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Divorce & Remarriage

| will not go over the divorce statistics. They &nightfully high, but they are declining. Sinceeth
1990s, the divorce rate in America has been onl¢icéne so that there is somewhat of a recovery in
terms of the idea of divorce not being the solutmmwhat people thought it was. No-fault divorceswa
introduced in California in 1970. It got that lalbelcause no-fault insurance was pending at the same
time. So divorce without grounds was introduced iatv on the part of both or either party as ndtfau
divorce. Since 1985, that obtained an all Uniteate3t jurisdiction so that is the case all alonge Th
United States, along with Sweden and Canada, iewstiat set apart by the fact that the forms of
divorce that we have adopted have altered the tfalition of marriage by making it a relationship
terminable at will. That goes against our Judeostian tradition, or particularly, our Christian
tradition. So, we have a situation where divoraenio cause is readily available. This is not nemelys
the fault of the law. You cannot coerce peoplave together in a marriage relationship. Howevee, t
law can ensure there will be a waiting period tesigs be done precipitously, and it can have wario
other ways of guarding marriage. Ultimately, thegle refuse to be married. They can be divorced in
terms of the effectiveness of civil law and dismrega

In this situation, the church does have a roleldte it to the threefold mediatorial office of @Gir To
reflect the prophetic role of Christ, our respoiigipis to declare the revealed will of God conuelg
marriage. We are to declare the ideal even thoaghfallen world human beings do not live up to it.
Nevertheless, we have a prophetic role to dechaedvealed will of God concerning marriage. | khin
that there is a priestly role to restore sinnersugh the Gospel of repentance and forgivenesmsf s
Folks who have destroyed their marriages needehéry grace of Christ, the healing Word of Christ,
and restoration to Him and the body of Christ. Atlink there is a kingly role we relate to theiodf of
eldership, particularly, that affects the geneffite of all believers. It is to nurture personstkat by
God’s grace they are disposed toward marital figeli we think broadly about the church’s role, we
can keep in balance those three things—to dediarestvealed will of God, to restore sinners through
the grace of Christ, and to take the precautiosgegs of nurturing people toward marital fidelity.

The Presbyterian Church in America (PCA) reportimorce and remarriage has a good section on
premarital counseling as one of the keys towardraag greater fidelity to the ideal of marriage.
Fidelity is the key. We went over earlier in theucse faithfulness as one of the three weightietemst
of the law, which reflects the character of Godpémticular, with respect to the marriage covenaamt,
are called to fidelity. We think of fidelity too t&h in a static way of just remaining within the
boundaries, not committing adultery, but fidelisymore than that. It is more than fidelity to avow,
though fidelity is to avow. But what distinguishtbe covenant idea of marriage from that of a cantra
is pledged fidelity. It is pledged fidelity to argen so that it is the other person for whose sake
maintain our vow. We call God to witness that w# e faithful as a supporting element recognizing
the tendency of human nature to move in the dwaadi unfaithfulness. Fidelity is faithful to thaltng
of marriage and to the relationship. The way figas worked out in a given marriage can be quite
creative. It is one of those things that goes bdyehat can be specified in terms of duty. Thet@és
boundary in terms of duty, but within those boumekathere is a great deal of freedom for creative
fidelity in terms of our marriage as the place veh€iod intends for us to have the fulfillment of our
sexuality as He has created us.

Sadly, in a fallen world, the ideal is broken. Titleal is stated in Genesis 2:24, “Man leaves hisefa
and mother and cleaves to his wife. The two becongeflesh.” Divorce is not envisioned. That ideal
before the Fall envisions a lifelong, open-enddatieship. Or | should say a permanent, open-ended
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relationship. Not even death was in view in Gen2sid, but with the Fall, death dissolves the nagei
bond. The question is whether there are other twia of the marriage covenant that so impinge upon
the relationship that they also dissolve the mgeiaond. There are a limited number of texts oordir
and remarriage in the Scriptures. The way to agbrdlaem is to begin with the teaching in the Gospel
then look at the epistles, and then derive somepies after putting them together. In the Gosgets

us deal first with Mark chapter 10. Mark chapteniid then take us back into the Old Testament and
we will review the Old Testament teaching in cortieecwith Mark 10. In Mark 10:2 it says,

Some Pharisees came, and to test him they asleei |&ivful for a man to divorce his wife?” [It
sounds innocent enough, but for them, it is adgasstion. They have doubtless heard His
teaching on marriage and divorce. In the SermotheMount, Jesus touched on that. And so
they come with a test question.] He replied, “Wihidt Moses command you?” They said,
“Moses permitted a man to write a certificate ofaice and send her away.” But Jesus said to
them “It was because your hearts were hard thaesasote you this law. But at the beginning
of creation, God made them male and female. Ferrd@son a man will leave his father and
mother and be united to his wife, and the two b@tome one flesh. So they are no longer two
but one. Therefore what God has joined togetherdehan separate.” When they were in the
house again, the disciples asked Jesus abouHiianswered, “Anyone who divorces his wife
and marries another woman commits adultery aghstand if she divorces her husband and
marries another man, she commits adultery.”

Obviously the key statement that Jesus makessrptissage is “Therefore what God has joined togethe
let not man separate.” The dominant concern is cibment to the permanence of marriage. The
dominant concern of Jesus is the preservation ofiage, and that is highlighted by the very powkerfu
statement, “What God has joined together, let rext separate.”

Sometimes when pastors marry, they join the hahtteeccouple and pronounce them man and wife.
Then the pastor lifts his eyes to the congregatimhsays, “What God has joined together, let nat ma
put asunder,” as though that statement is dirdcwedrd third parties. Well, that is a subordinate
concern—do not interfere in this marriage. Butphenary reference of that statement is to the caupl
He is saying, “Do not put yourselves asunder whed Kas joined you together.” | said that because
divorce under both Jewish and Roman law did natireghe pronouncement of some third party, either
civil or religious. The couple was no longer bodaeach other. Divorce was a matter of repudiadion
the marriage on the part of the husband under Bdawg and on the part of either husband or wifeaund
Roman law. All that was required was evidence tdnh So the words (expressions of Jesus’ dominant
concern that the marriage bond be maintained)@okes to the couple. The dominant concern is
preservation of the marriage, not prevention ofagrage. Rather, the focus is on preservation of
marriage so that attitudes and actions that cartito the breakdown of the relationship which God
intended fall under this principle. Emotional rerabfrom the marriage is already a step in the wrong
direction. It is that wandering (typically on tharpof men) that leads to emotional involvementiule

the relationship with the wife that is already epsin the wrong direction. So Jesus’ dominant conce
with the preservation of the marriage.

Now the Pharisees ask Him (and this was the reabgrthey brought up the question), “What about the
teaching of Moses?” Jesus refers them back to Denaeny 24. | will read it in today’s English vergio
because | think that it captures the sense heigealtong if/then clause, and the “then” doesauaiur

until verse 4. It is case law, and it sets up almemof conditions and then it says what is to beedo
Deuteronomy 24:1-4 says, “Suppose a man marrigznaan and later decides that he does not want her
because he finds something about her that he did&a” We are used to “and she finds no favor in
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his eyes because he has found, literally, nakedsfesshing about her. But that term “nakednesa of
thing” is very general, and it is only used in arker instance in the Old Testament, in Deuteronomy
23:14, which is also vague. There it refers to gbimg repulsive, something indecent. | think threg t
TEV gets the sense right. It says, “Suppose a mamies a woman and later decides he does not want
her, because he finds something about her thab&e rabt like. So he writes out divorce papers,give
them to her, and sends her away from his home.tlAerl suppose she marries another man and he also
decides he does not want her.” Literally, the Hebsays, “he hates her,” meaning he dislikes héreor
has some aversion to her. “So he also writes aaircke papers, gives them to her, and sends her away
from his home. Or suppose her second husbandldiegher case, her first husband is not to maety h
again; he is to consider her defiled. If he martiedagain, it would be offensive to the Lord. Yare

not to commit such a terrible sin in the land tivet Lord your God has given you.” The thrust o$thi
passage—the reason it is there—is to prevent régarto the husband who divorced her after she has
become the wife of another man, whether he divonee®r dies. The first husband may not take her
back again. That is to prevent something like sif@pping. Wife swapping is when you send your wife
off for a period of time. Then when the other geysgtired of her, he sends her back and you take he
back again. There are all kinds of abuses thatcaouthink of that would be regarded here. Thisevers
provides some protection for the woman by makingstegus clear. It requires a certificate of divgra
written bill of divorce. And with that bill of diuee, her status is at least clear now that shetis n
married to the first husband. That also providesesgprotection for her. A man determined to gebfid

his wife might resort to murder. So this, at lepsbvides her with the protection of a bill of dice.

The rabbis argue over the meaning of the phradeetireess of a thing.” The school of Shammi (I am
reading from the Mishnah) says a man may not desbrs wife unless he has found a naked thing in
her. For it is written, “Because he has found inihdecency in anything [laying the stress on
“indecency’].” The school of Hillel says he may dree her even if she spoils a dish for him bec#@use
is written, “He found in her indecency in anythinBabbi Akibah says even if he found another fairer
than she because it is written, “And it shall bshé finds no favor in his eyes.” Now, | think thatat
we call the liberal interpretation actually fitetBeuteronomy role. The Hillel's ground and also
Akabah’s ground is entirely subjective: repulsivenes in the eye of the beholder or the attracagsn
of someone else is in the eye of the beholdes.dtibjective. This legislation does tolerate aabytr
divorce on the part of the man. | think that isexsally clear in the ecclesiology of the seconddaunsl
who dislikes her, and that is the only reason lilaagtto be given. He has to give her a certificite o
divorce, but he has only to dislike her to be ficher. And understandably, given the sin of mea, th
liberal exegesis became the dominant view.

In Mark 10 (and also Matthew 19 that we will loatkin a moment) it challenges the assumption that
was common to both Rabbinic schools, namely treptssage was intended to give grounds for
divorce. That is the assumption because this ¢age law. They must be talking about grounds for a
divorce. Well, what are the grounds? If it is tatkabout grounds for divorce, then the liberal
interpretation is correct, it seems to me, in teofnthe exegesis. Even Shammi is liberal in terins o
allowing divorce for indecency short of adulterpn$ething that was embarrassing to the husband is
much lesser than what the biblical requirementsadigt are. So it rather regulated an existing situna
of divorce for lesser reasons than adultery. Adulteas a capital offense according to Deuteronogy 2
It allowed it to be done but did not approve itallbwed it to be done, Jesus says, for the hasdokes
men’s hearts. “It is because your hearts were hidwat’you have this case law which allowed divorce
requiring written documentation rendering the husbmintent and the ex-wife’s status clear.

In the traditional formula, the bill of divorce ka'Lo, thou art permitted to any man.” You have a
reflection of that in Hosea 2:4 where the Lord doas Israel for spiritual adultery. He said, “St@ot
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my wife neither am | her husband.” So, the fact tha Lord divorces Israel for the sake of adulisry
also in the background. But | have to remember Whatis says about the Mosaic provision. It was
given for the hardness of men’s hearts. From tlginbpeng it was not so. He collates Genesis 1 and 2,
“For this reason God made them male and female™mmdhis cause a man shall leave his father and
mother and cleave to his wife and the two will Ine dlesh.” They are no longer two, but one. Anchthe
Jesus said, “What God has joined together let raot put asunder.” You do not have any exceptions in
Mark or Luke 16:18. There are specific statememshfthe Gospels, some of which are unqualified.
Mark 10:11-12 and Luke 16:18 are unqualified. Magkmakes no mention of an exception, but I think
we should understand that such a radical breadhasuadultery—as | have said in fact was a capital
crime, though the death penalty was not enforceédisitime—was not in question as grounds for
divorce. That was assumed in the argument. So, wWieedews read Mark 10, they would understand
that this forbids divorce in the arbitrary way oéideronomy 24, but the question of adultery isasid
You could have inferred that from just the Old Basént teaching on divorce. | should include Malachi
2:16. We are used to Malachi 2:16 saying, “| hditeorce,” says the Lord God of Israel,” but thet refs
the verse does not make much sense when it israedghat way. Actually, the Hebrew says, “For He
hates divorce,” so there is a bit of a problem whit translation of Malachi 2:16. | have workedtbis

and particularly worked on it in light of the Seagint, which has been ignored. But if you take Mhia
2:16 as an if/then clause (as the Hebrew can lentakd the Septuagint definitely takes it that way)
then this would be the reading: “If you divorcewawife for hatred—that is, for dislike, for av&ion,

for what is tolerated in Deuteronomy 24—"says tloed_God of Israel, ‘then you cover your garment
with violence and injustice. The one who divorceswife out of hatred covers his garment with
injustice.” What is the garment? It is the betrotpgrment. Remember Ruth and Boaz and in Ezekiel
where the Lord puts His garment over Israel asleiens her for His betrothed. So it is figurative the
betrothal pledge, which established a permanentatment. “That garment (or betrothal pledge) is
now stained with injustice,’” says the Lord God afdtb.” That has become a standard understanding of
Malachi 2:16. It is reflected in a number of thersmcecent translations.

The most recent thing that | have seen on thaissoook by Gordon Hugenberger. He is a profeskor o
Old Testament at Gordon-Conwell. The title of tlhlkisMarriage as a Covenant, subtitledBiblical

Law and Ethics as Developed From Malachi. It was first published in hardback in 1994, busihow
available from Baker in paperback published in 198gou want a full defense (on the basis of the
Hebrew) of the covenant idea in Malachi and trasistation of verse 2:16, you can get it there.
Hugenberger translates Malachi 2:16 as “If oneeba@nd divorces,’ says Yahweh God of Israel, ‘he
covers his garment with violence,’ says Yahweh o$td.” He defends taking that as an if/then clause,
which is the way the Septuagint takes it.

| taught a semester seminar on divorce and rengaritawhich we went over all these verses. Aseldtri
to put together Malachi and as | read some commientan it, | had a problem with the way they were
dealing with Malachi. So | went to a New Testammoiteague with my Septuagint and said, “Help me
with this” and began to read. He discovered thatQkd Testament commentary tradition has not parsed
the Septuagint correctly. There are two readingb®fSeptuagint. The critical reading says, “If you
divorce out of hatred, you cover your garment wittience.” The variant reading says, “If you hag,h
divorce her,” which is totally out of the contexXtMalachi. The first time | went to Ukraine, | had
students in the class with Russian Bibles and WiaaiBibles. When | told the translator to read
Malachi 2:16, he read it in Russian, and those wae following the Ukrainian Bibles were all excite
They said, “No, no, that is not right” because Rhessian Bible follows the inferior reading of the
Septuagint, “If you hate her, divorce her.” Badigal was saying, “You do not have to put up with
her,” which is totally against the context of Mdiadt was likely developed to bring it in harmowth
Deuteronomy 24 when actually it is a protest agddesiteronomy 24. The Ukrainian Bible, which is a
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more recent translation, had it right. It is athiéh clause. In our common translation we reddtHor |
hate divorce,” says the Lord God of Israel.” Thieddes not match the rest of the text. The NIVtoas
have a paraphrase for that because it changeshlects But actually, the Hebrew does not say dteh
divorce,” it says, “He hates divorce.” You can alender that, “He hates the one who divorces out of
hatred.” That is the way the Septuagint took it.aA®satter of fact, correctly parsed, it gives tigelr
translation. Malachi recognizes that arbitrary doey such as tolerated in Deuteronomy 24, is itifide

The point of Malachi chapter 2 is covenant fideégpressed in two ways: first, marrying within the
covenant, and second, not divorcing your wife—tlife wf your youth, though she is your partner and
your wife by covenant. Arbitrary divorce is a raalibreach of covenant fidelity. So, the Old Testame
teaching on divorce is complicated by the fact ffvat have Genesis setting the ideal, Deuteronomy 24
regulating a situation that is a consequence oF#ike and Malachi protesting against taking adagat

of the legislation in terms of one’s personal iats. In Matthew 19 you have an excepted clauge. It
in both Matthew 5 and Matthew 19. Since Matthewsl@irectly parallel to Mark 10, | will read it in
Matthew 19. It says, “Jesus said to them, ‘Forithelness of your heart, Moses allowed you to d&vorc
your wives, but from the beginning it was not smdA say to you, whoever divorces his wife, except
for pornea and marries another, commits adultery.” Here glothave the excepted clauBernea
originally meant “prostitution,” but it came to nre&unlawful sexual intercourse” generally. It isd&r
than the term adultery, which technically invoheesarried person, but it is also used of immoraliaé
intercourse on the part of a married perdtornea is the general term for all immoral sexual
intercourse. Sometimes you can give it a specdim@ by context. If payment of wages is going om, yo
call it prostitution, not fornication. If it invoks very close relatives, you call it incest, nohication. If

it involves persons of the same sex, we call it beexuality. If it involves an unmarried coupleisit
unchastity, although we still retain the term feation for the sexual sin of an unmarried coupiehke
Greek, it covers both the married and unmarried.ifivolves a married person, it is adultery.

The thing that is crucial for the right interprétat of the exceptive clause in Matthew 19 is the
observation that Israel’'s covenantal infidelityde®y to her divorce by Yahweh is alternatively
described as fornication and adultery. The Lorabrdies Israel for fornication and for adultery—both
pornea. The term for “adultery” in Greek is used by Seygint translations. So you have explicitly in
Matthew 19 the inclusion of what was clear in tHd Gestament that divorce had become legitimate in
the case of adultery. And the paradigm for thaéihésLord’s own activity in light of Israel’s adutie He
divorced her. He said, “You are no longer my wifam no longer your husband.” God retrieves His
sinful, adulterous wife, pursues her through threrrant, and brings her back after the exile. Scetieer
more going on than just the divorce, but it essdtds the principle of an exception of what appatrs
first in Mark and Luke as absolute. The princi@ehat if you remarry following divorce, you commit
adultery. But if adultery is the cause of the dosrthen remarriage following divorce is not adyite

This goes back, by the way, not to Erasmus (sonestiims exegesis is connected with Erasmus) but it
has always been the position of the Eastern Orth@wrch. It has always held the view that divorce
with a right of remarriage is appropriate on theumds of adultery on the basis of Matthew 5 and
Matthew 19. It has been kind of pejorative to diéscwhat becomes the position of the Reformers and
The Westminster Confession as Erasmian. Actudllg,very ancient interpretation in the church that
was known to be a point of contention between BadtWest in the 15th century. They were talking
about reuniting the branches of East and West.€Tisean historic difference between the two brasche
of the church East and West. You could have undedsiark. Mark and Luke circulated apart from
Matthew at first. Folks reading the Gospel of Mauduld have known, if they had paid attention to the
Old Testament, that there is an exception withegetsfo adultery because it was a capital crime and
because the Lord divorced Israel for adultery.tSeas not as absolute as it seems on the surface.
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Thinking exegetically in terms of the whole of $ture, you could have come to that conclusion.IBut
thank the Holy Spirit for making it explicit in Mi&ilew 19. We do not have to argue that because ihere
no textual variant to Matthew 19. There is no sugijpmn that somebody manipulated the teaching of
Jesus to lessen its strictness in some way. lieiet and it is because the frame of the question i
Matthew 19 is a little different. It is more preeidn light of the way in which it is set up, theception
that is implicit in Mark 10 is explicit in MatthewQ.

When we come to the epistles, the first thing pisaon Romans 7:2-3. That principle still holds. T
use the words of John Murray, “The contingencyafprse and wanton violation of marital sanctity
need not be taken into consideration when appeaae to the law that governs marriage.” Paul uses
this as an illustration. His point in Romans 7 as to teach the whole teaching about marriage,rde;o
and remarriage. All of his readers know that treeeexceptions. This is not intended to say evargth
He talks about marriage law in general. So | thivdt that is the way in which you can harmonize
Romans 7 with Matthew 19 in the same way that Meutk Luke are harmonized with Matthew 19.

The major place in the epistles where divorce amdarriage are presented is in Paul's teaching in 1
Corinthians 7:10-11. Paul says, “To the marrieglyé charge (not I, but the Lord).” When Paul says
“not I, but the Lord,” he is not depreciating higlaority as an apostle of the Lord. It is simplfereing

to something that Jesus taught while he was oh eartecorded in the Gospels. So Paul says, “To the
married | give charge (not | but the Lord), that thife should not separate from her husband.” The
word that is used for “separate” is a divorce tefinom the woman’s point of view, it was separatuog
of the domicile. From the man’s point of view, iagvsending her out from the domicile. So we are not
talking about legal separation. We are talking alaodivorce here. He repeats the teaching of thd Lo
that “the wife should not separate from her husbandif she does let her remain singledgamos
(unmarried, not strictly)—“or else be reconciledher husband and that the husband should not @ivorc
his wife.” In the Greco Roman World, the distinctifvom the Jewish world, wives did have the right t
divorce their husbands. Andlorizo” was the term that was used for that action orpte of a

woman. Paul is telling them to remember the tearbinlesus, and do not do it. Neither the man mer t
woman should divorce the other. He is speakingetiebers in 1 Corinthians 7:10-11. He does include
the thought that a woman might go ahead and diviarspite of what the Lord says. Sometimes
Christians fail to live up to what the Lord teacla@sl so he very quickly says, “Let her remain
unmarried.” You do not divorce and marry somebddg.eYou hold open the possibility of
reconciliation to your husband. Under certain ainstances, a person might divorce but Paul’s rule is
hold open the possibility of reconciliation. Howespended is this? We do not know. There comes a
point where church discipline might have to intere#eTo be a marriage requires cohabitation, argd thi
is not a concession that frees a person totally fthurch concern and church intervention. Appayentl
the woman stays within the fellowship, at leasttfer time being, because even Christian marriages f
short of the ideal. So Paul says in those casehdee be no remarriage. What the husband mayteio a
a significant period of time goes by is a subsetgaastion that Paul does not deal with nor does he
deal with its implications for church disciplinewlo the road.

To again quote Murray, he said, “Paul recognizesdmunature is perverse.” Even Christians struggle
against the perversity of our nature. Paul doesmesttion the exceptions here. “When teachers,” iGalv
says, “intend to deal with something briefly, thegch in a general way and exceptions are deditiwit
a detailed as well as more inclusive and yet peediscussion.” Paul goes on to say in verses 12715,
the rest | say (I, not the Lord)"—Paul, up to vet&e has been speaking of a couple, both of wham ar
believing. Paul says that he is saying this, netlibrd. He is not saying this to reduce his autkori
because when he speaks as an apostle, he spelaksendtuthority of Christ. When he gives his opmio
he says it is an opinion. When he gives a conceshmsays it is a concession. Otherwise, he |gusi
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his apostolic authority to lay out the Christiarsipon. And so this expression, “I, not the Lordgfers
to something the Lord did not specifically address.

In the missionary situation, where one partner bexa Christian and the other one does not, how
should believers proceed? They might think, onbiéigs of Ezra, that they should divorce their
unbelieving partner, but Paul says, “No, if anybas a wife who is an unbeliever and she consents to
live with him, he should not divorce her. If anynvan has a husband who is an unbeliever and he
consents to live with her, she should not divorice. hSo, incompatibility of religious faith is not
grounds for divorce. One should not contract suotaaiage. Paul says, “Do not be unequally yoked
with unbelievers.” It is like when the Lord saidl&vael in entering the land not to make any couena
with the Gibeonites. However, the Israelites bougta this story that Gibeonites were from a distan
land, and they did not consult the Lord. That pbydBo not make any covenants,” is very significiant
that narrative. The Israelites made this covenattt the Gibeonites, and the Lord held them to nc®
you make a covenant, you are held to it. The sis wantering into covenant with them. But once the
covenant was made, they were bound to keep its@he is true for believers who marry unbelievers.
They ought not to do it, but having done it, iaisnarriage. And when we find ourselves in a maeriag
which one becomes a believer and the other renmaunsbelief, it is not grounds for the believer to
divorce.

There is, however, this provision in verse 15 @drinthians 7: “If the unbelieving partner sepasate
[coridzo]”—you have the same verb there—"let it be so.uUnlsa case, the brother or sister is not bound
for God has called us to peace.” Here, Paul detiesehtly than he does in verses 10 and 11. Yeu ar
recognizing the hardness of heart on the partsicfgenerate people that leads to a situation where
there is no realistic hope for reconciliation. fiease “is not bound” implies the freedom to remarr
because divorce is that by which all marital dutese to an end. Willful, irremediable abandonnudnt
the marriage, like adultery, is just cause foralisson of the marriage bond. There may be a réflec
of that in 1 Corinthians 7:27-28. The phrases “poa bound?” and “Are you loosed?” mean “Are you
unmarried or are you divorced?” If you are bounth®marriage, you should not seek to change it.
Paul, when he says, “Are you loosed,” could me#meei’Are you unmarried?” or “Are you divorced?”
| think that it applies to those who are divorckdttto remarry is no sin. However that may be, wher
the marriage ceases it is dissolved, and it iotisg on these two grounds in Scripture: adulteny a
willful desertion. Those two conditions prevaibppended the definition of “desertion” from the Grf
Companion to Law. This is the sense in which thestienster Confession uses the term “desertion.” It
goes back to the 17th century. That has been traaedt says that desertion is “in matrimonial Jdte
separation of one spouse from the other with tteniron of bringing cohabitation to an end without
legal justification nor the consent of the othenusge. It may be done by leaving or physically depar
from the other spouse or constructively by one spao treating the other that he or she is drivemt
held justifiably to leave the deserting spouse.aflis the understanding of desertion and in tree1éth
century and into the 17th century that is the cantewhich the Westminster Confession talks about
adultery and willful desertion as being groundsdmorce.

The next issue to discuss is the analogy of fhglometimes call it the analogy of Scripture. The
analogy of faith seeks the theological rational tinites the two exceptive passages. We have two
exceptive passages: Matthew 19, which says “eXoepbrnea” and 1 Corinthians 7, which says that
desertion is cause for divorce. | was asked whytauis a sufficient cause for dissolving the barid
marriage. | would say because it is a radical bredenarital fidelity. It violates the commitment o
exclusive conjugal love. Why does the departurinefunbeliever in a mixed marriage leave the
believer free to remarry? It is because it is acadreach of marital fidelity, violating the contment
of lifelong companionship. | look at that in terwisthe exceptional circumstance that is common to
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both of those instances, which is the willful aadical violation of the marriage covenant. And with
that violation, the marriage cannot continue. Ttegrmage has already been irretrievably brokenhén t
case of adultery, however, that is not always #secWe say it is cause sufficient for dissolvimg t
marriage, but adultery does not in itself dissahemarriage; it is grounds for it. The exceptional
circumstance that is common to both of those ifwind radical violation of the marriage covendnt
means that when Jesus says, “exceppdonea,” He is not presenting every case but is talkingu
something that radically breaks the marriage b&adll expands on that in terms of the relationship o
believer and an unbeliever. When an unbelieverdeavbeliever and there is no hope of reconcihatio
that also is a radical violation of the marriaggermant.

These two exceptive clauses for adultery and desdtustrate the sinful possibility of marriagbsing
destroyed. It would be perverse to study argumemdsily to put asunder those whom God has joined
together in marriage. | think that that is the milsin. Sometimes you take a principle and rurnvtjt
and pretty soon you divorce. You are back to Dememy 24 where divorce is arbitrary. Ridderbos
made the statement, “But divorce is permitted sesavhere one of the two partners, by radically
betraying the marital bond, has already irreparabbken the marriage in fact.” | think that somedsn
we lay too much emphasis on divorce when we ougladk at what led to the divorce as being the
ravages of sin upon the marital relation. Whileodoe is always an abnormality arising out of human
sinfulness, it is nevertheless divinely sanctiomedrcumstances of grave infidelity. And thouglmsit
unwise to draw up an exhaustive list of such stnis,clear that some violations of the marriage
covenant are of equal gravity of adultery: a husbaho forces his wife to have an abortion, a wifeow
has an abortion without the knowledge of her hudbarhusband who habitually beats his wife or
children. All these actions strike at the hearthef marriage relationship. And by their actiongyth
willfully repudiate the one flesh union of marriagéne PCA took the case of spousal abuse and fit it
under the principle of desertion. We must undecstaat desertion is not just when a person leaves.
When a person forces a partner to leave that aeuats to the same thing, and that is embodiekan t
understanding of desertion by law. Then we will enstiand that persistent spousal abuse is grounds fo
divorce. It falls under that category of imposingpierable conditions that make the marriage
impossible to continue.

The question has been raised, “Is emotional aguétiso grounds for divorce?” Well, | think that we
have to be careful about our understanding of ematiadultery. In terms qornea, that term may be
sufficient in describing behavior patterns thatta®sthe sexual side of the marriage, such as &ddic
to pornography. Our presbytery sadly had to detdd wicase where one of our ministers became
addicted to pornography and it destroyed his mgeri# just ruined the sexual component of their
marriage, but he persisted in it. | do not know thactually led to divorce in that case. The woma
would have had grounds for divorce, but | do naiwnf she pursued it. We have pursued it with the
man in terms of the discipline of the presbytergaaese it was a marriage-destroying behavior pattern
think that an impenitent addiction to pornographwg idefinitive kind of thing. It is considerpdrnea if

it persists after attempts to provide counselingriter to overcome it and it is destroying the séxu
component of the marriage.

Emotional attraction to someone other than onefe isimore of a shaky thing. A person can be
recalled from that, and there is a need for coumgel would move very slowly in both emotional
disaffection from the marriage and emotional abmislein the marriage. There are situations where the
emotional abuse is so extreme that it is the edgmaf making the condition so intolerable that th
marriage cannot continue. So, it is not just prglsabuse, though it is more definitive when it is
physical. | would say in all of these cases, thidal premium is on maintaining the marriage and
reconciliation. We are dealing with sinners whota®stheir marriage through infidelity. Our goal
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should be reconciliation—to deal with these thittgeugh counseling, pastoral care, and the sumbort
the church. At some point you have to make a datias to whether there has been such a violation of
the covenant in terms of what it is in its heatttlfe heart of the covenant is sexual intercounske a
cohabitation. That is what being one flesh iss living together as man and wife. If you willfully
destroy the sexual or the living together aspéd, malicious desertion. Some people are sepalsted
war and many other things against their will, amat is not grounds for divorce. We think of desarti
popularly as somebody moving out, and that is one fof it. But it is also causing the other persmon
move out or not filing for the divorce papers aligb you have no intention of continuing the mariag
So, the key should not be who filed the divorcegoapYou have to look more at the total situation i
order to determine whose fault it is. There maydudt on both sides. There is always some fault,
obviously, on both sides. The persons are moressrihnocent or guilty in terms of causing the
disruption and refusing to continue to work on riblationship.

| have several summary principles. Let me just homie them briefly. The first principle is that mage

is a covenant witnessed by God whereby He joingdlsple in a relationship in terms of it being a
permanent, sexually exclusive union. We get tha ttat it is more than the will of the parties iwe.
God’s will is involved here. Divorce is not a sotut for marital disappointment or difficulty. Thist

why premarital counseling is so important so youagesalistic view of what marriage is before you
enter into it. And where that is adopted, the diearate is declined. There are some communitiesevhe
the whole pastoral component of the town says, WhWenot marry without premarital counseling,” and
the divorce rate in those towns has gone downfggnily. It is empirical evidence that there is a
correlation there. Most PCA churches that | knomaiv adopt that as a standard policy. We do not
marry without weeks of pastoral counseling. Weeareouraged to believe that we have resources by
God's grace to make our marriages work, to faceoupsponsibility, and to believe that to endure
hardship and suffering is preferable to disobewrear command of Christ. It is not that marriages
should be easy and there should be no difficultg. d&ffer a lot because of the premium the Bible
places on reconciliation. We have to recognize sbate marriages are destroyed by radical breadhes o
covenant fidelity. The wrong in such cases is tbstiction of the relationship so that the covenant
cannot be fulfilled. Divorce is the public and leg#estation. It follows the destruction of thermmege.

| do not use the term “breakdown of the marriagethmugh something happened to it. It was sinfully
destroyed. People do sinfully destroy their maegd he idea of a covenant does not set up a
metaphysical bond but rather a moral bond. Itésiged fidelity, but people can break covenantsyThe
ought not to break them. But when covenants arkeor,at should be recognized that they are broken
and that there is fault involved. Whether a givasecof marital violation is both radical and
irremediable can be judged only in the particuleownstances. We are called to exercise judgment
here. | know we would prefer it not to be that wdie would prefer it to be death only because disath
clear-cut. (It used to be. It is a little compliedtnow with all the equipment that we have to snsta
breathing and so forth.) There is a tendency totwaerything to be clear-cut. A couple comes wantin
to get married, and one of the partners was divbbedore. Typically, the pastor will ask, “Was ther
adultery involved in your previous marriage?” Ttogaful answer is yes because if that is the catise o
the divorce, it is clear-cut. Well, things are atways that clear-cut, particularly when you gétb ithe
issue of applying the desertion principle. The Rfid\apply it to justify divorce on the basis of sigal
abuse, but the abuser is held accountable. ttighat there is no church discipline involvedsit
recognizing that sometimes Christians do not &etGhristians, and they sinfully destroy their
marriages.
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