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INTRODUCTION

“John Smith, wilt thou have this woman to be thylded wife, to live together
after God’s ordinance in the holy estate of matmy® Wilt thou love her, comfort her,
honor and keep her in sickness and in health; ansbking all others, keep thee only
unto her, so long as ye both shall live?” “I will.”

“l, Susan Jones, take thee, John Smith, to be edged husband, to have and to
hold from this day forward; for better, for worder richer for poorer, in sickness and in
health, to love and to cherish, till death us detpaccording to God’s holy ordinance;
and thereto | pledge thee my faithfulness.”

These affirmations from the traditional weddingeraony are the most frequently broken
promises in America. The strict and uncompromisuagds of the marriage vows are ignored
wholesale, as in some areas of our country divawoesunning ahead of first-time marriages.
Even in the Christian church there is an alarmiggaase in the number of broken homes.
Every Christian must know what God says aboutdhlgect. Single people need to know what
He says about marriage; the married need to knoat ik says about divorce; and the divorced
need to know what He says about remarriage.

Two factors are indispensable for Christians ialitig with divorce and remarriage. One
is truth. The commandments of God must be the baseny viewpoint; personal opinion or
societal mores are simply not adequate to decglesswhich have such a strong emotional
element. The other indispensable factor is compasaid forgiveness, for people don’t always
do what God has commanded. Many evangelicals ipakehave been long on truth and short
on compassion, but today the trend may be in tipegife direction. What is desperately needed
is balance.

Unfortunately, evangelical Bible-believing schalaio not speak with a unified voice on

the subject of divorce and remarriage. There aneme views which reflect neither truth nor

compassion. Twenty-five years ago the author satseminary classroom and heard Dr. J.



Dwight Pentecost state, “There is no such thing divorce in God’s sight. Every divorce is sin.
Every remarriage constitutes adultery. And not dhit, everyone involved in a second
marriage after divorce lives in a continuous stdtadultery.” Such a position puts a divorced
and remarried person in a position where he “canatsin.” If he is intimate with his present
spouse he is sinning; if he refuses to be intimatie his present spouse he is sinning (I Cor.
7:5); if he divorces his present spouse and retiartise first he is sinning (Deut. 24). If
Pentecost is correct, then remarriage after divoorstitutes an unpardonable sin.

On the other hand, some are going to the very siggpextreme, allowing divorce for
virtually any reason. Several liberal denominatibage adopted a divorce ceremony so people
can get divorced in church with God'’s blessingt asthey were married there. Such a position
completely fails to consider God’s own words in BEli 2:16 that He hates divorce, for what
business does the Church have putting its blessirthat which God hates? Even many
evangelicals are takinglaissez faireattitude toward divorce and remarriage, suggeshag
while it is not right, it's inevitable, so the bake church can do is to support those caught up in
it.

If these two extremes are both wrong, as thisewhtlieves, what does the Scripture
teach? What are God’s revealed instructions onrdévand remarriage? Following is a summary
which will be supported by exegesis and philosaglhtonsiderations in the remainder of this
paper:

1. Marriage is, ideally, forever.

2. God hates divorce, as He hates all sin.

1J. Dwight Pentecost, class notes from course, “bif€hrist,” Fall semester, 1967.



3. Divorce is permitted (by Christ) only when anepouse has been guilty of sexual
immorality.

4. Divorce is permitted (additionally by Paul) wihe Christian is deserted by an
unbelieving spouse for religious reasons, assuthi@@hristian was convertedter the
marriage.

5. Remarriage is permitted in the case of divéocedultery and possibly in the case of
divorce for desertion, as well as after the deattne’s spouse.

6. Permission for divorce is not specifically gethin any other case; nor is permission

to remarry.

THE ESSENCE OF MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE

One of the reasons why there has been a greabfdeahfusion about this subject is that
few people have bothered to ask the crucial questiwhat constitutes a divorce in God’s
sight?” Yet it is not possible to answer the questf what constitutes a divorce until one has
answered a prior question, “What constitutes a isgerin God’s sight?” The answers to both
are inextricably linked together.

This author takes the position that two factorsiie present to constitute a marriage in
God's sight: (1) There must be a public commitn@nthe part of a man and a woman to
permanently live together (typically evidenced ur oulture by a marriage license and a
marriage ceremony, though a common law marriag@so be sufficiently “public” to
qualify), and (2) the two individuals must have sa&ixelations. Genesis 2:24 is the Scriptural
justification for these criteria, embodied in therds “leave,” “cleave,” and “one flesh.”

Neither the public commitment to live togetherrpanently nor sexual intercourse are,
by themselves, sufficient to constitute a marridgeo people can obtain a marriage license and

have a marriage ceremony, but if they are not glylyiintimate, they are not married in God’s



sight, because they have not become “one fleshth®mther hand, two young people who have
premarital relations in a moment of passion hawire “one flesh” but they are not married in
God’s sight, because they have not fulfilled thealle” or “cleave” criteria of Genesis 2. (If
intercourse alone constituted marriage in God’btsitnen a rape victim would logically be
“married” to her attacker).

Now just as it takes two factors to constitutearnmage, so it must take two factors to
dissolve a marriage in God’s sight. (1) There nlngsa public commitment to permanently
separate, typically accompanied by a legal divoeaee. And (2) there must be the breaking of
the “one-flesh” principle through adultery on thertpof one partner, either before or after the
separation. A commitment to permanently separa¢s dot by itselflissolve a marriage in
God’s sight, anymore than signing an affidavitie effect that “I am no longer a member of the
human race” removes a person from the gdiaunso sapiendf two people divorce for
incompatibility they are still married in God’s kigand, therefore, a remarriage by either one of
them is an act of adultery. (Of course, when teabed marriage is consummated, the first
marriage is thereby dissolved, for both factorsreme present, which is why Pentecost is wrong
in his notion of “a continual state of adultery.”)

Not only is a legal divorce insufficient to disgela marriage in God'’s sight; an act of
adultery by a married person is also insufficieypitselfto dissolve a marriage. If the guilty
party repents and the innocent partner is willmfprgive, the two are clearly still married. So a
marriage is dissolvednly when an act of adultery is followed by a biblidalorceor when an
unbiblical divorce is followed by an act of adujteas evidenced either by the remarriage of one

of the partners or by intercourse between eithegnpaand a third party.



BIBLICAL TEACHING ON DIVORCE
AND REMARRIAGE

Old Testament Teaching

The first mention of marriage is found in Gené&s4, 25: “For this cause a man shall
leave his father and his mother, and shall cleaves wife; and they shall become one flesh.
And the man and his wife were both naked and wet@shamed.” This gist of marriage in this
verse can be expressed as follows: “one man plesvoman, united together permanently and
exclusively in harmony and shamelessness.” Goddee marriage to be permanent, and while
few are prepared to dispute that fact, many arekdoi point out that man is no longer living in
the Garden of Eden and the ideal may not alwaykédactual. Proof of that change is cited from
Deuteronomy 24:1-4:

If a man marries a woman who becomes displeasihgtdoecause he finds
something indecent about her, and he writes haartficate of divorce, gives it to her
and sends her from his house, and if after sheele&is house she becomes the wife of
another man, and her second husband dislikes he&martes her a certificate of divorce,
gives it to her and sends her from his house, beiflies, then her first husband, who
divorced her, is not allowed to marry her agaireafshe has been defiled. That would be
detestable in the eyes of the Lord. Do not brimgugion the land the Lord your God is
giving you as an inheritance.

It is important to note that while this passagepts divorce, it does not require or even
encourage it (the King James Version’s use ofitipgerative, “let him write her a bill of
divorcement” is mistaken). The text merely stakeg tlivorce was tolerated. The real burden of
the passage is actually negative: when divorcelligvied (rightly or wrongly) by a second
marriage, reunion with the prior spouse is forbid®ven if the second spouse dies. The

rationale for such a rule seems clear—it prevemted from putting their wives on a shelf for a

time while trying out a new wife, with the expeabatof returning to the first if the second was



worse. In other words, musical chairs was not addw marriage. The emphasis of the text is
more on the permanency of divorce than on the peemzy of marriage.

What is the “indecency” or “uncleanness” Mose®rdfas the basis for the contemplated
divorce? Contrary to popular opinion, it is notrfaxation or adultery or even suspected adultery,
for the Mosaic Law provided clear instructions $oich cases. Death was the punishment for
proven adultery, as well as for fornication durthg betrothal period. And in Numbers 5:11-31 a
careful procedure is laid down for the handlinga$es of suspected adultery. The indecency
must be some other kind of shameful conduct, perirapodesty or exhibitionism. However,
some Jewish scholars interpreted the indecencgiag nything the husband didn't like. The

Pharisees in Matthew 19 apparently held such a,\asvevidenced in the teaching of Jesus.

The Teaching of Jesus

The single most important passage in which JeassdHis view of divorce and
remarriage is Matthew 19:3-10:

Some Pharisees came to him to test him. They a$&edlawful for a man to
divorce his wife for any and every reason?” “Haltgyou read,” he replied, “that at the
beginning the Creator ‘made them male and femaled said, ‘For this reason a man
will leave his father and mother and be unitedi®wife, and the two will become one
flesh’? So they are no longer two, but one. Theeefchat God has joined together, let
man not separate.” “Why then,” they asked, “did 83 command that a man give his
wife a certificate of divorce and send her away@sus replied, “Moses permitted you to
divorce your wives because your hearts were hantlitBvas not this way from the
beginning. | tell you that anyone who divorceswiife, except for marital unfaithfulness,
and marries another woman commits adultery.” Theeigles said to him, If this is the
situation between a husband and wife, it is bettdrto marry.

The Pharisees here challenge Jesus to give bipiatation of the word “indecency” in

Deuteronomy 24:11, “in order to test him.” If Herags with the liberal interpretation He will



make the conservatives angry; if He agrees wittctimservative interpretation He’ll make the
liberals angry; therefore, they believe they haaaght Him on the horns of a dilemma. But as
usual, they underestimate His wisdom. Jesus ddedireactly answer their question about
divorce, but speaks instead of marriage. He tdk@s tback to the origin of marriage and the
purpose for which God intended it. The essencesfiss comments is that the marriage bond is
not merely a human contract but a divine yoke.

In answer to the Pharisees’ second question, “Weg did Moses command to give her
a certificate and divorce her?”, Jesus changes fizand” to “permit” and offers human
stubbornness rather than divine intention as thsa it was permitted at all. In other words, the
“tolerance” in Deuteronomy 24 should not be intetpd as “approval.” Jesus further states that
a man who divorces his wife and remarries, bothrasadultery himself (Matthew 19:9, Mark
10:11, Luke 16:18xndbecause it is assumed his divorced wife will regnarauses her to
commit adultery (Mark 10:12). Still further, one svimarries such a divorced person also
commits adultery. But there is one exception te¢henhappy consequences: one may divorce
and remarry without the onus of adultery if onegstper has been guilty of sexual immorality,
presumably on a persistent and unrepentant basis.

The exceptive clause in verse 9 (found also inthéat 5:32) simply cannot be ignored
or dispensed with, as some have tried to do. Thiedaed in the exception is “immorality.”
Some dispensational scholars take this word asirefeexclusively to “fornication,” that is,
premarital infidelity, which happens to be discadsifter marriage. Some even restrict this to

first century Jewish society. However, in truth ek word is a broad term for “every kind of



unlawful sexual intercourse®” It would, therefore, include fornication, adujtehomosexuality,
possibly even exhibitionism and voyeurism. Presuyntiie reason why immorality justifies
divorce is that it radically violates the “one thésprinciple which is so fundamental to marriage.

One more issue of concern arises in Matthew Eh@,that is the extent of application of
the word “except.” Does this exception apply tet‘no divorce” principle only or to the “no
remarriage” principle as well? Greek grammar codwsn firmly on the side of the latter
interpretatiortIn other words, in cases of immorality, not onlyligorce permitted, but so is
remarriage In fact, throughout the Gospels Jesus seemsstorasthat remarriage would take
place after divorce (see Matthew 5:32, where digavouldn'’t itself “make a woman commit
adultery” unless it is assumed that she would reyhaBut just because remarriage almost
invariably takes place doesn’'t mean it is invagdbbitimate. What Jesus is doing in Matt. 19:9
is telling His listeners that except in cases ahimnal behavior by one’s spouse, such remarriage
is, in fact, sin; it constitutes adultery.

From the reaction of the disciples it appears @abwiJesus has issued a divorce policy
much more restrictive than the normal Jewish intsgtion. There would be no reason for them
to fear the marriage bond, as they obviously doné could break that bond for any and every

reason, as some held, or even for serious offatbes than sexual immorality, as others held.

William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek-Blish Lexicon of the New Testament and
Other Early Christian Literatur@hicago: the University of Chicago Press, 1959%.

#John Murray, DivorcéPhiladelphia: The Presbyterian and Reformed Bhisig Company,
1961) 35-43.




Another passage that is important to any discassialivorce and remarriage is Luke
16:18. The one crucial difference between Matth8vé Bnd Luke 16:18 is that the exception
clause is left out of the prohibition against de®iand remarriage. While scholars argue over the
reason for this omission, the best answer seetns that Jesus’ purpose in Luke 16:17 is to
show that the moral law of God stands sure. If gbing is wrong in God’s sight, then it's
wrong even if the Pharisees think it's right. Tonten the exception in such a context would
have destroyed the point of the illustration.

To offer an analogy, if a person is giving a sreec “Crime Doesn’t Pay,” he may use
as an illustration the following example: “If a p@Eman catches you for speeding, you'll have to
pay a fine.” Now that's a general rule, but thare exceptions to it. If one is on his way to the
hospital with a dying person in the back seat, iobablywon’t have to pay a fine for speeding.
In fact, the policeman may actually help him spdag.to mention the exception in the speech
would destroy the point, distract the audience, @anthaps even inadvertently teach the point
that crimedoespay. In Luke 16:18 Jesus is not interested in lilmgelpon the exception to the
rule but rather upon the rule itself. But the exmepalready made in Matthew 5:32 and Matthew

19:9 still stands.

The Teaching of Paul

In | Corinthians 7 the Apostle offers extensivad@ng on the subject of marriage,
divorce, and remarriage. Much of it parallels Jesstruction, but in a few areas it goes beyond.
Again, it may be best to offer a summary and thmmsiler the evidence. In the first eleven
verses Paul establishes three main points:

1. Itis best to remain single.



2. If one feels he must marry, then he shoulddinairce.

3. If one divorces, he should remain single ordm®nciled to his spouse.

This section should not be interpreted as remothegyermission Jesus grants to remarry
after a divorce for adultery; Paul is assuming thateption. However, beginning in verse 12 he
plows some new ground, not contradicting Jesusdiber going beyond Him to deal with some
issues largely peculiar to the church age. Theestiig mixed marriages, that is marriages in
which both partners were pagan when married, lar tne is subsequently converted.

To the rest | say this (I, not the Lord): If anytiter has a wife who is not a
believer and she is willing to live with him, hegshoot divorce her. And if a woman has

a husband who is not a believer and he is willmgue with her, she must not divorce

him. For the unbelieving husband has been sandtifieough his wife, and the

unbelieving wife has been sanctified through hdielsmg husband. Otherwise your
children would be unclean, but as it is, they ané/h

But if the unbeliever leaves, let him do so. Aelvelg man or woman is not bound
in such circumstances; God has called us to liveeace. How do you know, wife,
whether you will save your husband? Or, how dokmaw, husband, whether you will

save your wife?l Cor. 7:12-16)

The primary teaching Paul offers here is thatGhestian must not initiate divorce
because of religious differences. Yet, at the stime, he is not required to fight a divorce
initiated by an unbelieving spouse. The appareagae he feels obligated to address this issue is
that some of the early Christians apparently sohasiged the truth that “if any man is in Christ,
he is a new creature, and all things have becomeg’ tigey were applying it even to marriage,
concluding that a new Christian could get a newspoPaul flatly denies that one’s conversion
to Christianity interferes with one’s marital dgjef anything, it heightens them.

The most crucial verse in this entire discusssoverse 15, for it is here that Paul seems
to give permission to divorce in cases of deserfl¢re first important phrase is “let him leave,”

referring to the deserting unbelieving spouse. Whdme interpret Paul as only granting

permission for a legal separation, that can hdvdlyhe case, for the word used here, implying a



radical departure or permanent separation, is tessignify “divorce” right here in | Cor. 7:10.
Furthermore, in Matthew 19:6 it is the word trateste”put asunder,” which is almost universally
interpreted as meaning “divorce.” In Romans 8:3% ¥9translated “separate” in a context
which implies a radical, permanent separation: thiNgy shall separate us from the love of God .
.. The conclusion, then, is that verse 15 isrtgla believer that divorce is permissible when
deserted by an unbeliever.

The other key phrase in the verse is “not undedhge.” Itat leastmeans that the
believer has the right of legal separation, btiat is all it means, then it would appear to
contradict 7:5 and would be the only passage iBibke that allows for separation without
divorce. On the contrary, there are strong argusienthe effect that “not under bondage”
actually means to be free from all marital debts duaties. In other words, the marriage is
dissolved. The strongest support for this view cefnem the fact that the word “bound” in
verse 39 obviously refers to the marriage bondgfioee, “not bound” would mean that the
marriage bond is dissolved. The important questmrcerning the right of remarriage after a
divorce for desertion comes up at this point. & tonclusion offered earlier in this paper that
adultery must be present before a marriage is ldisdaon God’s eyes is accepted, then how can
remarriage be allowed in the case of divorce faedison only? There seem to be only two
options: (1) One could argue that Paul is makimgatsumption that the deserter has deserted the
believerfor someone else and therefore adultsipvolved. Or (2) one could conclude that
permission for the one deserted to remarry shoeldithheld until the deserter remarries or
dies. Dr. George Peters, late professor at Daleolbgical Seminary, comments cogently on
this topic:

Free from what? Free for what? Here Paul is silantl we do well to remain
silent. We cannot grant permission to remarry, can we set up decisive legislation to



hinder it. While there may be advice, there camb@bsolute and binding decision.

Each individual must decide according to his coesce and the conscience of his

church and community.

It is important to realize that while the lackaoflogmatic position on the question of re-
marriage after a divorce for desertion may be faistg, it is of rare practical import, for few
divorces can legitimately be attributed to desartithe reason is threefold: (1) The desertion
must be motivated by fundamental religious consitilens. In other words, if the unbelieving
deserter leaves because he is being nagged ordatwuseglected, then the freedom granted in
verse 15 is not applicable. (2) The mixed marriagger consideration must result from the
conversion of one of the spousdter marriage. God never countenances a believer mgrann
unbeliever (I Cor. 7:39, 1l Cor. 6:14). (3) Thereishbe no initiation of the divorce on the part of
the believer.

The rationale for Paul’s position is offered imses 15b and 16, but unfortunately there
are two exactly opposite interpretations of themses, both of which make sense exegetically.
If the phrase, “but God hath called us to peacedmsdhat the divorce contemplated in the first
part of verse 15 should be avoided if at all pdssitilnen verse 16 means there’s a good chance
the spouse might be won to the Christian faiththsoChristian should “hang in there.” However,
if the phrase means that such a divorce is pemhitt¢he interest of a peaceful life, then verse
16 means that marriage cannot be viewed as sinmplysé&rument of evangelism, for after all,

such a result is very uncertain. Why risk certaiefgor an uncertain result? The second

interpretation seems more consistent with the etnte

“George W. Peters, “Putting Asunder What God HaseibTogether,” Christian Medical
Society Journaf (Winter 1976): 13.




One further question that should be addressethether the guilty party may remarry
after a biblical divorce (defining “guilty” as thene who committed the adultery). Peters again
gives a helpful analysis:

Neither does the Bible authorize us to distingilistween the innocent and guilty
parties according to Matthew 5:32 and 19:9 in thatter of re-marriage. If this seems
too permissive, we must not forget that it is Ghwiso speaks or does not speak. His
silence here is difficult to interpret. Yet hehs tall-wise One. We must not make his
silence into positive permission nor turn it integative legislation.

Professor John Murray adds:

In reference to the question at issue, the casariply that we are not able to find
biblical warrant for affirming that the person winas been divorced for adultery
commits another act of adultery when he or she rée® It should be remembered, of
course, that adultery is a crime.. . censurabléh®s/church. The church must

unsparingly condemn all adultery as also all otfemms of sexual uncleanness. In the
discipline of its members the church must be vigitand faithful®

RECOGNITION OF DIVORCE

WITHOUT “CAUSE”

One of the more difficult subjects facing pasterthe issue of a marriage that seems
irretrievably broken but doa®mt involve adultery or desertion. Instead it may ilreoemotional
abuse, physical abuse, or neglect. Does God eapaatlividual whose spouse does not love

him and in fact hates him, and whose spouse refilsesunsel and rebuffs all efforts to

dbid., 16.

®Murray, Divorce 101




reconcile, to remain with that spouse until deathmatter wha Or is divorce at times the
lesser of two evils? Dr. Loraine Boettner has asid these questions in the following
illustration:

We may have on our parlor table a beautiful arsllgwase. It ought to be
handled carefully. It ought not to be broken. Iswat made to be smashed; it was made
as a thing of beauty and grace. But it isingtossibleo break it. And if a member of the
family breaks it through carelessness, or in afftemper smashes it deliberately, there is
nothing to do but sweep up the broken fragmentsdsspbse of them. We will not say,
‘This vase was not intended to be broken; theratasempossible to break it; therefore,
in spite of the fact that it lies in shattered fraants on the floor, we will not throw it
away; we will keep it forever.” No one would sawntlabout a broken vase; yet that is
substantially the argument of those who say tretthrriage bond is ‘indissoluble’ and
‘unbreakable”

There is, in fact, some biblical evidence to suppoettner’'s argument. In | Corinthians
7:10,11 there appears a commandment that is Pytuaique in Scripture, in that it contains a
commandment from God, followed immediately withtiastions about what to do if one
chooses to violate that commandment. There is rallpbelsewhere in God’s Word. For
example, God does not say, “Thou shalt not stesliflyou decide to do so anyway, here’s how
you should behave subsequently.” Yet that is egdgnthe form of instruction offered in this
passage. Paul is speaking: “To the married | diisedommand (not I, but the Lord): A wife
must not separate from her husbaBudt if she dogsshe must remain unmarried or else be
reconciled to her husband.” The general rule heodeiar, for it is the same Jesus gave—don’t
divorce your spouse. However, the conditional aanesognizes the inevitability that some will

divorce anyway, in which case the second half efitistructions kick in—remain unmarried or be

reconciled.

"Loraine Boettner, DivorcéNutley, New Jersey: Presbyterian and Reformedighibg
Company, 1960), 13.




It seems obvious that Paul is not here dealing dikorce for adultery but rather with
divorce for incompatibility or some such reasofnevtvise his prohibition of remarriage would
contradict the permission Jesus has already graBtedf he is recognizing (as opposed to
permitting) divorce for incompatibility, this isélonly place in the New Testament where a bare
right to divorce (even in the absence of adultergesertion) may be offered. What is absolutely
clear is that divorce in this case does not efitairight to remarry (at least until the spouse is

dead or marries a third party).

CONCLUSION

It is to be expected that some Christians wilkihthe viewpoint taken in this paper is too
restrictive while others will think it too liberallhe answer to both is basically the same: what
saith the Scriptures? While it is not within thereuity of any teacher to “let down the bars”
where the Bible has erected them, neither is p@rdo “raise the bars” where Scripture has not
placed restrictions. The criterion for truth is tioe “conservative, orthodox, traditional position”
(which, being interpreted, usually means the pasitif the one speaking), but rather the
criterion is the teaching of the whole of Scripture

Furthermore, God never gives instructions withadab providing the power to keep
them. If an individual has been divorced for soeason other than sexual sin by his or her
spouse and that spouse has never remarried, kedsdighaste life since the divorce, and is still
alive, God says that individual is not free to remaBut He will also give the power to
withstand the peculiar temptations of single lifeggoant reconciliation to the spouse.
But what if someone has remarried in a case wherkdalls it adultery? Any child of God

should expect to be chastened if he commits aulgih. And furthermore, he should be



disciplined by the local church of which he is amfer. But God’s love and forgiveness is
available, upon repentance, even to those who civand remarry without God’s permission.
God has not set aside those who divorce and remattmput biblical cause as a special class of
sinners who are to be ostracized eternally. If taegnowledge their sin and God forgives them,
so should the church.

Finally, the seriousness of divorce, even a babldivorce, can hardly be overestimated.
The scars it leaves can never be removed. Singhds to divorce, or even a sinful divorce, can
be forgiven, but the consequences of sin alwaysirerhe fact that many are able to live
meaningful, happy lives is due to God’'s amazinggrand forgiveness, not to the fact that
divorce in their case was a trivial issue. And wlsbme rays of hope have been offered to the
divorced in this paper, there is also hope for rage, even the collapsing marriages that are
evident everywhere in our society, including tharch, If God is able to take divorced people
and make something beautiful out of their livegntite is also able to take a messed-up

marriage and make something beautiful out beforeit reaches the divorce court.
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