Response to Jeff Asher concerning “The Two Types Of Mental Divorce”

I appreciate my friend Jeff Asher loving me (and all those who might agree with me) enough to reply to my article “The Two Types Of Mental Divorce” and correct what he perceives to be error.  This speaks well of Jeff, and judges those who let brotherhood politics preclude them from doing likewise.  The kind attitude demonstrated in Jeff’s article shows that Christian brothers can disagree without getting ugly with one another.  Only good can come from such exchanges.

I am glad that Jeff agrees with me on the first “type” of mental divorce.  He and I can join hands in opposing the doctrine that a woman may remarry after her husband unscripturally divorces her and remarries.  However Jeff thinks I go too far by also condemning this same woman’s remarriage if the man’s fornication occurs before his divorce of her.  In reading Jeff’s reasons for his opposition, I conclude that Jeff is emphasizing one of God’s requirements to the exclusion of another.  The Baptists do this when they emphasize belief to the exclusion of baptism in Mark 16:16.  Jeff does the same on this MDR issue when he emphasizes the motive for the divorce to the exclusion of who actually gets the divorce.  Jesus made both important.  Matthew 19:9a reads “Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery.”  The implication is that if a man puts away his scriptural wife for fornication and marries another, he does not (necessarily) commit adultery.  Jeff correctly emphasizes the “for fornication” part, but incorrectly neglects the part about the “innocent” being the one who did the putting away.  According to Matthew 19:9a, for a man to remarry without committing adultery, three conditions would have to be true:

1.    his wife must commit fornication against him

2.    he must divorce his wife

3.    his divorce must be “for fornication”

Jeff’s position leaves off the second requirement just as surely as the Baptist leaves off the second requirement in Mark 16:16.

A closer look at Luke 16:18 reveals this same “second” requirement.  It reads “Whosoever putteth away his wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery:  and whosoever marrieth her that is put away from her husband committeth adultery.”  As I pointed out in my first article, the woman in the ‘b’ part of the verse commits adultery when she remarries even though her former husband is by that time committing adultery against her.  At that point she has the scriptural cause, and so according to Jeff’s emphasis on the cause only, she ought to be able to remarry.  But Jeff agrees with me that the text says she can’t.  So it must not only matter what the motive of the divorce is, it must also must matter who gets the divorce.  That is the one thing keeping the woman of Luke 16:18b from being able to remarry, the fact that she is not the one who actually got the divorce.

In reply to Jeff bringing up “circumstances” (no fault divorce) to help sustain his position, I remind him that the careful Bible student lets the text mean what it says (regardless of situations), and then draws proper applications from that.  We shouldn’t let scenarios drive our understanding of the texts.  That is getting the cart before the horse.  If that were the proper course, then the Baptists are right that the possible circumstance of a man dieing on the way to the baptistery would prove that Jesus was wrong when he required a man to be baptized to be saved.  I repeat what I said before, if you are a woman and your husband is divorcing you for a reason other than fornication (in a no fault state, or a fault state), if you agree to the divorce (for whatever reason), you sin by being a party to an unscriptural/sinful divorce (II John vs.10-11).  It is always wrong to “consent” to sin (Acts 8:1).  No reason can justify it. 

I differ with Jeff that my position will aid the cause of Halbrook, Warnock, and other false teachers on this issue.  The last thing we want to do is apologize for Jesus because He taught that it matters who actually obtains the divorce.  In actuality, Jeff’s position is the one who aids the more extreme “mental divorcers,” because once someone is taught that it doesn’t really matter who gets the divorce, then guess where they will run to next?

And Jeff relies upon the same argument that the more extreme “mental divorcers” always make, that is, Pat’s position makes God’s law on divorce dependent upon a “foot race to the court house.”  Let me address that with an humorous illustration.  Suppose a young couple who were “shacked up” together were arguing with Jeff because he told them they needed to get married.  They might argue, “Jeff, your position makes God’s law on marriage a race to the courthouse.  Suppose two brothers wanted to marry the same young lady, and being kind of fickle, she was willing to marry either one.  The first brother to get her to the courthouse and the I do’s would be married to her according to your position, right?”  I wonder how Jeff would respond to this argument?  The truth is that divorce is the opposite of getting married, and if the latter involves the legal (in our society), why is it so hard to understand that the former would also involve the legal?  If God requires a person to divorce their spouse for fornication to be able to remarry, then God requires just that.  The first one to put the other away becomes the divorcer; the one put away becomes the put away person.  And the put away person is forbidden from remarriage.
Jesus told us three times “whoever marries the put away woman commits adultery” (Matthew 5:32b, 19:9b, Luke 16:18b).  Jesus makes a big difference between the person doing the putting away and the person being put away.  Jeff doesn’t.  When George Foreman knocked out Joe Frazier, there was a big difference between who delivered the punch and who received the punch.  Just ask Mr. Frazier.  The same is true about the difference between who does the putting away and who is being put away.  It is impossible to divorce someone for fornication if you are not the one doing the divorcing in the first place.  That should be obvious.

