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What the New Testament Says About Marriage, Divorce, and Re-Marriage:
A Review of the Waters' (Robert Waters) Doctrine

(Note – All Scriptures and Scripture references are from the KJV and the MLV unless otherwise stated 
due to their accuracy and reliability.)

Matthew 5:31-32; Matthew 19:3-9; Mark 10:2-12; Luke 16:18; 1 Corinthians 7; and 1 Timothy 4:1,3

We are going to notice these passages, for in them, the Lawgiver sets forth the Law.  Scripture cannot 
contradict Scripture, so if we can understand these, then ones harder to understand by themselves may 
yet be made clear because we can read them in relation to the Law.

First, we can look at Matthew 5:31-32.

Matthew 5:31-32  It hath been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give her a writing of 
divorcement:  32  But I say unto you, That whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of 
fornication, causeth her to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry her that is divorced committeth
adultery.

This was given at the sermon on the Mount.  Let's put this passage in it's overall context.

Matthew 5:17-48  Think not that I am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: I am not come to 
destroy, but to fulfil.  18  For verily I say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall 
in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled.  19  Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least
commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but 
whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven.  20  For I 
say unto you, That except your righteousness shall exceed the righteousness of the scribes and 
Pharisees, ye shall in no case enter into the kingdom of heaven.  21  Ye have heard that it was said by 
them of old time, Thou shalt not kill; and whosoever shall kill shall be in danger of the judgment:  22  
But I say unto you, That whosoever is angry with his brother without a cause shall be in danger of the 
judgment: and whosoever shall say to his brother, Raca, shall be in danger of the council: but 
whosoever shall say, Thou fool, shall be in danger of hell fire.  23  Therefore if thou bring thy gift to 
the altar, and there rememberest that thy brother hath ought against thee;  24  Leave there thy gift 
before the altar, and go thy way; first be reconciled to thy brother, and then come and offer thy gift.  25 
Agree with thine adversary quickly, whiles thou art in the way with him; lest at any time the adversary 
deliver thee to the judge, and the judge deliver thee to the officer, and thou be cast into prison.  26  
Verily I say unto thee, Thou shalt by no means come out thence, till thou hast paid the uttermost 
farthing.  27  Ye have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shalt not commit adultery:  28  
But I say unto you, That whosoever looketh on a woman to lust after her hath committed adultery with 
her already in his heart.  29  And if thy right eye offend thee, pluck it out, and cast it from thee: for it is 
profitable for thee that one of thy members should perish, and not that thy whole body should be cast 
into hell.  30  And if thy right hand offend thee, cut it off, and cast it from thee: for it is profitable for 
thee that one of thy members should perish, and not that thy whole body should be cast into hell.  31  It 
hath been said, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give her a writing of divorcement:  32  But I
say unto you, That whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, causeth her 
to commit adultery: and whosoever shall marry her that is divorced committeth adultery.  33  Again, ye 
have heard that it hath been said by them of old time, Thou shalt not forswear thyself, but shalt perform
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unto the Lord thine oaths:  34  But I say unto you, Swear not at all; neither by heaven; for it is God's 
throne:  35  Nor by the earth; for it is his footstool: neither by Jerusalem; for it is the city of the great 
King.  36  Neither shalt thou swear by thy head, because thou canst not make one hair white or black.
 37  But let your communication be, Yea, yea; Nay, nay: for whatsoever is more than these cometh of 
evil.  38  Ye have heard that it hath been said, An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth:  39  But I say 
unto you, That ye resist not evil: but whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the 
other also.  40  And if any man will sue thee at the law, and take away thy coat, let him have thy cloke 
also.  41  And whosoever shall compel thee to go a mile, go with him twain.  42  Give to him that 
asketh thee, and from him that would borrow of thee turn not thou away.  43  Ye have heard that it hath 
been said, Thou shalt love thy neighbour, and hate thine enemy.  44  But I say unto you, Love your 
enemies, bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and pray for them which 
despitefully use you, and persecute you;  45  That ye may be the children of your Father which is in 
heaven: for he maketh his sun to rise on the evil and on the good, and sendeth rain on the just and on 
the unjust.  46  For if ye love them which love you, what reward have ye? do not even the publicans the
same?  47  And if ye salute your brethren only, what do ye more than others? do not even the publicans 
so?  48  Be ye therefore perfect, even as your Father which is in heaven is perfect.

The passage under consideration falls right within Jesus giving a new mentality to fit a New Law.

Notice that He said that if they expected to enter the kingdom that was coming, their righteousness had 
to exceed, or surpass, the righteousness of the Pharisees.  They couldn't just give an outward 
appearance of righteousness.  They couldn't just follow physical rules.  They were going to have to 
follow “heart” rules.  By following these rules, they would not break the Law of Moses, which they 
lived under at the time, but if they followed Jesus' teachings, then by following His “heart” rules, the 
corresponding actions would not violate the Law they were currently under.  He also puts them on 
notice that the (Old) Law would be coming to an end once it had been fulfilled.  

He goes on not only give the (Old) Law, but to give the “heart” (New) Law that would produce 
righteousness that would go above and beyond that of the Pharisees.

Please understand that I mean no disrespect to the Old Law when I describe it in the following way but 
I must do so to show the comparison to the New Law Jesus was giving.  A good way of looking at it is 
that Jesus' Law really did get to the heart of the matter.

In verses 21-26, He says that under the Law of Moses, it was merely good enough to not murder.  
However, under the Law of Christ, a change of heart must be had that hate is not produced.  If you 
don't hate, then you won't murder.  Thus, the “heart” Law would not violate the “physical” Law.

In 27-30, He goes on to say that under the Old Law, it was good enough to not commit adultery.  Under
the New Law, one must not allow lust into his heart that produces adultery.

We're going to skip over, just for a while, 31-32.

In 33-37, it was, in times past, good enough to keep your oaths.  Under the New Law, they would have 
to be so honest that they would not have to make a special “oath” for their word to be kept.

In 38-42, the Law of Moses “allowed” retaliation.  Under the Law of Christ, we are not to seek 
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revenge.  It doesn't violate the Law of Moses, for one was allowed not to seek retaliation.

In 43-48, He expands the sphere of love to include those many would regularly deem enemies.  It was 
not a violation of Moses' Law to hate your enemy but there is no place for that kind of negativity in the 
coming kingdom.

So, how does 31-32 fit in all this?  Well, according to Deuteronomy 24:1-4 (the Law of Moses), a man 
was allowed to divorce his wife for “some uncleanness.”  It is implied that this uncleanness was sexual 
in nature because the sexual bond of the marriage bed is what sets apart the marriage relationship from 
every other on earth.  Now, I'm not arguing the exceptions, where someone is disabled and unable to 
perform in that regard.  We have to remember that cases like that are the exception rather than the 
norm.  The norm of marriage implies that sex will occur and while the decision to bear offspring is up 
to the spouses, the vast majority of those who do get married eventually wind up bearing children.

Following the line of thought that is being set up in Matthew 5 and the surrounding passages, Jesus is 
saying that under the Law of Moses, you could divorce for this “uncleanness” but under the New Law, 
the only thing that allows for divorce is fornication; being married offering yourself sexually to another
who is not your spouse.  If you divorce for any other reason and marry another, you are committing 
adultery.

Before continuing, there is much controversy in certain circles in teaching that putting away is separate 
from divorce.  This has generated no small stirring in the brotherhood.  This contradicts what the 
Scriptures teach.  

In Matthew 5:31-32, pay close attention to the language Jesus uses.  Under the Old Law, if one was 
going to put his wife away, he had to give her a writing of divorcement.  Brother Denham makes an 
excellent point that while the process of divorcement under the Old Law was two fold, the order in 
which it occurred was unimportant.  Once could put away and then write the letter of divorcement or 
one could write the letter of divorcement and then put the spouse away.  (See the Denham-Waters 
Debate).  The major point is that putting away one's spouse is always tied with divorce.  The Waters 
camp likes to make a distinction between putting away and divorcing because two different words are 
used.  And I will agree that not every time the Bible mentions “putting away” that it refers to divorce 
within marriage yet their point is invalid because every time “putting away” is mentioned, it is relative 
to divorce.

Now, many are probably scratching their heads.  Waters' camp are prone to playing word games, so let 
us play some word games.  They like to play with definitions, but let's look at ideas and concepts.

ἀπολυω
apoluo
ap-ol-oo'-o
From G575 and G3089; to free fully, that is, (literally) relieve, release, dismiss (reflexively depart), or 
(figuratively) let die, pardon, or (specifically) divorce: - (let) depart, dismiss, divorce, forgive, let go, 
loose, put (send) away, release, set at liberty.

The word for “divorcement” comes from another word.  I'm going to give the original word, here.
ἀφιστημι
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aphistemi
af-is'-tay-mee
From G575 and G2476; to remove, that is, (actively) instigate to revolt; usually (reflexively) to desist, 
desert, etc.: - depart, draw (fall) away, refrain, withdraw self.

Both carry the idea behind them of “departing.”  Incidentally, it is looking at it from two sides.  The 
husband “putting away” (apoluo), sending away from the relationship and the “writing of divorcement”
(apostasion – aphistemi) withdrawing himself from the relationship.  This carries the idea of separation,
which is important to another passage; Matthew 19:6, in that the term “asunder” not only means to 
separate, but can also mean “depart.”
So, the putting away is the divorcing is the putting asunder of what God has joined together.  

The way that the Waters camp has a point is that not all (putting away) sending away deals with divorce
in regards to marriage.  

Matthew 15:22-23  And, behold, a woman of Canaan came out of the same coasts, and cried unto him, 
saying, Have mercy on me, O Lord, thou Son of David; my daughter is grievously vexed with a devil.
 23  But he answered her not a word. And his disciples came and besought him, saying, Send her away; 
for she crieth after us.

“Send her away.”  Same word as putting away.  Jesus wasn't married to her, therefore, He could not 
divorce her.  Now, the Waters camp would say that it proves their point that putting away isn't 
divorcing.  However, in every instance that “putting away” is applied to the marriage relationship, it is 
tied with divorcement.  

Thus, the logical equation is given in Matthew 5:31-32.  Putting away is divorcing.  The only reason to 
put away is fornication.  Therefore, the only reason to divorce is fornication.  Now, the Waters camp 
loves to say, at this point, that they believe that it is wrong for Christians to divorce.  However, when 
they say that putting away is not divorcing and that God honors/sanctions a marriage where previously 
divorced people get married, their position, which has a few serious flaws from the outset, forces them 
to hold to the self-contradictory three way position that people can divorce and remarry another for any
reason (God honors marriage of divorced people), for no reason at all (divorce is the sin), and that the 
only reason to put away is fornication.  In my personal dealings with them, whenever they start to get 
pinned down on one of these three points, they shift the goal-post by taking another of the three 
positions.  They cannot remain logically consistent, despite their claims.

While we are on the topic, they have the absurd reasoning that while putting away is not divorcing, that
God views all divorcement and re-marriage equally.  Again, from my dealings with them, they hold to 
another self-contradictory position that people cannot get divorced and re-married for any reason, it has
to be in accordance with the the Scriptures, that the Law is Deuteronomy 24:1 (they leave out the 
following verses), that Jesus did not contradict it, Deuteronomy does not say “fornication,” and they 
loosen “some uncleanness” from something strictly sexual to any reason, therefore people can divorce 
and re-marry for any reason.  It is self-defeating and self-contradictory.  It seeks to go back to the Old 
Law for Law, ignoring that Jesus was setting up the New Law.  It ignores that Jesus clearly, in the same
chapter of Matthew 5, put an express time limit on the Old Law.  They try to say that Jesus was talking 
only to those there, yet they never argue that point when someone makes the equally valid point that 
Jesus told us to not hate, the very emotion that produces murder.
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Matthew 5:31-32 also gives the “exception clause” that there is only one valid reason for divorce and 
remarriage.  That is fornication.  Now, there is another group that seeks to do away with the exception 
clause.  They claim “except” should not be translated “except.”  It just astounds me how those of a 
particular false doctrine have no problem quoting scholars until the scholars say something that would 
oppose their “ax to grind.”  They quote them and quote them but as soon as the scholars say something 
they disagree with, they dismiss them as being “uninspired.”  Granted, I know that the scholars are 
uninspired and can make mistakes.  That, however, does not give us license to dismiss what they are 
saying as if they know nothing.  One brother, Timothy Sparks, goes to great lengths to do away with 
the exception clause by saying that “except” should be translated “not for/over/to/on.”  His logic is also
self-defeating because if one says, “If you do this for any reason but this, it is wrong.” or “If you do this
not for this reason, it is wrong.” or “If you do this for any reason save this one, it is wrong.” or “If you 
do this for any reason except for this one, it is wrong.” then it is different ways of saying the same 
thing.  

One version I have grown to love for it's accuracy and consistency is the MLV (Modern Literal 
Version).  It's free to download and let's look at it in that translation.

5:31 It was also said, ‘Whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a document of divorcement.’ {Deu 
24:1, 3} 5:32 But I say to you°, that whoever divorces his wife, except-for the reason of fornication, is 
making* her commit adultery and whoever marries her who has been divorced is committing adultery. 
{Mat 19:9, Luk 16:18}

I appreciate brother Sparks tenacity and his willingness to stress that it is God that joins people in 
marriage and it is wrong for any man to separate what God has bound.  I stand in full agreement with 
him that God hates divorce (Malachi 2:16) and that when a divorce occurs, there is sin behind it.  I 
agree with him fully that God does not look favorably upon divorce.  However, I believe firmly that he 
is wrong in saying that there is no exception clause given in the Scriptures.  It also would break the 
image of God divorcing physical Israel for their adultery with the false gods of the nations around 
them.

On a side note that is related, the Waters camp also holds to the belief that adultery is a one time act and
that one can stay in the relationship after having “repented” of the adultery.  They say the blood of 
Christ washes us from sin.

However, the Bible calls repentance dying to sin, baptism is a burial of the dead man, and when we 
come up out of the waters of baptism, we walk in newness of life.  Romans 6:1-4; 1 Corinthians 6:9-11 
gives the idea that people were doing those things yet they stopped.  Death is a separation but it is also 
a cessation of life.  When we die to sin, we must cease from sin.  Of course, the Waters camp would 
love to say that divorce is like death in that it is the cessation of a marriage that the “unmarried” can 
remarry.  They are flawed on this point, too, because in Matthew 19:6, we learn that God binds the 
marriage bond and if He has bound something, He can set the terms of dissolution.  In all the passages 
involving divorce and remarriage, He has only given one clause that He recognizes a marriage to have 
ceased (died) – divorce for the reason of fornication.  No other reason for remarriage after divorce is 
authorized nor recognized.

To them, even though they would deny it, they would say that after God divorced physical Israel 
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(Jeremiah 3:8), they would be able to remarry the false gods of the nations around them.  They say that 
is not their position.  They say that Israel remarried Jesus.  The problem is that they then must take the 
position of the Jehovah's Witnesses in saying that Jesus is not God – a violation of John 1:1,14; 
Hebrews 1:8 and the physical nation of Israel is the same entity as the church today, which violates the 
establishment of the church being shown in Acts 2, which in turn denies that the kingdom Jesus spoke 
of as coming in Mark 9:1 came in Acts 2 but actually came when physical Israel was set up.  They are 
anti-premillennialists.  Where the premillennialists have the kingdom coming in the future, the Waters' 
camp has the kingdom being established in the days of Samuel the prophet with the anointing of king 
Saul!  (1 Samuel 9).  The Waters Heresy, because it draws no distinction between physical Israel of old 
and the church today, it makes the church, instead of a pure, holy bride without spot or blemish 
(Ephesians 5:22-33), into an adulteress.  They must take our pure sinnless Lord of Lords and King of 
Kings and make Him an adulterer.  That is blasphemy.  

Another sad point to all this is that they hold to the position that God is divorced and remarried so all 
divorce and remarriage is Scriptural.  The problem with that, and with saying there is no exception 
clause, is that, yes, God is divorced from physical Israel and married to the church but He divorced 
physical Israel for their adultery and whoredom with the false gods of the nations around them.

The next passage, even in a different context adds to the information regarding what Jesus said 
concerning marriage divorce and remarriage, is Matthew 19:3-9.  Robert Waters (of the Waters Heresy)
has stated that what Jesus said here didn't add much to the discussion.  However much or little the Lord
adds to a discussion should be considered just as important as the rest of what He said regarding a 
subject.  To dismiss anything the Lord said based off how much or little it adds, in his own perception, 
shows how little respect Waters has for the Lord and His word.  Everything the Lord said is important  
(John 12:48).

Matthew 19:3-9  The Pharisees also came unto him, tempting him, and saying unto him, Is it lawful for 
a man to put away his wife for every cause?  4  And he answered and said unto them, Have ye not read,
that he which made them at the beginning made them male and female,  5  And said, For this cause 
shall a man leave father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife: and they twain shall be one flesh?  6  
Wherefore they are no more twain, but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined together, let not man 
put asunder.  7  They say unto him, Why did Moses then command to give a writing of divorcement, 
and to put her away?  8  He saith unto them, Moses because of the hardness of your hearts suffered you
to put away your wives: but from the beginning it was not so.  9  And I say unto you, 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.

As we did with Matthew 5:31-32, let's break down this passage.  

First, even though many go to this passage first, as it is the most detailed, we examined Matthew 5:31-
32 first because it sets for the very premise that every putting away in regards to marriage, divorce, and
remarriage is divorce.  It also sets for the premise that the only divorce God recognizes is that over 
fornication.  A divorce for any other reason with marriage to another is considered adultery.  This is the 
base upon with other passages are built upon.  Every other passage must be interpreted through this 
passage.  Basically, what makes Matthew 5:31-32 so important to this discussion is it defines our terms.

I don't see how Waters can say that the Lord didn't add much.  In comparison to passages such as 
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Matthew 5:31-32, He added a lot.  We learn that the actions of the Pharisees, divorcing for every cause,
was unlawful.  We learn that God made them male and female, that homosexual relationships are 
sinful.  We learn that God joins people in marriage and that it is wrong for man to break up a marriage. 
We learn that God intended man and woman to stay together, that it was His plan.  We learn that it was 
God's intent from the beginning that it be one man and one woman, the two made one flesh, therefore 
Mormon polygamy and polyandry are wrong.  And the practice of polygamy definitely would fall into 
the category of ignorance God winked at but now commands all men everywhere to repent (Acts 
17:30).  After all, it wasn't until the New Testament was fully revealed did we see God's picture of 
marriage being a mirror image of Christ and the church.  Matthew 19:3-9 is an excellent, God-given, 
inspired commentary on Matthew 5:31-32.  

Of course, the “not much” that Waters is seeing is “and shall marry another.”  However, this is 
profoundly important because it shows that unless the divorce is over fornication, neither party has 
right to remarry someone else.  Combine the two passages, and we see that if a divorce happens over 
fornication, it is recognized by God and that the one put away for fornication does not have a right to 
re-marry another.  If a divorce occurs over another reason, then neither party can re-marry another.  
Directly implied in this is that the innocent party in a case of divorce over fornication can re-marry 
another.  

This is not reading anything into the text.  If I say I want a burger with ketchup only, implied is that I 
don't want mustard.  Let's break down verse 9.  

And I say unto you, Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be for fornication, and shall marry 
another, committeth adultery (implied is that if you divorce for fornication, and marry another, you do 
not commit adultery): and whoso marrieth her which is put away (implied reason is for fornication) 
doth commit adultery.  This is common sense logic.  Yet Waters camp would accuse me of adding to the
text.

What the Waters Heresy is forced to add to the Scripture is that putting away is not the same as divorce 
(which we showed earlier to be false) and that the sin the Pharisees was committing was putting away 
without divorcing (which by how it was defined earlier, is impossible) rather than divorcing for every 
cause.  Also they read into the text that as long as you don't just put away, you can divorce and re-marry
without it being sinful (which is not what the text says).

One thing Waters argues, in regard to putting away but not divorcing, is that Moses allowed them to put
away for any reason and that Christ was condemning the practice of doing so without divorcing but 
was upholding the Law of Moses in Deuteronomy 24:1.  We've already noticed that this is a false idea 
because the “uncleanness” would have logically been something sexual in nature.  

Sparks makes the argument that what Jesus was referencing in Matthew 19, and our next passage, Mark
10, was not what is recorded in Deuteronomy 24.  This is an assertion, that, contextually, makes no 
sense.  This is because all the rest of the chapter was dealing with physical obedience aspects of the Old
Law and getting to a matter of heart obedience with the New Law.  

Just as Waters has to temper all passages involving marriage, divorce, and remarriage in the light of his 
doctrine of, essentially, Scriptural divorce for any reason, Sparks must do the same in the light of his 
doctrine of, essentially, there being no exception clause given by God.  At the worst, these doctrines 
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deny certain aspects of Scripture and at the least, it forces one to lift certain passages out of their 
contexts to view them in a contorted way.

Let's look at the text of Matthew 19:3-9 in the MLV.

19:3 And the Pharisees came to him, testing him and saying to him, If it is legal to a man to divorce his 
wife according to every cause. 19:4 But he answered and said to them, Have you° not read, He who 
made* them, made* them male and female from the beginning. {Gen 1:27, 5:2} 19:5 And said, 
Because of this, a man will be leaving his father and mother and will be joined to his wife, and the two 
will be jointed into one flesh. {Gen 2:24} 19:6 So-that they are no more two, but one flesh. Therefore, 
what God has yoked together; let man not separate. 19:7 They say to him, Therefore why did Moses 
command us to give a document of divorcement and to dismiss her? {Deu 24:1-4} 19:8 He says to 
them, Moses permitted you° to divorce your° wives for your° hardness of heart, but from the beginning
it has not become so. 19:9 But I am saying to you°, Whoever divorces his wife not over {Greek: upon. 
Or: upon the basis of} fornication, and should marry another, is committing adultery, and he who 
marries her who has been divorced is committing adultery.

One point before moving on, when reading it in the MLV, it (v.7) further impresses the point that 
putting away and divorce are synonymous actions, tied together when dealing with this issue.

As stated earlier, the next passage is Mark 10:2-12.

Mark 10:2-12  And the Pharisees came to him, and asked him, Is it lawful for a man to put away his 
wife? tempting him.  3  And he answered and said unto them, What did Moses command you?  4  And 
they said, Moses suffered to write a bill of divorcement, and to put her away.  5  And Jesus answered 
and said unto them, For the hardness of your heart he wrote you this precept.  6  But from the 
beginning of the creation God made them male and female.  7  For this cause shall a man leave his 
father and mother, and cleave to his wife;  8  And they twain shall be one flesh: so then they are no 
more twain, but one flesh.  9  What therefore God hath joined together, let not man put asunder.  10  
And in the house his disciples asked him again of the same matter.  11  And he saith unto them, 
Whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry another, committeth adultery against her.  12  And if a 
woman shall put away her husband, and be married to another, she committeth adultery.

This passage is important because, even though it is a summation of a passage we've already gone over,
we can still learn more from it.  

In verse 3, Jesus didn't ask why Moses allowed.  He asked what was commanded.  Considering that 
God gave Moses the Law (reference back to Matthew 19 when they asked Him if it was “lawful”), to 
ask what Moses commanded was tantamount to asking, “What did God command?”  And in reference 
to was was allowed, in mark 10:5, Jesus said that Moses wrote the precept.  This is why Sparks' 
argument in regards to this not being a reference to Deuteronomy 24:1-ff doesn't make any sense.  I've 
always been told the that New Testament is the Old revealed and the Old Testament is the New 
concealed.  It holds true throughout the rest of Matthew 5, so why wouldn't it hold to it in that chapter 
and in other references to the subject?

As we've done before, let's look at the passage in the MLV for comparison.
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10:2 And having come to him, the Pharisees asked him, testing him, Is it legal for a man to divorce his 
wife? 10:3 But he answered and said to them, What did Moses command you°? 10:4 But they said, 
Moses permitted us to write a document of divorcement and to divorce her. {Deu 24:1} 10:5 And Jesus 
answered and said to them, He wrote this commandment for you°, for your° hardness of heart. 10:6 But
‘God made* them male and female’ from the beginning of the creation. {Gen 1:27, 5:2} 10:7 ‘Because 
of this, a man will be leaving his father and mother and will be joined to his wife; 10:8 and the two will
become one flesh,’ so-that they are no more two, but one flesh. {Gen 2:24} 10:9 Therefore, what God 
has yoked together, let man not separate. 10:10 And in the house, his disciples asked him again 
concerning the same thing. 10:11 And he says to them, Whoever divorces his wife and should marry 
another is committing adultery against her; 10:12 and if a woman divorces her husband and should 
marry another, she is committing adultery.

The next passage we must look at is Luke 16:18.

Luke 16:18  Whosoever putteth away his wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery: and 
whosoever marrieth her that is put away from her husband committeth adultery.

This passage is important for the context but adds nothing to what has already been said in other 
passages.

Keeping it in it's context helps to see what is being said and why it is important.

The greater context of Luke 16 is talking about the covetousness of the Pharisees.  In the middle of the 
chapter, it says:

Luke 16:14-18  And the Pharisees also, who were covetous, heard all these things: and they derided 
him.  15  And he said unto them, Ye are they which justify yourselves before men; but God knoweth 
your hearts: for that which is highly esteemed among men is abomination in the sight of God.  16  The 
law and the prophets were until John: since that time the kingdom of God is preached, and every man 
presseth into it.  17  And it is easier for heaven and earth to pass, than one tittle of the law to fail.  18  
Whosoever putteth away his wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery: and whosoever marrieth 
her that is put away from her husband committeth adultery.

Jesus was exposing to them how they would try to make the Law of God void through their traditions.  
They would justify their adultery and covetousness before men through their traditions and yet God 
knew their hearts, full of sin.  He was using the illustration of adultery, divorce, and remarriage to 
expose their sin.

The next passage we will look at is 1 Corinthians 7.  This whole chapter has been misapplied by those 
holding to the Waters Heresy.  

First, let's look at the chapter.  

1 Corinthians 7:1-40  Now concerning the things whereof ye wrote unto me: It is good for a man not to 
touch a woman.  2  Nevertheless, to avoid fornication, let every man have his own wife, and let every 
woman have her own husband.  3  Let the husband render unto the wife due benevolence: and likewise 
also the wife unto the husband.  4  The wife hath not power of her own body, but the husband: and 
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likewise also the husband hath not power of his own body, but the wife.  5  Defraud ye not one the 
other, except it be with consent for a time, that ye may give yourselves to fasting and prayer; and come 
together again, that Satan tempt you not for your incontinency.  6  But I speak this by permission, and 
not of commandment.  7  For I would that all men were even as I myself. But every man hath his 
proper gift of God, one after this manner, and another after that.  8  I say therefore to the unmarried and
widows, It is good for them if they abide even as I.  9  But if they cannot contain, let them marry: for it 
is better to marry than to burn.  10  And unto the married I command, yet not I, but the Lord, Let not 
the wife depart from her husband:  11  But and if she depart, let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled 
to her husband: and let not the husband put away his wife.  12  But to the rest speak I, not the Lord: If 
any brother hath a wife that believeth not, and she be pleased to dwell with him, let him not put her 
away.  13  And the woman which hath an husband that believeth not, and if he be pleased to dwell with 
her, let her not leave him.  14  For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the 
unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband: else were your children unclean; but now are they holy.
 15  But if the unbelieving depart, let him depart. A brother or a sister is not under bondage in such 
cases: but God hath called us to peace.  16  For what knowest thou, O wife, whether thou shalt save thy
husband? or how knowest thou, O man, whether thou shalt save thy wife?  17  But as God hath 
distributed to every man, as the Lord hath called every one, so let him walk. And so ordain I in all 
churches.  18  Is any man called being circumcised? let him not become uncircumcised. Is any called in
uncircumcision? let him not be circumcised.  19  Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is 
nothing, but the keeping of the commandments of God.  20  Let every man abide in the same calling 
wherein he was called.  21  Art thou called being a servant? care not for it: but if thou mayest be made 
free, use it rather.  22  For he that is called in the Lord, being a servant, is the Lord's freeman: likewise 
also he that is called, being free, is Christ's servant.  23  Ye are bought with a price; be not ye the 
servants of men.  24  Brethren, let every man, wherein he is called, therein abide with God.  25  Now 
concerning virgins I have no commandment of the Lord: yet I give my judgment, as one that hath 
obtained mercy of the Lord to be faithful.  26  I suppose therefore that this is good for the present 
distress, I say, that it is good for a man so to be.  27  Art thou bound unto a wife? seek not to be loosed. 
Art thou loosed from a wife? seek not a wife.  28  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.  29 
But this I say, brethren, the time is short: it remaineth, that both they that have wives be as though they 
had none;  30  And they that weep, as though they wept not; and they that rejoice, as though they 
rejoiced not; and they that buy, as though they possessed not;  31  And they that use this world, as not 
abusing it: for the fashion of this world passeth away.  32  But I would have you without carefulness. 
He that is unmarried careth for the things that belong to the Lord, how he may please the Lord:  33  But
he that is married careth for the things that are of the world, how he may please his wife.  34  There is 
difference also between a wife and a virgin. The unmarried woman careth for the things of the Lord, 
that she may be holy both in body and in spirit: but she that is married careth for the things of the 
world, how she may please her husband.  35  And this I speak for your own profit; not that I may cast a 
snare upon you, but for that which is comely, and that ye may attend upon the Lord without distraction.
 36  But if any man think that he behaveth himself uncomely toward his virgin, if she pass the flower of
her age, and need so require, let him do what he will, he sinneth not: let them marry.  37  Nevertheless 
he that standeth stedfast in his heart, having no necessity, but hath power over his own will, and hath so
decreed in his heart that he will keep his virgin, doeth well.  38  So then he that giveth her in marriage 
doeth well; but he that giveth her not in marriage doeth better.  39  The wife is bound by the law as long
as her husband liveth; but if her husband be dead, she is at liberty to be married to whom she will; only 
in the Lord.  40  But she is happier if she so abide, after my judgment: and I think also that I have the 
Spirit of God.



11

Those holding to the Waters Doctrine have taken certain verses and twisted them to support their 
doctrine that (unScripturally) divorced people can remarry others.  Again, I would remind you that they
say that they would agree with that and that they believe that people must divorce only over Scriptural 
grounds, that people can't divorce for any reason.  However, they then turn around and say that the 
Scriptural reason for divorce is for any reason.  

Some of the verses they misuse from this chapter are -

1 Corinthians 7:8-9  I say therefore to the unmarried and widows, It is good for them if they abide even 
as I.  9  But if they cannot contain, let them marry: for it is better to marry than to burn.

1 Corinthians 7:27-28  Art thou bound unto a wife? seek not to be loosed. Art thou loosed from a wife? 
seek not a wife.  28  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.

If we read these verses in their context and interpret them in light of the established Law given by 
Christ in Matthew 5:31-32; Matthew 19:3-9; and Mark 10:2-12 then we can see what is really being 
said.

In 1 Corinthians 7:8-9, the unmarried would be those Scripturally able to marry.  Of course, to those 
holding to the Waters Doctrine, this is anyone and everyone who to them “isn't married.”  However, in 
light of the Scriptures we've previously examined, the unmarried are those who have never been 
married or those who are the innocent party who divorced their spouse over fornication.  The widows 
(and widowers) would be those who are not married because their spouse has died.

We see in the next section how to handle a divorce or separation without “legal divorce” where there is 
no fornication.  

1 Corinthians 7:10-11  And unto the married I command, yet not I, but the Lord, Let not the wife depart
from her husband:  11  But and if she depart, let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband:
and let not the husband put away his wife.

Now, there is a teaching out there, related to but not directly from the Waters Doctrine, that if spouses 
divorce and one commits fornication or marries another, committing adultery, the “innocent” can re-
marry.  This is where we must ask the question, “What was the reason or cause of the divorce?”  If the 
initial divorce was not over fornication, then neither party can Scripturally remarry another.  If one 
marries another and commits adultery, all they have done is mess things up futher.  They have put 
themselves in a position where, in order to be pleasing to God, they cannot stay married to their current
spouse nor can they reconcile with their original spouse.  They have put their spouses, the original and 
the current, into a position they cannot marry.

Waters likes to attempt to call this “punishing” the innocent party.  However, I would like to remind 
everyone that there are consequences to sin that one may face even if they are forgiven.  Jeffery 
Dahmer became a Christian while in jail.  He was forgiven of his sin of murder but it could not return 
the dead back to life nor did it release him from jail.  Those espousing the Waters Doctrine do like to 
use the scenario that not all sin can be corrected, but Bible doesn't teach that.  Yes, there are sins that 
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cannot be corrected and only repented of, but there are sins that in which restitution can and should 
occur.  Just see Matthew 5:23-24.  A good example of following the Old Testament law of restitution 
was Zacchaeus in Luke 19:8 (see Exodus 22:1-4; Leviticus 6:1-6; Proverbs 6:30-31).  While the law of 
restitution was an Old Testament mandate, we are told to “owe no man anything” in Romans 13:8.  We 
are called to repay our debts.  If someone stole something from you and they still had it, I'm sure you 
would love to have what was stolen returned to you.  Even if the once-thief became a Christian, if he 
still had your possession, you would hope he would return it because it wasn't his to begin with.  
Further strengthening this argument, Paul goes on Romans 13:9 to appeal, in the context of repaying 
our debts, to the Old Law which contained the law of restitution.  It is true that we cannot go back and 
correct every sin we've ever committed, but it is an absurd argument to say that we are free from 
making restitution when possible.  Whatever happened to loving one's neighbor as himself?

As far as “punishing” the innocent, this isn't God punishing them but man doing evil to man from a 
refusal to follow God's law concerning marriage.  Robert Waters would say, “How cruel to use and 
twist God's word to force someone into a life of celibacy where the benefits of marriage cannot be felt.”
Rather than make that statement towards people who ignore and disobey God's word, he would rather 
hurl it at those who seek to convince people to bind themselves to and follow God's word.

Also, his position is one that forces an argument to be made that no where in God's word does He 
demand that we give up some temporary pleasure here to be obedient to Him.  Of course, anyone who 
studies God's word understands that this is an absurd argument.  Just look at Matthew 19:11-12; 
Hebrews 11:24-26; 2 Timothy 3:12; 2 Corinthians 11:23-28.  The Waters Doctrine seeks to allow 
people to have their sin and salvation, too.  

The next section is one of their primary sections they like to twist – 1 Corinthians 7:27-28.

They take it to mean if one is loosed and they marry, they haven't sinned.  First, they must assume that 
all divorces are alike.  There is a difference in unScriptural and Scriptural divorce.  Neither are pleasing
to God but one allows for an innocent party to re-marry.  This also assumes that all “loosing” means 
divorced.  1 Corinthians 7:39 sheds some light on this.  

1 Corinthians 7:39  The wife is bound by the law as long as her husband liveth; but if her husband be 
dead, she is at liberty to be married to whom she will; only in the Lord.

The last passage we will notice if 1 Timothy 4:1,3. 

1 Timothy 4:1-3  Now the Spirit speaketh expressly, that in the latter times some shall depart from the 
faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils;... 3  Forbidding to marry, and 
commanding to abstain from meats, which God hath created to be received with thanksgiving of them 
which believe and know the truth.

They say that anyone forbidding people (who are unScripturally able to do so) to marry is a doctrine of 
devils.  First, let's look at the passage in the context.  

1 Timothy 4:1-5  Now the Spirit speaketh expressly, that in the latter times some shall depart from the 
faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils;  2  Speaking lies in hypocrisy; having 
their conscience seared with a hot iron;  3  Forbidding to marry, and commanding to abstain from 
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meats, which God hath created to be received with thanksgiving of them which believe and know the 
truth.  4  For every creature of God is good, and nothing to be refused, if it be received with 
thanksgiving:  5  For it is sanctified by the word of God and prayer.

This passage is not talking about divorced people being allowed to marry.  A big clue has to do with the
surrounding information, namely the commanding to abstain from meats.  There is a Law that forbade 
marriage and commanded to abstain from meats.

Deuteronomy 7:1-3  When the LORD thy God shall bring thee into the land whither thou goest to 
possess it, and hath cast out many nations before thee, the Hittites, and the Girgashites, and the 
Amorites, and the Canaanites, and the Perizzites, and the Hivites, and the Jebusites, seven nations 
greater and mightier than thou;  2  And when the LORD thy God shall deliver them before thee; thou 
shalt smite them, and utterly destroy them; thou shalt make no covenant with them, nor shew mercy 
unto them:  3  Neither shalt thou make marriages with them; thy daughter thou shalt not give unto his 
son, nor his daughter shalt thou take unto thy son.

Deuteronomy 14:1-21 gave the dietary laws.  

Both of these are in the Old Testament.  What problem persisted with early Christians in the New 
Testament?  We read in Acts 15:1-5, the Judaizing teachers were coming in saying that people, 
including Gentiles, had to keep the Law of Moses to be saved.  

Incidentally, those holding to the Waters Heresy say that the only Scriptural reason for divorce is any 
reason (“uncleanness”) and the verse they go to support is as “Law” is Deuteronomy 24.

We can look to the Old Testament in principle to help strengthen arguments for Laws under the New 
Testament but we cannot go to the Old Testament for Law.  See Hebrews 7:12; Hebrews 8:7-13.

Back to the point of 1 Timothy 4:1-5.  This forbidding to marry better fits the scenario that Judaizing 
teachers were coming in and forbidding Christians (Jewish) from marrying Christians (Gentile).  They 
would also be telling them they had to do other things in keeping the Law of Moses, such as abstaining 
from pork and catfish.

On one more interesting note, they make the broad sweeping argument that “forbidding marriage is a 
doctrine of devils.”  They seek to use this against people holding to the Scriptural view laid down by 
the passages we examined earlier.  They use this seeking to shut people's mouths and to loose what God
has bound.  However, by implication, they must also make the argument that they themselves are 
teaching a doctrine of devils because they seek to forbid marriages they view as being “sinful” such as 
homosexual marriages.  They argue that marriage, as laid down by God is male and female.  They say it
is sinful.  But if the blood of Christ magically takes the sinful and makes it holy, as they claim with 
adultery, why not it be the same case with homosexuality? 

Their doctrine also demands that God be teaching a doctrine of devils because it was He that forbade 
the Israelites in the Old Testament from marrying those of foreign nations that would not, like Ruth 
(Ruth 1:16-17) forsake their people to follow God.

But if they, in turn, argue that this was found in the Old Testament and not in the New, they must give 
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up their contradictory argument that we must follow Deuteronomy 24:1-ff for New Testament divorce 
and remarriage law.

More, much more, could be written on this subject, and at the risk of being accused of “poisoning the 
well,” it is my hope and prayer that this paper exposes the false doctrine spread by Robert Waters and 
his followers before they get a chance to confound my brethren and lead them astray, as they have 
already done to many.


