s yntax ls altered in just the way c har t J - 11 de lineates and t he refor e 
i t cannot be parall e led wit h Mark 10 :1 1 ,1 2 . Then he want s t o know wher e 
the s tateme nt, "Whoso mal'rieth her t hat .i s put away , for f ornicati on, co~ -
m i t It e t h a d u 1 t e r y , " i. s f o u n d . F . . i r s t y o u s h o w u: e w t'1 P. r e I s a i ri t h 2 t q u o t =t Lt o r; 
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word-for-word is found in the Bibl e. I never sa id it in (3A7) as you 
say, and you owe me an apology . Does the reader kn ow what he is trying 
to cover up? This is the statement he wrote, in quo tation marks,in ( 2N5) : 
"Whoso marrieth her which is put away FOR fornication , does not commit 
adultery.'' The quota t ion marks obligated him to f ind it word-for-word in 
the Bible AND HE COULD NOT. So wh at did he do? He rewrote it in (2Al6), 
sneaked the "doe s not" out of it placed it in quotat i ons and a s ked me 
where the Bible says it as if the quotation accurately represented a 
quotation from my pen . Now friend, there isn ' t any thing right ab out that . 
But it doe s tell us how DES PER ATE Tad is . 

J' 
ARGUMENT # Z: THE EXC EPTION 

(2N20) Tad says that in (2A l 6) and (3A2 1 ) I denied that the exception 
of Matthew 19 : 9 appli ed to both parties as reg~rds the divorce. 1 DID 
NOT. The reader is urged to read that mater i al an d see for himself tha t 
To~ 'has deliberatel y misrepre se nt ed me . With out the except ion neither can 
be divorced . Wi th l he except ian , b o t. ~1 are d i v or c ed , the act ian being the 
option of the innoce nt party . Tha t is al l I said . The divorce did not 
exclude the fornicato r from th e entire case so that she is excluded from 
the adultery committed in the second marr i age, but she i s as much excluded 
from being married as her husband who pu t her away for he cou ld not be 
divorced fro m a woman who is not divorced from him . Th is does no t allow 
the e xception to appl y in the second clause so that it grant s remarriage 
UNLESS TOO CAN PROVE THE DIVORCE ITSELF GRANTED IT and he i s trying har d 
to do it, but failing. I have s how n in J - 9 and 10 t hat more than the 
di vor ce law is required to permit that, and Tod admits as muc~ when he 
admit s restricti ons apply beyo nd th e divo r ce d state . 

(2N2l) I am sorry that Tad ch ildish ly seeks a "victory over Jackson ." 
I do not enter debate s to win victorie s ov er men , but to arrive at t he 
truth and win a victory over error . Howev er , he sh ould not celebrate pr e­
ma ture ly · a lthough he already has "immaturely. " I-I is chart TLB-l simply 
says t he divorce itself excepted the woman from the adu ltery committed 
otherwise in a seco nd un io n. That rewards adultery and a llows her to re­
marry whe ther she repent s or no t. (a) Matthew 19:9 does not teach that 
non- excepted divorced persons sin in reman·lage ; the only thing it l:~aches 
about remarriage at all is that the innocent may and the guilty may not. 
( b ) M a t t. h e ~~ 1 9 : 9 d o e s n o t t e a c h t h a t e ;..: c e p-i'. e d cJ 5. v o r e: 8 d p e r: s o n s ::J o r' o t. s .~ n 
in r emarr iage simply because they are divorced othe rwi se tt1ere would be 
no restrictions on gnyone and Tod de nies it. (c) The divorced fornicator 
is divor ced and hence the e~ception applie s to her in divorce becau se 
it allows her husband t o p0 t her away, but that law does not except he~ 
f r am t h o s e w h a m a y no l r e m a r r y • T o d h a s h .i s " F.: x c e p t e d f r am s " m i x e d up . 
(d) It is t he CJ~e that di vo rced forni ca tor s sin in remarriage . Now wr! te 
i n a t t h e b o t t o m c.: f' C h a r t :- L [j - 1 t h e f o l .l o w 1 n g , T r. e r e f o r ~ • " W h o s o rna r r i ~ t . t1 
he r whi ch is put awoy doU1 NO T c:ommi~ arJ ul tery," (f3utter more J: l) etfld you 
h a v e a p e r f e c t c h a r t - p e r f e C' t 1 y w ron g f r om t. o o t o b r_; t t om ! T he c e 1 e t1 r· a t l u il 
i s over! 

P.RGU MEN I' fl 4: ??? 

(2N22) Since Tod admits that one ca nnot e xc lude the widower from those 
s c r l p +: u r a 11 y 1 o o sed from 3 m a l". e l n l ::::or in t. h i_ :.His i : 2 I , 2 8 b , ~ow j :l e s t1 P. 

know t t, e " 1 o o s e d " p e r s on ~J h o c a n s e e k a w i f e i s o n e vJ h o h a s be e n d i v o r c e rJ 
for fornication, and not UH:: widower? He must prove that the one "l oosed" 
i s. t !l e d i v or c e d f ar n i i; a t a r •H h e ~~a s n :::1 ,J u i n t J t a .L l . T he fa c t t h 3 t t he 
voice i s passive doe s net he lp him because che cea th of a man's wi fe mak es 
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him the recipient of the action, and "l oosed " but he is not "divorced." 
A 1 though '' 1 o o s e d " and "d i v or c e d" are fr om wo rds w h i c h each indicate a 
condition free from ~arriage one is used when it res ults from a divorce 
and the other when divorce is no~ the case, o r when one has been put away. 
The word consistently used when one has been put away is APOLUO, and appe­
ars in its various forms in Matt. 1:19; 5:32; 19 :3,7-9; Mk. 10:2,4, 11 
12; Luke 16:18). These all relate to putting away . But the word used 
to indicate the st~te of being unmarried and does not indicate the unmarrie d 
was put away is from LUO- LEI_USIA and, signi f icantly , appears in Romans 
7:3 and I Corinthians 7:27 . This rer1ders Robertson's comments on the pas-
sive voice useless to Tad's point (although it is acc urate as far as it 
goes) because the widower is still the re9ipien t of the ac ti on resulting 
from the death of his wife, but her death LELUS IA ( ed) him, it did not 
APOLUO I him. This alone shatters Tad's argumen t , but to break it up into 
even smaller pieces let's note what Robertson ALSO said ab out the passage 
and t ·le "loosing" on the same page 132: "Bachelors as well as widowers are 
included in the LELUSIA." Did you .get it Tod ? Bach e lo rs and wido~ers, 
no put away fornicators. And if the passive voi ce delineated a put away 
fornicator, don't you thin k the man wh o told you abou t the passive voice 
would have known it thusly applied in th e passage ? Give it up, Tod. 

(2N23) Then Tod compounds his error by asserti ng that I Corint~ians 7:27, 
28b, Romans 7:2,3, and Matthew 19: 9 all allow those sc ripturally loosed 
to remarry without sin. I f they do you d~n't need to repent, because not 
a one says a word about it. And if they do it is because they each contain 
a 13w in addition tJ the one granting t he div or ce sa t ha t it permits re­
marriage and ~at the divorce alone, as Tod i mplies . But neither Romans 
7:2,3 nor I Corinthians 7: 27 ,28 b even discuss the r ights of a di vorced 
fornicator, and if Matthew 19:9 allows anyone t o marry the put away woma, 
he has to be something other than a "whoso" (whoever) because a ll those 
folks are disqualified. 

(2N24) Tad says his conclusion in t he (1A22) syllogism does not state the 
opposite of Matthew l9:9b. Why don't yo u be the jud~e of t hat, reader. 

Buttermore: "The guilty party may remarry without sin ." (Buttermore 1:2 ) . 

Jesus: "Whoso martieth her which is put away dot h commit adultery ... (Mt.l9: 9 

Buttermore: "Jesus said, 'Whos J ~arrieth her which is put away, NOT for 
fornication, c omm itt et~ adultery . " (Butt ermore 1 :3). 

Jesus: 11 And whoso marrie t h her wh ich is put awa y doth commit adultery." 
(Matt. 19:9b). 

Buttermore saij, "All he :;an ever offer :is a ' '3ecause Mt. 19:9 says 
so . " AM E 1'-1 I A ll I can o f I' e r i s T HE B I :3 L E SA Y S I T - t-1 8. y I n e v e r ~~ e e k 
anything better!!! 

(2N25) Tod says I wi ll no t point to any thin g whi c h has resulted in the 
demand of celibacy for one scripturally freed From the marriage law, and 
I \'! o n de r w h y n o t s i n c e I p o i n t. e d t 1.:: M <'l. t t. h e ltJ J ~1 : 9tJ . H e f u ~ t h ~ 1' P o s t LJ .l a t e cl 
that I will not admit a rea so n, bu t I ga ve hi m seven (7) 1n l2N2) . Now 
we will see what he will do with th em. 

(2N26) He continues, "That they may remarr y does no t impl y God condmnes 
the action." More t~ a n tha t, br other, Chart J - 7 srwws that your doct rine 
not on 1 y i rn p l i e s He condone s .i. t , i~ U I' I~ C T U/\l._ L. 'l !-=<E. Q U IRES IT ! A n d _ i f , . as You 
s a y , f r e e d o m t o r f-? rr. ~ r r y f o ll cwJ s N I\ Tl ! I~ J\ I_ L Y f r c 1:: b e i n q s c r j p t u r a ll y d 1 v o r r:: e d 
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or loosed no fornicator need ever repent of one thing in order to remarry 
and you have just renounced the proposition I quoted in (lN24). Guess 
whose proposition it is - Huh? But s i nc e you deny it ever places the con­
dition of repentance on the right t o remarry, would you sign it, if asked 
to , if i t read: "The Scriptures teach that the mate put away because of 
fornica t ion who does not repent can marry another person with God's ap­
prova l . " Yb u talk about license to lust, brother this is it ! 

(2N27) The char ge that I base the disqualification Jf Matt . 19 : 9b on s in is 
an oft repeated misrepresentation. See my Argument # 1 for proof . 

(2N28) I told you John Doe would ruin him. No w listen to what Tad said 
in (2A26). He said the fact that John Doe ha s no wif e and children di~ ­
qua l ifies him, but that is only tru e because I Ti m. 3 and Titus l says it, 
not naturally true. And why does John not ha ve any wife and children? SIN! 
Since forg i veness removes al l disqualifications (Tad) why is Doe ' s dis ­
qua l ification not removed? Answer: Because Inspiration says so l It is 
e xact l y what you made fun of . You . had better read it, brother! 

(2N29) I l ike Chart TLB-3. I rea l ly like it! It exposes Tad's fa l s e doc­
trine in Argument# 5 unmercifull y , an d he doesn't even know it ! All he 
needs to do is properly label it. Let 's l abel it for him and see . 

PERS ON 

Gui lty party 
Gu il ty party 
Gui l ty party 

SIN 
(Adultery) 
(Adultery 
(Adultery 

J - 12 
RESTRICTION PROV . FOR REMOVAL 

Ki ngdom of Heave n I Cor. 6:9- 10 
Christian Fellowship I Cor . 5:1 - ll 
Remarriage (?) 00000000000000000 

(2N30) One can easily see that properly labeled, the chart demonstrates 
that the Bible makes provision for the remo val of the restriction in each 
case of " Kingdom of Heaven " a nd "Chri st ian Fellowship" but even Tad in 
his own chart showed that NO SUCH PA SSAGE EXISTS FOR THE REMOVAL OF TH E 
RESTRICTION FROM REMARRIAG~ IN THE CA SE OF ADULTERY . Thank you Tad , tha t 
is exact l y what my Argument # 1 was all abo ut. Now who has given up the 
debate? I could not have asked for a c learer admission of defeat. 

BUTTERMORE'S ANSWERS 

(2N30) In answer to quest ion II 1 Tod quotes from rny debate with James D. 
Bales and - - - wait a minute! He does what? He quotes from my debate wit h 
James D. Bales ! But that debate is only half Finished as of this date 
(Apri l 23) and the only people I have se nt lt to are Je rry Moffitt and Jam e · 
Bales . OOP S! !! Tad ha s let the c8t out. oF the bag ! He has admitted that 
James Bale s ha s been helping him. I have actually been de bating James 
Ba le s all along, but I knew that. ln 3 conversation with Robert T2ylar 
in Henderson, Tenn., in February he sai d you cou ld not stand on your own 
two feet and Bale s would do your debat i ng . I told him I thought s0 too . 
I knew I coul d m3ke t1im admit it i f I kept leading him t oward it . Tod 
does not know what to beli eve until he contacts Ar ka nsas . I would be 
ashamed, Tad . Bales ' affirma ti ves have not contained one thing I ha ve 
not seen in Ute Butter mor e material ar1d now we all know why. I '1.1 gl ve 
him this, thou gh; he had better sen se t han to mark the words of the Lo rd 
"false" as you did when I gave him t he chance . I ventu re the guess that 
he had seen the result s o f tha t blunder in your materia l. And Bales peo­
ple want to know why he i s so persecuted . He is expo rting a l l of this 
false doctrine around the country and leading young gullible men like 
Tad about wher ever he pleases . ~~~~en 1d ll Tod gro w up and be t·tis own ma q? 
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(2N31) (l) cf. (1N29) 3 & 4. (2) Rom. 7:2 ,3. (3) Rom. 3:8. (4) Hosea 1. 
(5) (1A3-5). (6) cf. (1N29) 3 & 4. (7) (lN4). (8) (1A3-5). 

(2N32) Let's see what kind of company Mr. Buttermore keeps. 

GOD SAID 

"Ye shall surely die." 

Gen. 2: 17 

GOD SAID 

"Ye are fallen from grace." 

Gal. 5:4 

GOD SAID 
"Not by faith only." 

Jas. 2:24 

JESUS SAID 

"Whoso marrieth her which 
is put away doth commi t 

adultery." 

Matt. 19:9b 

J-13 SERPENT SAID 
" Ye shall NOT surely die." 

Gen. 3:4 

BAPTIST SAYS . 
"Ye a r e NOT fallen from grace." 

(manual) 

METHOD IST SAYS 
"B y fafth only " 

(discipline) 

TOO BUTTERMORE SAYS 

"Whoso marrieth her which is 
put awa y do th NOt commit 

adulterv." 

(Buttermore 1:1) 

READER, THAT IS SOM E COMPANY I DO NOT WANT TO BE IN : 

HOW ABOUT YOU? 

SUMMARY 
(2N33) (1) Buttermore makes a rule found nowhere j.n the Bible that if 
celibacy is a condition impos ed by the Lord it has to be for some sin. 
(2) Tad says I can't give a reason for the celibacy o f Matt. l9:9b , but 
I gave seven. (3) My oppon ent tea ches a forni cator ca n remarry whether 
she repents or not. (4) My opponent arg u3d from "forgiveness" that the 
fornicator is qualified to remarry and then denied it is even necessary. 
(5) My opponent teaches that fornic a ti on qual ifies one for remarriage. 
(6) My opponent places God i n the posi t lon of s anctioning s in by rewarjin g 
it with remarriage. (7) My oppo nent admits one can adulte rat e a relation­
ship after arguin~ it can only apply to two pe op l e ' s actions. (B) My 
opponent appealed to Leviti c us 20:1 0 i n a deba te on divo~ce and remarri a~Je 
and then admitted neither one i s jn til e pa ssage . (9) My opponent has God 
endorsing wife- swapping. ( 10) My oppo nent renounc ed the hand-cuff jllus­
tration when he admitted restrictions beyond the loosed state . (ll) My 
opponent says I Cor . 7:27 , 28a applies to aiv orced forn i cators, but Robert­
son says "bachelors a nd w.i.dowe r s." (J 2 ) My opponent , .in Chart TLB-3 
correctly illustrate s that t he r F.! i s no law r2rnu vi ng the restr.i.c tions on 
a divorced fornicator . ( 1 3 ) My opponent l et tne ca t out of the bag when 
he admitted James Bales has been he lping him. (14) My opponent gets his 
do c trine from Arkansas, not the Bible. (15) My opponen t's doctrine place s 
him ln the company of the !:evil, F3apti s ts , tiJehtodists and pe!rverters. 

(2N3J.i) Thus end s another eff r.; rt in ·:a .i.n t·o pr o ':e 
he r w h .i c h i s p u t a w 8 y do t h 1-10 t com rr. i t a d u .l t e r 'I . 

J c sus ~: aid , "ltJ h o so mar r i e i: 11 
The proposition i s FALSE ! 



BUTTERMORE'S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE 

PROPOSITION: The Scriptures teach that a mat e who has been put away for forni­
cation may, with God ' s approval, remarry another person. 

(3A1) As I begin my third affirmative, I express a joy to be able to discuss 
this issue with brother Roger Jackson. If his proposition was true, he would 
have certainly been able to prove it. Likewise, were my proposition false, 
he would also be able to refute it. However, he has failed. He has based 
the larger part of his affirmative and negative material on a misunderstanding 
of Mt . 19:9. If he one day comes to see that he has misunderstood the verse, 
I am confident that, regardless of pressure and reprisal from prominent brethren, 
he will come to the side of truth on this m~tter of the put away guilty party. 

(3A2) Jackson starts off his second negative with the worn-out misrepresenta­
tion of facts he has used since his second affirmative. If the reader will 
recall Jackson's (1A5), he will recall that statements #1 and #2 were the 
objects of a conditional modificat ion. Roger was speaking of a woman put 
away FOR fornication in both inst ances . I have pointed out repeatedly that 
Mt. 19:9b does NOT have reference to a put away fornicator, but to the one 
put away for a cause OTHER THAN fornication. To substantiate this position, 
I have quoted Allen Black, Maurice Lusk, Guy N. Woods, and Henry Alford and 
these should suffice. But what does Jackson have to say about the statements 
from these men? Nothing! Where does he ever deny that their statements are 
true? Nowhere! On this matter cf. my (1N4), (1N7 ) , (2N6-2N8) and (3N2) . 
But especially notice Roger's (1A18 ) , where he quotes Mt . 19:9b and applies 
it to one put away without cause. 

(3A3) In (2N2) Roger asserts that I have made up a rule and bent truth to 
fit it. He is wrong. If the guilty one is as free as the one who put them 
away, but is not equally free to remarry, then there must be something in 
their past which hinders their remarriage. The only thing it could be is 
their sin of adultery. If they must remain celibate on the basis of this 
sin, then the imposed condition of celibacy is a penalty. This is no emotional 
ploy . Emotions have no say in the matter. But Jackson has denied that the 
celibacy he says the fornicator must endure is punishment. He has also denied 
that it is a natural consequence of the sin of adultery. Since he does not 
believe the celibacy of the put away fornicator is either of these, he finds 
the middle of the road. He says celibacy is an "imposed consequence." What's 
the difference? What difference is there between an imposed penalty and an 
imposed consequence? Either way, this celibacy would be a disqualification 
based on sin. Forgiveness implies the nullification of all disqualifications 
based on sin! Even if Jackson could prove that the fornication of the guilty 
one resulted in a disqualification to remarry, i t would be a perversion of 
the Bible doctrine of forgiveness to say that the sin is removed, but the 
disqualifications which go with it still remain. Note chart TLB-3 . Then 
Jackson goes from celibacy as a result to celibacy as a preventative measure 
imposed to prevent abuse of God's law [points 1 and 2 in (2N2)]. On· #3, 
fornication is a qualifying act for scriptural divorce (Mt. 19:9). The scrip­
turally loosed may remarry regardless of what freed them. One might just 
as well argue that a murderer may not remarry because that would make murder 
a qualifying act for divinely sanctioned remarriage. In #4, Jackson takes 
the position that God approves of fornication if the divorced fornicator may 
remarry. Pure conjecture! Since a murderer may remarry, does that mean God 
sanctions murder? Must the murderer remain celibate so we know God does not 
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approve of murder? If the murderer may remarry, Jackson's fourth point is 
worthless. If they may not, he had better come up with a passage to back 
him up. What about one who sets up circumstances whereby his mate is seduced 
and puts her away? May he remarry? JACKSON SAYS NO ! (2N32) #3 . WHAT BROTHER 
WILL ENDORSE IT? Robert Taylor, Jr.? Rom. 3:8 does not prove it. On #5, 
the same thing could be said of the murderer and the innocent one who sets 
up the seduction of his mate. On #6, who is Jackson to talk about the perversion 
of Mt. 19:9b? He's done so throughout this debate! And on #7, Jackson had 
better read Romans 3:8. It does not say that benefits which result from sin 
are in themselves sinful and thus one cannot keep benefits of sin. What of 
the apostle Peter? He lied and it probably saved his life. Was the keeping 
of his life sinful, Roger? If not, what happens to your interpretation of 
Rom. 3:8? You said in your (2A20) that you reaped benefit from your sins 
but not with God's approval. How do you know God did not approve if you are 
not undergoing some "imposed consequences"? YOUR doctrine is that God MUST 
impose celibacy (imposed consequence) on the forni cator or else he heartily 
approves of their sin. What's good for the goose is good fo r the gander, 
friend. When are you going to practice what you preach? When will you endure 
"imposed consequences" which show God disapproves of your past sins? Give 
me a list of sins which have "imposed consequences" so I can undergo these 
consequences and know then that God disapproved of my sins. I'd sure hate 
someone to think God approved of my sins, seeing that I'm not presently being 
"consequenced" for any. And in Jackson's (2N3), I do not require the offended 
to retain the offender or else be levying a penance penal t y. The offender 
may remarry. But if, according to Jackson, the offender may not remarry, 
then the offended one would be placing the offender in a position of becoming 
an adulteress just like one put away NOT for fornication. And as for "John 
Doe", his disqualification was the result of sin. It is not his sin which 
disqualifies him, but its consequences (loss of wife and children). But adultery 
does not result in anything which disqualifies one fr om remarriage so the 
thing which disqualifies the adulterer could only be sin. When s i n is removed 
so are all of its "divinely imposed consequences"! 

(3A4) Jackson said, "those free from the restriction that forbids remarriage" 
could remarry (3A41, #8). I pointed out that Rom. 7:2-3 shows that the restric­
tion forbidding one to remarry is the marriage bond . I never said Jackson 
believed it. As he said, he believes "the exact opposite" (2N4). Whether 
he likes it or not, he says "the exact opposite" of Rom. 7:2-3. Rom. 7:2-3 
clearly teaches that the reason a second marriage is adulterous is because 
of the marriage bond. When the one-flesh union is severed , whether by death 
(Rom. 7:3) or by scriptural divorce, one ·is "free from that laiN" so that he/ she 
is no adulterer, though married to another! Unscriptural divorce does not 
sever the one-flesh union and to marry another i s to commit adultery against 
the other (violating the one-flesh union). Whether Jackson likes it or not, 
being scripturally free is all that is involved wi th the right to remarry. 
He failed to prove otherwise! Repe~tance has nothing to do with the right 
of remarriage. If it does, don't waste a whole page beating around the bush, 
give a scripture. I brought up forgiveness to show that since Jackson bases 
his celibacy restriction on s in, he cannot consistently preach forgiveness 
because forgiveness cancels ALL "divinely imposed consequences" which result 
from sin! 

(3A5) As for Jackson's "fornication" as "a requirement for a second marriage," 
he has overlooked the fact that the scripturally free may remarry. He believes 
the scripturally free may remarry if and only if they have no marriage-wrecking 
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sin in their past. "The Bible authorizes innocent people to remarry, not guilty." 
(Bales-Jackson debate, 4th Negative). He believes that "as surely as dead 
men are celibate" the murderer of a mate must remain celibate . (Bales- Jackson 
debate.) Who will endorse that?? He has no scripture to prove that position, 
so if he says the murderer may remarry, HE has "placed God Almighty in the 
position of sanctioning sin;" namely murder. How so? By allowing the one­
flesh union to be severed by death and allowing the murderer to remarry. 
This is Jackson's own reasoning, and it's very lame! He also believes that 
one who sets up circumstances whereby his mate is seduced cannot marry again 
if he puts her away (2N32, #3). Again, he has no scripture. Again , who, 
in the brotherhood, would endorse that position? In both of these cases HE 
has God sanctioning sin if the sinner may remarry. Furthermore, does one 
have to sin intentionally to be disqualified for remarriage, Roger? What 
if one sins ignorantly and it brings about the fornication of his mate? May 
he divorce her and remarry? If so, has God sanctioned his sin, though committed 
ignorantly? Since it is a rare case of a TOTALLY innocent "innocent party", 
it would be a rare case of the innocent one being allowed to remarry if Jackson 
is right . The way Jackson reasons, would there EVER be a case where one could 
remarry after divorce? God does not sanction sin. Because the fornicator, 
murderer, and guilty "innocent party" may remarry does not even hint that 
God sanctions sin. You might as well argue that since God approves of the 
single status of the put away fornicator, that he approves of their fornication, 
which was what helped to put them in that state. Remarriage does not depend 
on past innocence in "home-wrecking", but on being scripturally free. The 
woman put away as a drunkard, child beater, dope addict or poor housekeeper 
is disqualified for remarriage because she is NOT scripturally free. On this 
sanctioning of sin busi~ess, let Jackson grapple with this: did God sanction 
hardness of heart by letting the Jews divorce and remarry for every cause? 

(3A6) In Jackson's (2N6), the one put away for a tr i vial cause is not disquali­
fied for remarriage based on a sin they committed. It is based on the fact 
that she is still one-flesh with her husband, and to violate that union is 
adultery (Mk. 10:11-12). Lanier: "If the first union were broken, the second 
would not be adulterous. The second union is adulterous only because the 
first union is not broken." (cf . my 1A4) However, to restrict the guilty 
from remarriage one MUST point to their past sin of adultery as Jackson does. 
"The married's fornication negates the right of remarriage ." (Bales- Jackson 
debate, 4th Negative, VIII). To deny them the right of remarriag~ after that 
which allegedly negates it is gon~ is nothing less than Roman Catholi c penance! 

(3A7) Jackson's (2N7) shows that he has no idea what adultery is. If the 
scripturally free fornicator remarries against God's will (as Jackson asserts 
is the case), they commit adultery, Jackson so asserts. If the scripturally 
free widow remarries against God's wil l (I Cor. 7:39), they do NOT commit 
adultery. ~ow does he account for two free people marrying against God's 
will and only one committing adultery? When you ask him WHY the guilty one 
commits adultery, he quotes Lusk at you and says it's because they married 
against God's will. But when you ask him if the widow who marries against 
God's will has committed adultery, he says, "no." This confusion rests on 
his misunderstanding of Mt. 19:9. He almost has the truth in (2N7), if he 
will just drop his false doctrine on the guilty party. He said only marriages 
"entered by people divorced on the grounds of fornication or trivial causes 
are adulterous and that eliminates the widow who marries the unbeliever since 
she is not a divorcee at all." When you take away Jackson's assertion that 
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the guilty party commits adultery in remarriage, the only ones you have left ' 
are those divorced for trivial causes! THAT IS BECAUSE THEY ARE THE ONLY 
ONES STILL MARRIED! Those divorced for fornication and the widow CANNOT commit 
adultery in remarriage, provided they marry an eligible person. When you 
realize that the only ones who commit adultery in remarriage are those divorced 
unscripturally, you can realize that one does not have to make up definitions 
for adultery which cannot be sustained. Adultery is the violation of the 
one-flesh union through interference of a third person. The one-flesh union 
has been broken in the case of the fornicator and the widow, thus they do 
not commit adultery when they marry. Jesus did not give adultery another 
scope in meaning! Jackson did. Lev. 20:10 shows that adultery is a violation 
of the one-flesh union by a third party. That is what Jesus said in Mt. 19:9! 
The divorce for trivial causes did not sever the one-flesh union. To marry 
another is to introduce a third party into the one-flesh union---- adultery. 
When the guilty one is put away the innocent may remarry BECAUSE THE ONE-FLESH 
UNION WAS DESTROYED BY FORNICATION -AND THE SUBSEQUENT DIVORCE ON THAT BASIS. 
It is futile to affirm that the guilty one commits adultery in remarriage, 
seeing that there is no longer a one-flesh union with their mate in existence 
for them to violate. 

(3A8) Because the scriptures state a positio~ THAT is all it takes for Bible 
believers. My point was clear! Saying that 11Mt. 19:9 says so 11 means nothing. 
Jackson says "Mt. 19:9 says so," but he has -not proved it. Mt. 19:9 does 
not say what Jackson says it says and I have shown that he ignored what the 
scholars say it REALLY says. They do not even agree with my position, but 
they still see that the "apolelumenen11 in Mt. 5:32b and 19:9b is one put away 
NOT FOR FORNICATION. And that i s what Mt. 19:9 says , 11Whosoever marries HER 
commits adultery." I was speaking of the one put away NOT for fornication 
just as Lusk, Woods, and Alford said. I'll let him keep the $10,000.00 he 
owes me. I'll also throw this quote by Roy Deaver in for nothing. Deaver 
said Mt. 19:9 said, "Whosoever shall put away his wi fe, except for fornication, 
and shall marry another, committeth adultery; and he t hat marrieth HER WHEN 
SHE IS PUT AWAY commits adultery. 11 (Videotape , 1985 Steubenville l ecture, 
emphasis mine, TLB). If the exception modifies the put away woman when applic­
able to the situation, as Jackson agrees (and disagrees), then when it does 
not apply to the situation, the woman in Mt. 19:9b is not modified. This means 
I am correct in translating the 11 apolelumenen" as HER (the pronoun referring 
back to its antecedent, i.e., the one put away ma epi porneia). Jackson ·knows 
"HER 11 was referring to the one put away in the first clause, just as in Deaver's 
quote! 

ARGUMENT #6: PENANCE 

(3A9) The Roman Catholic doctrine of penance says that when one sins and repents, 
one must yet 11make reparation to Divine justice." (Catholic Encyclopedia , 
XI , p. 618). Penance is more than repentance, it is godly sorrow, plus acts 
of amendment or hardship which help to win back God's friendship (p. 619). 
John Doe's disqualification fr om the eldership is not having a wife and children, 
-- THAT is not a sin. The one trivially divorced may not remarry simply because 
she already is! Her disqualification is an existing one-flesh union with her 
husband -- THAT is not a sin. The one is disqualified from the eldership 
and the other is disqualified for remarriage, but that which is disqualifying 
them are not sins. JACKSON HIMSELF SAID THAT IT IS THE SIN OF FORNICATION 
WHICH DISQUALIFIES THE GUILTY FROM REMARRIAGE: 11 The married's fornication 
negates the right of remarriage. 11 Forgiveness cancels ALL Divinely ''imposed 
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consequences." If any IMPOSED consequence exists for t he put away guilty party 
after forgivenes~ it implies that penance is a t r ue doctrine. Penance is a 
false doctrine. Therefore, the imposed consequence of celibacy does not exist 
for the put away guilty party! 

(3A10) In my (2A5), I was not saying it is "better" to break up one home rather 
than 50. My point was that Jackson spoke before about equity (his sixth argument ) 
and punishment . . He said it makes the gospel unfair t o place a greater penalty 
on a lesser sin and a lesser penalty on a greater sin. Yes, HE said that! 
He says if a person breaks up one home, through one act of fornicat ion, (i.e., 
the guilty party), he must be celibate for life. I f a single fornicator breaks 
up 50 homes, Jackson says HE DOES NOT PAY AT ALL!! He can remarry AND NEVER 
EVEN REPENT! Then he talks about equity. Are you serious? According to Jack­
son, the single fornicator who breaks up 50 homes HAS to have a greater punish­
ment, or at LEAST the same. But Jackson says no. In his (2N11 ) Jackson argues 
that sin disqualifies one for remarriage but not for marriage. Why is innocence 
a prerequisite to remarriage, but not to initial marriage? If innocence is 
a prerequisite to remarriage, would not true forgi veness accomplish it? Why 
can one's sin break up 50 homes and have no effect on him at all, (especially 
after forgiveness in which case his fornication will not even cause his condemn­
ation) and another's sin break up one home and produce a life-long imposed 
consequence? Now let me hear you talk about equi ty, friend. According to 
your own statements, if God does not punish this single fornicator AT LEAST 
to the same degree as the put away guilty one, HE IS UNFAIR. Let's apply Jack­
son's own statements here. "God's justice demands that t he punishment be justly 
related to the sin committed. At no time would God mete out greater punishment 
for lesser sin, or for no sin" (1A24). My point is that Jackson says one 
can fornicate and break up 50 homes, and reap absolutely no "imposed consequences", 
and another can fornicate and break up one home (his own) and be "consequenced" 
for life. In the interest of fairness and justice Jackson CANNOT "consequence" 
the "lesser" sin and overlook the "greater." God does not endorse fornication; 
neither do I. Jackson endorses penance and forbi ds the unmarried to marry 
(cf. I Cor. 7:8; I Tim. 4:1-3). 

ARGUMENT #1: SCRIPTURAL DIVORCE 

(3A11) Jackson is kidding himself for I have not backed down on argument #1. 
I was discussing freedom to remarry, not the obvi ous fact t hat there are restric­
tions on that right. I did not have to discuss restrictions, although I did 
elsewhere, to prove that the scripturally free can marry. The point was that 
they are free to marry, not WHO they may marry. Qualifying that right does 
not show it is negated for the guilty party, spouse murderers or guilty "inno­
cent parties." 

(3A12) Jackson's chart J-9 and (2N14) are worthless. They assume and assert 
that when the guilty one is put away that they are still bound to God's law 
and God's law says they may not marry. But God's law does no such thing. 
Jackson has repeatedly asserted it, but no proof has followed . He says when 
one is free that one needs "another law in order to authorize remarriage." 
How much authorization does Jackson need? Mt. 5:32 clearly implies the right 
of the put away fornicator to remarry. Woods said that the grammatical converse 
of Mt. 19:9 was "Whosoever shall put away his wi fe (or husband ) when he or 
she HAS BEEN GUILTY of fornication and shall marry another DOES NOT commit 
adultery and he or she that marrieth her or him when he or she is put away 
DOES NOT commit adultery." (Gospel Advocate, Dec . 7, 1978). Jackson never 



6 

will deal with that! Let's ask him a question, Which PUT AWAY one does the 
verse say does NOT commit adultery in remarriage when put negatively? I predict 
he'll ignore this! Romans 7:2-3 says that when one is free from the law of 
marriage, they do not commit adultery in marrying again. The specific example 
is freedom by death. But one cannot logically exclude any other scripturally 
free person. I Cor. 7:8 authorizes the marriage of the unmarried. The guilty 
party is unmarried. Those divorced for trivial causes do not have the authority 
to marry, but the unmarried do. Adultery is a sin committed by married people. 
One plus one equals two. Remember that, Roger? Those divorced NOT for fornication 
cannot remarry because they are not scripturally "twain" but still one-flesh. 
Ifone remarries, he has violated the yet intact one-flesh bond and thus adultery 
is committed. I Cor. 7:27-28 authorizes those scripturally loosed from a mate 
to marry. Jackson denies this passage, also. In I Timothy 4:1-3, one mark 
of those who had departed from . the faith wai that they would forbid marriage. 
That is, they would go beyond what God had forbidden to forbid marriages which 
God never forbade. God never forbade the marriage of the put away guilty one , 
but for some reason beyond my comprehension, brethren, such as Roger Jackson , 
are willing to place themselves into I Tim. 4:1-3 as men who have departed 
from the faith by forbidding the marriage of one which they have no authority 
to do! They have no verse to point to to back their position. Mt. 19:9 does 
not help them and they know it! They have, indeed, departed from the faith. 
They give heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils because they have 
ceased to hear God's word on the matter. They have ignored the passages I 
have cited above. They have indeed spoken lies in hypocrisy by perverting 
passages to suit their needs. Which does indeed take a conscience havi ng been 
seared with a hot iron. All because THEY want to forbid someone to marry. 

(3A13) In Mt. 19:9 Jesus stated that it was adultery to marry af ter divorce. 
However, he gave an exception to this rule, namely, divorce for fornicati on . 
It was not adultery to remarry after divorce under the Law. Jesus stated, 
in contrast to the Law, that divorce for any cause OTHER THAN FORNICATION 
will result in adultery should either party remarry. Whether or not one is 
eligible to remarry depends upon his being scripturally free . Whether or not 
one commits adultery in remarriage depends upon WHOM he marries . (The only 
ones the New Testament says commit adultery in remarriage are those divorced 
for trivial causes and those who marry them. Need I repeat why?) That one 
is restricted in whom he may marry is not the same as forbidding marriage ALTO­
TOGETHER! Regulating it is one thing, forbidding it is another! Biblical 
restrictions on one's right to marry are not based on sin . The widow is not 
restricted from marrying an unbeliever because of some sin she once committed. 
But Jackson argues that the guil ty party is restr i cted from remarriage alto­
gether because of a past sin. The issue of the right to remarry is decided 
at the point of loosing. The issue of whom they may marry i s decided in Mt. 
19:9 and I Cor. 7:39. Jackson has confused the prohibition against marrying 
certain individuals with the right to marry. Those unscripturally divorced 
may not marry for they are not "free from that l aw ." The scripturally free 
may remarry, but pointing to restrictions on whom the free may remarry is a 
far and pathetic cry from proving that the scripturally free guilty party may 
not marry. 

(3A14) Before I move on, there are two points Roger stated which cannot be 
overlooked. In his (2N1 6) , he said "Jesus says of the woman divorced on the 
grounds of fornication that "whoso" marries her commits adultery (Mt. 19:9b)." 
This is strange since Jackson said in his (1A18) that the "innocent person 
put away without cause is not given the right of remarriage ." .. . and the 



7 

one who has married the one who has been put away keeps on committing adultery"." 
I don't think he knows who the verse is speaking about. Also, Jackson said 
in (2N16) "There is not a man in the world who i s excluded in the "whoso"." 
This is also strange because in his (1A2), point #9 , he implied clearly that 
the guilty one could remarry their former mate. His proposition was that the 
put away fornicator could not "with God's approval, remarry another person." 
By "another person" he meant "one OTHER THAN her former husband" (emphasis 
mine). In my question #1 at the end of my second negative, I asked Roger why 
it was not sinful for the put away fornicator to remarry their former mate. 
His answer (?) implied that the question had nothing to do with the debate. 
WRONG YET AGAIN! Maybe he'll deal with this now that it's been pointed out 
to be pertinent to the discussion. Is it adultery for them to remarry their 
former mate? If so, why? If not, why not? 

ARGUMENT #2: ADULTERY 

(3A15) I have not backed down on adultery as Jackson wishes were the case. Adul­
tery is unlawful sexual intercourse between people, one of whom is scripturally 
bound to someone else. That is its exclusive meaning when referring to people 
and the marriage situation. Any other meaning is a figurative interpretation 
and that is what Jackson attempts to accomplish in (2N17) in saying that the 
woman in Mt. 19:9b adulterated her relationship with God. Just like a Jehovah's 
Witness! If he can't deal with its literal meaning -- figurize. Now, for 
people to adulterate a MARRIAGE RELATIONSHIP, a third person would have to 
be introduced. That is the point of Mt. 19:9. 

(3A16) As I said before, Jackson has no idea what adultery is. He is ready 
to condemn people for committing something he has no knowledge of. First he 
says it's one thing, then it's not, then it's another thing, then it's not. 
For example, he said the reason the woman of Mt. 19:9b committed adultery was 
because she violated God's restriction on his institution of marriage. But 
he says the widow who violates God's restriction on his institution of marriage 
by marrying an unbeliever (I Cor. 7:39) DOES NOT commit adultery. Why is this 
so?? Only because Jackson is wrong! Adultery is NOT adulterating marriage 
by unlawfully entering it. Adultery is violating an existing one-flesh union 
by introducing a third person . The widow does not do so, because her husband 
is dead. The mate murderer does not do so, because their mate is dead. The 
one who set up their mate's adultery, who puts them away does not do so, because 
they have no mate. And the guilty party does not do so, because they, like 
all the others, have no mate, no union to ·introduce a third party into, NO RELA­
TIONSHIP TO ADULTERATE! If they are as free as a newborn baby from marriage 
and it is against God's will for them to marry, let Jackson tell us why the 
widow, possessing the exact same qualifications, does not also commit adultery 
by violating I Cor. 7:39! Remember, he said himself that violating God's restric­
tions on marriage was adultery. Le~'s watch him grappl~ with the widow who 
violates God's restriction but who he says does NOT commit adultery. 

(3A17) Jackson's chart J-11 is WRONG. Jackson has fornication occuring 
before the divorce in Mt. 19:9 when it clearly states that the trivial 
divorce (rna epi porneia) occured FIRST, just like in Mk. 10:11-12! We 
know that the divorce in Mk. 10:11-12 was not for fornication because of 
the exception in Mt. 19:9. Jackson says Mk. 10: 11 -12 is speaking of trivial 
divorce, but how does he know unless he modifies i t with Mt. 19:9? The 
proper syntax is shown in Chart TLB-4: 
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CHART TLB-4 

Mk. 10:11-12 --Trivial divorce-- remarriage -- adultery 
Mt. 19:9 -- Trivial divorce (rna epi porneia ) -- remarriage -- adultery 

THIS accurately delineates the syntax of the two passages. Jackson did 
not and will not answer the question of who the woman in Mk . 10 :1 1-12 commit­
ted adultery AGAINST in REMARRIAGE. And just as sure as adultery is committed 
against the other party in the divorce in Mk. 10: 11 , so also is it in Mt. 
19:9. If Jackson insists on the fornicator being in the second clause, 
let him tell us who she commits adultery against in REMARRIAGE. "Her husband, 
before the divorce,"won•t cut the butter (or Buttermore) in Mk . 10 or Mt. 
19:9! 

(3A18) Wasted space. That describes Jackson's (2N 19 ) . He made much ado about 
something he ·created in his own mind. In my (2A14) , I said , "In my (2N5) , 
I made the statement, "Whoso marrieth her which is put away, NOT for for ni cation , 
committeth adultery".'' I never said Jackson said it! He said it was true 
because Mt. 19:9 taught it and I asked him i f HIS statement was t rue. HE 
said my statement was taught in Mt. 19:9. I asked him i f THAT was true . 
Let us press on. Again, Jackson says that Mt. 19 :9 teaches "Whoso marrieth 
her which is put away, NOT for fornication, committeth adultery . " He said 
it would teach it without the exception, but, i t also would teach it WITH 
the exception, as he said in his (3A7), "by implication of the exceptive phrase ." 
Furthermore, I never said Jackson said "Whoso marrieth her that is put away, 
for fornication, commit~eth adultery" was found word- for -word i n the Bible . 
My statement in (2N5) did not obligate me to find it word- for - word just because 
ftwas in quotation marks! Talk about making up rules ! There were two statements 
made about differing cases. They were paraphrased statements about established 
truths. Now that I have had to waste space on Jackson ' s misconceptions, misunder­
standings, and misrepresentations, let us hurry along as space is quickly 
diminishing. 

ARGUMENT #3: THE EXCEPTION 

(3A19) Jackson needs a compass. He's lost and can't seem to find the right 
way to go. In (2A16), he argued that to modify a person or participle with 
an adverbial phrase was against the rules of grammar. That would mean the 
exception (adverbial phrase) could not apply to (modi fy) "apolelumenen" (a 
participle). But in (2N20 ) , he says he never said that. Wow ! In his (3A21) 
he said the exceptive phrase is neither in the second clause nor impl ied in 
it. But he says he never denied t hat the exception applied to both parties. 
Read it and weep for him. The exception applies to the divor ced . It says 
that those divorced on that ground are excluded from the consequences which 
occur when those divorced apart from the exception remarry. The exception 
does not apply to anyone as regards the remarriage. Remarriage is granted 
in view of one being scripturally loosed from a mate, whether by death or scri p­
tural divorce. The exception shows that t hose involved in it are scripturally 
free and thus both may r emarry . The exception shows that those divorced for 
that cause ARE NOT ADDRESSED IN MT . 1 9~9 ! (cf. Rom . 3: 19) 

(3A20) By "victory over Jackson" I meant a victory over his position, and 
I am certain that he knows what I meant. But he needs to take up space somehow, 
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hence worthless charts and constant complaining and twisting of facts. (a) 
By "non-excepted divorced persons" in Chart TLB-1, I mean those not divorced 
under the application of the exception (i.e., those divorced for a reason other 
than, except for, fornication). That is what Mt. 19:9 says! But Jackson 
denies it. The first clause speaks of a man putting away his wife "rna epi 
porneia", not for fornication. The second clause refers to the subsequent 
marriage by the one put away "rna epi porneia." Lusk said it was obvious. 
Woods says on the grammar of Mt. 19:9, "'Whoso marrieth her which is put away 
doth commit adultery." No t if "whoso" marry just anyone, but the "one" specified 
in the text, 'Her which is put away' in a case not 'for fornication.'" (Gospel 
Advocate, April 18, 1985). Jackson denies it. Mt. 19:9 teaches that those 
divorced on grounds other than fornication (non-excepted divorced persons) commit 
adultery in remarriage. (b) Jackson says if "excepted divorced persons" may 
remarry, "there would be no restrictions on anyone." But guess what, Roger, 
the innocent one who puts away the fornicator is an excepted person! That 
is, they are one divorced on the grounds of fornication. According to your 
logic, they may not marry or that implies "no restrictions on anyone." Affirming 
that one can remarry does not imply that there are no restrictions on that 
right. By the same token, pointing to restrictions on the right of people 
to remarry does not imply that the scripturally divorced fornicator may not 
remarry. Whether Jackson likes it or not, being scripturally free is all that 
is necessary for one to be free to marry. That is scriptural and Jackson can't 
deny it. Mt. 19:9 DOES teach that excepted divorced persons do not sin in 
remarriage. If not, how does Jackson know that the innocent one may remarry? 
If it is not by the application of the exception to the divorce, how else can 
he know?? And since he admits that the "apolelumenen" is also modified by 
the exception, by virtue of the fact that they are a party to the divorce, 
they are also an "excepted divorced person" excluded from the divorced persons 
who commit adultery in remarriage. The exception is divorce for fornication. 
Its application excludes those involved from the general law of Mt. 19:9. 
(d) Based on the presence of the exception in Mt. 5:32 and 19:9, those divorced 
for fornication may remarry without sin. Much more could and needs to be 
said here, but for want of space, let us move on. 

ARGUMENT /14 

(3A21) Since Jackson has no case in Mt. 19:9, he cannot exclude the fornicator 
from I Cor. 7:27-28 as one scripturally loosed who may remarry. The only 
way he can deny the truth of Argument #4 is to restrict I Cor. 7:27-28 with 
another passage. But he can't! He can't go to Mt. 19 :9b and say of the for­
nicator "Whoso marrieth her which is put away doth commit adultery," because 
as I have shown before, Mt. 19:9b is referring back to one put away NOT for 
fornication. But Jackson TOTALLY IGNORES THAT POINT! Jackson must prove 
that tre divorced fornicator is NOT included in the scripturally loosed in 
I Cor. 7:27-28. The passive shows that it is speaking of those receiving 
the action of loosing and Jackson must show that the passively loosed guilty 
one is not included. But he can't. He tries to say that "apoluo" is the word 
consistently used for divorce, but ancient Greek manuscripts abound with various 
terms used interchangeably for divorce (apoluo, apostasion, aphiemi, chorizo, 
apopempe~ appallege, apoploke, apezeugeo). In I Cor. 7:27, "lelusai'' is from 
"luo" and is follows by "apo," luo-apo, which when reversed is APOLUO, the 
same word used in Mt. 19:9 for divorce. Jackson's assertion that "lelusai 
apo" cannot refer to divorce is just that, an assertion. Robertson took it 
to refer to ANY loosed as is seen by his inclusion of bachelors. It indicates 
a state of being unmarried, as Roger correctly noted, but is inclusive of 
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any and all scripturally loosed persons. Strong says "lusis" is used specially 
of divorce. He also says "luo" means "to loosen, break(up), destroy, dissolve, 
(un)loose, melt, PUT OFF" (emphasis mine, TLB). Vine noted "lusis" as "a 
loosening, I Cor. 7:27, of divorce ." Thayer also cited I Cor . 7:27 as meaning 
divorce on the word "lusis." Four Greek scholars do not change Jackson's 
mind on Mt. 19:9b and I doubt that the three above will change his mind on 
I Cor. 7:27-28. The fact remains that those who may remarry in I Cor. 7:27-
28 are those scripturally free from a mate, which i ncludes the divorced for-
nicator. · 

(3A22) Jackson's material in (2N23) - (2N24) is pathetic . First he says 
if those in Mt. 19:9, Rom. 7:2-3 and I Cor. 7:27-28, who are scripturally 
loosed may remarry, then one does not have t o repent. What do the innocent 
one in Mt. 19:9 and the widow in Romans 7 have to repent of?? And who said 
repentance is a prerequisite to marriage? Jackson argues like he believes 
it! But he offers no scripture to ·warrant the conclusion. (2N24) has been 
repeatedly answered, but repeatedly ignored by Jackson. 

ARGUMENT #5: FORGIVENESS 

(3A23) Jackson has not, cannot, and will not point to anything which is a 
result or consequence of adultery which has a scriptural basis for celibacy . 
He says in (2N27), that he does not base celibacy on sin . But he said himself 
"The married's FORNICATION negates the right of remarr iage" (emphasis mine, 
TLB). He also based the restriction on sin in his chart J-12 . Sin restricts 
one from the Kingdom, Christian fellowship, and according to Jackson's chart, 
remarriage. Forgiveness removes all "divinely IMPOSED consequences" or disquali­
fications. The natural consequence of John Doe' s sin was the loss of his 
family. This RESULT is what disqualifies him. It resulted i n a STATUS which 
is not qualified for the eldership. The guilty one's fornication does not 
result in ANYTHING which disquali fi es one from marriage . There is no parallel 
and Jackson can't see it. He must, if he is to continue this absurd line 
of reasoning, show a consequence of adultery, which consequence is a reason 
a person cannot be married. He tried before with his "acquired status" nonsense, 
but abandoned that when he said the innocent put away by the guilty could 
marry. Yes, Jackson says he does not base celibacy on sin, but his chart 
J-12, and his statements from the Bales debate contradi ct him . Remember, 
HE said, "The Bible authorizes innocent people to remarry, not guilty." This 
explains why he thinks the mate killer and guilty "innocent party" may not 
remarry. 

(3A24) The cat was never in t he bag! Bales, nor anyone else has been helping 
me. I sent Bales copies of my debate with Jackson and he sent me copies of 
his exchange with Jackson. If that is helping, then we're both guilty. And 
before I close, I want to call the reader's attention to Jackson's answers(?) 
in (2N32). That's the way to answer questions if you don't want to answer them. 

(3A25) My space is gone. I have enjoyed the opportunity to exchange thoughts 
with brother Jackson. I have learned much. I hope the reader has learned 
something he did not know before. May this debate have been profitable fo r 
all and may we never cease searching for truth in sinceri ty and honesty . 
Lord, bless this material to the spreading of truth , and may we all be humble 
enough to change when shown to be wrong . May all things be done to your glory! 
In Jesus name, Amen . May God be with you! 



JACKSON ' S THIRD NEGATIVE 

PROPOSITION: The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been put away for fornica­
tion may, with God ' s approval, remarry another person. 

(3Nl) My opponent made a lot of noise about a debate he wanted in the pages of 
THRUST magazine, challenging men all over the country, and chiding them when they 
did not respond on hi s own time table. He thought the charge that no one would 
debate the issue was accurate. When I accepted his challenge and Jerry Moffitt 
extended the invitation to debate in THRUST , guess what? BUTTERMORE BACKED DOWN ! 
He was equally surprised when I quickly accepted his invitation to debate the is­
sue in this written debate. After four exchanges I learned that he had been send­
ing my manuscripts to brother Bales so he could do his debating for ~im . As a 
matter of fact, al l the arguments Tod uses are taken dir ectly from the pen of bro­
ther bales , which we shall demonstrate. Some of the sent ences are almost i denti­
cal . Painfully, Tad shall learn that to thusly rest upon the shoulders of another 
man is to bear his t roubles. I would nbt dare to advocate a doctrine that I could 
not stand on my own two feet and defend, and I would not issue challenges that I 
would not, or cou~d not stand behind and be ma n enough to back up . Blind allegiance! 

BUTTERMORE ' S ANSWERS 

(3N2) I want to take up where I left off i n my second negative replying to his 
answers found on page 10 . (l) Tad implies a man can kill his wife for another wo­
man, and have her with God ' s approval ! That is the i ssue in this murder busi­
ness no matter how he tries to disguise it. He cites Hebrews 13 :4 as proof, but 
the passage does not say ALL marriage i s honorable else inces t uous , homosexual 
and group marriages would be honorable . It .i.sn • t surpri s ing that he endorses th i .s 
calumny si nce he actually s tated in (3N21) , " . . . you can search the scriptures in­
side and out and never find a l aw which calls benefit from sin sinful ." Tad , do 
you knOt'J what filthy lucre i s (I Tim . 3:8) . Tha t ma y not be "inside or out" of 
your Bible but it is in mine . Based on that , I know some women who ought to hide 
if Tod Buttermore is counceling their wayward husbands ! Remember , he i s the one 
who said a young man can get hi s young wi fe pregnant, commit adultery to avoid tl1e 
responsibility, be divorced and Freed! It' s time these brethren fa ced these di­
lemmas . Poor, godly women do not have 3 chance under But terrnore • s counsel . He 
says if the husband wants another wife "sc ri pt ur:llly" he has two options : (a) Shoot 
her, or (b ) fornicate . Then he has the colossal gall to war1t to know 11ow the in­
nocent' s rights are being protected by forbidd:ing divorced for nicator s t.o remarry. 
Grow up, brother! (2) Tad says levi ticus 20: 10 says nothing about either party ' s 
being a divorced fornicator, and makes no provision for either t o be divorced or 
remarried, but i n (2A3) he tried to use it to prove both ! The passage says of 
the fronicator, " ... shall surely be put to death. " But t ermore responds , "Oh, no ! 
It ' s this way, ' Shall surely be divorced and remarrted . '" lf Buttermore is cor­
rect God i s going to have to apologize to Sodan . (.3) The woman of John 8 :3,4 was 
told to go and sin nn more . As an adultress , fad ' s ~octrine advi ses her to marry 
whomever she pl eases . Jesus says i f she ma rries "whoever" she s i.ns . There fore, 
Tad' s doctrine tells her t o go sin some more . The s.i.nf)le Christian can marry the 
Christian widow ( I Cor . 7: 39). He coul d not tell me someone who could marry the 
put away fornicator, s ince all who fal.l. i nto the ca t egory of "l>Jhoever" ar~ excluded · 
Instead he dodges, l ike Bal es taught him, by tal king about reconciliation , whic~ 
will hang him when we get to it and use the BALES BLUf\UER on him . ( 4) We are ~n 
agreement on this point . (5) Tad says adul tery can take place also when a marr1age 
l s entered, and bless your heart, that ' s al l 1 ever sai d! fhen he used all those 
scholars to prove (?) its meaning .is so exclusive i t cannot be thusly extended ! 
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How do you debate a man like that? Take the blindfold off , brother. (6) Tad says 
the marital status of a widow who does not marry in the l_ord is "married." What a 
silly dodge! And he has the nerve to talk about somebody answering questions. 
That is what happens when you are just saying what you are told. IF I Cor. 7:39 
teaches she cannot marry an unbeliever, then why is she not in rebellion .to God as 
long as she is married to him? Those who believe the passage says "marry a Christian" 
must face the problem . (7) While Bittermore keeps tel ling us there is a differ-
ence between restrictions on marriage and restriction of marriage he cannot explain 
the "whoever" restriction.-(8) If those loosed from amate may not remarry without 
regard to restrictions, as Tad admits, it follows that hi s "f--ORGIVENESS" and "MEAN­
ING OF DIVORCE" arguments are alike farces, and the admission 'fepudiates the hand­
cuff illustration. Each restriction beyond eit~er the loosed or forgiven stat3 
represents that second set of cuffs, and you know it! Thank you, your debating 
days are over. (9) Since Tad admits that the celibacy he imposes upon those tril­
ially divorced is not a "penance penalty," why would the celibacy I acknowledge 
be? The gander gives the sauce back to the goose. More s auce: If they have been 
forgiven of the sin for which they di vorced and were rendered "unscripturally un­
married" (lN29 lst prop. quest. 8 & 9) , and ye t they must remain celibate for the 
rest of their lives , FOR WHAT SIN ARE THEY BEING PUNISHED? Third helping of sauce: 
If those trivially divorced may not remarry, how do you explain the position that 
they (l.Klscripturally unmarried) can remarry each other? The goose is fed up. (10) 
I asked if divine forgiveness cancels divine regulations, and both Bales and But­
termore misrepresented me. I said divi ne forgi veness cancells divine penalties 
not restrictions. The restric tions are removed by J. <:tws , ancJ no sucr1 law exists 
for the removal of the restriction of Matthew 19:9b . Now 1 want you to get this : 
Bales and Buttermore both use repentance to hide behind. At one place they argue 
that the divorcee's right to remarry exis t s because she repented and God's grace 
and mercy forgave her. Then they say repentance has nothing to do with her right 
to remarry, but she must repent to be forgiv en. But it i s an affront to the grace 
and mercy of God to forbid remarriage to the forgiven . Hoplessly reasoning in 
a circle. Anyone can see they base her right to remarry on repentance in one 
argument and then deny it is even necessary i n another . When will they learn thBt 
God's grace and mercy , connected to repentance FORG IVES, IT DOES NOT MARRY! 

(3N3) Buttermore has closed his part of t his debate st i ll t rying to fix the BUTTER­
MORE BLUNDER : HE ~ARKED THE wmms 0~ THE. l..Gr-<D FALSE XXX . He says, '' Oh , but, Roger 
was speaking of. .. " Friend, Roger did •lot "speak of" anything , he just copied the 
Lord's words without comment, and Mr. Buttermore marked the.m FALSE X. What you did 
is accidentally tell the truth about yourself and ~<Jhat you wiil do to defend a man 
and his theory instead of bowing to the trut'l . Yo~.!.._~~t..!~l2_l. s_g_~..1>..!~1··e on page~-~~- · 

(3N4) Tad says forgiveness implies the null j f'ir.:at.Lon nf ;-:.1 1 disqualifications bssed 
on sin. Future sin, Tad? That is what the seven pr.:; i.nb <·lee a!Jo• .Jt. . Di d t hr~ "words 
fall off your copy, rriend? You oicin ' t Liea .l. w:ith wh.-d. ~ '.,a i eL ·r he obvious :Jpp.i.i r-3-· 
tion of what he has said is tJ1a t the forqiveness remove[:, U"1e cUsqua.l.ificalion to 
remarry. But he t ells us in another place t hat forQ i venr·;~; s hc:s nothinq to do w1th 
11er right to remarry . Then again he says her r i qt-. t. h • rc•rn;Hry was c.13c.ic!ec! wi1en 
she was loosed (3Al3). He docsn• t know where he b . Thl ~; nu.rnJer tJusiness .i.s a 
f<l.rce Tad got from the Bales dabate , and he shows r,e r.ioe.s not understand tha t Ol"lf; 

either. When David murdered in order to h::w8 a wom~;r, Gccl pur1Lhed him tr1e rest of 
his life for it re ~Jardless of the forgi venes·:; (I I Sam .1.2 : J D) . No~J every foolish 
chai ge about Hom2n Catholic penance: anc.i ''Pt:'ll. ance p•~r1; !l U t·:· ." in ~Jf:fH:!rG.l you i"l<we. 
heaped on me rest entirely c.m Lod ' :, ~_;houlcll' r ~, too . ilu~J at·1nut. .it , fad? W::~s Dav.H:I ' ::·. 
punishment a Roman Catholic penance penalLy ':' Aren ' l •tou <.!~;;humed? 

(3N5) I' 11 tell you something el se this poin!: he h8s mC'lcic obligates him to aff:irm, 
if he is to be consi stent. Given hi s pnsll ion he i s oh.Liqated to sign and defend 
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the following proposition: "The Scriptures teach that a mate who has been loosed 
because he murdered his wife, may wlth God' s approval, marry the woman he killed 
for . 111'Brethren that is what the man is saying . Someone send him a Bible with I 
Timothy 3:8 and Romans 3:8 in it. To try to prop this lame logic up he uses the 
lie of Peter, postulating that Peter ' s lie saved his life , and implying that it 
was therefore justifiable. (Bales used Abraham's lie ) . This is situation ethics 
exactly. Applied to the Buttermore proposition, in light of Romans 3:8, we would 
have Buttermore arguing, ""Let us do evil (lie/fornica te), that good (Peter saved/ 
fornicator remarry) may come ." It stinks i n the nost rils of God ! He can't even 
prove Peter's lie was necessary , or his lif~ was in danger, so how could he use 
it to prove Peter' s lie was rewarded with his life? The question of whether or 
not murderers can remarry never was in doubt, but may they marry THE ONE THEY 
KILLED FOR? The rest was smoke from burning butter (more) to hide the truth. 

(3N6) The man who sets up the circumstances whereby his mate is seduced is NOT in­
nocent, and I don't know anyone who believes otherwise but Buttermore. Robert Tay­
lor doesn't belie~e it. 

(3N7) I said the disqualification of the divorcee was a "result " of her sin (2N2) 
and Tad made much noise about it in (3A3). Then, bl ess your little heart, near the 
end he said, "And as for 'John Doe ,' his disqualification was the result of sin." 
Capital, OOPS! II Good grief, man, "What i s the difference'?" Every time he got the 
fornicator qualified for a new man the same argument got old wifeless , childless 
Jo~n Doe qualified for the eldership. It i s often true that forgiveness of a sin 
removes the disqualification it brought, but that it is always true is not the case, 
else how would you explain the fact that David was Forgiven of his adultery, but 
held lo suffer the sword witt1out rel.i.e f (II Sam . .1. /. : J O) . Cod ' s "penance penalty?" 

(3N8) Romans 7:2,3 says nothing about the rights of di'torced fo rnicators, and the 
eligibility to remarry is determined by God's law based on the nature of the loosing. 
Buttermore says, "Repentance has nothing to do wi th the r ight of remarriage." If so 
he wants me to give a scripture . That's t he point , fellow! Your proposition con­
cerns "the right of remarriage . " You say r epentance has nothing to do with it. I 
say , ~JHAT IN THE WORLD DID YOU BRING IT UP FOR THFN? P8\1f: ~ fter page of his rn8ter1 :·tl 

ann Bales' , reeks with sobs of sympathy because Lt)ey ~>::1 y we who Forbid .remar.r i rJqt.' 
to this djvorcee are grieving God ' s grace and manql."i n~~ Hb Hterc.;y, and we dnn ' l: IIJ6! 1 t. 
to be forgiven the way we say God forgives her . lrJha t way do you suppose t hat is 
friend, Buttermore? Why, forgiven to the extent she can .remarry , of course! Why, 
penance is connected to repen tance, isn't it? I:- v.•::.: don' l lHt thr:: "penance peraa li:.y'' 
because she repented and avoids it, and permit her r emGrr.iage , we a re Roman Catholic:, ! 
Buttermore: her repentance frees her from "penance penn.Lties" (restriction f rom 
marriage - celibacy) and makes her remarriage possjbJ.e . Yes , rny youthful friend, you 
have based her right to remarry on repentance and tJten denied it. The m8tt.er is su 
obvious it is ludicrous. Admit it, fad, you don ' t knuw wraat you are talking about! 

( 3N9) Tad had to resort to another misre pre ntation in order to survive 
the stinging rubuke chart J-7 put on his fal se doctri ne . [ t is exactly right, and 
untouched! I never said you had to be sinless in or ~.ler t o qualif'y for remarriage, 
just innocent of the fornication. I f God allows Joe , to kill his wife, Jane , in 
order to marry Sue, his lover, he sanctions murder (Rum . J :B; I Tim . 3:8) . Tho~e 
who conspire to have their mates corrrnit fornication Rre not the innocent party 1n 
the subsequent divorce and you had better take your poll again brother, because you 
are t he only one s tanding on that ground that I know of . Anybody who thinks a man 
can do that and marry as the innocP.nt pa rty , as Toe! app<t n~n tJ.y thinks , may no t ~avt: 
both oars in the water ! Now .lets highl.iqht. a couple of brL l.J. i ant piece~ of.log1c 
if I have ever discovered any at alJ . He wonts t o krtow a!Jout one who SH1S 1gnorant .l v 
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and brings about the fornication of his mate. I con fess. I have searched my im­
agination from end to end, and cannot figure out how a man can do that. Then he 
wants to know about a "guilty innocent party," and says the fact that he can re­
marry does not sanction sin. I want to be at the wedding to see that man! His 
bride will probably be given away by a black whi te mRn ! 

(3Nl0) Now, I agree that the cases are rare in which there is an innocent party, 
and Tad will learn that painfully as the years go by, j ust as I did. But that does 
not mean there never is an innocent party . Matt . 19:9a an ticipates an innocent party . 

(3Nll) LET'S GRAPPLE: He wants to know if God sanctions hardness of heart by let­
ting the Jews divorce and marry for every caus~. God didn 't do that, Hillel did. 
If He did why did Ezra 's people have to divorce (Ezra 10:3)? God suffered more 
causes than fornication, but not every cause . Bales used this argument and said 
God accepted less than the ideal, di dn' t you read that? Today he demands the 
ideal (Matt. 19:1-9). One other fish while we are grappl i ng: Tad wants to know 
if God's approval of the single state sanctions the fornication that caused it. 
It would if the one committing it could divorce, but t hat right belongs to the 
innocent, and the excercise of that option is what God sanctions . If God s3nctions 
the si('lgle state, and the single state is a "penance penalty" why don't you have 
God sanctioning a "penance penalty." Strange doctrine , isn ' t it? 

(3Nl2) To restrict the guilty from remarriage all one has t o do is point FORWARD 
to the sins that it would allow (as I di d Jn 7 par ticular s i n LN2 and Matt. 19 :9 . 
The fronication negated their right to remarriage by making their situation ap­
plicable to the restrictions, whose application i s a "penance penalty" only t o 
the unconverted . It is true, as Lanier said, that t he second union (Lk. 16:18) 
would not be adulterous if the first is broken. Wl1a t union? The union formed 
by the one who had the right to break it and form another one - the innocent 
party. That information is found in the TOTAL TEACH ING, as Bales put it. To 
deny John Doe the eldership after that which resulted in hi s disqualification 
is gone is nothing short of Roman cathoLic penance ! .~nd t o hang t he sword over 
David's house after he is forgiven of U1a t which hun ~J .it , is too , I guess? 

(3Nl3) Tad only succeeds in demonstrating his ineptitude in comprehension in his 
stab at (2N7). He wants to know how I account for t wo peopl e ' s marrying against 
God's will and only one conmitting adultery. Answer : Jesus said so i n 1-latthew 
19:9b about one . Its easy when you have got BIBLE. Tad says t hose di vorced for 
forni:ation ... CANNOT corrvnit adultery Jn rema rriage ." l..et ' s se~ H t hey cannot: 
"And whoso marrie t h her whi ch i s put away doth comrni t adu.l. t ery. " I think t hey 
CAN Tad . If the destruction of the one- Fl e~;1· 1 union i.s <) 11 it takes to qualify 
for remarriage, what has repentance to do wlth i L? f:.very time he ar gued from 
that point of view it was a fa r ce , just like I sa icl. The pr emise that the 
breakup of the "one-fl esh union" i s the only prerequi site for r emarr i age 
denies the significance of t he exception i n Matthew 19 :9 . The passage is one 
forbidding unmarried Fornicator s , or t hose divorced 0 11 the ground of fo:r.ni cation , 
from marrying, and Butt ermore has been unahle t o demonstrnte otherwise. And both 
he and I admit r eoentance/forgiveness does not aJ.ter it . Li s ten to l"1i ffl again if. 

you don ' t believe' .it, "f~epentance has no th .inq to cio wH h the right of r emarriage ." 
(3M ) . The man i s Je ft withoul a sentenct-> to h i ~, r rr=.:cJ.i I . 

(3Nl4) Apparent l y, Tad places more credibili ty on the np inions of Lhe schol ar s 
than I do. ln their field of expertise , they are i.ine , rJut: as men of op.i n.ion ,.y ... e; 
is as good as another. Some of them' s opinion on M8t t hew 19 :9 is wor t h 8bout as 
much as that of others on Mark 16 :1 6 or Ac t s 2:38 . If l were going t o base my 
proposition' s proo f on t he opi nions of th~ scholars l StJrely woul d not s i Gn a 
proposiU.on t hat obJ.ig ated me to base H un tile ll ) :_;l.e , 3ncl U ;(!n say my sci!OJ ?.r ::; 
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" ••. do .1ot even agn:~e ;.Jith my position... I appreciate the quote from Deaver, but 
knowing him, it was probably 11 yanked 11 out of a syllogism sJmewhere. ::>o you not 
know that by "HER" Deaver means 11 ANY HER?11 He means any 11 having-been- put-away­
woman." If you don't, you don't know enou~h about Roy De a .;~r to q..J•:>te him. You 
are batting a thousand, mis representing every scholar you quote! It is sad to 
read after a mail who says quoting the Bible as an answer 11means nothing" to him. 
Cancel the debt. I said the exception's result extended to the put-away person 
to make her equally divorced, and Buttermore thinks I said i t modified her action. 
Well, he had to say something. I agree with Deaver. There isn 't any divorced 
woman (receiver of the action ) who is excluded in the tota l teaching (to use Bales' 
words) on divorce. Luke 16: 18, Mark 10 :11,12 , Matthew 5: 32 and Matthew 19:9 gives 
the total picture and condemns the remar riage o.f the trivial.ly divorced and scrip­
turally divorced (receiver of the action). But the exception in 19:9 modifies the 
action of the one divorcing. The woman specified in 9b is the one put away as a 
fornicator and the other passages eliminate the one "ma epi porneia." Since all 
put away women are either put away scripturall y or unscripturally, and the re­
marriage of a divorced woman is sinful ,. no divorced woman may remarry (receiver 
of the action). His troubles will grm11 as we come to the arguments . 

ARGUMENT # 6 : PENANCE 

(3Nl 5) This argument is the Bales argument # IV: TO REPENT DOES NOT MEAN TO DO 
ACTS OF PEW\NCE. 

He used the Roman Catholic penance dodge. Tad says if any IMPOSED conse­
quences exist for a sin after forgiveness it implies penance i s a true doctrine. 
All ri\11t now tell us about the penalty God imposed on Davi d after his sin with 
Bathsheba had been forgiven,i.e., the sword would never depart from his house 
(II Sam. 12; 10 ) . HI.3 REPENTANCE / FORGIVENESS never llftea i t. And we will not 
even bring up the Israelites who had 38 yea rs to go after thei r sin was fo rgiven. 
You are the Catholic man, not mel 

(3Nl6) The argument Tad abuses was made i n (1A24) on the inequi ty his position 
allows in the consequences of two COORDINATE - PARALLEL cases , i.e., two marri ed 
women; one divorced trivially and the ott1er as a fornicator . He lost tha t co­
ordination by trying to parallel it to the actions of a si ngle man who fornicates 
fifty times . Even the 49 times repeated fornication would render the argument on 
(1A24) invalid. Tad's case is not valid because it i s not coordinate . I know lt i s 
simplistic, but consider the opposi tion, please . The readers of the Bal es debate 
who took the trouble to check this section for proo f that he mi s represented me are 
wi se people, and I appreciate it. Buttermore i s inept at comprehension . This i s 
a technical issue, so pay close att ention . 

(3Nl 7) To deal with Tad ' s case , remember that it was f i rs t int~oduced to try to 
offset the charge leveled by the ma t erial in chart J- / . Bales introduced it and 
Tad j ust parroted i t. It charqed that Tod ' s (Bales ' ) fornicator qualified fo r 
rema.rr iage by forni.cating, anci remarr j age mus t lJe forb j dcJen l:o avoirJ it. They. 
were both le ft speechless when I pointed out in repl y, that the s ingle m~n· ~ s1~s 
did not qualify him for remarriag8 , because he was qualified before he s1nned , out 
the married fornicator was not. It blistered both or tt1em , and both of them to­
gether could not answer it. There is no way to para llel t he r.tcti.ons of F.l s.Lnu1e 
fornicator and the consequences with a marr ied wJman forn.i.cator ancl her consequences . 

ARGUMENT # 1: S~RIPTURAL DIVORCE 

(3Nl 8) This i s the Bal.es argument from ou r debate entitJ erl : SCRIPTURAL DIVORCE 
SEVERS THE BOND AS SURELY AS DEATH DOES It l J.l . The t'allacy of the argument i s i.n 
this (J.A7) s tatement on Rom . 7:2 ,3, "The nature o f scriptural c]ivorce .i.s identi cal 
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in consequence to death- severence of the bond ... this passage teaches freedom fr om 
the marriage bond entails the right to remarry." IT DOES NO SUCH THING. It teaches 
that freedom from the marriage bond RESULTING FROM DEATH entails the right to re­
marry. The cause of the freedom i s crucial. Jesus said that when the case is the 
immorality of the one put away, the right to remarry belongs exclusively to the in­
nocent. Buttermore's appeal to I Cor. 7:8-11 is a mistake. "If the unscriptural 
divorce does occur, the command is to remain single, for a second marriage would 
be 3dultery." (his 1A3 emphasis mine). Notice that he called people involved in 
an unscriptural divorce "single." Then he said in (lA4) , "An unscriptural divorce 
does not sever the bond ... " Now which is it? Note also that he said that upon re­
marriage these SINGLE people commit ADULTERY. Does he not remember that hear-
gued this is not possible as per the definition of ADULTERY . Furthermore, Bales 
in what I call THE BALES BLUNDER said of this passage t hat if the mates refuse to 
reconcile Matthew 18:15-17 must be followed, a~d that ends in disfellowship, brother! 
(Bales-Jackson debate 5th A f. VIII). But you said they rnust remain unmarried. He 
said remarry or disfellowshipped. What a blunder. As for this liar business, Tad 
those rufusing marriage in I Tim. 3:1-4 were refusing marriage to eligible people. 
OJ you refuse marriage to homosexuals? This is not the firs t tirre Tad has been so 
distraught that he called rre a J..iar. r asked him not to repeat it. A liar is one 
who tells a falsehood to deceive. 1 am not a liar , and ne ither is Tad, but some­
times children who are caught with their hands in the cookie j ar carnot do better 
than b~ ugly. Please excuse his childish outburst as prompted by the pressure he 
is under having been marked as a false teacher. 

(3Nl9) "Which PUT AWAY one does the verse say does NOT commit adultery in marry­
ing again?" Answer: Matthew 19:9 does not permit any divorced woman to marry. 
Your predictions are as empty as your logic . The negative of Matt. 19:9 involves 
also the reversal of the roles from passive to active in the case of the Woods' 
" •.. does not commit adultery, and he or she !:hat marrieth her or him when he or 
she is put away (because they initiated the action and claimed the exception RJ) 
does not commit adultery." (Gospel Advocate: Dec. 7, 1978) . Like Woods said, the 
ones who are in the status as innocent people do not cause those marrying them 
to commit adultery. Those in the divor ced status as receivers of the action do 
sin in remarrying. 

(3N20) If the reader will go back and review my (lN16) and (1Nl8) he will quickly 
see that they are self-explanitory and quite simple . I am sure you will no t have 
the comprehension problem Tad has experienced. Tad tries to point out an assumed 
problem in my (.lA2 IF 9) because Bales used it in our debate and told him to. Tad 
doesn ' t know what he is talking about, just IJarroting . What is he doi ng in the af­
firmative , going back to negate something Lhn t appeared .in the second paragraph oF 
the debate? All in the war ld I said wns U 18 t my propos.i.t i.on was .intended to d fHJl 
with marriage (remarriage) and not reconciHa tion . I Cori nthians 7 :10 , 11 deals 
with believers married to unbelievers who trivially divorce for religious reasons . 
The rejoining is called "reconciled" not "remarriage ." Her join:ing to any other 
man is remarriage among the "whoevers" who are all al.ike disqua U.fJed. Tad could 
not demons trate that the divorced f'o rnicator could remarry i:lS surely as he could 
not show a man who is not a "whoever . " 

ARGUMENT# 2: ADULTERY 

(3N21) This is the Bales argument It II: ADULTERY I.;!EANS THE VIOLATION OF THE 
MARRIAGE BOND (Bales-Jackson debate p. 1) . 

"Adu.ltery .. . involves at least one person who is scripturally bound to some-
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one other than the one with whom they are having illicit relations (lA2). But , 
in (1A3) Tad had two single people (I Cor. 7:10,11 ) commi t ting adultery i n re­
marriage. In this latest effort he tells us that God's relationship can only be 
adulterated when three people are involved. We have husband (innocent) (#1), a 
promiscuous wife (fornicator) (#2) , a partner for her (#3) , and a second adultery 
with the one who marries her (# 4). He is the "'oVhoever." Someone show him how to 
add that up. He said that if I tried to prove that adultery is committed another 
way, i . e ., by a divorcee's entering a second union, I would be the first to try it. 
~e did not do his homework very well because I proved I am at least the fourth: 
(1) Lusk did: Marriage, Divorce And Remarriage, pp. 51,52. (2) Roy Lanier, Jr . 
did: Studies In I Corinthians, Denton Lectures, 1982 , o . 470 . (3) Fay E. Wallace, 
Jr . did: The Sermon On The Mount And The Civil State, pp. 42,43. That must have 
really shaken him up a bit because this debate will close with his "grappling" 
with it. You must be terribly embarrassed, Tad. 

(3N22) So adultery can ALSO be committed by violating God 's one-flesh union 
(Gen. 2:18). The case in Matt. 19 :9 is said to be i t . That seems to be con­
fusing to no one except Tad, who continues to embarrass himself by confessing 
his confusion over simplistic matters. Romans 7:2,3 teaches it is not possible 
to commit adultery against A DEAD MATE, not one who divorced a fornicator . Even 
Bales admitted all sin is against God, and Jesus said the marr iage of one divorced 
for fornication is sin (Matt. 19:9), and would t herefore, be a sin AGAINST GOD. 
Buttermore objects by saying it cannot be a sin because there is no one for her 
to sin against. The inconsistency is glari ng at him. Do you know where you can 
find this "no one to sin against, so it isn ' t a sin" nonsense? Prostitutes use 
it to justify their trade! A victimless crime , they say . That tells you the level 
of Buttermore's logic. In Mark 10:11,12, the sin is agains t God AND HER MATf , but 
in Matthew 19:9b it is against GOD because Jt violates His law t hat specifies that 
adultery is the result of THIS MARRIAGE. He twisted it , but he couldn't answer it . 

(3N23) I think Tad's position on innocent husbands (?) is the most rediculous 
piece of foolishness I have ever read, and I have read a lot of fool ishness in my 
time. He compounds his ignorance by suggesting that everyone agrees with it. Where 
did he ever get such an idea? I know of no one who will agree with it. He says 
tt"!at a man can actually gain the right of rerna rr iage as THE INNOCENT PARTY of 
Matthew 19:9 by setting up the circumstances whereby hLs mate is seduced . I think 
that is the most perverted concept of "innocence" I have ever read! You had better 
believe Robert Taylor would disagree with you ! Tad implies the man could hire her 
lover, pay the motel bill, buy the food and liquor and plan the entire scheme, then 
divorce her and marry AS THE I~OCENT PARTY. I thought he had hit the bottom in 
fHE BUTTERMORE BLUNDER, but I confess my error. Tod , you don ' t know what you are 
talking about. You just wrote down what Bales said without understanding a l.ine. 
Given the Buttermore position on murdering to ret~rr y , a man could fall in love 
with his secretary; go home ahd blow his wj r · (~ ' :; brain~. oul with a gun, go back and 
get his secretary and arrive at Buttermore ' s office tn be married, and he wotJld do 
it with a smile and a hearty, "God blesses your holy union ." I tell you this fellow 
doesn't know the first thing about Romans 3:8 or I Tim. 3 :8! 

(3N24) CHART J-11 IS NOT WRONG! Tad says I have fornication (the s in) occurring 
before the divorce in Matthew 19 :9 , tJut that' ~. where Jesus pu t it. The acti.on 
(divorce) must come after the s in tha t perm.i.l. ted H . ( ront.ica tlon) . tvlatthew 1'1 :: 
says something about the act.ion of the m8n, ;.,ncJ say!:. il. ntusl be f"c•r ( if not. for) 
fornication (adverbial) . In order for the ac tion (d.ivorcd to take place as 3 
result of a sin (fornication), it takes abou t a lhir cl grac!er to see thnt ttte sin 
must preceed the action. The "exceptive" phrase places the si n ~irst. Butte~more' s 
chart omits its significance by showing the syntax unaltered by 1t . Bales s~1d , 
"Anyone is wrong who omits the drastic dif ference mFJde by ' except .'" ( BaJ.es-Jac~~:;on 
Debate 3rd. Af. II II 4). Bales i mplies Buttermore b 3 1'alse teact1f1r, because tus 
chart showed the syntax unal i:ereo l.ly the exception . Who has c1eni>:!d the "except" now? 
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ARGUMENT # 3: THE EXCEPTION 

(?N25) This is the Bales argument # VI which he entitled TOTAL TEACHING ON 
DIVORCE (Bales-Jackson debate 1 Af. # VI). 

I pointed out that the exception in 19:9 applies to the divorced woman by 
implication regarding her divorced status, because she could not be married to a 
man who is not married to her, so there was no modification as Tad imagines. The 
second clause of 19:9 relates to remarriage - not divorce - and as such, i s not 
modified by the exception which modifies divorc~. The exception applies to the 
one doing the putting away ' s action and the RESULl or effect , includes the woman ' s 
freedom from the bond, not the restrictions that follow for her . 

(3N26) In his TLB-4 he denied there was a difference between Mark 10:11,12 and 
Matthew 19:9 by showing the syntax unchanged even though Matthew 19:9 contains 
the exception. You don't have to know a thi ng about syntax t o see that error, 
you can just look at it. Bales says anyone who omits the "drastic difference" 
the ex9eption makes is wrong (Bales debate: 3A II# t1) . Look at the chart, reader. 
See any syntactical difference? See a '' drastic difference?" Isn't Tad Buttermore 
guilty now of denying the "exception?" Surely, he is ! Is he in the pit he dug 
for me? He just as surely is. Bales implies Buttermore is a false teacher. Leave 
the exception out of Matthew 19 :9 and fOU have a man pe['forminq an action on a 
trivial cause and a trivially divorced woman. With the exception, a drastic dif­
ference takes place. Now you have the woman's identity cr1anged and a scriptural 
action,i.e., one divorced for fornication. The one who marries this woman 
(Woods: April 1985) , sins. Her identity is changed by the exception. How 
simple it is! The same change occurs in the syntax between Mark 10:11 ,12 and 
Matthew 19 :9, and Tad ignores it . TLB-4 is perfect - perfectly wrong! 

(3N27) Tad's twist on "put away person" is equivocal. In Matthew 19: 9 t he put 
away person is the receiver of the action. The innocent man is the one acting, 
and as such cannot be accurately called a put away person . He is not "put away" 
he is the one "putting away." Tad knew this , and was deliberately deceptive. 
When I said if excepted divorced persons (receiver of lhe action) may remarry 
t here would be no restrictions , he knew how I meant it . Apparently he just copied 
this material from Bales without understanding it . 1-18 j s grasping for straws . 

(3N28) Does Matthew 19 :9 teach that excepted divorced persons (receivers of the 
action) DO NOT sin in remarriage? Let' s see if it does : "And whoso marrieth her 
which i s put away doth colllTlit adultery ." You know what, Tad, you still haven't 
changed it . But He really didn't mean that, did he? What he really meant was 
"And whoso !Tlarrieth her which is put away doth NOT commil adultery ." Do you think 
your readers are fools? 

ARGUMENT ff 11: THE UNMA RR IE D ~_8~-~ARRY 

(3N29) Although Buttermore never did give this argument a title , it is the Bales 
argu1~nt VII on I Corinthians 7: 27 ,28 (Bales-Jackson Debat e). Its basic fallacy 
lies ln its mixing two kinds of loosings . It declares t ha t those loosed from a 
mate do not sin in remarriage because it is not sinful for the unmarried to marry. 
We counter that this depends on the cause or circumstance of the loosing or being 
loosed, as the case may be . Thi s is what determines the rights in remarriage and 



not the loosed s tat e alone . Hence we have the followin g syllogism: 

Major premise: Jesus said the man who marries a woman put away, loosed, 
because she committed fornication , commits adultery (Matt. 
19:9b). 

Minor premise: The woman of Matthew 19 :9b is a woman who was put away, loosed, 
because she committed fornication . 

Conclusion: Therefore, the man who marries the woman of Matthew 19:9b 
commits adultery. 

(3N30) Tad says that I must prove the divorceo fornicator is NOT in I Corinthians 
7:27,28. I beg to differ. You are the affirmative , who argued that she is in it, 
and it was your responsibility to prove she was . Have you ever heard a Christian 
Church preacher say, "You mus': prove the instrument is NOT in "psallo." Surely, you 
have! No! He must prove it i s there . Shake his hand, Tad . I hope you can play 
a piano, because you just tuned the Chr-istian Church prear.her •s piano for him. Ever 
heard a man say, "I know that ghosts exist , because you cannot prove there are 
none." Oh, yes! But, Tad, says, "I know the divorced fornicator is in I Corinth­
ians 7:27,28 becaase you can not prove she is NOT." The technical name for that 
form of "Informal Fallacy" is "Argumenturn ad Ignorantium" or "Argument from ignor­
ance ." Somehow I get the fee ling it felt right at home . 

(3N31) When I showed conclusively that the wo rd used in the New T~stament is con­
sistently used of action or state of being no t the result of one ' s receiving action 
as a divorced fornicator Tad cited three scholars who just said it meant divorce . 
Divorced, or in a state of loosed , but for wha t reason , Tad . Only Rober tson deals 
with it and says "bachelors" (divorced in the sense of being loosed , not acted upon 
as a fonicator), and widowers (acted upon to be divorced 11 loosed" by death). Which 
one said "acted upon, divorced , as a fornicntor? Answer : NONE ! But he dld say that 
there were a whole lot of Greek manuscripts t".hat would prove .i.t . Did you get all 
their titles? I missed them. We just have the wor tJ of a man who alters Inspired 
Greek manuscripts (translated) when it suits him. J. guess this astounding evidence 
abounds so plentifully that we must now lie down in submission. Then he gives up 
the whole thing near the end of ( 2N23) . Reacl it and ( 2"1211) to see why . He has 
surrendered his proposition. 

ARGUMENT # 5: FORGIVENESS 

(3N32) This argum::?nt is the Bal es argument If V from the Ba les-Jackson Debate 
~Jhich he entitled FOR3IVENESS ME1~NS rHE 0 ENJ rt: NT PAir! v U\N f~I:}1AHfiY . 

The first thing I ~ant you to notice about this section is that as soon as 
its devotees make t his affi rmation they deny i t. Lool< at it 1:1~ain , "Forg.ivenes~; 
means the penitent party can remarry ... Does that say remarriage is based upon 
repentance/forgiveness or doesn • t it? Of course it cJoes ! It is an affront to 
our intelligent readers to write such an affirmation Oi' imply it and then to 
write such a thing as the followj ng : (1) lad Buttermore : "I do nol argue rny ~ase 
from the standpoint of forgiveness . .. Forg.iveness is <:1 p rcr~quls ite to salvatwn, 
but not to remarriage (lA24). (?) James D. Dales : "l he ~;.ingle cmd the formerly 
married, fornicator must repen t for salvation but nnL for remarriage ... (Bales­
Jackson Debate 5th A ff. p . 1 II L1) . rod sRys repentance uoc:s nol prove his case . 
Bales said repentence does prove h.is case (3rd Af. top pa~e 1) . I wonder which 
it is? But the amazing thing about it is that e.ithe r man would try to use an 
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argument on forgiveness/repentance in a debate wherein they are trying to affirm 
the rights of a divorcee to remarry and then both of them deny forgiveness/ re­
pentance has anything to do with that right!! 1!1 Wh y, Bales even argued that if 
foogiveness did not get the fornicator the right of remarriage someone was berating 
t he grace and mercy of God and, "We wouldn' t want to be forgiven like that." You 
had better straig,ted Buttermore out on that brother Bales because he says (although 
he contradicts himself) that forgiveness has nothing to do with it. When you say 
refusal to allow the fornicato r to remarry is "remember.ing sins forever" and a 
"penance penalty" you have based her right t.a remarry on forgiveness , sirs (Bales­
Jackson 2nd Af. II V) . Then he ha s the gall to say, " . .. she must repent for sal­
vation, but not to marry. " To try to show that Bales wa s being inconsistent I 
asked him to s i gn the following proposition: "The Scriptures teach that the mate 
put away because of fornication, who does not repent, can marry another person 

with God's approval." But he refused . Then I tried , "The Scriptures teach that 
the mate put away because of fornica t ion, who does or does not repent, can marry 
another person with God ' s approval. " and he wouldn' t sign that! So he does believe 
repentance and forgiveness grants the right of remarriage even though he denies it. 

(3N33) The result, or consequence , of her adultery i s the fact t hat she can now be 
scripturall y put away, which disqualifies her for remarriage . I have said that all 
along, even illustrating the pr inciple in the case of John Doe . Tad speaks as if 
I hadn' t done it because it looks good in a debate. The married' s fornication ne­
gates the right of remarriage in that it subjects her to being put away and obtaining 
the status. There is no cont radiction on my part, only a confusion through ineptitude 
of comprehension on Tad ' s part . Anyone doing his ~~n thinking can see that chart 
J-12 does not base the restricti on on the si n, but God ' s l aw. Forgiveness removes 
divinely imposed consequences in cases where God says so . Not e i n J - 12 the absence 
of a passage removing the divorcee ' s rest ric tion. Don ' t you know that lad would 
have typed one im if he had it, i nstead of quibblingt Your propositi on is fal se . 

(3N34) One las t s truggle with old John Doe . But Doc did him in. Tad vainly tries 
to break the parallel, but he fails . I Timothy 3 : 1-8 contains divinely imposed 
qualifications for t he eldership , and as negatives would al so be restrictions . In 
Matthew 19 :9 we have divinely imposed res trictions regarding divo rce and remarriage , 
which put positively would be qualifications . How a per son gets into either s ta t us 
is i rrmaterial as regards the binding nature of the restr i ction on that s tatus . John 
sinned and killed his family ·and t he married woman fornicated and destroyed her 
family by allowing divorce t o enter . The di vine consequence of go ir.g to hell has 
provision for removal (Lk . 13: 3) . After the forgiveness of the sin , t he f ar. t 
(s ta tus) is not cha1ged, and still remnins that John has no family and Inspiraticr, 
imposes a restriction on that s ta tus (I Tim. 3 :1-8)- he cannot serve as an el der . 
After the fornicator i s forgiven her tile fac t ~status) remains (she is a tlavi ng--
been-put- away-woman) and God forbids "wlloeve r" t o mn .:- r.-y her, wh i.e I ' is u d.i vine re­
s triction on that status (Matt . L9 :9b) . And, bless your hearl , TOO ADMITTED T~~T THE 
STATUS ARGUMENT IS RI Q-iT. Hear him, "Jt resulted ir. a STATUS whi ch is not qualified 
for the eldership ." AMEN ! And t he fornicator's ac tion resulted i n a STATUS which 
i s not qualified for r emarriage . He started thi s debate struggling with it and 
continued to do so even when he took the af f.irma tive . It bothered hirn from day 
one , and finally destroyed hi s proposition . I t old you John Doe would ~et ~im . 
I never abandoned anything by saying the innJ:2n t ,:>3r ty could rem~rry . I ad Just 
asserted that . I nnocent people :3re not "pu t - away" people as rece1ver s of the 
ac tion , tuhich status i s disqualified , rerrember ? Matthew 19 :9 au~horize~ innocent 
people to remarry, not those guilty of adultery . But , to dodge 1t~ obv10us tru~h 
Tod reminds us of t he one who ld lled his w1 fe . J~nd i. f 11e ever dec 1ded to practlce 
his doctrine, AS He smugly sugges ted J. should do, his wi fe needs t o re~d this material 
and either take refuge or carry a gun ! He could shoot her and never m}SS a Su~day 
in the pulpit with his new bride on the front pew and the now Mrs . Buttermore 1n 
the church cemetery j us t outside. And your "gui lty- i nnocent" party could marry 
your "unmarried-married" woman on a co J. d-hot day in .June ! 



Dear Roger, 

I mailed this on the 30th day. I'm sorry that it took so long 
but my wife had our baby daughter two da ys before your material 
arrived. With all the new respon s ibilities co upled with the 
existing ones I was not even abl e to start on my last speech 
until about the 27th day. I really had to fly! 

You have not objected to the changes I made i n the copies I 
sent you from my third negative so I'll assume you approve. I 
hope so because the final draft is done. 

Have Robert Taylor send his two page intr oduction to me at this 
address: 

Austintown Church of Christ 
c/o Tad Buttermore 
P.O. Box 4645 
Austintown, Ohio 44515 

I will have already moved into our ne w house by the time you 
are ready to reply, so send yo ur sp ee c h to that address also. 

I intend on putting Woods' Dec. ' 78 and Apr. '85 articles on 
Mt.19:9 in the publication as appendices. 

May God be with you! 

In ~ , ati:tJ.~=::=::::::::~:=:::: 
Tad Buttermore 



~etta-Jfliefn ~iUs 
High w<Iy 78 West · P.O. Box 332J 

Oxford. Aillbarnn 36203 
Oj}lce 205-831-0651 

Tad Buttermore 
P.O. Box 4645 
Austintown, OH 44515 

Dear Tad, 

June 25 , 1986 

Enclosed ydu will find t he foreword you asked for . 1 have retyped the mater i al 
as brother Taylor asked me. I 1·1ave included the or igin8 l so that you might check 
it and see that I have made no changes . Please send me <:1 copy of brother Bales 1 

foreword so I can i nclude it in my copy of the debate . Also I need at least 100 
copies of the debate on consignment . Many people are asking for a copy. Al so 
I believe I can ge t many endor sements fo r y:)u t o use i n adver tisements i f you 
wi sh . They will not be me1 who agree w.i.th you 1 bul· they wi ll promote the book. 

Also , as you know, it is my practice t o dn ver y little de fending of what men 
write on the subject I am debating , if any a t all. I have never seen any good 
that has come from an involved defense of that ki nd , altr1ough some times t he re are 
exceptions. For this cause I am sending a copy of t he debate From my files to 
each man you have n~1ed, mi squoted and/or misreprese~ted . I will l e t them decide 
if it i s worth their time to r espond t o what you ha ve s<dd . You will find , as 1 
have ov=r tl1e year s , t hat when you write for t he p•Jb.l.ic or dcb8te , everything you 
say and/or write will come back to you . l th ink you wil J find that you have said 
some things :in tt1.i s debate t hat you wj Jj n :qre t fo r a l.r.m~.l Ume and tJe e>:plaining 
for even longer. I pray that t he time wi.U come wiY:n you cnn see U1e error c:i-' 
your way and do as you havP sugges t ed, i . . e ., change in a moment.. l-Jelcume to the 
world of debat i ng, and I hope the rren w~10 quo t e you wi.l: l'Je 1nu n~ qenerous to )'Gil 

tnan you have been to them when quoting Uw11r . 

In His Service, 
/ /) ..., /;} 

/'-1 ( ~~ "''J " 
(/ ~~ (/ , ;. _.£ . 1. 

Roger Jackson 
enclosure 
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