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DUTY SAYS, “NO DIVORCES” 
Mils. IPICL iMf MO/Pi:it\ 

u oMi:.\ l oti tulm. 

In(ll\ Idunl lliipplnr'ss Shouid 
to Nofloty Is lli'r of It Sli« 
Ih AKitliist >ot(*s for Women Just 
Now Not Necessarily n the l•'u^u^e. 

Mrs. Margaret Deland in a lecturo at 
he Waldorf yesterday scouted tlie inod- 

■m woman botlj for her individualism. 
•vhicli she described as small and solflah. 
indfor her sense of social respousibllity. 
which she characterized as shallow, 
"motional, ignorant, diffuse, precipitate 
and other things. 

Mrs. Doland likes women and Ims great 
faith in their latent possibilities. Sho | 
Ihinks they are not altogether to bo 
blamed for the faults which she depre¬ 
cates, because so many avenues of all 
kinds have been opened to them in such 
rapid succession that it is only natural 
they should be a bit bewildered and rush 
headlong into one after another, without 
being at all sure just what goal they are 
seeking. 

One outcome of the constantly increas¬ 
ing spirit of individualism, Mrs. Deland 
^id, was thejrapid increase of divorce. 

“I admit that it is frequently better 
that two persons who have married each 
other should live apart.** eho eata. 
times for one reason, sometimes for an¬ 
other. It is even true that some women 
when leaving their husbands do so from 
", sense of duty. They feel that it would 
lot be right for them to stay with them. 

“But in such cases a separation is all 
hat is necessary, and 1 think that it is all 
hat is justifiable. I aw afraid that we 
annot close our eyes to the unwelcome 
ruth that the majority of divorces are 
)btained with the prospect in view of a 1 
mbsequent union'with another person | 
.vho it is presumed will be more con- j 
’•enial. The question of personal happi- L 
less enters in. 'But.’ the individualist I 
Lsks. 'why shouldn’t I be happy?’ J 

"No one has a right to be happy at thei 
;xpers6 of society. These persons makel 
% m'stake in assuming that the objeotl 
af marriage is happiness. Happiness may I 
•)e an incident o f marriage, but the pur-1 
nose of marriage is to insure the peiwa-1 
nence of the family. Divorce threatens! 
the peimanence of the famil y. thereforem 
It is • preferable tliat the happiness of| 
indiv'duals should be sacrificed rather! 
than that divorce should come to be| 
looked upon as the natural panacea for| 
all piatrimonial woes. Duty is a higher! 
word thatrha PEtiess. , ■ 

"I am sorry to be obliged to say that! 
women eeem to grasp at this solution 1 
of their troubles imich more frequently! 
than do men. Men seem I 
pi'onc to play the game, to abide by the 1 
contract even if it hasn t turned out just I 
ai^ w&Tl as they hoped It would. I 

Mrs. Gilbert Jones, who sat on the I 
platform, led the burst ofappjaiwe 'irh’Oh I 
folllowed these remarks, and then Mrs.l 
Oeland proceeded to show what an awful! 
ihine it would be if women should get thel 

ote Slip said Jiowever. 
afty* opposed to woman suffrage. &hr| 
ft^ly didn’t believe in all women having! 

^-W^^have suffered a good deal the! 
ands of Patrick.; she ®aid. and nowl 
•J© woman suffragists 
biv araue that u a number of men vote | 
•ht, are not & to have the ballot I 
lat therefore the franchise should be! 
t once conferred upon all women, who I 
i^B^qually unfit., hould any log.o bul 
loVe Utterly feminine? 

“3 believe it was Archbishop ^* hatelv I 
,-(in said that women oouldn t Jenson 
nvwav The t'est they oould*do was to l 
volv© correct conclusions from wrong I 
Itemises or to evolve the wrong corclu-1 
ions from correct premises. u-on I 

■•Jlanbood anffrage has not 7®' b*™ I 
iroved a success. It i8 only m tne I 

■sperimenUl .Stage. .And 
,'omen. want to further oomphoate tho I 
n-dblem by doubling the ignorant yot®. i 

The Civic Educators of .omen could 1 
-carcely taep their enthusiasm within 
Sndant this point The ^.f^jogists I 
whb Vere present loohed bored, but all L 
at, once Mrs. Deland said something to g 

'”'"fdo‘’not'’t'hink that I od™cafe any of jl 
those sentimental arguments about the ■ 
hand that rooks the oradle ruling the 
v'orlct- she continued. If that hand is 
so weklt that it cannot be *‘'0®'^ L 

ballot I think it ». roore.dangerous ■ 
lor its poss'»3Sor to be entrusted with the I 
,-are oHre oluldren than 
in the Government. I simply 
not Spedient iust now for women to have 
the ballot in this country. I 

The rest of the speech 
to reduce the average suffragette to 
Mrs. Deland charged woi^n 'Wtfh 
regard for law w'hich Was appalling. . 
She said that they Ag^^at^v^y I 

and ill considered. ^ canteen ! 
She cited the ° he expatiated 1 

Lsau ijiustrationan then ^^^^ty of 1 
it some length .^^on . ‘ Women, I emperance over total absunenc a 
die said, were too prone .1 

iliey could alter hy writing 1 
latipn. and tnake peop g books. Hn-1 
tWoga down in the statute 1 
lorced virtue realize that to j 

prevent goodness 

^Shfdeprecated the entranoe^^^^^^^ 

into the business rlosea there was j 
adimtted teat ] 

no help for it. m'u lodmany women I 

remembered, individualism | 
person should ^ He should 
f4o far as to mjur , hy every on© ] 
• lo nothing tif fc if. ^oy i 
would_ disnipt soci y^ restrict the] 
hand society ®^°’tld n shorn of his I 
individual tp^t he sho matters. | 
right of choice was. sh© 

VthaT“the'’y dW not understand how 

“T'J,'alance‘tt,e'^ rights f »«=‘f„%=Sd not 
, ighte of *he indmdual and^^h^^y ^ ^ 

understand J‘h.t,ion She accused ! 
he matters a lack of a sens© , 
the woman ®’tffr^gj® for a minute \ 
?tantheir”vo“wou?d elevate poiUlcs 

sirs. Gilbert J?”®® ^ ^Irs. Deland 
111 tho Palm room m - Among 
„„„.edi.rtely Margaret 
those who non ooA « tllra. 
tuglin. M.r^ SelSlaer. Mrs- Oeorge 
?t?^”.‘;'^-Lld and Mrs. yiUlam A. Putnam. 
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EVILS OF DIVORCE 
SHOWN IN FIGURES 

The Rev. Mr. Moody Finds 70,000 

Children Deprived by Law of 

One or More Parents in 1912. 

UNIFORM STATUTES NEEDED 

Organization Started to Get Them— 

3,700.000 Persons Divorced in 

This Country in Forty Years. 

The urgent need of uniform marriage 

and divorce law.s in all the State oC the 

Tnlon tu rlieck the ever-increasing divorce 

(vll, which, as it was pointed out, lias in- 

crt'iiSfd three and ono-third times as fast' 

as the population of the country in the 

lust forty years, was discussed by the 

New YtuU .Statu Marriage and Divorce 

Coininission at Tin- Aldine flub yesterday 

a flcruoon, and teiuporai'y organization 

wa« fffected toward the end of bringing 

alanit such uniformity of marriage and 

divorce laws throughout the country. 

The conference was presided over by 

Pi.«ilnip Charles Burch and was attended 

by prominent churcli and social workers 

of A'arlous faiths and denominations. 

Among those present were Bishop David 

IT. Greer, Dr. Felix Adler of the Ethical 

.Culture Society, the Itev. Dr. Sidney E. 

Goldstein, assistant rabbi of the Free 

Synagogue, Itfra. Anna Garland Spencer 

of tile Executive Committee of the Amer¬ 

ican Vigilance Association, tlie Rev. Fran- 

i'i> .M. ^ioody, wlio has been leading the 

agitation for uniform divorce laws in the 

West, and representatives of the Interna¬ 

tional Council for Patriotic Service. It 

wa.s nimounced that Bourke Cockran. who 

had previously said that he could not join 

the eonrml8.slon in its work witlioui llie 

consent of Cardinal Farley, had since 

iven assmance of his co-operation, thu.s 

apparent'/ indicating that the objects of 

the movement met with the approval of 
the C'ardinal as well as the religious 
leader.s of otlier faiths. 

The Rev, Mr. iloody outlined the condi¬ 
tions that made necessary the passage of 
uniform divorce laws throughout the 
countr.e. 

hi- Pacific Coast." said he. " has 
the greatest divorce centre not only 

of this country, but of the entire world, 
and in that belt of Wa.shington. Oregon, 
and California, the divorce centre has 
been San Francisco. In the ytsar IH12 
alone there were granted in this country 
over bx>.ti0d divorces. More than 70.000 
bildren, mostly under the .'igo of ton 

/car.s. were deprived of on© or both 
parents by divorce. In the forty years 
allmb-d to ;!.7nn.0O(i adults wore separated 
by divorce in the country, and more than 
" iXKl.OOil persons were affected by these 
CJS 

The, bulk of those cases in that period 
liave been in the Middle Western state.s, 
nine whicli provided 6.12,fxH) divorces, 
or praetii-ally lialf of all the divorces in 

eouuhy. lUlnois alone provided 120.- 
divorces. and for this reason we have 

■Hied It wise to make the beginning of 
our movement in that State, where we 
now have a commission on marriage and 
divorce striving to bring about refbrm 
of the marriage and divorce laws and 
work for countrywide uniformity thereof. 
Pennsylvania had 5.",760 divorces, the 
State of California w.OOO, and that of 
Now York »4,4r.ti. 

■' New York State, however, sent 18.160 
f its couples into other States to procur* 
ivorccs. jind probably lO.OOn more per 

'sons who obtained divorces without leav¬ 
ing I'peords of tbefr place of marriage 
Thus New York's total is probably so,noil 
rlivorces. These migratory divorces, 
roses sent from the State into anottier, 
•onstitute iHJ per rent, of the divorces in 
Connecticut, .*10 per cent, of those in New 
York, and 42 per cenU-^ tliose in New 
Jersey. Most of the^ were procured 
elsewhere than in the State where tlie 
I'artie.s lived in order to defeat tho ends 

I real justice where there was no clear 
case justifying divorce. 

Tn twenty years 170,600 cases out of 
the; total of l)60,()ou divorces were brought 

n witli change of residence—migratory 
ivorees. From 2.'> to .'tiI per cent, of the 
IiilJrcn In our reform schools liavi- been 

found to have got tliere because of the 
epaiiilinn of tlieir parents. 

■' In this country there is a pressing 
ifufssit.y of ii-gislation renuiriug every 

State to so** to it that botli the jiartics in 
•ry divorce suit are represonted. .At 
.simt IH) per cent, of the cases go by 

default, with onlj' one party represented. 
* 1 Reno, for example, divorces are grant- 

:l on tlic utterly uncorroborated testi¬ 
mony of one party to the suit." 

Mr. Moody then offered a resolution to 
rganize a Federal (’ommission 011 Mar¬ 

riage and Divorce In New York State to 
agitato and work for a uniform Federal 
law c-nverning marriages and divorces. 
Tlie proposed organization, he said, was 
to be a central organization for all State 
('ommlsslons on Marriage and Divorce, 
which have already been formed <n some 
States, and which would meet in conven¬ 
tion in Chicago in May. 

Bishop Burch and other members of the 
Conference expivssed a belief that great 
opposition would be, met if an attempt 

made to re.aoh the proposed Federa' 
li-gialatlon lnalen<l of tlirough the va 
rious State fA'glslutui-cs. 

" Not in a thousand years could you 
move some of those Western States to 
reform their divorce laws," the Rev. j*Ir. 
Moody aiiswer.-d. "And. roallzing that, 
we of the W(-.«»t are now appealing to yoi 
of-the East to lielp us through the Fed- 
«-rai Government." 

Tho Rev. Sidney Goldstein maintained 
that by raising tho standard of mar¬ 
riage and divorce in most of the States of 
the country, the conscience of the Nation 
would compel the recalcitrant States, sucl- 
as South Dakota and Nevada, to fall Into 
line. 

It was resolved to appoint the Rev. Dr 
SiimuHl JlcCune Idndsay to be teinporarj 
Chairman of an organizing committee, 01 
if he was unable to serve, to ask Deal 1 George Kiehwey o-f the Columbia T,an 
School to do so. Mrs. W. W. Penfieh 
was appointed temporary Secretary. 
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■M£.rch i, 

To the Alembors of the Special Committee of the 
General Assembly on Marriage and Divorce? 

Dear Brethren: 

Enclosed yon will find a copy of the report of the Sub¬ 

committee of the Special Committee appointed by the General 

Assembly of 1926 to consider the overture submitted by the 

Presbytery of Butler^ and to study the subject of divorce in 

its relationship to the standards of the Presbyterian Church 

in the Ui-SLA, 

As Secretary of the Committee I am forwaruing this report 

to each member at the request of the chairman of the sub¬ 

committee, Dr, Macartney, 

May I remind you that the Committee will meet at the 

Fourth Presbyterian Church, Chicago, on Tuesday morning, 

March 8, 1927, at 10 A,M. 

With Aind 2!^"ards,. 

Cvv^L 

r~ 0^1 X.V 

n. ^ 

Yours sincerely-5 

Le-wls.S,. Mudge 
Secretary ^ 



REPORT OF SUB-COiMITTEE OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE APPOINTED BY THE 
GENERAL ASS LIBLY OF 19£6 TO CONSIDER THE OVERTURE SUBMITTED BY T.HE 
PRESBYTERY OF BUTLER AND TO STUDY THE SUBJECT OF DIVORCE IN ITS 
RELATIONSHIP TO THE STANDARDS OF THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U..S.. 

1. The Synod of Pennsylvania which reversed the decision of 
the Presbytery of Butler, and ordered restored to the roll of that 
Presbytery a minister who had been suspended from the ministry by 
that Presbytery for entering into a marriage contract soon after he 
had secured a divorce from his first wife on the ground of desertion, 
was undoubtedly in accord with the Confession of Faith, Chap.XXIV, 
Article VI, which recognizes wilful and prolonged desertion as a 
ground for the dissolution of the marriage relationship. 

2, V/e note v/hat has been observed so often, and is constantly 
being stated in articles in the secular and religious press of the 
land, but the full import of which it is .difficult to realize, the 
appalling increase in divorces granted by the courts of this country 
so that the very foundations of the home are threatened with destruc¬ 
tion. 

3. The remedy for this alarming state of affairs lies much 
deeper than any civil or ecclesiastical regulations concerning 
marriage and divorce. The real problem is not how, and under what 
conditions, persons may or may not be divorced, and if divorced, 
remarried, but how to prevent those unhappy conditions which lead 
to the breakup of the home and the dissolution of the marriage re¬ 
lationship, This we believe can only be affected by a revival of 
true religion in the homes of the land. 

4. Although the chief duty of the Church is to proclaim the 
principles of the Gospel and thus build up Christian homes, never¬ 
theless the Church cannot be silent concerning the abuse of those 
principles in the dissolution of the marriage tie, and the remarriage 
of divorced persons, upon other grounds than God’s V7ord doth allow. 

5. prolonged desertion 
is clearly recognized as^dissolving the marriage relationship. Today 
desertion is one of the imost frequently cited grounds for divorce 
in the American courts. It is well known that in many cases the so- 
called desertion is not wilful and prolonged on the part of one of 
the parties, but an artificial and technical desertion, which is the 
fruit of conspiracy and collusion. This has led to great abuse. The 
so-called innocent persons in a divorce brought upon the grounds of 
desertion may present themselves to a Presbyterian minister, and 
thus, technically, be within those grounds recognized by the Confes¬ 
sion of Faith, and yet, at the same time, be a party to collusion 
and mutual conspiracy to rid themselves of their former marriage re¬ 
lationship. Neither the Church nor the civil magistrate has taken 
any stops to remedy the desertion before the granting of the decree 
of divorce, and the minister who is asked to officiate at such a 
marriage has no means of acquainting himself with the facts of the 
case. Thus it is that ministers may perform a marriage which, while 
permitted by the letter of the law of the Church, is in violation of 
its principle and spirit. 

1. 



Desertion, for all practical ends, does effectually, and if 
persisted in, finally, dissolve the^marriage relationship, But 
whether such a dissolution, with the right to remarry, is recognized 
and sanctioned by the Scriptures is a different matter. Scholars 
are by no means agreed as to the interpretation and bearing of the 
passage in I Corinthians VII:15, which is cited by the Confession 
of Faith, as a Scriptural warrant for divorce on the ground of 
desertion, with the right of remarriage. 

In the family of I*roxestant churches bound by confessional 
statements, the Presbyterian Churches are the only Churches which 
recognize desertion as^dissolving the marriage relationship. The 
other principal communions, Episcopal, Methodist, Lutheran, the 
Reformed Church in America, the Reformed Church in the United States, 
the Christian Reformed Church, recognize byt one ground for divorce, 
namely, adultery. Should the Presbyterian Church in the United 
States of America revise its Confession of Faith so as to recognize 
adultery as the sole ground for divorce, it would be standing on the 
same platform asnthe other confessional Protestant communions. 

Your Committee believes that such a revision is timely, and 
that such a declaration on the part of the Presbyterian Church in the 
U.S.A. will do great good to all our churches and our people, and to 
the land we love. 

6, We therefore recommend that the following overture be sent 
down to the Presbyteries: 

"Shall Articles V and VI, Chapter XXIV, of the Confession of 
Faith, which read, 

'V. Adultery or fornication, committed after a contract, being 
detected before marriage, giveth just occasion to the innocent party 
to dissolve that contract. In the case of adultery after marriage, 
it is lawful for the innocent party to sue out a divorce, and after 
the divorce to marry another, as if the offending party were dead. 

VI. Although the corruption of man bu such as is apt to study 
arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom God hath joined together 
in marriage; yet nothing but adultery, or such willful desertion as 
can no way be remedied by the Church or civil magistrate, is cause 
sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage; wherein a public and 
orderly course of proceeding is to be observed; and the persons 
cancerned in it not left to their own wills and discretion in their 
own case.' 

be amended so as to read as follows: 

’V. Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 
/T.ji 

great, even greater than should be endured, justifying separation, 

especially if the welfare of children be endangered, yet is adultery 

alone clearly recognized in the Kew Testament as cause for divorce. 

Therefore the Church cannot sanction divorce on any other ground. 

2. 



nor the remarriage of divorced persons other than the innocent 

parties in divorces granted for adultery;and it shall be unlawful 

for a minister to marry any divorced person except one so divorced. 

In such cases unseemly haste in the marriage of divorced persons 

should, in all good conscience, be avoided.’ ” 

Dr. Taylor and Dr, Macartney concur in the above amendment. 

Dr. Erdman suggests the following verbal changes, leaving the 

principle and purpose of the amendment unchanged. 

'V. Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be so 

great as to justify legal separation, especially if the welfare of 

children be endangered, yet admitery is the only cause for divorce 

clearly recognized in the New Testament. Therefore, the Church 

cannot sanction divorce on any other ground, nor the remarriage of 

divorced persons other than the innocent parties in divorces granted 

for adultery; and it shall be unlawful for a minister to marry 

divorced persons except those so divorced. In such cases of re¬ 

marriage unseemly haste should be avoided.' 

Respectfully submitted, 

Charles R. Erdman 
William R. Taylor 
Clarence E. Macartney, Chairman. 

3. 
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Chicago, Ill. 
March 8, 1927. 

The General Assembly's Special Committee on Marriage and Divorce 
met, pursuant to the order of adjournment, at 9.30 A.M., in the Fourth 
Presbyterian Church, Chicago, Ill., March 8, 1927, and was called to 
order by the Chairman. Rev. V/illiam 0. Thompson, D.D. , LL.D. 

The opening prayer was offered by Dr. Thompson. 

The roll was called, and there were found to be present: 

Ministers: Chairman, Revs V/m. 0. Thompson, D.D. , William R. 
Taylor, D.D. , John A. Marquis, D.D., V/illiam C. Covert, D.D. , Henry 
B. Master, D.D. , Samuel T. V/ilson, D.D. , Mark A. Matthews, D.D., 
Clarence E. Macartney, D.D., Henry C. Swearingen, D.D., John Tmiothy 
Stone, D.D. 

Ruling Elders: Messrs. V/illiam M. Cosby, J. V/illison Smith, 
Robert E. Speer, and S. F. Shattuck. Also Dr. Mudge, Secretary. 

The Minutes of the previous meeting, as mailed to 
the Committee, were, on motion of Mr. Cosby, seconded 
made the official Minutes of that meeting. 

the members of 
by Dr. Wilson, 

On motion of Dr. Taylor, seconded by Dr. Wilson, Rev. Charles R. 
Erdman, D.D., and Ruling Elder A. A. Reed, were excused from this 
meeting of the Committee. 

appointed by the Chairmaii at the last meeting 
01 the Committee, presented a report through its Chairman, Rev. 
Clarence E. Macartney, a motion to adopt the same being made bv Dr. 
Speer, seconded by Dr. Matthews. 

A general 
12.30 P.M. to 
Chairman. 

discussion took place, and the Committee recessed from 
1.30 P.M., the closing prayer being offered by the 

-oOo- 

Chicago, Ill. 
March 8, 1927. 

The General Assembly's Special 
reconvened pursuant to the order for 
Fourth Preisbyterian Church, Chicago, 
called to order by the Chairman. 

Committee on Marriage 
recess, at 1.30 P.M. 
Ill., March 8, 1927, 

and Divorce, 
, in the 
and was 

All the members present at the previous 
ance. session were in attend- 

The opening prayer was offered by Dr. Wilson. 

After further discussion 
Sub-committee was carried by 
as adopted is as follows: 

, the motion to adopt the report of the 
a vote of seven to four. The report 

1. 



1. The Synod of Pennsylvania which reversed the decision of 
the Presbytery of Butler, and ordered restored to the roll of that 
Presbytery a minister who had been suspended from the ministry by 
that Presbytery for entering into a marriage contract soon after he 
had. secured a divorce from his first wife on the ground of desertion, 
was undoubtedly in accord with the Confession of Faith, Chap. XXIV, 
Article VI, which recognizes wilful and prolonged desertion as a 
ground for the dissolution of the marriage relationship. 

2. We note what has been observed so often, and is constantly 
being stated in articles in the secular and religious press of the 
i.and, but the full import of which it is difficult to realize, the 
appalling increase in divorces granted by the courts of this country 
so that the very foundations of the home are threatened with destruc¬ 
tion. 

3, The remedy for this alarming state of affairs lies much 
deeper than any civil or ecclesiastical regulations concerning 
marriage and divorce. The real problem is not how, and under what 
conditions, persons may or may not be divorced, and if divorced, re- 

prevent those unhappy conditions which lead to 
the breakup of the home and the dissolution of the marriage relation¬ 
ship. This we believe can only be effected by wise teaching with 
regard to marriage and true pastoral influence of the ministry of the 
church, and a revival of true religion in the homes of the land. 

.* Although the chief duty of the Church is to proclaim the 
principles of the Gospel and thus build up Christian homes, never¬ 
theless the Church cannot be silent concerning the abuse of those 

dissolution of the marriage tie, and the remarriage 
of divorced persons, upon other grounds than God’s V/ord doth allow. 

5. In the Confession of Faith, wilful and prolonged desertion 
IS clearly recognized as cause sufficient for dissolving the marriage 

is one of the most fre^eSly^ned® 
grounds for divorce in the American courts. It is well known that 
in many cases the so-called desertion is not wilful and prolonged on 

parties, but an artificial and technical 
f^^’uit of conspiracy and collusion. This has 

led to great abuse. The so-called innocent persons in a divorce brou^ 
p’ounds of desertion may present themselvew to a Presbyter- 

niLd technically, be within those grounds reLg- 
oa-rt i Faith, and yet, at the same time, be 
p rties to collusion and mutual conspiracy to rid themselves of their 

any steps to remedy the desertion before the 
^ecree of divorce, and the minister who is asked to 

the fapt^ nf- ^ marriage has no means of acquainting himself with 
the facts of the case. Thus it is that ministers may perform a 

by the letter of the^liw of the Church 
is in violation of its principle and spirit. pnurcn. 
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Desertion, for all practical ends, docs effectually, and if 
persisted in, finally, dissolve the full raai-riage relationship. But 
whether such a dissolution, with the ri^t to remarry, is recognized 
and sanctioned by the Scriptures is a different matter. Scholars 
are by no means agreed as to the interpretation and bearing of the 
passage in I Corinthians VII:16, which is cited by the Confession of 
Faith, as a Scriptural warrant for divorce on the ground of desertion, 
with the right of remarriage. 

In the family of Protestant churches bound by confessional 
statements, the Presbyterian Churches are the only Churches which 
recognize desertion as cause sufficient for dissolving the marriage 
relationship. The other principal communions. Episcopal, Methodist, 
Lutheran, the Reformed Church in America, the Reformed Church in the 
United States, the Christian Reformed Church, recognize but one ground 
for divorce, namely, adultery. Should the Presbyterian Church in the 
United States of America revise its Confession of Faith so as to recog¬ 
nize adultery as the sole ground for divorce, it would be standing oji 
the same platform as the other confessional Protestant communions. 

Your Committee believes that such a revision is timely, and 
that such a declaration on the part of the Presbyterian Church in the 
U.S.A. will do great good to all our churches and our people, and to 
the land we love. 

6. YIe therefore recommend that the following overture be sent 
down to the Presbyteries: 

"Shall Articles V and VI, Chapter XXIV, of the Confession of Faith, 
which read: 

'V. Adultery or fornication, committed after a contract, being 
detected before marriage, giveth just occasion to the innocent party 
to dissolve that contract. In the case of adultery after marriage, 
it is lawful for the innocent party to sue out a divorce, and after 
the divorce to marry another, as if the offending party were dead. 

VI. Although the corruption of man be such as is apt to study 
arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom God hath joined together 
in marriage; yet nothing but adultery, or such wilful desertion as 

'the Church or civil magistrate, is cause 
sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage; wherein a public and 
orderly course of proceeding is to be observed; and the persons con¬ 
cerned in it not left to their own wills and discretion in their own 
case. ‘ 

be amended so as to read as follows: 

-^"though the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 
great, even greater than should be endured, justifying legal seoaration 

U' of ohliaren be e^dligered. yet alSSry ’ 
recognized in the Hew Testament as cause for divorce. 

Therefore the Ch^ch cannot sanction divorce on any other ground nor 
the remarriage of divorced persons other than the innocent pa^^L^L 
divorces granted for adultery; and it shall be unlawful tor l linLlev 
to marry any divorced person except one so divorced. In such cases of 
r marriage, unseemly haste should, in all good conscience, be avoided."’ 
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Dr. Marquis, having voted in the affirmative on the motion to 
adopt the report of the Sub-committee, moved to reconsider the vote, 
the motion being seconded by Dr. Speor,ani adopted by the Committee 
by a vote of ten to one. 

On motion of Dr. Marquis, seconded by Dr. 3tone, it was voted to 
add Dr. Covert to the Sub - committee, and request the enlarged sub¬ 
committee to present to the next meeting of the Committee, a survey 
of the facts with regard to the whole subject of marriage and divorce. 

By unanimous consent. Dr. Macartney was asked to send, through 
the Secretary of the Committee, a copy of his paper on "The Teaching 
of the New Testament on Divorce", to each member of the Committee. 

On motion of Dr. Matthews, seconded by Dr. Stone, it was voted 
to refer back to the Sub-committee, the report previously adopted and 
reconsidered; and that when the Committee adjourn, it be to meet at 
10 A.M. , Tuesday, May S4, 1927, in the St.. Francis Hotel, San Franci 
Cal., the first order of boaness being the report of the Sub-committ 

The Minutes of the two sessions of this meeting were read and 
approved. 

The Committee then voted to adjourn. 

The closing prayer was offered by the Chairman. 

Lewis Seymour Mudge 
Secretary. 

CQ
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THE TEACHING OF THE NSW TSSTAMELIT ON DIVORCE 

REV. CLARENCE EDV/ARD MACARTNEY, D.D. 

The marriage service comes to a conclusion with the declaration 
hy the officiating minister, "V/hat God hath joined together, let not 
man put asunder." These words of Christ supply a natural and solemn 
exhoitation on the part of the minister to the man and the woman who 
have been united in the "bonds of holy matrimony." But, in the Pro¬ 
testant communions at least, the ministernwlio pronounces these words, 
both as an exhortation to the husband and wife, and as a warning to 
civil courts and officers, knows all too well that few are going to 
take seriously what he has said, either as an exhortation or as a 
warning. The proof of this is that the government reports show that 
one out of every six marriages ends in the divorce courts. On the 
basis of the vital statistics of the nation, it may be computed that 
by the end of the twentieth century the number of marriages dissolved 
bu divorce will be greater than the number of marriages dissolved by 
death itself. Divorce is already competing with death as a dissolver 
of the marriage relationship. The preeminence which until recently 
belonged to pagan Japan has now been seized by Christian America, which 
leads the whole world in the number of divorces. It is significant, 
too, that the majority of these divorces are not granted to the masses, 
nor to the wealthy and "idle rich", but to the people who belong to the 
"middle class", that class which we have always boasted is the solid 
and substantial portion of our nation. 

It is quite evident that there are not a few students of social 
conditions who view this increase in divorce with satisfaction. 
Looking upon marriage purely as a vicil contract, they rejoice in 
those changes in the law which make it easy for man or woman to be 
delivered from the obligations of a contract which has become irk¬ 
some. These persons hail the prevalence of divorce as one of the 
signs of the emancipation of the human mind from the fetters of 
ignorance, superstitution, and prejudice. But however it may appear 
from the purely theoretical standpoint of human rights and happiness, 
the practical facts of history do not permit a feeling of jubilation 
over the spread of divorce, It is easy to demonstrate from history 
that the increase in divorce, the thawing of family morality, and the 
breakdown of the sanctity of the home, have been the heralds of 
national decline and decay. This is the lesson of the past, whether 
we go to little Judea or mighty Rome. As to Rome, the significance 
of divorce is summed up by Gibbon in his 44th chapter, where he says, 
"When the Roman matrons became the equal and voluntary companions of 
their lords, a new jurisprudence was established, that marriagem like 
other partnerships, might be dissolved by the abdication of one of the 
associates. In three centuries of prosperity and corruption, this 
principle was enlarged to frequent practice smd pernicious abuse. 
Passion, interest, or caprice, suggested daily motives for the dissolu¬ 
tion of marriage; a word, a sign, a message, a letter, the mandate of 
a freedom, declared the separation; the most tender of human connec¬ 
tions was degraded to a transient society of profit or pleasure." If 
therefore, there are those who are rejoicing over the prevalence of 
divorce, they are rejoicing in the face of the facts of history. 
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It is true that raultitudesr neither laiow nor care w^at the Chris¬ 
tian Church has to say on this subject, and the law of the New Testa¬ 
ment would not exercise the slightest influence upon them in their 
attitude or actions. But both within the p§.e of the Church and without 
the Church there are still a great number who ask, ’’What did Christ 
say? What does the New Testament teach on divorce?" A vast literature 
is pouring forth on the subject of divorce today, and in view of the 
wide-spread discussion of the question, earnest Christian souls are 
asking anew for a statement of the mind of Christ. That the question 
aboutthe teaching of Christ and the New Testament should be so 
generally asked today is due in part to the fact that in the Protest¬ 
ant Churches there has been so diverse a practice in the matter of 
divorce. If one were to follow the marriage records of Protestant 
ministers, one would be unable to get any adequate idea as to what the 
New Testament teaches on divorce, although he might derive the impres¬ 
sion that the New Testament sanctions all kinds of marriages and all 
kinds of divorces. This impression does great injustive to Christ and 
to His teaching. 

On many of the social questions Christ was almost strangely non¬ 
committal. But on the subject of divorce His attitude was quite the 
reverse. Some of the most explicit legislation and teaching in the 
Gospels is that of Jesus on divorce. His principal utterance on the 
subject was given in answer to a question put to Him by the Pharisees 
who came to Him "trying Him." They cared nothing for His opmnion on 
the subject, and their motive was probably twofold: first, to draw 
from Him a saying that would be in disagreement with Moses and the Old 
Testament, and second, that His utterance v/ould be such as mi^t be 
construed as a condemnation of the then ruler of their country, Herod 
Antipas. John the Baptist's opinion on that particular case had cost 
him his head, and the Pharisees would not have been sorry to see Jesus 
suffer a like fate. 

What the Pharisees asked Jesus was this, ’’Is it lawful for a man 
to put away his wife for every cause?" Since these men were supposed 
to be students of the law, Jesus said to them, "What did Moses command 
you?" The Pharisees replied, "Moses suffered to write a bill of 
divorcement and to put her away." To this Jesus answered, "For your 
hardness of heart he wrote you this commandment. But from the begin¬ 
ning of the creation, male and female created He them. For this cause 
shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; 
and they two shall become one flesh. V/hat therefore God hath joined 
together, let not man put asunder." - - - "Whosoever shall put away his 
wife, and marry another, coramitteth adultery against her; and if she 
herself shall put away her husband and marry another, she committeth 
adultery." (Mark 10;2“!i.2; Matthews 19:3-9) 

In the reports of the sayings of Jesus on this occasion, as we 
have them in St. Mark and St. Matthews, there is, as I shall presently 
point out, one very striking difference. But before taking up that 
difference it is to be noted how Matthew and Mark are in complete 
agreement as to the main drift of this great utterance of Christ. In 
these words Jesus lays down as truth that monogamy, one man living 
together with one woman, is the divine and original plan for marriage. 
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When the Pharisees cited the divorce legislation of Moses,^^as 
recorded in Deuteronomy S4, Jesus answered that because of the ’’Hard¬ 
ness of their hearts” Moses had enacted laws governing divorce; but 
the law and plan of God in the beginning made no provision form 
divorce and gave no sanction for it: ’’From the beginning it was not 
so.” In the beginning God created man male and female. Their mutual 
union was natural and inevitable, and this relationship was monogamous, 
one man joined with one woman. When this took place the man and the 
woman became one flesh. Physically, this is so. Man and womn comple¬ 
ment each other; each is a hemisphere of humanity, and humanity in 
its completion is not seen until man is joined with woman. Jesus 
grants that since the beginning of the race the sins and passions of 
m^iikind have resulted in the corruption of marriage and in legislation 
which deals with such irregularities, but He summons men to go back to 
the original plan of God. 

In thus teaching in the most explicit terms that monogamy was the 
original and the divine plan for the relationship between the sexes, 
Jesus disagrees completely with the popular evolutionary theory of the 
origin of marriage as a monogamous relationship. According to this 
theory, marriage, like every other human relationship between men and 
women, was one of promiscuous intercourse; then carae polyandry; then 
polygamy, and last of all monogamy. But Jesus declares that the true 
histoiy is just the reverse, that the race started in a monogamous 
relationship, but through sin fell away from it into polygamy, and 
divorce, and kindred corruptions. 

In this connection it is important to observe that while polygamy 
appears frequently in the Old Testament at is always on a doubtful 
standing. It first makes its appearance in the line of the murderer, 
Cain. Noah, who was in a sense the second father of the race, is the 
husband of one wife. The polygamy of Abraham was due to impatience 
with God and His promise of an heir, and the polygamy of Jacob commenc¬ 
ed in miserable deception. If either polygamy or polyandry had been 
the divine plan, the number of men and women of the race would have 
been proportionately smaller or grater. But the practical numerical 
equality of the sexes fits in with the plan of monogamy. 

Christ, then, goes back of all temporary legislation and indulgence 
on the part of Moses, and takes His stand upon the great principle and 
law of human nature with which the world commenced. In the light of 
this law there can beno such thing as divorce. Mand and woman brought 
together in marriage form a union which is indissoluble, for they have 
become one flesh. If a man or a woman should depart from this union 
and marry another, they become adulterers. Jesus thus teaches that 
marriage is indissoluble, and the ground for this teaching is the 
original law and plan of God, whereby one man dwells with one woman 
and they become one flesh. 

So far, the teaching of Jesus is clear, logical and unmistakable. 
But now a difficulty arises. In the passage from Mark's Gospel, the 
10th chapter, the statement of Jewus is absolutely unqualified; the 
man or woman who gets a divorce and marries another becomes an adulter¬ 
er. But when we turn to the account of the same teaching in the 19th 
chapter of Matthews's Gospel we find this important calause of excep¬ 
tion, "saving for the cause of fornication." This same clause of 
exception is given in the other sayings of Jesus on divorce as reported 
in IVtatthew 5:31-32. In St. Luke, 16:18, thereis no clause of exception. 
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This, then, is our situation with regard to the sayings of Jesus 
as recorded in the Gospels: there are four passages which quote Jesus 
on the subject of divorce. Two of these, one in Mark, and the other 
in Luke, say that divorce is contrary to the law of God for the 
lationship of the sexes, and that if a divorced person marries pother 
he commits adultery, and likewise if one should marry a divorced 
person he, or she, commits adultery. There is no exception or reserva¬ 
tion. But in Matthew there are two passages which say precisely the 
same thing as the passages in Mark and Luke, with this one and very 
important difference, the addituion of a clause, ’’saving for the cause 
of fornication.” The natural interpretation of the sayings of Jesus 
as interpreted in Matthew would be that divorce is sinful, and marraige 
with a divorced person adultery, except when the cause of the divorce 
has been fornication, or sexual infidelity on the part of man or wife. 
As the four passages stand it would appear that we have two with 
forbid divorce on any ground whatsoever, and two which forbid divorce 
upon any ground except fornication. 

Too much has been made of the apparent disagreement and not enougi 
of the solemn agreement of these four passages dealing with divorce. 
Nevertheless, there does seem to exist this disharmony as to the one 
cause of divorce. How shall we explain this? 

The Roman Catholic Church takes the words of Jesus as they stand 
in Mark and Luke and holdw that there is no ground for divorce and 
that marriage is indissoluble. Her theologians, however, must face 
the difficulty of the excepting clause in Matthew’s report of^the 
words of Jesus. One explanation the Romsin Catholic theologians have 
given of the exception in Matthew is that the punishment contempLated 
by Jesus, that is, the ’’putting away” of an offending wife, was noth¬ 
ing more than a separation, and they urge in proof that if the union 
had been really dissolved there could be no allegation of adultery in 
the case of the remarriage of such a person. But in answer to this^ 
it may be said that the verb ”to put away” was the recognized techni¬ 
cal term for divorce in the days of Christ. Others have denied the 
genuineness of the excepting clause in Matthev;, and hold that it must 
have crept into the text of the fitst Gospel as a concession to the 
custom of the day and the weakness of human nature. But the manuscript 
authority for the excepting clause in Matthew is as trustworthy as that 
for Mark's report. It has been urged, too, that a presumption that 
Jesus intended to forbid all divorce is created by the fact that three 
passages in the Nev/ Testament, the two in Mark and Luke, and the report 
of Christ’s words by^St. Paul in I Cor. 7:10-11, place the ban on 
divorce v/ithout any reservation whatever. Appeal has also been made to 
the spirit as well as the letter of Christ’s teaching. He inculcated 
the spirit of forgiveness until seventy times seven towards the erring 
and that spirit of unlimited forgiveness is out o^ harmony with putting 
away an erring wife or husband. There is much force in this argument; 
but the difficulty is that we are still confronted by the words of 
Jesus which permit divorce upon the grounds of infidelity. 

Among Protestant theologians the difficulty of this apparent 
conflict between Christ as He is quoted in Matthev/ and Christ as He 
is quoted in Mark and Luke, is solved, not by throv/ing out the 
excepting clause in Matthew’s Gospel, and thus breaking down the 
reliability and authority of the text of the New Testament, and thus 
opening the way for the rejection of any saying of Jesus that the 
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reader aoes not wish to receive, but by proceeding 
that what is explicit in Matthew is implicit in Mark and Li^e, 
is, that Mark and Luke take for granted the exception in 
adilterv and do not think it necessary to state it. The strength oi 
this interpretation lies in the fact that the 
vided for punishment in the case of a faithless wif . this law 
Ihe law she ooull be stoned to death. The Jews appealed to ms law 

when they brought before Jesus the woman ’ “^ds to 
although Christ forgave the woman, there is nothing in that Ee 
!s“io^e that He wal ignorant of the law against adultery , or that Ee 

thought it invalid. It is true that this law ® 
divorce but it v/ent further than divorce and dissolved the marri g 
by death. On this groOnd it is held thatadivoroe 

men” He'says that to divorce a f" 
the divorced party, is to commit adultery, He is not thimng oi 
divorce on the groAnd of infidelity, but on lesser grounds. 

This view is reasonable, too. in view of code 
raging among the Jews over the (juestlon of divorce. The Mosaic ooae 
mit S°lf ^rmitted a man to divorce his wife if he 
"unseemly thi^" in her. The obscurity of this expression, 
tM^"! opened the door for a very lax interpretation law and^^ 
under its provision men vjould put away their wives for ml«4it 
offenses. The school of Hillel, for instance, held that ^ man mi^t 
divorce his wife for burning his 'iimier. But opposed 
of Hillel was the school of Shammai which interpreted the 
thing" as adultery, and therefore held that onlyJo^ that offense 
could marriage be dissolved. This issue was up ^t the time of Jesus^ 

thp -Dresent dav hostility between Fundamentalists and Rationalists 
tfbufa^miirLfafr compared with the fierce antagonism between the 

rival schools of «bdea* 

This fact throws much light on the incident in the Gospels which 
drew out the saying of Christ on divorce. The I’^ari^sees 
to get His opinion on the subject, asking. Is it lawful for a man t 
pSt^lway his Wife for every cause?" They did not 
Sas lawful to put away a wife for adultery, since 
but for "every" cause, that is, for "any" cause. In giving hio answer, 
Jesus is not referring to divorce on the ground of adultery, but is 
discussing the whole question as related to 
the party which held lax views on the subjeot of divorce. T^s i 
pretatlon dismisses the apparent 'iisorepanoy betaeen the teaming of 
Jesus as recorded by Matthew and that recorded y • 
exception stated by Matthew assumed by Luke ^d “'^/argument 
explicit in Matthew is implicit in Mark and 
against this common Protestant view is that in replying to the rhari 
sSriLufrerertsto the original charter and law 
is, one man with one woman, their physical union tg®!?J"force of 
flesh, and hence indissoluble. It is impossible to P 

that argument. 

That Christ’s law permitted divorce on the ^^und 
hqq been supported by an appeal to the teaching of St. Paul m l _ . 
6-15-17. St. Paul is warning the Corinthians from licentious living, 
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and does so on the ground that intercourse with a 
one flesh with that harlot, according to the la" ioined 
that they shall become one flesh; "Know ye o„e 
to a harlot is one body? for the twain, saith He, ts to 
flesh. - - - Flee fornication." Paul, as well as Christ, ^®'^®^^® 
the original law of Ood and nature, that ia^eroourse between and 
woman make them one flesh. Hence, it is argued, if a “el 
intercourse with a woman not his wife, that act of adultey 
the marriage, for the man has become one flesh with a woman n 

wife. 

In I Cor. 7:10-15, St. Paul says, and without any reservation or 
exception, that there can be no divorce. This law he quotes, too, 
the law of the Lord, that is JesusChrist: "But ^^to^the^marrle^^ 

that the wife do not desert 
not divorce his wife.” In 
Romans 7:2 - "The woman that 
husband while he liveth. - - - 
she shall be joined to another 

give charge, YET NOT I, BUT THE LORD, 
husband - - - and that the husband do 
keeping v/ith this is his statement in 
hath a husband is bound by law to the 
So then, if while the husband liveth, ^ 
man, she shall be called an adulteress." Here again divorce is pro 
hibljed, and there is no reservation. The Roman Catholic theologi 
appeal to these two sayings of Paul as in perfect Jn® 
sanngs of Jesus in Mark and Luke. But the Protestant theologians 

that just as in the case of Mark ;md Luke 3 
on the OTOund of adultery is taken for granted, so is it in the sayings 
of Paul^he forbids divorce, and says that marriage with a woman whose 
hLband’iflf?ing.is adultery, but the kind 
mind is divorce on lesser ground than paul held 
view his words in I Cor. 6:15-17, are quoted as showi^ lat h 
that fornication disannulled marriage, not according to the law « 
man or of Moses, but according to the original law God gave to man in 
the creation, namely, that union between man and woman ^kes them one 
flesh No law of man can divorce husband and wife, it can only 
reco^izfa dissolution which already has taken place by reason of the 

transgression of husband and wife. 

The Presbyterian Church recognizes two grounds of divorce, adul¬ 
tery and wilful and prolonged desertion. The passage of Scripture 
cited bv the V/estminster Confession of Faith as authority for th 
recognition of desertion as dissolving the marriage relationship is 
TCo? 7^14-15. In this passage St. Paul deals with what must have 
been a very common problem in those days, the duties of a Christian 
wife or husband who was married to a pagan. His opinion and comm 
ment is that the Christian husband is not to divorce the pagan wi , 
nor the believing wife to desert the pagan husband. Yet, if th 
JiSbelieving Lselteth, let him desert; the brother or sister is not 
in bondage in such cases; but God hath called us to peace. 
passage would seem to sanction remarriage after desertion, and thus 
^ecoglLI Ieseliion as dissolving the marriage relationship. It must 

be nfted, however, that the situation to ^^^"’^^^heather 
i cj thp desertion of a Christian man or woman by a pagan or neatnen 
pIrtnL S^eover, altbougji in the first part ®| ^^f® 
he speaks of the non-permissibility of divorce, Paul says he speaks 
bv tL althLity of tL Lord - "Not I, but the Lord". - in this portion 
dealing with desertion and remarriage where one is a pag^ ^that is 
careful to state that he is not quoting a word of the Lord, that is, 
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Christ, but giving his ovm commandment - ”To the rest say I, not th 
Lord/’ There is good reason to believe that when Paul wrote this 
passage he was familiar with the teaching of Jesus on divorce as 
contained in the Gospels. Scholars think that he had before him a 
document called Q, and which contained logia of Christ. 

Only a slender support, then, for divorce on the groi^d of 
desertion can be had from the New Testament. In recognizing deser¬ 
tion as a ground for divorce, the Protestant Churches have been in¬ 
fluenced more by the law of common sense and human nature. Death 
dissolves marriage because it effects a final separation between the 
man and the woman. In the like manner the separation of prolonged 
desertion dissolves the marriage relationship, for there is no 
union between a husband and a wife who are separated from each otner. 
But if the theologians who wrote the creeds of the Protestant church¬ 
es were living today, it is extremely doubtful if they would recog¬ 
nize desertion as a ground for divorce. It is now one of the most 
frequently named causes in divorce papers, and in a large percentage 
of cases there has been collusion on the part of the husband and wile 
both agreeing to the desertion, or one deliberately deserting for tne 
sake of getting the divorce. 

To sum up, then, we have four passages in the Gospels which 
report a very careful teaching of Jesus on the subject of divorce. 
Two of these passages, those in Mark and Luke, forbid divorce and 
condemn marriage with a divorced person as adultery. 
reservation or exception. But in the two Passages in Matthew there 
is one exception named, fornication or marital infidelity, ine oniy 
way in which these conflicting passages can be harmonized is to hold 
that the exception explicitly stated in Matthew is taken ’ 
althou^ not stated, in Mark and This 
ment with Himself, It also upholds the infallibility of the Bible, 
for if we admit that the exception clause of Matthew is ^ 
tion or an addendum, than the authority of the text of the 
ment is broken and the door is opened for rejecting any passage that 
is distasteful to the individual reader. 

As for desertion, it is distinctly forbidden St. Paul; but, 
where the person deserting is a pagan, the deserted husband or i e 

they iq "no bound" that is, they are free to marry again. V/hile there 

is an admitted difficulty as to whether or not LthSlo^hSoh^’ 
tion in the case of fornication, or infidelity, the Catholic C 
holding that He does not and the Protestant Ch^oh that He does, the 
thing to be pointed out is that if Christ sanctioned ! 
it wfs only for ojie cause, infidelity. He summoned men to 6° back to 
the original plan~and charter for the relationship between mc.n and 
woma^riioSn^ the words of Genesis that the married man and woman 
become one flesh, and therefore their union is indissoluble, no 
matter what a civil court may decree. 

Because of the appalling increase in ^ 
for new legislation on the subject^ and much deeper 

thS^that/'our"‘own coLtry and the "/J® n®®those\h^°prof?L°'^ 
the law of God as declared by Jesus Christ. § 
and call themselves Christian the prei lent crisis in social morality 

7. 



calls for a new dedication to the ideals and laws of Christ, and 
purpose to obey them at any cost. Nothing less than this will na 
the slightest effect in healing this open sore of humanity, ine 
trouble of our world today, and of thousands of our Christian citize s, 
is a very old one; the vast number of people are, as Paul write xo 
Timothy centuries ago, ’'lovers of pleasures, rather than lovers oi 
r'r'.q TT 
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The Special Committee on Marriage and Divorce met pursuant to 

adjoLU?nment at the St. Francis Hotel, San Francisco, California, 

Tuesday May 24th, 1927, In the absence of the Chairman, Dr. V/illiam 

0, Thompson, Rev, Henry C, Swearingen, D.D., was elected Chairman pro 

tern-. Dr, Thompson appeared later and took the Chair, 

The meeting was opened with prayer by Dr, Henry B, Master. 

The roll was called and there was found to be present; Chairman, 

Dr, William 0, Thompson, Secretary, Dr. Lewis S, Mudge, Drs, William 

C. Covert, C, E. Macartney, Charles R. Erdman, Mark A, Matthews, John 

Timothy Stone, Henry B, Master, Robert E, Speer, Henry C, Swearingen, 

Messrs. A. A. Reed, S. F. Shattuck, George G. Barber, J, Willison 

Smith, W. M, Cosby and Dr, J, M, T, Finney. 

Excuses for absence were presented and sustained from Dr. Samuel 

T. Wilson and Dr, William R, Taylor. 

Dr, Macartney continued the presentation of the report of the sub 

committee and introduced the following alternative for a part of the 

report, prepared "bj Dr. Charles R. Erdman. 

"V. Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 

great even greater than should be endured, justifying legal separation 

especially if the v/elfare of children be endangered, yet is adultery 

alone clearly recognized in the Hev/ Testament as cause for divorce. 

Therefore, the church cannot sanction the remarriage of persons v/hose 

divorce has been due to any other cause, and it shall be unlawful 

for a minister to remarry any such persons.” 
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Dr. Y/illiam C. Covert read the supplementary statement which he 

was requested at the March meeting to prepare for submission to the 

Committee at this meeting. 

A general discussion followed. 

On motion of Dr. Matthews seconded by Dr. Stone it was decided 

to report to the General Assembly the follov/ing: 

1. Progress and ask continuance to give opportunity for further 

s tudy, 

2. That the sub-committee be authorized to issue a statement to 

the Church. Said statement to consist of Dr. Macartney>s paper pre¬ 

sented at the last meeting of the Committee and in substance the paper 

presented by Dr. Covert at this session. 

5. That the sub-committee be a committee on program for the 

November meeting. 

The Committee then adjourned to meet on Tuesday, Ndvember 29, 1927, 

at 10 A.M. in connection with the meeting of the General Council at 

Chicago. 

The meeting was closed with prayer by Dr, Thompson. 
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5. 
III. Section on the Progress of the Church. 

la it desirable that the report of the Comniiasion 

to the next Assembly should contain a few paragraph, possioly 

a section, covering the ’’progress” of the church? 

Our report to the last Assembly mentioned advances 

made in the past. Does not the commission received from 

the General Assembly of 1925 call for some discussion of 

possible progress in the future, as well as of ’’peace", "purity" 

and "unity"? 

If you favor such a course. Yv .A. jr w 

upon the special points which such a section should include? 
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PRELIMINARY DOCKET OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE OH iviARRIAGE AND DIVORCE 
OF THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF THE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U.S.A. 
MEETING IN THE FOURTH PRESBYTSRM CHURCH, CHICAGO, ILL., TUESDAY, 
NOVEMBER 29, 1927, FIRST SESSION, 10 A.M. 

I. Convening of the Committee, Dr« Thompson, Chairman. 
II. Opening prayer. 
III. Roll call. 
IV. Excuses - Dr. Estey. 

V. Motion before the Committee. Original motion by Dr.Macartney and 
Dr. Taylor: 

’'Shall Articles V and VI, Chapter XXIV, of the Confession of Faith 
which read: 

’V. Adultery or fornication, committed after a contract, being 
detected before marriage, giveth just occasion to the innocent party to 
dissolve that contract. In the case of adultery after marriage, it is 
lawful for the innocent party to sue out a divorce, and after the 
divorce to marry another, as if the offending party were dead, 

VI.Although the corruption of man be such as is apt to study 
arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom God hath joined together 
in marriage; yet nothing but adultery, or su<ch wilful desertion as can 
no way be remedied by the Church or civil magistrate, is cause suffic¬ 
ient of dissolving the bond of marriage; wherein a public and orderly 
course of proceeding is to be observed; and the persons concerned in 
it not left to their own wills and discretion in their O'wn case.’ 

be amended so as to read as follows; 

’V. Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 
great,feven greater than should be endured, justifying legal separation, 
especially if the welfare of children be endangered, yet is adultery 
alone clearly recognized in the New Testament as cause for divorce. 
Therefore the Church cannot sanction^ivorce on any other ground norj 
the remarriage, of divorced perons other than the innocent parties in 
divorces granted for adultery; and it shll be unlawful for a minister 
to marry any divorced person except one so divorced. In such cases 
of remarriage, unseemly ha,ste should in all good conscience, be 
avoided.’" 

Substitute offered by Dr, Erdman: 

'V. Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 
great, even greater than should be endured, justifying legal separa¬ 
tion, especially if the welfare of children be endangered, yet is 
adultery alone cleo.rly recognized in the New Testctment as cause lor 
divorce". Therefore, the Church cannot sanction the remarriage of 
persons whose divorce has been due to any other cause, c.nd it shall 
be unlawful for a minister to remarry any such persons.” 



I From the Minutes of the General Assembly, 

Presbyterian Church in the U. S. A., lQ2y I 
Committee on Marriage and Divorce 

The Committee on Marriage and Divorce presented its 
report through its Secretary, the Rev. Lewis S. Mudge, D.D., 
LL.D., and its recommendations were adopted as follows: 

1. That the Committee report progress, and ask for con¬ 
tinuance to give opportunity for further study. 

2. That the Committee be authorized to distribute through¬ 
out the Church a document to be made up of a report by the 
Rev. Clarence E. Macartney, D.D., to the Committee, and 
a paper of a statistical character prepared by the Rev. 
William Chalmers Covert, D.D. 

The Church and Divorce 
By Rev. Clarence E. Macartney, D.D. 

Divorce is now competing with death as a dissolver of marriages in 
the United States of America. One out of every six marriages ends in 
the divorce courts. It is deeply significant, too, that the majority of these 
divorces are granted, not to the masses, nor to the wealthy and idle rich, 
but to the people who belong to the middle class, that class which we 
have boasted is the solid and substantial portion of our nation. There 
are some who view this increase in divorce with satisfaction. Looking 
upon marriage purely as a civil contract, they rejoice in those changes 
in the law which make it easy for man or woman to be delivered from 
the obligations of a contract which has become irksome. These persons 
hail the prevalence of divorce as one of the signs of the emancipation 
of the human mind from the fetters of ignorance, superstition, and preju¬ 
dice. But however it may appear from the purely theoretical standpoint 
of human rights and happiness, the practical facts of history do not permit 
a feeling of jubilation over the spread of divorce. It is easy to demon¬ 
strate from history that the increase in divorce, the thawing of family 
morality, and the breakdown of the sanctity of the home, have been the 
heralds of national decline and decay. This is the lesson of the past, 
whether we go to little Judea or mighty Rome. As to Rome, the sigmficance 
of divorce is summed up by Gibbon in his 44th chapter, where he says, 
“When the Roman matrons became the equal and voluntary companions 
of their lords, a new jurisprudence was established, that marriage like 
other partnerships, might be dissolved by the abdication of one of the 
associates. In three centuries of prosperity and corruption, this principle 
was enlarged to frequent practice and pernicious abuse. Passion, interest, 
or caprice, suggested daily motives for the dissolution of marriage; a word, 
a sign, a message, a letter, the mandate of a freeman, declared the separa¬ 
tion; the most tender of human connections was degraded to a transient 
society of profit or pleasure.” If therefore, there are those who are 
rejoicing over the prevalence of divorce, they are rejoicing in the face of 
the facts of history. 

With the home crumbling before our eyes, and the very foundations 
of our social structure being undermined and destroyed, all favorable trade 
reports, all rejoicing in economic prosperity and all self-congratulation 
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upon our vast educational system is like the sound of cheerful music as 
the funeral procession winds its way to the grave. “I will dig thy grave 
because thou art vile,” was the judgment by the prophet of God upon 
corrupt Ninevah, amid whose dismal heaps to-day the wild beasts howl. 
That is the true epitaph of all the nations and civilizations of the past. 
Much as we love our republic, let us not deceive ourselves into imagining 
that there are in the American nation elements of perpetuity which guar¬ 
antee its eternal preservation regardless of the violation of the moral law. 

But nations and customs are things of time. Humanity is eternal, 
and it is not the American nation, or any other nation, or group of 
nations, to which the Church of Christ addresses itself, but to mankind, 
and to mankind as subjects of the moral law and as the recipients of 
the divine revelation which came through Jesus Christ. The attitude of 
the Church of Christ towards divorce, therefore, is not a matter of expedi¬ 
ency, or of particular application to conditions as they may exist in this 
or that society or community of men, but loyalty to the spirit and teaching 
of her divine Founder, Jesus Christ. 

I am asked to discuss the question. Shall the Church limit the grounds 
of divorce? This might suggest that the Church could change or vary 
its teachings upon this subject so vital to human society and to the kingdom 
of God. Of course, this cannot be. The true Church is a true Church 
in so far as it declares to men the commandments of Christ and the 
Gospel of His grace and power and love. For this reason the question of 
statistics, of whether there are many or few divorces, of whether such 
divorces produce what men call happiness or unhappiness, or whether 
the children of divorce constitute the chief recruiting ground for crime 
and degeneracy, and similar questions, interesting and important of them¬ 
selves, need not enter into our argument. Nor must we be influenced in 
any way by the distressing conditions which unhappy marriages present to 
our contemplation, or whether or not the granting of a divorce which 
dissolves one miserable home may not be the means of establishing two 
other happy and child-bearing homes. The moment we discuss the question 
in that way we are dealing with the human philosophy of marriage. But 
that is totally distinct from the task which I take upon me in this report, 
namely, to set forth the teaching of Christ upon this great subject. Our 
question is not. What does this man or that woman, this people or that 
people, this denomination or that denomination, say or think about marriage 
and divorce? but. What does Christ think and say and command? The only 
honest and logical way to answer the question. What ought the Church to 
teach and command concerning marriage and divorce? is to ascertain what 
Christ teaches and commands, for no one, Christian or unbeliever, would 
claim that a Christian Church can teach what is contrary to the teaching 
and commandments of Jesus Christ. The Church is Christian in so far as it 
is obedient to the commandments of Jesus. “Ye are my disciple if ye do 
whatsoever I command you.” Do not, therefore, find fault with me if I 
refuse to discuss the various and sad phases of particular marriages, nor 
allow any consideration for the play of mere human desire and emotion. I 
am writing not as a free thinker, not as one compiling a book on marriage, 
but as one who would know the mind of Christ on this subject and, as His 
ambassador, would declare it unto men. 

When we turn to ask ourselves just what Christ teaches on marriage 
and divorce, as represented by His visible Church upon earth, we discover 
a distressing and humiliating and sometimes perplexing divergence. In 
general we may say that one great branch of the Christian Church, the 
Roman Catholic, neither permits nor sanctions divorce upon any ground 
whatsoever. The Protestant Churches are divided into two general parties, 
the Churches which permit and sanction divorce upon one ground only, 
adultery, and those which either by creedal statement or by common practice 
recognize many other grounds. Although a Protestant of Protestants, a 
Presb5d;erian of the Presbyterians, descendant of those who signed the 
Covenant on the tombs of Edinburgh with their blood from their own 
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veins, I blush when I reflect upon the common practice of a great part 
of the Protestant Church in regard to divorce and marriage. 

Let me illustrate what I mean. Some time ago a man and woman 
were sent to me by a friend who told them that he thought I would marry 
them. One had been divorced upon grounds other than those recognized 
by the New Testament. I told them I was sorry, but that I could not 
conscientiously marry them. They expressed surprise and asked if I could 
name a minister who would marry them. I had to confess that some of my 
brethren did not follow the same practice and that there were those who 
undoubtedly would not hesitate to marry them. I gave the names of several 
ministers, and they went off. Afterwards, I learned that they passed through 
the hands of about four ministers before they found one who would marry 
them. But it might just as well have been the second as the fourth who 
consented to marry them, for even the ministers of a highly creedal and con¬ 
fessional church, like the Presbyterian, had no uniformity of practice, and 
apparently gave little heed to those paragraphs of the Confession of Faith 
which deal with marriage and divorce. In the Episcopal Church there is a 
direct inhibition which prevents the priest or rector from marrying other 
than the innocent party where the divorce has been granted on the ground 
of adultery. But there is nothing to show that members of the Episcopal 
Church who have been married other than as the law of their Church doth 
allow are denied the privileges of communicant membership, or, if officers of 
a congregation, are debarred from the exercise of the functions of such 
offices. In the non-creedal or independent Protestant Churches, such as the 
Congregational, Baptist, Disciples, one finds a wide range of belief and prac¬ 
tice, varying all the way from the ministers who do not recognize divorce 
upon any ground to those who will marry anybody who comes with a license 
from the court. A study, therefore, of popular ecclesiastical conditions 
among the Protestant communions would not yield any clear idea as to 
what the great Head of the Church thought and declared upon this subject. 
But when we turn from a survey of Churches to a survey of the New 
Testament we find that the mind of Christ on marriage and divorce is 
clearly, explicitly, and unmistakably declared. 

On many of the social questions Christ was almost strangely non¬ 
committal. But on the subject of divorce His attitude was quite the reverse. 
Some of the most explicit legislation and teaching in the Gospels is that 
of Jesus on divorce. His principal utterance on the subject was given 
in answer to a question put to Him by the Pharisees who came to Him 
“trying Him.” They cared nothing for His opinion on the subject, and 
their motive was probably twofold; first, to draw from Him a saying which 
would be in disagreement with Moses and the Old Testament, and second, 
that His utterance would be such as might be construed as a condemnation 
of the then ruler of their country, Herod Antipas. John the Baptist’s 
opinion on that particular case had cost him his head, and the Pharisees 
would not have been sorry to see Jesus suffer a like fate. 

What the Pharisees asked Jesus was this, “Is it lawful for a man to 
be put away his wife for every cause?” Since these men were supposed 
to be students of the law, Jesus said to them, “What did Moses command 
you?” The Pharisees replied, “Moses suffered to write a bill of divorce¬ 
ment and to put her away.” To this Jesus answered, “For your hardness 
of heart he wrote you this commandment. But from the beginning of 
the creation, male and female created He them. For this cause shall 
a man leave his father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and they 
two shall become one flesh. What therefore God hath joined together 
let not man put asunder.” . . . “Whoever shall put away his wife, and 
marry another committeth adultery against her; and if she herself shall 
put away her husband and marry another, she committeth adultery ” (Mark 
10:2-12; Matthew 19:3-9.) 

In the reports of the sayings of Jesus on this occasion, as we have them 
m St. Mark and St. Matthew, there is, as I shall presently point out, one 
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very striking difference. But before taking up that difference it is to be 
noted how Matthew and Mark are in complete agreement as to the main 
drift of this great utterance of Christ. In these words Jesus lays down 
as truth that monogamy, one man living together with one woman, is the 
divine and original plan for marriage. 

When the Pharisees cited the divorce legislation of Moses, as recorded 
in Deuteronomy 24, Jesus answered that because of the “Hardness of their 
hearts” Moses had enacted laws governing divorce; but the law and plan 
of God in the beginning made no provision for divorce and gave no sanction 
for it: “From the beginning it was not so.” In the beginning God created 
man male and female. Their mutual union was natural and inevitable, 
and this relationship was monogamous, one man joined with one woman. 
When this took place the man and the woman became one flesh. Physically, 
this is so. Man and woman complement each other; each is a hemisphere 
of humanity, and humanity in its completion is not seen until man is joined 
with woman. Jesus grants that since the beginning of the race the sins 
and passions of mankind have resulted in the corruption of marriage and 
in legislation which deals with such irregularities, but He summons men 
to go back to the original plan of God. 

In thus teaching in the most explicit terms that monogamy was the 
original and the divine plan for the relationship between the sexes, Jesus 
disagrees completely with the popular evolutionary theory of the origin 
of marriage as a monogamous relationship. According to this theory, mar¬ 
riage, like every other human relationship between men and women, was 
first one of promiscuous intercourse; then came polyandry; then polygamy, 
and last of all monogamy. But Jesus declares that the true history is just 
the reverse, that the race started in a monogamous relationship, but 
through sin fell away from it into polygamy, and divorce, and kindred 
corruptions. , , 

In this connection it is important to observe that while polygamy appears 
frequently in the Old Testament it is always on a doubtful standing. It 
first makes its appearance in the line of the murderer, Cain. Noah, who 
was in a sense the second father of the race, is the husband of one wife. 
The polygamy of Abraham was due to impatience with God and His 
promise of an heir, and the polygamy of Jacob commenced in miserable 
deception. If either polygamy or polyandry had been the divine plan, the 
number of men and women of the race would have been proportionately 
smaller or greater. But the practical numerical equality of the sexes fits 
in with the plan of monogamy. ^ ^ , 

Christ, then, goes back of all temporary legislation and indulgence 
on the part of Moses, and takes His stand upon the great principle and 
law of human nature with which the world commenced. In the light of 
this law there can be no such thing as divorce. Man and woman brought 
together in marriage form a union which is indissoluble, for they have 
become one flesh. If a man or a woman should depart from this union 
and marry another, they become adulterers. Jesus thus teaches that mar¬ 
riage is indissoluble, and the ground for this teaching is the original law 
and plan of God, whereby one man dwells with one woman and they become 

one flesh. , . ^ -r, * 
So far, the teaching of Jesus is clear, logical i and unmistakable. But 

now a diflaculty arises. In the passage from Mark’s Gospel the 10th chapter, 
the statement of Jesus is absolutely unqualified; the man or woman who 
gets a divorce and marries another becomes an adulterer. But when we 
turn to the account of the same teaching in the 19th chapter of Matthew’s 
Gospel we And this important clause of exception, “saving for the cause 
of fornication.” This same clause of exception is given in the other sayings 
of Jesus on divorce as reported in Matthew 5:31-32. In St. Luke 15:18, 
there is no clause of exception. 

This, then, is the situation with regard to the sayings of Jesus as 
recorded in the Gospels: there are four passages which quote Jesus on 
the subject of divorce. Two of these, one in Mark, and the other in Luke, 
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say that divorce is contrary to the law of God for the relationship of the 
sexes, and that if a divorced person marries another he commits adultery, 
and Ukewise if one should marry a divorced person he, or she, comnuts 
adultery. There is no exception or reservation. But in Matthew there are 
two passages which say precisely the same thing as the passages in Mark 
and Luke, with this one and very important difference, the addition of the 
clause, “saving for the cause of fornication.” The natural interpretation 
of the sayings of Jesus, as interpreted in Matthew, would be that divorce 
is sirfful, and marriage with a divorced person adultery, except when the 
cause of the divorce has been fornication, or sexual infidelity, on the part 
of man or wife. As the four passages stand it would appear that we have 
two which forbid divorce on any ground whatsoever, and two which forbid 
divorce upon any ground except fornication. 

Too much has been made of the apparent disagreement, and not enough 
of the solemn agreement of these four passages dealing with divorce. 
Nevertheless, there does seem to exist this disharmony as to the one cause 
of divorce. How shall we explain this? 

The Roman Catholic Church takes the words of Jesus as they stand 
in Mark and Luke and hold that there is no ground for divorce and 
that marriage is indissoluble. Her theologians, however, must face the 
difficulty of the excepting clause in Matthew’s report of the words of 
Jesus. One explanation the Roman Catholic theologians have given of 
the exception in Matthew is that the punishment contemplated by Jesus, 
that is, the “putting away” of an offending wife, was nothing more than a 
separation, and they urge in proof that if the union had been really dis¬ 
solved there could be no allegation of adultery in the case of the remarriage 
of such a person. But in answer to this it may be said that the verb 
“to put away” was the recognized technical term for divorce in the days 
of Christ. Others have denied the genuineness of the excepting clause 
in Matthew, and hold that it must have crept into the text of the first 
Gospel as a concession to the custom of the day and the weakness of 
human nature. But the manuscript authority for the excepting clause in 
Matthew is as trustworthy as that for Mark’s report. It has been urged, 
too, that a presumption that Jesus intended to forbid all divorce is created 
by the fact that three passages in the New Testament, the two in Mark 
and Luke, and the report of Christ’s words by St. Paul in I Cor. 7:10-11, 
place the ban on divorce without any reservation whatever. Appeal has 
also been made to the spirit as well as the letter of Christ’s teaching. 
He inculcated the spirit of forgiveness until seventy times seven towards 
the erring, and that spirit of unlimited forgiveness is out of harmony 
with putting away an erring wife or husband. There is much force in 
this argument; but the difficulty is that we are still confronted by the 
words of Jesus which permit divorce upon the grounds of infidelity. 

Among Protestant theologians the difficulty of this apparent conflict 
between Christ as He is quoted in Matthew and Christ as He is quoted 
in Mark and Luke, is solved, not by throwing out the excepting clause 
in Matthew’s Gospel, and thus breaking down the reliability and authority 
of the text of the New Testament, and thus opening the way for the 
rejection of any saying in Jesus that the reader does not wish to receive, 
but by proceeding upon the ground that what is explicit in Matthew is 
implicit in Mark and Luke; that is, that Mark and Luke take for granted 
the exception in the case of adultery and do not think it necessary to 
state it. The strength of this interpretation lies in the fact that the 
Old Testament law provided for punishment in the case of a faithless wife. 
According to the law she could be stoned to death. The Jews appealed 
to this law when they brought before Jesus the woman taken in adultery, 
and although Christ forgave the woman, there is nothing in His words 
to indicate that He was ignorant of the law against adultery, or that He 
thought it invalid. It is true that this law said nothing about divorce; but 
it went further than divorce and dissolved the marriage by death. On 
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this ground it is held that divorce for adultery was taken for granted by 
the Jews of Christ’s day and by Christ Himself. When, therefore, he says 
that to divorce a wife or husband, or marry the divorced party, is to 
commit adultery. He is not thinking of divorce on the ground of infidelity, 
but on lesser grounds. 

This interpretation dismisses the apparent discrepancy between the 
teaching of Jesus as recorded by Matthew and that recorded by Mark and 
Luke. The exception stated by Matthew is assumed by Luke and Mark, 
and what is explicit in Matthew is implicit in Mark and Luke. The chief 
argument against this common Protestant view is that in replying to the 
Pharisees Jesus reverts to the original charter and law of marriage, that 
is, one man with one woman, their physical union making them one flesh, 
and, hence, indissoluble. 

In I Cor. 7:10-15, St. Paul says, and without any reservation or excep¬ 
tion, that there can be no divorce. This law he quotes, too, as the law 
of the Lord, that is Jesus Christ: “But unto the married I give charge, 
YET NOT I, BUT THE LORD, that the wife do not desert her husband 
—and that the husband do not divorce his wife.” In keeping with this 
is his statement in Roman 7:2—“The woman that hath a husband is 
bound by law to the husband while he liveth.—So then, if while the husband 
Uveth, she shall be joined to another man, she shall be called an adulteress.” 
Here again divorce is prohibited, and there is no reservation. 

The Presbyterian Church recognizes two grounds of divorce, adultery, 
and wilful and prolonged desertion. The passage of Scripture cited by 
the Westminster Confession of Faith as authority for the recognition of 
desertion as dissolving the marriage relationship is I Cor. 7:14-15. In this 
passage St. Paul deals with what must have been a very common problem 
in those days, the duties of a Christian wife or husband who was married 
to a pagan. His opinion and commandment is that the Christian husband 
is not to divorce the pagan wife, nor the believing wife to desert the 
pagan husband: “Yet, if the unbelieving deserteth, let him desert; the 
brother or sister is not in bondage in such cases; but God hath called 
us to peace.” 

There is now before the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church 
in the United States of American a proposal to amend to the Confession 
of Faith so as to delete from the chapter on marriage the article which 
recognizes desertion as a Scriptural ground for divorce, the reason being 
that such a permission is in conflict with the legislation of Christ, and 
that the meaning of the passage appealed to as Scriptural authority 
is by no means clear, certainly not clear enough to abrogate a teaching of 
Christ. Today desertion is one of the most frequent grounds for divorce 
in the American Courts. Almost 50% of the divorces granted are upon 
this ground. It is known that in a great many cases so-called desertion 
is the fruit of conspiracy and collusion. Nothing could be more unfor¬ 
tunate than that a great Protestant Church should seem to sanction this 
fountain of corruption in our American life. 

In the history of the Church up to the time of the Reformation there 
seems to be no appeal to the passage in 1st Corinthians as permitting 
divorce and remarriage in the case of desertion. At the time of the Refor¬ 
mation there was a reaction from the high sacramentarian view of mar¬ 
riage as held by the Roman Church. We know that certain of the Reform¬ 
ers countenanced marriages which to-day would be almost universally 
condemned. In the matter of desertion we have the case of Carraciolus, 
an Italian refugee, whose wife refused to leave Italy or become a Prot¬ 
estant. This was wilful and prolonged desertion. Yet when Calvin was 
appealed to for advice, he hesitated to sanction the marriage of Carraciolus 
to a second wife, and left it to the Swiss ministers, who gave permission. 

The only passage in the Scriptures which could be cited in behalf 
of divorce on the ground of desertion is the passage of I Corinthians 7-14, 
and then only with an interpretation which many regard as wrestling the 
Scriptures. No evidence can be adduced to show that the expression 
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“not bound” means that the deserted party had the right of remarriage. 
The whole passage from verse 10 to 14 may be clearly understood in the 
following way: Paul’s first command is to believing or Christian husbands 
and wives. Here he only reiterates the command of the Lord as given 
in the Gospels that there ought not to be a separation or divorce; and 
if there is a separation, the separated parties may not marry again. The 
words used by Paul in introducing this teaching, “Not I, but the Lord,” 
and again in verse 12, where Paul deals with mixed marriages, “Speak I, not 
the Lord,” do not imply a contrast between Paul speaking as an inspired 
apostle and Paul speaking as a private individual. The real contrast is 
between a subject on which our Lord himself when on earth gave com¬ 
mand, and another subject on which Christ now gives His command through 
the Apostle Paul. The inference would seem to be that Christ’s teaching 
on divorce applies to believers, and not to mixed marriages. Yet this cannot 
be pressed too far, for the teaching of Christ deals with marriage as a 
fundamental human relationship, not merely a relationship between Chris¬ 
tians. 

Having repeated Christ’s law as to divorce and remarriage, Paul pro¬ 
ceeds to speak “to the rest,” that is, to the partners of the mixed mar¬ 
riages, a Christian and a Pagan. Here he declares that the Christian 
partner must not desert the Pagan, for their union may be the means 
imder God of saving the soul of the unbeliever. But where the unbeliever 
is the deserted party, he or she is “not bound,” that is, the Christian 
partner is not bound to put a hindrance in the way of the departing hus¬ 
band or wife and is under no obligation to endeavor to follow up or live 
with the deserter. This is the common sense interpretation of the passage, 
and only by reading a great deal into it could the Reformers, or any one 
to-day secure from this passage a Scriptural warrant for divorce and 
remarriage on the ground of desertion. 

The framers of the Westminster Confession were evidently cautious and 
anxious about their interpretation, for they guarded it by the clause “such 
desertion as can be no way remedied by the Church or civil magistrate.” 
But what but death itself could finally determine that desertion can “in no 
way be remedied”? 

But the serious thing about the Article in the Confession of Faith is 
that it sets up an authority which is in conflict with Christ Himself. 
Chrysostom said truly that Christ spake greater and more secret things 
through Paul than through His own mouth; and we adhere to the principle 
that we must interpret Scripture by Scripture; and we accept the proposi¬ 
tion that laws laid down in general terms by Christ could be developed 
and amplified by the Apostles, and that what Christ taught in germinal 
form could have been enlarged upon by one of the Apostles. But in this 
interpretation of the passage from 1st Corinthians 7:12-14 we have something 
altogether different. If that passage gives New Testament authority for divorce 
and remarriage on the ground of desertion, then we have a teaching of Christ not 
elaborated or amplified, but denied and set aside. Christ declares that for one 
cause only can there be divorce. If Paul teaches that there can be divorce on the 
ground of desertion also, then he is in conflict with Christ, Who teaches that the 
sole cause or ground of divorce is adultery. The only possible way to avoid the 
confiict is to take one of two absurd positions, either that our Lord about 
the year 59 promulgated through St. Paul a change in the law of marriage 
and divorce as He has laid it down in the Gospel of Matthew, or that 
Christ’s legislation in the Gospels applied only to believers, whereas Paul’s 
applies to marriages of believers with unbelievers. No one would seriously 
maintain either position; but unless we take one of these positions we have 
set aside the teaching of Christ for a later teaching by St. Paul. 

Our conclusion, then, is that the New Testament, as revealing the mind 
of Christ, recognizes but one cause ground of divorce, adultery. When we 
go beyond that ground and sanction divorce and remarriage upon other 
grounds, we have parted company with Christ. If a strict adherence to 
the deliverance of Christ on marriage and divorce seems a severe course 
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to follow when dealing with particular cases, let it be remembered that 
loyalty to the command of Christ can work but good to mankind in general. 
The divine laws are not given to us in order that we may indulge our¬ 
selves, and the very Book which contains the revelation of the law of God 
exhorts us to deny ourselves and subordinate the pleasures of time to the 
principles of life everlasting. 

Among those who profess and call themselves Christians, the present 
crisis in social morality calls for a new dedication to the ideals and laws of 
Christ, and a purpose to obey them at any cost. Nothing less than this will 
have the slightest effect in healing the open sore of humanity. The trouble 
with our world to-day is a very ancient disease: the vast number of people 
are, as St. Paul wrote to Timothy centuries ago, “lovers of pleasure rather 
than lovers of God.” 

Marriage and Divorce 

By Rev. William C. Covert, D.D. 
The following tabulations have to do with the subject of marriage and 

divorce as reflected in the survey of the United States Bureau of the Census, 
Department of Commerce, as made in 1924 and printed in 1926. Complete 
copies of this report may be secured with other available data upon com¬ 
munication with the Superintendent of Documents, Government Printing 
Office, Washington, D. C. The resumS was made at the request of the 
Special Committee on Marriage and Divorce of the General Council and with 
certain deductions were to accompany the report of the chairman. Rev. 
Clarence E. Macartney, D. D. It is not within the power of these flgures to 
reveal in adequate fashion the sorrow and tragedy that they connote. It is 
hoped that these governmental statistics may visualize for our pastors and 
people, in something of its true proportions, the peril that threatens the 

home life of our nation. WILLIAM CHALMERS COVERT. 

Marriage and Divorce Statistics 

1924 1925 Increase % 
Estimated Population of United 

States as of July 1st. 
Number of Marriages (The rela- 

113,727,432 115,378,094 1,650,662 1.45 

tive increase, however, was 
somewhat less than the esti¬ 
mated increase in population) 1,178,318 1,181,838 3,520 0.3 

Number of Divorces. 170,952 175,495 4,543 2.7 

The following covers statistics on marriage and divorce in 1925 for cer¬ 
tain states: 

Nevada . 
Delaware .... 
Vermont . 
Nebraska .... 
Colorado . 
New Jersey .. 
Massachusetts 
Michigan .... 
California ... 
Texas . 
Pennsylvania 
New York ... 

Marriages Divorces 
1,122 1,082 
1,178 207 
2,972 362 
8,085 1,336 

11,602 2,243 
27,672 2,338 

. 31,238 3,332 

. 46,276 9,541 

. 55,080 10,624 

. 69,738 15,120 

. 71,093 8,027 

. 108,995 4,611 

8 



While there was an increase of only 0.3 for the entire United States, the 
relative change in marriages in different states showed a wide range for 1925 
over 1924, as follows: 

State Decrease State Increase 

3.1 New Jersey . . 0.3 
5.3 New York. . 2.5 
7.1 Tennessee. . 5.9 

, 10.8 Utah. . 9.2 
. 11.8 South Carolina. . 9.6 
. 13.5 North Dakota. . 18.1 

Florida. . 35.4 
Nebraska . . 91.0 

1923 increase in marriages over 1922 by. 
1924 decrease in marriages over 1923 by. 45,606 
1925 increase in marriages over 1924 by. 3,520 

Only two other years covered in the marriage statistics reports from 1887 
have shown decreases over preceding years—1894 and 1904—probably due to 
financial panics which caused postponement of marriages until the following 
years. . . 

The decrease in 1924 may be due as in Florida to the enactment of rigid 
marriage laws. Nebraska, for instance, had a stringent marriage law in 
1924 which resulted in a decrease of 53.7% over 1923. This law was repealed, 
however, and in 1925 marriages in Nebraska showed an increase of 91% over 
1924. These stringent laws in certain states increase, as a rule, the number 
of marriages in adjoining states without such restricting laws. 

1924 1925 
Number of marriages per Thousand of Population. 10.4 10.2 

While the general average of 10.2 marriages per thousand prevailed in 
the entire United States during 1925, individual states ranged as follows; 
Delaware . 5.0 
Wisconsin. 5.66 
North Dakota. 6.8 
Pennsylvania . 7.5 
New Jersey. 7.7 
Ohio . 8.1 
Iowa . 9.1 
New York. 9.8 
Michigan . 10.8 

While the net Increase in the number of divorces for the entire United 
States was 2.7%, the following range is shown for individual states: 

5.0 Indiana. . 11.9 
5.66 Oklahoma. . 12.2 
6.8 California. . 13.2 
7.5 Texas . . 13.4 
7.7 Nevada . . 14.5 
8.1 Arkansas . . 15.5 
9.1 Maryland . . 16.3 
9.8 

10.8 
Florida. . 19.9 

State Decrease State Increase 

New York ... . 0.2 Illinois. . 1.2 
Pennsylvania . 3.0 Connecticut. . 2.0 
Minnesota .. . 4.6 Indiana. 
California ... . 5.6 Washington. . 5.1 

8.0 Iowa . . 8.7 
Massachusetts . 12.2 Oklahoma. . 12.8 
Rhode Island . 23.1 Ohio. . 14.4 
Nebraska ... . 29.5 Delaware. . 16.9 

New Jersey . . 16.9 
Florida. . 21.1 
Utah. . 22.9 

1923 increase in divorces over 1922 by. . 16,281 
1924 increase in divorces over 1923 by. . 5,856 
1925 increase in divorces over 1924 by. 

1924 1925 
Number of Divorces per Thousand of Population. .... 1.50 1.52 
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while for the entire United States in 1925 there was an average of 1.52 
divorces per one thousand of population, various states ranged as follows: 
New York. 0.41 
New Jersey . 0.65 
Pennsylvania. 0.85 
Illinois. 1.949 
Indiana. 2.41 

Texas. 2.90 
Wyoming . 3.00 
Oklahoma. 3.16 
Oregon . 3.34 
Nevada . 13.98 

Growth in Divorces Compared to Increase in Population 

When considered with changes in population it becomes evident that for 
more than half a century prior to 1924, the growth of divorces in United 
States was far greater than that of the population. Both the number of 
divorces per one thousand persons in the total population, and the number 
per one thousand in the married population increases strikingly during that 
period. 

An interesting fact is brought out, that in 1924 the divorce rate per one 
thousand of the total population varied from 0.63 in the middle Atlantic 
division to 2.92 in the Pacific division; and the rate per thousand of the 
married population varied from 1.53 in the middle Atlantic division to 6.69 
in the Pacific division. Each rate was over four times as high in the highest 
as in the lowest ranking division. It may also be noted that the lowest rank- 
mg division, middle Atlantic, includes the two most populous states in the 
entire country—New York and Pennsylvania—and that the highest ranking 
division, the Pacific, includes the two most populous states in the far west— 
California and Washington. 

States themselves show even wider variations. In 1924 the rate per thou¬ 
sand of the total population ranged from 0.42 in New York to 13.40 in 
Nevada; and the rate per thousand of the married population ranged from 
1.01 in New York to 33.24 in Nevada: Thus, in each case. New York ranked 
lowest and Nevada highest, and each rate was over 30 times as high in 
Nevada as in New York. 

Causes of Variation in Divorce Rates in Different States 

Wide variations in divorce rates in different states may be due to: 
(a) Difference in color or race composition of the popu¬ 

lation. 
(b) Difference in the proportion of foreign born in the 

population and in the countries from which they 
come. 

(c) The relative strength of the prevailing religion, par¬ 
ticularly the strength of the Roman Catholics. 

(d) Interstate migration for the purpose of obtaining 
divorces. 

(e) Variations in divorce laws and in the practice of 
courts granting divorce. 

The wide difference in statistics for New York and Nevada is due to the 
difference in divorce laws of the two states. In 1924 absolute divorce could be 
granted in New York only for adultery, whereas in Nevada absolute divorce 
could be secured for any one of seven causes: 

Impotency Habitual drunkenness 
Adultery Extreme cruelty 
Desertion Neglect of husband to provide 

Conviction of Felony or Infamous Crime 

Laws in the two states differ also with regard to length of residence 
within state before suit can be brought, time necessary for a decree to be¬ 
come final, privilege of remarrying after granted a divorce—all of which 
made Nevada more attractive than New York to persons migrating for the 
purpose of securing divorces. 
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Causes and Number of Divorces in 1924 
No. of Divorces 

Adultery: 
Granted to Husband, 
Granted to Wife- 

Cruelty: 
Granted to Husband 
Granted to Wife. 

Desertion: 
Granted to Husband 
Granted to Wife.... 

Drunkenness: 
Granted to Husband 
Granted to Wife.... 

Neglect to Provide: 
Granted to Husband 
Granted to Wife.... 

8,263 
8,669 
- 16,932 

14,251 
48,278 
- 62,529 

24,057 
31,323 
- 55,380 

190 
2,027 
- 2,217 

6,232 
- 6,232 

Combination of Preceding Causes: 
Granted to Husband. 1,761 
Granted to Wife. 9,884 

- 11,645 
All Other Causes (includes conviction of felony, impotency, 

insanity, imprisonment in penitentiary, incompatibility of 
temper, mental incapacity, etc.): 
Granted to Husband. 4,462 
Granted to Wife. 8.915 

- 13,377 

Total: 
Granted to Husband. 52,984 
Granted to Wife. 115,328 

-168,312 
No Detailed Statistics on. 2,640 

Total .170,952 

Statistics show that twice as many wives as husbands obtain divorces. 
Practically 1/3 of all divorces have been granted to husbands and 2/3 to 
wives during the years for which figures are available. Percentages for the 
respective years show but little variation. 

United States Government tables show that cruelty constitutes the cause 
for 41.9% of the divorces granted to wives and 26.9% of those granted to 
husbands during 1924. 

Chief cause for which divorces are granted to husbands is desertion, 
which constituted 45.4% of the total in 1924 as compared with 27.2% of the 
total granted to wives. Seven-tenths of the divorces granted in 1924 were for 
these two causes combined. The percentage of divorces granted to the hus¬ 
band for adultery—15.6%—was twice that in the case of divorces granted to 
the wife—7.5%. 

The statistics are based upon the legal causes as ascertained from the 
court records. But the legal cause may not be the true cause underlying the 
action for divorce. 

Tables show a decrease in the proportion of divorces granted for adul¬ 
tery, desertion and drunkenness, and an increase in the proportion granted 
for cruelty. Desertion was the chief ground for divorces granted to wives up 
to 1906, but cruelty superseded it thereafter, and, in 1924, 41.9% of the 
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divorces granted to wives were for cruelty, as against 27.2% granted for 
desertion. There has been an increase in the percentage of divorces granted 
to husbands for cruelty, but in 1924 cruelty was still very less frequent than 
desertion as a cause for divorces granted to husbands. Drunkenness as a 
cause for divorces granted to husbands has been a minor one, while as a 
cause of divorces granted to wives, drunkenness has decreased from 5.3% in 
1906 to 1.8% in 1924. 

Divorces Contested 
There are but slight changes from year to year in the percentage of 

divorce cases contested, although the percentage was somewhat lower for 
1924 than during the 20 year period 1887 to 1906. Of the 1924 divorces, only 
13.8% were contested, and in many cases the contesting may not have have 
gone beyond the filing of an answer to expedite the suit. The cases most 
frequently contested are those for cruelty, and the ones least frequently con¬ 
tested are those for desertion. 

Duration of Marriage 
The tables show a large increase in 1924, 1923 and 1922 over the period 

1887 to 1906 in the proportion of divorces where the marriage had endured 
less than one year, one year, two years and three years, and they show that 
in 1924 there was a large increase over 1923 and 1922 in the proportion of 
divorces where the marriage had endured four years. 

In those three years the tables show there was a tendency toward 
lengthening the duration of marriage before divorce. For instance, in 1922 
the highest proportion of divorces was granted to couples who had been 
married two years. In 1923 to those married three years and in 1924 to those 
married four years. For the year 1924 the table shows the highest percentage 
of divorces among couples married four years—14,953—and then a gradual 
reduction until the number reaches 2,115 for those married twenty years. For 
those married twenty-one years and over the number of divorces for 1924 is 
shown as 14,221. 

Of divorces granted to the husband, the proportion for adultery—as 
compared with the proportion for all causes—is high during the first two 
years of married life; the proportion for cruelty is high during the first 
three years; and the proportion for desertion and for drunkenness, respec¬ 
tively, is low during the first three years, but high afterwards. 

Of divorces granted to the wife, the proportion for adultery on the part 
of the husband—as compared with the proportion for all causes—is low dur¬ 
ing the first four years, but high from the fifth to the nineteenth year; the 
proportion for cruelty is high during the first three years and low afterwards; 
the proportion for desertion is low during the first three years and high 
afterwards; the proportion for drunkenness is low during the first nine years 
and high afterwards; the proportion for neglect of husband to provide is 
high from the second to the ninth year. 

During the first ten years of married life the proportion of divorces 
granted for adultery is over twice as large, and during the second ten years 
not far from twice as large, in the case of divorces granted to the husband 
as in the case of divorces granted to the wife, due probably to the fact that 
the offense when committed by the wife is less likely to be condoned and 
perhaps more liable to be discovered. 

Through the first twenty years of married life over 63% of the divorces 
granted to the husband and over 68% granted to the wife, were for cruelty 
and desertion; and from the twentieth year of married life onward, over 3/4 
of the divorces granted to the husband, and over 2/3 granted to the wife, 
were for these two causes. Of the divorces granted to the husband the pro¬ 
portion for desertion was much larger than the proportion granted for 
cruelty, except where the marriage had endured less than two years. Of the 
divorces granted to the wife, however, the proportion granted for cruelty was 
much larger, throughout the first twenty years of married life than the 
proportion granted for desertion. 
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Children AfiFected by Divorces 
Statistics are based on answers to the question in inquiry—“Number of 

children affected by decree,”—so it is the number of dependent children 
taken into consideration in the reports, and not the total number by the 
marriage. 

The proportion of divorces in which children were concerned decreased 
from 39.8% for the period 1887-1906 to 35.7% for the year 1924. Tables show 
children were reported much more frequently in the cases where the divorce 
was granted to the wife than where granted to the husband; too, that the 
propwrtion of divorces granted to the wife rather than to the husband is 
greater where there are children than where there are no children. This 
may result from the fact that where dependent children are involved, the 
court usually assigns them to the mother, to whom divorce means only 
severance of marital relationship, but does not involve separation from the 
children. For the father, however, it means a severance of parental relation¬ 
ship also and he may be more reluctant than the mother in taking the 
initiative to secure a divorce. 

Various states show wide variation in proportion of divorces in which 
children were reported. This ranged, in the case of divorces granted to the 
husband, from 5.5% in Alabama to 47.5% in New York; and in the case of 
divorces granted to the wife, from 20.3% in Alabama to 67.2% in North 
Dakota. In every state except New York the percentage of divorces reporting 
children was higher when the divorce was granted to the wife than when 
granted to the husband; in Rhode Island it was 38% against 14%, in 
Alabama 20.3% against 5.5%, in Mississippi 26.7% against 9.7%. 

The tables show that for the whole United States during the years 1922, 
1923 and 1924 there was an average of 1.8 children for each divorce case in 
which dependent children were reported. 

Divorces in City and Country 
The statistics shown apparently confirm the impression that divorce is 

more common in cities, or at least in the larger cities, than outside the 
cities. In each of the cities included in the table—except greater New York 
—and in each of the five counties containing large cities, the number of 
divorces per one thousand of the population was higher than in the state as 
a whole; and this was also true in the two congested boroughs of New York 
—Brooklyn and Manhattan—the slightly lower rate for the city as a whole 
than the state resulting from the low rates in the less congested boroughs 
of Bronx, Queens and Richmond. 

Comparing the percentage of population of the state contained within 
the city, and the percentage of divorces granted in the city, Baltimore stands 
out with 51.6% of the population of Maryland and 74.4% of the divorces 
granted in 1924. Denver had 27.5% of the population of Colorado and 40.7% 
of the divorces. Cook county, which includes Chicago, had 48.8% of the popu¬ 
lation of Illinois and 59.8% of the divorces of the state. In Pennsylvania, 
Philadelphia city and Allegheny County, which includes Pittsburgh, each 
had approximately the same percentage of divorces as of the population of 
the state. 

Deductions 
The following deductions from this resume of ofQcial figures are of a 

character to give concern to thoughtful men and women who realize the 
vital relation between the perpetuity of the social order, the progress of the 
Christian church, and the preservation of our American home. While love 
and domestic unity are still the major features in our American social life, 
yet the increased number of unhappy homes and their final collapse in the 
courts, as indicated in the figures noted above, give tragic significance to the 
otherwise coldblooded tabulations and lay an unescapable duty upon the 
conscience of Christian people. 

The following conclusions, presented to the General Council with the 
accompanying figures and approved by it, were not brought to the floor but 
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were ordered given such publicity as would inform the church of the gravity 
of the situation, add a larger intelligence to the general discussion and pre¬ 
pare the mind of the church for action on the proposals as brought forward 
in the body of the committee’s report. 

From these statistics it is apparent, among other things: 

1. That the rate of increase in divorces far exceeds the rate of increase in 
our population and in our marriages. 

2. Only three years since 1887 has the number of marriages decreased over 
previous years, probably due to financial panic and the enactment of strin¬ 
gent marriage laws. For example, Nebraska wrote a marriage law in 1922 
which resulted in decrease in marriages over 1923 of 53.7%, The law was re¬ 
pealed, and in 1925 marriages increased 91% of 1924. 

3. Certain states provide shocking proportions of divorces to marriage. 
Nevada in 1925, 1,122 marriages; 1,082 divorces: Michigan, 46,276 marriages; 
9,541 divorces: California, 55,080 marriages; 10,624 divorces: Texas 69,738 
marriages; 15,120 divorces: Pennsylvania 71,093 marriages; 8,027 divorces. 
4. The increase in percentage of divorces in certain states over previous years 
reveals the fact that the increase in Oklahoma in 1925 was 12.8%; Ohio, 
14.41%; Delaware, 16.9%; New Jersey, 16.9% Florida, 21.1%; Utah, 22.9%. 
Net increase in all U. S. in 1925 over 1924, 2.7%. 

5. A very wide difference in grounds of divorce in different states works to 
demoralize the social order. New York state recognizes but adultery as the 
only ground of divorce. In Nevada, there are several grounds, adultery, im¬ 
potence, desertion, conviction of felony or infamous crime, habitual drunken¬ 
ness, extreme cruelty and neglect of husbands to provide. In New Hampshire 
there are 14 grounds of divorce. Courts of United States now recognize 36 
different grounds for divorce. 

6. Out of 168,312 divorces in 1924, exclusive of 2,640 for which no detailed 
statistics were obtained, 55,380 or 32.9% were granted for desertion (up to 
1906, this was the chief ground, superseded by cruelty); 62,529 for cruelty; 
16,932 for adultery. The percentage of divorces granted to the husband for 
adultery—15.6%, figured on a hundred per cent basis for all causes, was twice 
that in cases of divorces granted to wives—7.5%. 
7. In 1924 only 13.8% of divorce cases were contested in any way, indicating 
an acquiescence in any court procedure or decision the plaintiff might desire. 
Where contest was had, it was often but the nominal filing of an answer to 
expedite the suit. 

8. The statistics of 1923-1924 show a very large increase of marriages that 
endured less than one year over the figures available in 1887-1906. However, 
in 1924 there seemed to be a large increase over 1922-1923 in divorces 
where marriages had survived four years. In 1922 the largest number 
of divorces was granted to couples who had been married two years. In 
1923 to those who had been married three years and in 1924 the largest num¬ 
ber of divorces granted were to couples who had been married four years; 
viz. 14,953. There were that year 14,222 divorces of couples who had been 
married 21 years or more. 
9. Divorces granted to wives for adultery are very few during the first four 
years of marriage, as compared to all other causes, and high from the fifth 
to nineteenth years. It figures more than twice as large as a cause of 
divorce during the first ten years. 

10. Through the first 20 years of married life 63% of divorces granted to 
the husband and 68% granted to the wife are granted for cruelty and 
desertion. 

11. Divorces where children are involved seem gradually decreasing. In every 
divorce, however, during 1922-23-24 there were 1.8 children involved. Mean¬ 
ing that more than 300,000 children were innocent sufferers in these domestic 
tragedies. 

12. The large cities contrast unfavorably with rural sections in the number 
of divorces per thousand of population. Baltimore, for instance, stands out 
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with 51.6% of population of Maryland and 74.4% of divorces. Denver 27.5% 
of population of Colorado, 40.7% of divorce. Philadelphia and Pittsburgh 
have approximately same percentage of divorce as the rest of the state. 

13. In 1870 there were 3.5 divorces for every 100 marriages. In 1922 there 
were 13.1 for every 100 marriages, an increase of more than 350%. If increase 
of past five years continues this present year one out of every eight marriages 
contracted will be dissolved in Divorce Courts. Our divorce rate is highest 
among the nations with the possible exception of Japan. 

CERTAIN FUNDAMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS GIVE PROFOUND SIG¬ 

NIFICANCE TO THESE APPALLING FACTS AND ADVISE OF THE 

ACTIVE PRESENCE OP A SOCIAL MENACE THAT SHOULD GIVE 

GRAVE CONCERN TO EVERY CHRISTIAN. 

1. The progress and perpetuity of our social institutions depends 
upon the maintenance of the family as the ultimate unit of society. 
Upon its unity and morale rest the health and happiness of our 
nation. 

2. The stabihty and progress of the Church depend more upon the 
solidarity and spirituality of the home as an institution and upon 
the maintenance therein of Christian ideals than upon any other one 
factor. 

3. The home upon which the Church and state can be securely built 
and the higher interests of the race conserved must have a unity 
that is not only safeguarded under the laws of the commonwealth 
but based upon a higher and spiritual unity under the laws of God. 

The Presbyterian Church must face these disturbing facts in the realm of 
marriage and divorce as they are revealed in the census statistics of the 
United States and in the grave and scandalous reports commonly appearing 
in the daily press in every part of our land, not only with shame and 
sorrow but with a definite purpose of doing her part in setting firmly new 
bulwarks of defense about the home now in midst of perils hitherto 
unknown. 

(a) There must be in every pulpit at once and again and again a new and 
urgent presentation of the divine origin of the family and its sacred and 
essential relationship to the purity and progress of the church, accompanied 
by fervent moral appeals to conscience and loyalty of our people to honor this 
holy unit of the family with a reverence due to its divine beginnings and 
obvious place in the plans of God for the redemption of the race. 

(b) There must be kindled by proper exhortation and instruction both public 
and private, to groups and individuals, in the minds of young men and 
women who are in due time to enter upon the vows of marriage and the 
organization of a home, a loftier concept of these vows that are to bind them 
to one another and God. There must be emphasized before them the need 
of careful and prayerful consideration of the significance of the marriage 
vows, their solemnity before God and men and the intended perpetuity for 
all time of the moral obligations they impose. That at all times there may 
accompany the sacred rite of marriage that reverence, dignity and solemn 
seriousness fitting this grave and oflScial act, every marriage service should 
be read by a Christian minister, accompanied by prayer and appropriate 
exhortation and in every instance possible preceded by wise personal counsel 
to the contracting parties and private prayers. Diverting and trivial acces¬ 
sories in the service are to be deprecated as diminishing its solemnity and 
incongruous with the holy and the everlasting meaning of the engagements 
there being assumed. That a worshipful and deeply religious atmosphere 
may surround the public services and that rightful and worthy joys may 
have their place there should be avoided that excessive gayety and super¬ 
ficial merriment that bring the contracting parties to the altar physically 
depleted and spiritually benumbed and tending to lend to the services the 
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atmosphere of a social ceremonial rather than that of a religious rite to be 
entered soberly, discreetly and in the fear of God. 

(c) That the high spiritual fimction of the family may be more truly realized 
and that its beauty, spiritual power and continuity may be constantly safe¬ 
guarded, our pastors and teachers are urged to present from the pulpits and 
platforms, to yoimg and old, the fact that only where the principles of Christ 
and the full implications of our faith find practical application can there be 
maintained that joy, peace and spiritual oneness in the contract sealed by 
the marriage vows. 

Therefore facing the serious situation growing out of the shocking in¬ 
crease in the failure of present day marriage vows to produce happy, per¬ 
manent and fruitful homes and conscious of its responsibility for the 
spiritual leadership of a vast company of Christian believers including in 
their number families of wealth and social prominence whose example 
strongly influences public opinion throughout the land, the Committee most 
affectionately and urgently calls to all church members throughout the body 
to undertake together in a corporate effort the rededication of marriage and 
the home to those holy purposes and higher ends in the honest seeking of 
which the best interests of the race have always been conserved and the 
richest blessings of God have fallen upon his children. It urges upon its 
young men and women in whose happiness and spiritual welfare the church 
and home find their chief joy and upon whom these two units rest well 
grounded hopes for preservation and prosperity that they bring to the mar¬ 
riage altar hearts made pure by the indwelling of Christ, and made strong by 
firm and abiding purposes of mutual love and devotion to God and one 
another. Thus, only can the home life of our land now imperilled be ren¬ 
dered stable, the fabric of our social structure set on sure foundations and 
the Christian Church, the only hope of mankind, set forward in her great 
task of saving the race through Jesus Christ and to the glory of God, our 
Father. 

This document, ordered 
printed by the 1927 Gen¬ 
eral Assembly, has been 
distributed promptly on 
the receipt of the papers 
included. 

Additional copies are 
obtainable from the Pub¬ 
licity Department, Office 
of the General Assembly, 
Presbyterian Church in 
the U. S. A., 518 Wither¬ 
spoon Building, Philadel¬ 
phia, Penna. 

LEWIS S. MUDGE, 
Stated Clerk. 
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PRELIMINARY POCIIET OF THS SPECIAL COmiTTEE ON MARRIi^GS ANP PIVORCE 
OF THS GENERiiL ASSEIffiLY OF THS PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U. S. A. 
MEETING IN THS BENJAMIN FRAITKLIN HOTEL, PHILAPELPHIA, PA. TUESPAY, 
RECEIVED-' 21, 1928, FIRST SESSION 10 A.M. 

I. Con^^i^ing of the Committee. Pr. Thompson, Chairman, 
f £ S — 

II. Opening, prayer, 
lY' A V 'C ' '■ 

III. Roll call. 

IV. Excuses - Pr. Estey. 

V. Minutes of last meeting; already mo,iled to each memher. 

VI. Motion before the Committee: 

’’Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 
great, even greater than should be endured, justifying 
legal separation, especially if the welfare of children 
be endangered^ yet is adultery alone clearly recognized 
in the New Testament as cause for divorce. Therefore the 
Church cannot sanction the remarriage by its ministers of 
divorced persons, except the innocent party in a case where 
the divorce rests on the Scriptural ground of adultery. In 
such cases of remarriage, unseemly haste should, in all good 
conscience, be avoided." 

VII. Report of Sub-Committee, Prs. Macartney, Taylor and Srdman. 

The Sub-Committee, consisting of Prs. Macartney, Taylcr and 
Erdman, was continued and requested to prepare and distribute to the 
members of the Committee, through the Secretary, in advance of the 
next meeting of the Committee, a prefaceto, which should be expalana- 
tory of the amended original motion, recorded in the Minutes of the 
morning session, (See above.) 

VIII. Arrangements fer the preparation of the report of the Committee 
to the next General Assembly. 

IX. Adjournment. 
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February 15, 1928 

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE COMITTEE ON MARRIAGE AND DIVORCEf 

Dear Brethren: 

Enclosed please find a copy of a letter just received 

from the Rev. Mark A. Matthews, D.D. At his request it is 

transmitted to you. This paper will receive suitable con¬ 

sideration at the meeting of the Committee on Marriage and 

Divorce, whicli. is celled for the Benjamin Franklin Hotel, 

Philadelphia, F;.., Tuesday, February 21, 1928, at 10 A.M. 

Yours sincerely, 

5. 

Lawis S. Mudge 
iCfet^y Set 



Seattle, Washington 
February 10, 1928. 

Rev. Lev/is S. Mudge, O.D. , 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

My dear Brother: 

V/ill you transmit to the Divorce Commission this 

!rus-‘s‘.”5,r.s;v.n‘o ;ras.s- 
Thanking you, I am. 

Yours truly, 

-oOo- 

M, A. Matthews 

In my 
opinion he is forgetting some very essential fact o • 

First - In the passages in Matthew and nr^un- 

passing primarily upon the pfssing^upon^the causes, 
righteousness of a divorce, but ^ for^any reason. There 
They were granting a ^ heard. The man decided 
was no court before which the case was neara. . 

he disliked his wife f Lnd ^f credential and sent 

K?' oS^?Sto ^L^^::?ld\nhnLrcLtificate in her hands. 

the 

She did aot i ave the right to divorce her husband, only 
man hifth' right to issue this hill of drvoroemen., there¬ 

fore. Christ sal(i,'"Ho, not for every cause 
” He reduced the 

causes to one or two 
distinct causes. He 
or not it was better to 
to death. A-'Pirontly 1 

fornication and adultery, two 
'd upon the question of whether 

divorce an adulteress than to stone her 
('■icc''d3d in favor of the divorce for 

namely ? 
also pi Ci, o ' 

adr.lt cry or the cause of 
killed. 

Second - There is anopi 
Christ taught tiiat marriag 
also that the union hau to 

iorai }ion ra ther than having her 

be 

fact they seem to 
as indissoluble, then 

:,T 
forget. If 

he taught 
formed 

according to divine o: g to aivine urdcr. a-x - -- ^-r-p -t-pnv tViMt 
fsuth would not dissolve the union If h took tnat 

formed and had to be 
f he took that position then, of 

course 
position then hc was forced to take the position that if the 

'.vas not formed, of course the surface ceremony could be 

. Jl 

diviri' 

■ d.^ 

f for any rt 
order then of 

L the .nion was not perfected according to 
cour , aniiulment would logically follow. 

n.-'v-d - Paul takes that position. However, he takes the 
•4. ,033 di-soiv. the union, that tne marriage 

posit..on Oxiat dpprrently he takes the 
bond uoes xio^. g. irr"e ss ie] e for a 'uni-.n to b.e formed between 

rnon-Chrlkiun of u Christian, therefore, of course if it can-t 
bo formed, oii-uluent can follow o,na tn .rouxtor ^ iMion Cx.n 
perfected with some other pr;.rty who is a Cnriot^cJ . 



Fourth - They scam to forgot that if they discredit Paul 
in this instance, they will be forced to discredit him in other 
instances. They v/ill bo forced to discredit him when it comes 
to the question of licensing women to preach, etc. 

Please study these points in the li^t of this subject. 

r* 
/'. . 
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Philadelphia, Pa. 
February PI, 19P8. 

The Special Committee of the General Assembly of the Pres¬ 
byterian Church in the U.S.A, on Marriage and Divorce, met, 
pursuant to the order of adjournment, at 10 A.M., February 21, 
1928, in the Benjamin Franklin Hotel, Philadelphia, and was called 
to order by the Chairman, the Rev. V/illiam 0. Thompson, D.D. , 
who offered the opening prayer. 

The roll was called and there were found to be present: 

Ministers: W. 0. Thompson, D.D., Chairman; Lewis S. Mudge, D.D., 
Secretary; Mark A. Matthews, D.D., Charles R. Srdman, D.D.,^ 
’/. R. Taylor, D.D. , Henry C. Swearingen, D.D. , Samuel T^ V/ilson, 
D.D., John A. Marquis, D.D. 

Ruling Elders: Messrs. V/. M. Cosby, Albert A. Reed, S. Frahk 
Shattuck, George G. Barber, Robert S. Speer. 

The following members of the Committee presented excuses for 
absence through the Secretary, which v/ere sustained: Ministers - 
Stephen S. Estey, D.D., Henry B. Master, D.D., Clarence S. 
Macartney, D.D., V/m. C. Covert, D.D. , John T. Stone, D.D, 
Ruling Elders - Dr. J. M. T. Finney, Mr. J. V/illison Smith. 

The minutes of the meeting of Mov. 19, 1927, as mailed to 
all the members of the Committee, were made the official minutes 
of that meeting on motion of Dr. Erdman, seconded by Dr. Speer. 

The Secretary reported the receipt and distribution to the 
members of the Committee of papers (see Mins., Hov. 29, 1927, 
afternoon session) from Drs. Speer, Matthews, Erdman and Covert. 

The Committee then proceeded, to discuss the suggested 
amendment to the Confession of Faith, Chapter XXIV, Sections V 
and VI, as proposed by its sub-committee, and amended at the 
last meeting of the Committee, 

On motion of Dr. Speer, seconded by Dr, Erdman, it was voted 
to delete the word "legal” before the word "separation." 

On motion of Dr. Matthews, seconded by Mr. Reed, it was 
voted that the following be substituted for the amendment suggested 
by the sub-committee, namely: 

That the words "or such willful desertion as can no way 
be remedied by the Church or civil magistrate" be stricken 
from the Confession of Faith, Chapter XXIV, Section VI." 

On motion of Dr. Matthews, seconded by Mr. Barber, it was 
voted to present the following report to the General Assembly: 

The Special Committee on Marriage and Divorce, appointed by 
the General Assembly of 1926 and in accordance with Form of 
Government, Chapter :'aiV, Sec.Ill, recommend to the General 
Assembly that Overture 35 of that year from the Presbytery of 
Butler be answered in the affirmative, and that the Stated Clerk 

1. 



be directed to send the following overture to the Presbyteries: 

"Shall the Confession of Faith, Chapter XXIV, Section VI, 
be amended so as to strike out the words, "or such willful 
desertion as can no way be remedied by the Church or 
civil magistrate," so that the Confession of Faith, 
Chapter XXIV, Section VI, will read as follows: 

’VI. Although the corruption of man be such as is apt to 
study arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom God hath 
joined together in marriage; yet nothing but adultery is 
cause sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage; 
wherein a public and orderly course of proceeding is to 
be observed; and the persons concerned in it not Isft to 
their own wills and discretion in their own case.’ 

In presenting this report to the General Assembly, your 
Committee has agreed to state that there are members of the 
Committee who do not concur in some of the interpretations and 
reasonings which in the sessions of the Committee were presented 
in support of the recommendation contained in this report, nor 
do they deem it wise to change the statements of the Confession 
of Faith on this subject; but they are willing that the sentiment 

of the Church be tested. 

At the last meeting of the Committee a sub-committee con¬ 
sisting of Drs. Macartney, Taylor and Srdman was requested "to 
prepare and distribute to the members of the Committee, through 
the Secretary, in advance of the next meeting of the Committee, 
a preface to, which would be explanatory of the amended original 
motion recorded in the minutes of the morning session (Nov.29,1927) 

This preliminary statement as prepared by Dr. Macartney was 
referred to the Chairman of the Committee for his guidance in 
presenting the report of the Committee to the General Assembly. 

The minutes of this meeting were read and approved on 
motion of Mr. Barber, seconded by Dr. Taylor. 

The Committee then adjourned at 1 P.M. to meet, subject to 
the call of the Chairman, and was closed with prayer by Dr. 

Srdman. 



Why Not Uniform Divorce Laws? 
By HARRY HIBSCHMAN 

Is the time ripe for a uniform divorce law in the forna of an amendment to our Constitu¬ 
tion? The last amendment can hardly be called a howling success, so it may be that 
caution should be the war cry of those vigilant women who are trying to lobby this bill 
through. How about letting fifty percent of the males have something to say about the 
proposed change? After all, their necks are in the noose, too. 

ONCE again through organized propa¬ 
ganda and systematized lobbying, 
inaugurated by the Pictorial Re¬ 

view, which has put its tremendous 
influence behind the movement, and 
sponsored by the General Federation of 
Women’s Clubs, an attempt is being 
made to induce Congress to submit to 
the state legislatures for their approval 
a proposed amendment to the Constitu¬ 
tion. This time the object is to take 
the power to legislate on the subject of 
marriage and divorce away from the 
states and vest it in the federal law¬ 
making body. 

In the light of previous disastrous 
experiences where small but determined 
groups have had their way, it is pertinent 
to ask whether we are ready to consider 
adopting such an amendment. 

It is, of course, true, as pointed out 
by the proponents of the new measure, 
that at present there is shocking chaos 
so far as the various statutes relating to 
both marriage and divorce are con¬ 
cerned. In some states, for Instance, a 
girl can be legally married with the 
consent of her parents at the age of 
twelve, while in others she cannot be 
married even with their consent under 
eighteen. So far as divorce is concerned 
the forty-eight states and the District 
of Columbia recognize at least thirty-six 
different grounds, but in no two jurisdic¬ 
tions are they the same. Thus South 
Carolina permits no divorce at all. 

The District of Columbia permits it 
only on the ground of adultery, and 
New York only on the two grounds of 
adultery and abandonment for five 
years, while Wyoming recognizes eleven 
grounds and Kentucky fourteen. 

But, conceding that this lack of uni¬ 
formity results in gross confusion, in¬ 
justice, and even immorality, still it 
does not follow that the remedy sug¬ 
gested is the proper one or that the 
present is the time to put it into effect. 

Those behind the movement have 
prepared a model law and have had it 
introduced in both houses of Congress 
so that in the discussion of the proposed 
amendment it might be seen what sort 
of law would be considered proper for 
the United States as a whole, when power 
to legislate on the subject should eventu¬ 
ally be relinquished by the states and 
vested in Congress. Should this pro¬ 
posed statute be enacted into law there 
would be six grounds for divorce: adult¬ 
ery, cruelty, desertion, non-support. 
Incurable insanity, and conviction of an 
Infamous crime. The bill contains also 
the beautiful and Christian provision 
that no divorce shall be granted on the 
ground of adultery where there is evi¬ 
dence of collusion or where both parties 
have been guilty of that offense. In 
other words, if both husband and wife 
are guilty of the one breach of the 
marriage vows that every state except 
South Carolina recognizes as a ground 
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needs, and so new forms of employment. 
Yet, just as we have hit on the two 

important new economic forces I men¬ 
tion—good wages, and sales stimulation 
—so I have every faith that the in¬ 
herent energy, alertness, and ingenuity 
of our people will be equal to this prob¬ 

lem. We may not yet have sent the old- 
time business depressions we once were 
slaves to into the everlasting discard, 

but we have made unmistakable prog¬ 
ress in that direction. I am confident 
that we shall find an answer to other 

risks as they arrive. The genius that 
has built this country into what it is 
will be equal to the correction of faults 

in the system as they rise. The great 
point is that we must not be satisfied 
with what we have. It is truly amazing 
but it is far from perfect, and I cannot 
conceive of a people as proud and ambi¬ 
tious as ours contented long with 
serious Imperfections in what they have 
done. 

Granting’'this willingness to mend our 
mistakes, the future of the country takes 
on a fairly satisfying aspect. And I 
think that the future will treat the 

worker best of all. I believe we shall so 
perfect the distribution of our great 
natural wealth that none shall be de¬ 

prived of his rightful share, as happens 
now with still too many. With this 

more generous and even distribution of 
means, the worker will at last have time 
to look up from his task and try his 
mind in some of the enjoyments and 
achievements that time has still denied 
him. I see the nearly universal motor 
car tending to disperse the greater cities, 
or limiting their size, and sending the 
worker to live next door to the farmer. 
Social changes lie before us in such pro¬ 
fusion that speculation upon them is 
endless, and may be idle. We may rest 
assured they will work themselves out 
of their own accord. But at the heart 
of everything before us lies the simple 
truth that if those of Adam’s progeny 
here in America make full use of the 
boundless opportunities all about and 
before them, we stand some chance of 
considerable progress along a road that 
men have sought since men have loved 
and have had to toil—The Return to 
Eden. 

If sufficient time elapses we can always discover something 

to laugh at even in what we consider our direst tragedies. 
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for the legal severance of the marital 
relationship, that is the one sure way of 
making the marriage indissoluble. 

Now this proposed model act is clearly 

drawn with the idea of winning the 
support of those with conservative views 
on the subject. It is far less liberal than 

the laws now in effect in two-thirds of 

the states. 
But there is no assurance whatever 

that even such a bill would be acceptable 
to Congress. Is it not Congress that has 

legislated for the District of Columbia, 
saying that its inhabitants can be 
granted divorce only on the one ground 
of adultery? And who will assure us 
that the South Carolina Representa¬ 

tives and Senators will not try to have 
Congress give us a South Carolina Law? 

The fact is, as those fathering this 
new legislation well know, that there is 
still in this country a general belief that 
divorce is always ipso facto an evil and a 
conviction that the way to deal with the 
evil is to restrict the granting of divorce 
to a minimum. Were the proposed 
amendment in effect and the time at 
hand for the enactment of a statute by 
Congress, those holding such views 
would become so militantly rampageous 
that the members of Congress would be 
hunting storm cellars or trying to save 
their official hides by passing something 
much less liberal than the bill proposed 
by the Federation of Women’s Clubs. 
For that reason alone it would be a 
mistake to adopt the proposed amend¬ 

ment at this time. 

But the bill offered is based, as is all 
present divorce legislation in this coun¬ 
try, on two wholly fallacious assump¬ 
tions—first, as stated above, that divorce 
is an evil and must be restricted as much 
as possible; and, second, that we know 
enough about the subject to legislate 

intelligently. 
The writer challenges both these as¬ 

sumptions. He insists, on the one hand, 
that divorce is not in itself an evil but 

that in looking upon it as such we pro¬ 
ceed from a wrong perspective to a 
wrong objective; and he contends, on 

the other hand, that we do not have 
sufficient accurate knowledge or in¬ 
formation to justify us in undertaking 
to legislate on the subject on a nation¬ 

wide scale. 
The fundamental fact that is generally 

overlooked but that must be recognized 
at the very threshold of any rational 
consideration of this subject is that 
every application for a legal separation 
is a symptom of functional disorder in 
the biological and social contrivance we 
call marriage, and that divorce is merely 
palliative relief for its maladies. 

Divorce, then, is no more an evil per se 
than a hospital, a sanatorium, or a jail. 
True enough, it might be a wonderful 
world that needed no such institutions, 
but we do not for that reason condemn 
them to destruction now. Instead we 
try to remove the conditions that breed 
disease and begin to understand that in 
order to deal with the criminal effectively 
we must reach him before he commits 

his first crime. 
But in spite of the fact that society 

has learned to study causes and con¬ 
tributing factors in disease and crime 
and undertakes to use preventive meas¬ 
ures, Intelligent people, who have long 
since freed themselves from the theo¬ 
logical conception of the nature of 
disease and from the doctrine of the 
natural depravity of man, still continue 
to accept the theological conception of 
the nature of divorce and tolerate the 
assumption that it is an evil. Conse¬ 

quently they listen to ecclesiastical 
diatribes and stand mute, or they read 

of such organized movements for restric¬ 

tive legislation as that described herein 
and nod approval, when if they were 
moved by reason or good sense, instead 

of prejudice and ignorance, they would 
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insist that an answer be found to the 
social riddle, What Is Wrong with 
Marriage? 

It is not intended to argue here that 
there is no evil in divorce. As the 
laws now stand and are interpreted and 
administered there are two or three 
appalling concomitant evils fully recog¬ 
nized by those familiar with the facts. 
Of these the first and most far-reaching 
in its sinister results is the fact that few 
divorces are ever sought or granted for 
the real reasons that lie behind the 
break-up of the family relationship. 
Persons who have reached the separa¬ 
tion point naturally try to find grounds 
of which the courts will take cognizance 
and that will bring the least opprobrium 
on themselves and on their children. 
As a consequence there is more decep¬ 
tion, fabrication, evasion, and down¬ 
right perjury in connection with divorce 
proceedings than with any other kind 
of litigation. 

A second evil grows out of the rule 
that no divorce will be granted where 
there is evidence of collusion; and a third 
inheres in the publicity given such cases, 
with the resultant suffering, not merely 
of the parties themselves, but of their 
children and even of third parties. 

But all these are evils that result from 

a perverted point of view, from the char¬ 
acter of our present laws, and from their 
administration. Not one of them ap¬ 
plies to divorce proceedings as such. 

The incontrovertible truth is that we 
are not ready for uniform divorce laws 
any more than we are ready for laws 
specifying uniform treatment of the 

sick, the insane or the criminal. We 
face, not a political, but a social problem 

of the deepest significance and of the 
most diverse ramifications. To solve it 
with even the slightest degree of scien¬ 
tific precision there is needed the pro¬ 

longed, cooperative effort of groups of 

physicians, psychologists, psychiatrists 
sociologists, economists, and jurists^ 
seeking, classifying, and analyzing facts, 
as they are now doing in a limited num¬ 
ber of cases in courts of domestic rela¬ 
tions and through independent organiza¬ 
tions. From definite experience we find 
Judge Ben Lindsey saying regarding this 
procedure: 

We have found, too, that the grounds for divorce 
mentioned in the petition or complaint are but de- 
criptive of the symptoms of the real causes that 
are seldom, if ever, mentioned in the petition or 
appear in the evidence. In fact, so far as the 
court procedure is concerned, the real causes 
would never be revealed. We made an intensive 
pathological investigation and examination in 
about 1,400 cases. The facts revealed in these 
examinations are of such a nature as to utterly 
refute the doctrine that in no instance ought a 
divorce to be granted or that a party should be 
prevented from obtaining legal relief by a re¬ 
stricted divorce law. . . . 

Let us have that sort of scientific 
Investigation, and there is hope that in 
time we may be able to diagnose with 
some degree of accuracy the disease that 
afflicts marriage, and then we can 
prescribe for it. At such a time, in the 
light of the knowledge thus acquired, 
it will be a comparatively easy task to 
reform our divorce laws so that relief 
may be given justly and honorably to 
the incurable if only we dare to face the 
problem honestly and unhampered by 
theological pre-conceptions and taboos. 

Some of the real causes of divorce, or 
rather of the break-down of marriage, 
with which such systematic study will 
be concerned will occur to everyone 
who has ever considered the subject 
with any dgree of scientific spirit. 

First perhaps will be the question of 
the extent to which Ignorance and lack 
of preparation are responsible. 

Havelock Ellis in his Psychology of 
Sex describes the ceremonies by which 
many of the savage peoples of the earth 
initiate their young folks at a certain 
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age and prepare them for marriage. The 

rites are realistic, undisguised, and, from 
our standpoint, often obscene. But to a 
considerable degree they are appropriate 
to the social conditions and standards 

of the time and place. 
Is it not possible that one fault with 

us is that we have no similar preparation 
appropriate to our social life and stand¬ 

ards? 
In the second place, we have con¬ 

spired to build a half-mythical concep¬ 

tion of the aim and end of marriage that 
catapults young people into the re¬ 

lationship with an entirely false impres¬ 
sion. Through our literature, our 
drama, and our dally precepts we reach 
a philosophy of happiness as an end and 
as a right that submerges the Immutable 
fact that life is duty and responsibility 

as well. And so marriage begins with the 
belief that each of the parties to the 
bond is entitled, as a matter of right, 
without price, to happiness, even though 

the heavens fall. 
May it not be that we need to scrap 

our happiness fetish and teach a health¬ 
ier and worthier conception of life and 

of the marriage relationship? 
Among other matters requiring study 

and consideration will be the influence 
of our Puritanical conventionality, the 
ignorance of men and women regarding 
themselves and each other—not the less 
real because of our new frankness and 
freedom—selfishness in the sexual re¬ 

lation, mismating, the law of growth, 
the external pressure of modern life, and 

particularly the economic factor. 
It is useless, of course, to blink the 

fact that marriage has its roots in in¬ 
stinct—the reproductive instinct, the 
mating instinct—whatever you will. 
Regardless of the name, that was the 
beginning; and it is ridiculous to say that 
“matches are made in heaven”, that 
“marriage is Heaven-ordained”, that 

“it is a sacrament”, or that “God has 

joined together”. 

Nevertheless, it must not be forgotten 
that as man escaped from the jungle, he 
developed another side of his nature and 
overlaid the purely animal with a veneer 
of feeling and sentiment and idealism. 
As a result of this process the adjust¬ 
ment of a civilized man and a civilized 
woman to each other is a far more diffi¬ 
cult feat than it is among those primitive 
men and women mentioned by Have¬ 
lock Ellis. This adjustment now in¬ 
volves complicated physical and psychi¬ 
cal adaptions and reactions and—to re¬ 
call the saying of Balzac that a woman 
is like an exquisite musical instrument 
that some men handle like an orang¬ 
outang attempting to play a violin—it is 
far more difficult to attune and manipu¬ 
late the strings of a highly sensitized in¬ 
strument like the modern woman than 
it is to satisfy the animalistic mate of 

the clod-hopper or the boor. 

To what extent the merely physical 
factors are controlling and how, if at all, 
they may be modified, are questions re¬ 
garding which we are still largely in the 
dark. But, if the contentions of Dr. 
Louis Berman as expressed in his Glands 
Regulating Personality, are corroborated 
even in part, the possibilities are revolu¬ 
tionary. He says, “Happiness or un¬ 
happiness in marriage should be exam¬ 
ined from the standpoint of endocrine 
compatibility or incompatibility. Like¬ 

wise those divorced or about to be di¬ 

vorced.” 
Here, then, is another angle of ap¬ 

proach for our scientific investigators. 
Butharmonlous mating Involves some¬ 

thing more than mere physical satisfac¬ 
tion. It involves also the elusive psy¬ 
chic factors. And in this field the 
modern psychologists are beginning to 

shed much light on the problem, though 
they have probably not yet even crossed 

the threshold in their inquiries. 
Still, with due regard to all these fac- 
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tors, it is possible that the main trouble 
with marriage as a relationship and as 
an institution is something inherent in 
our modern civilization. And who can 
say that he is wise enough to speak with 

assurance regarding the disease that 
afflicts it? 

Certainly not politicians or over- 
enthusiastic reformers! 

"O-ae 
The divorce laws, as they now stand, 

recognize only to a small extent the 
phases of the subject here suggested as 
requiring scientific study. But it may 
be hoped that some day the legal 
grounds and the actual reasons for the 
break-down of the marriage Itself will 
synchronize. When that time arrives, 
it is safe to predict, the state will not 

require hypocrisy nor penalize an agree¬ 
ment to separate. Nor will it require 
what primarily concerns only the parties 
themselves to be published or broadcast 
to the world. 

But until we have the necessary 
scientific knowledge and until legislation 
can be formulated in the light of such 
knowledge, it is foolish to talk of uni¬ 

formity under the federal constitution. 

The immediate need is not divorce 

legislation but the establishment of more 
commissions and other legal agefncies 
with funds and authority to enter upon 
scientific surveys and studies of the 
whole complicated problem—groups ac¬ 
tuated by the scientific spirit but awake 
to all the social implications. And then 
education! 

The very consciousness of the futility of all our efforts lend 

nobility and beauty to what would otherwise be a sharp bargain 

driven between man and the forces that rule him. 
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A COMMITTEE which has been in¬ 

vestigating the question of divorce 
and remarriage has recommended to 

the Presbyterian General Assembly, which 
recently met at Tulsa, Okla., that wilful 
desertion be no longer recognized as a 
cause for divorce in the Presbyterian 
Church. The effect of this would limit di¬ 
vorce to one cause only, that of unfaithful¬ 
ness. Before the ijroposed change can be 
made, a majority of the presbyteries in the 
country will have to vote in favor of it. 
Dr. Robert B. Speer, the retiring modera¬ 
tor, a member of the committee in ques¬ 
tion, has expressed his view in one of the 
ilearest statements we have seen in favor 
of the proposed restriction. .Ilis state¬ 
ment is as follows: 

The New Testament Teaching on Marriage, 
Divorce, and Remarriage 

The New' Testament conception of mar¬ 
riage would seem to be that it is an or¬ 
ganic and indissoluble union of one hus¬ 
band and one wife. There is no evidence 
of the existence of polygamy in the New 
Testament church. There are scores of 
passage.s which embody the unquestioning 
assumption of monogamy. Marriage, as 
conceived in the New Testament, is of one 
man to one woman. And it is conceived 
as a permanent life relation. Husband and 
wife are bound together in the deepest 
unity. Paul speaks of them as forming 
only one body, not physically only (as Je¬ 
sus says), but in the deepest mystical 
semse, as loving one another with a com- 
idete and unselfish love, even as Christ 
also loved the church. 

There are many expressions of this lofty 
Christian ideal of marriage in the New 
Testament. And the use of the marriage 
ideal in the passage in Eiihesiaus, to ex¬ 
press the relationship of Christ to His 
church, raises marriage to the level of the 
highest and holiest thought possible to men. 

Can the marriage relationship be dis¬ 
solved except by death? There are those 
who hold that not even death dissolves it, 
and who find a confirmation of their views 
in our Lord’s words and in Paul’s use of 
marriage as the symbol of Christ’s union 

ma«s IS -explicit that on the death of the 
husband the w’ife is free to remarry, and 
presumably the same reasoning holds in the 
tas'e of the death of the wife. 

But chn anything else than death dis¬ 
solve the marriage? There are three dif¬ 
ferent passages in which our Lord’s views 
as to marriage and divorce are set forth. 
This clear teaching, allowing for no divorce 
w'hatever, is modified in Matthew’s version 
of the teaching recorded without exception 
or qualification in Mark. The teaching of 
Mark 10 is unmistakable. It forbids all 
divorce, and if either husband or wife puts 
away the other and remarries he or she 
commits adultery. In Matthew, however, 
divorce is clearly recognized. The pas¬ 
sages in Matthew, however, are full of dif¬ 
ficulty. If these passages are combined it 
would appear to be the New Testament 
teaching 

That there can he no divorce except for 
adultery. 

That separation (not including divorce) 
is deprecated but recognised. 

That the church may not remarry per¬ 
sons toho have been separated but not di- 

'd far adultery; such persons are still 
4 aceordiny to the Christian law, and 

would be bigamy. 

Cie remarriage of husband 
Cher’s death, but declares 

.narriage is adulterous. 

tery Should Be Permitted 

■ the New Testament, except 
m tlie Matthew passages, has no allowance 
01 divorce, it of course gives no instruc¬ 

tions regarding the remarriage of divorced 
persons. What shall we say, then, of the 
New lestanient teaching as a wliole re¬ 
garding the remarriage of divorced persons 
and the attitude of the church toward it? 

Nothing IS said in recognition or sanc¬ 
tion ot the remarriage of an innocent di- 
vorc;ed person, and it may be claimed that 
the New Testament conception of marriage 
disallows such remarriage. Or precisely 
the opposite position can be defended 
namely, that adultery dissolves the mar¬ 
riage for the innocent. In the absence of 
specific prohibition and in view of the past 

fholr f ««eh remarriage 
should not be forbidden, and may be per- 
fomed by Christian ministers. 

J-hat the church may not remarry per¬ 

sons guilty of adultery. The New Testa¬ 
ment teaching is plain that adulterers have 
no part in the kingdom of Christ or of 
God. This is not to say that this sin, as 
all sins, may not be forgiven and atoned 
for by our Saviour and Redeemer. But it 
is to say that all such persons have for¬ 
feited the right to remarry ; their remar¬ 
riage is contrary to our Lord’s explicit 
word. 

As to the determination of innocence or 
guilt on the part of divorced persons seek¬ 
ing remarriage, it is to be remembered that 
the civil law gives the church no right to 
grant divorce, but reserves such right to 
the state. Ministers, therefore, should ac¬ 
cept and stand upon the legal record. If 
it does not show that divorce was granted 
for the one and only cause recognized and 
allowed by Christ, then the church may 
not^ perform the remarriage of either party. 

Such judgments as these with regard to 
the duty of the church and its ministry do 
not undertake to invade the field of the 
policy and procedure of the state. Whether 
the state should pursue with regard to di¬ 
vorce and remarriage the same course as 
the church we do not discuss. We simply 
draw forth the clear teaching of the New 
Testament as embodied in the words of our 
Lord and St. Paul. 

New Testament Teaching Permanently 
Valid for Church 

Is the New Testament teaching on these 
subjects valid for us, or was it local and 
Wmporary? There are, of course. New 
iestament teachings which the church does 

icoaiu as local and temporary, or as moral 
and spiritual rather than social and legis¬ 
lative, as, for example, footwashiiig Uie 
holy kiss, woman’s dress and ornaments 
and hair-arrangemeiit, wine-drinking, an¬ 
ointing with oil, acquiescence in slavery 
the.se verses being in immediate connection 
With I aul s teacliing about marriage and 
divorce. And in the Sermon on the Mount 
lyhere the teaching of Matthew is found’ 
there i.s niueli which the church interprets 
in a spiritual and restricted sense. 

Indeed, we may go farther, and say that 
our Lord refused to be a legislator or to 
lay down social or economic or even moral 

regulations. He dealt in great spiritual 
principles which He left to all time and dll 
peoples to apply to the necessary forms of 
their own age and life. This makes it all 
the more significant that in this one cen- 
tral, vital, and fundamental matter of the 
marriage relationship, on which the divine 
institution of the family rests, Jesus should 
have spoken so definitely and absolutely as 
He did. But from the beginning of the 
creation, male and female made he them 
lor this cause shall a man leave his father 



and mother, and shall cleave to his witc ; 
and the two shall become one flesh ; so that 

Robert E. si jjjgy jjj.g more two, but one flesh. 

Englewood. N What therefore God hath joined together, 
let not man put asunder.” (Mark 10: G-9.) 

Here is no local and temporary teaching 
or an adaptation to transitory social con¬ 
ditions, but a principle which our Lord de¬ 
clares goes back to the foundations of life 
and time and roots itself in the mind and 
law of God. If this teaching of our Lord 

is not final and authoritative, what word 
of His may be so regarded? He recog¬ 
nized that there were two social ideals in 
the mattei-, the Jewish law of marriage 
and divorce and His own conception. 
There are two ideals in the world now, the 
varying ii'regular ideals of most of our 
States, and the ideal of Christ which ought 
to be the ideal of the church. 

Shall it be the ideal of the Presbyterian 
Church, or will our church go down to the 
lower level and take up a position farther 
from the New Testament teaching than the 
laws of some few of our States which still 
adhere to this New Testament conception 
of marriage and divorce? At present our 
church’s constitution allows divorce for 
reasons not sanctioned in the New Testa¬ 
ment, and indeed in its legislation on the 
subject it makes no mention of the Bible, 
but sets forth secular and contractual con¬ 
ceptions which are not found in the New 
Testament at all. 

Ought we not, in loyalty to our own ex¬ 
altation of the authority of the Scriptures, 
and above all of our Lord Himself, to rest 
our position on the plain teaching of the 
New Testament, and in all the doctrine and 
work of our church to cherish, maintain, 
and commend the conception of marriage 
which alone is worthy of comparison with 
the union of Christ and His church? 

The Church Should Adhere Unyieldingly 

to These Conceptions 

It is objected that these requirements 
are too hard and burdensome for human 
nature, and that they must be relaxed for 
us to-day just as Moses relaxed the divine 
ideal. Where, then, shall we stop? If 
Christ’s clear teaching is to be rejected 
at this point in the interest of human 
weakness or mistake, why should it not be 
rejected anywhere else? But it is said 
that to insist on this position will work 
hardship. Adulterers have sincerely re¬ 
pented. May they not remarry when their 
penitence is indisputable? Or young ijeo- 
ple have been hurried, under parental or 
other pressure, into unwise marriages 
whose permanence would have wrought 
more harm and wrong than their dissolu¬ 
tion. Is it not best to undo such an error 
and to allow a later happy marriage? Un¬ 
doubtedly difficult problems will arise. It 
can only be contended in rejAy that those 
who hold the civil and contract view of 

marriage rather than the New Testament 
view can avail themselves of the civil pro¬ 
visions for divorce and I’cmarriage, but that 
the church can only adhere unyieldingly to 
the New Testament conceptions both of 
marriage and divorce and remarriage, that 
the sufifei'ings of an unhappy marriage may 
be cured by separation without divorce, and 
that the evil of the church’s refusal to re¬ 
marry is less than the evil of the abandon¬ 
ment by the church of the New Testament 

ideals. 
It is objected that to adopt these posi¬ 

tions would separate the Presbyterian 
church from other Christian bodies pursu¬ 
ing a more liberal course. On the other 
hand, it would range the Presbyterian 
church with a large body of kindred 
churches, Methodist Episcopal, Protestant 
Episcopal, United Lutheran churches, the 
Keformed Church in America, and the Re¬ 
formed Church in the United States ; and 
also with the Roman Catholic Church, 
which in these matters adheres, in theory, 
unyieldingly to the New Testament xiosi- 

tion. 
It is objected that such views and prac¬ 

tices if adopted by the church will place a 
stigma on those members of the church 
whose marriage relationships have been at 
variance with these positions, and will shut 
the door of the church'^in the future to 
lieople married under civil laws which are 
not in accord with the laws of the church. 
In some cases this may be true. This is 
the situation in all the churches named in 
the preceding paragraph. What shall be 
done in such cases? Shall they be ad¬ 
mitted to the fellowship and membership 
in the church? No new answer is at- 
tempt'-d here. All that is here proposed is 
that the language of the law of the church 
iS to marriage, divorce, and remarriage 
should be conformed to the New Testa¬ 

ment as follows: 
Although the suffering in an unhappy 

marriage may be very great, even greater 
than should be endured, justifying legal 
seijaration, especially if the welfare of chil¬ 
dren be endangered, yet is adultery alone 
clearly recognized in the New Testament 

as cause for divorce. 
Therefore the church cannot sanction 

the remarriage by its ministers of divorced 
persons, except the innocent party in a 

^se where the divorce rests on the Scrip- 
’ ground of adultery. In such eases of 

'age unseemly haste should, in all 
^’ence, be avoided. 
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All Couples Must Sign a Blank 

—Persons Divorced or Not 

Baptized Excluded. 

‘NOVELTY’WEDDINGSSCORED 

Churches Urged to Bar Doors to 

Non-Members and Refer 

Them to Civil Officer. 

divo'rce increase assailed 

Rector Continues Attack of Year 

Ago in Report—Says This Is 

Not a Christian Country. 

The Rev. Dr. Caleb R. Stetson, 
rector of Trinity Church, who a year 
ago caused a sensation by his attack 
on modern marriages as “pagan” in 
fheir impermanence and lack of 
sacred significance and vulgar in 
their ostentation, goes a step further 
in his annual message this yeai^. He 
announces that participants in a 
wedding ceremony in Trinity must 
first sign a “marriage blank” by 
which he seeks to insure the sacred¬ 
ness of the sacrament. 

The blank, which is headed with 
the statement, “This church does not 
solemnize the marriage of divorced 
or unbaptized persohs,” demands the 
oath of both participants that they 
^ave been baptized, have never been flivorced, are of legal age, and enter 
he marriage of their own free will 
'without any outside influence or 

■Coercion whatsoever.” 
I The announcement occurs in the 
rector’s statement in the 1928 Annual 
Year Book of Trinity Parish. It car¬ 
ries out the argument made in the 
same place in last year’s publication, 
that church marriage limited to un¬ 
divorced and baptized Christians is 
an antidote to the growing “break¬ 
down of family life” in this country. 

Would Bar Non-Christians. 

Dr. Stetson advises all clergymen 
to urge non-Christians to be wedded 
by a civil officer, and asserts that 
Church and State should be sepa¬ 
rated in the function of marrying. 
He arraigns the “present deplorable 
conditions of marriage and divorce” 
in the United States, instancing wed¬ 
dings in lions’ cages, “Tom Thumb” 
weddings, marriages in balloons and 
airplanes and as “attractions” to va¬ 
rious public enterprises. 

'The Church, Dr. Stetson asserts, 
cannot be held responsible for Ihp®® 
conditions, nor can it “be expected 

; to enforce its standards on the people 
who make up this country’s mixed 

1 populsrtion, only'40 per cent, of whom 
are even nominally attached to any 

' religious body. This is no longer a 
Christian country, and we cannot ex¬ 
pect that Christian moral standards 
will b6 accepted or followed by the 
majority. 

“There are many thoughtless and 
grossly careless clergymen of various 
denominations who appear to be wil¬ 
ling to perform a wedding ceremony 
for any who come to them to be mar¬ 
ried. Persons who are not Christians, 
who have been divorced, who have no 
conception of what the Christian 
standard of marriage is nor any in¬ 
tention of being faithful to one 
another, are united in ‘holy matri¬ 
mony,’ married in a church, and a 
minister gives his blessing to these 
unions. 

Comments on Divorce. 

“Nor need we be surprised that 
divorces have at last increased at a 
rate outstripping marriages in this 
country. According to the figures 
issued by the Census Bureau of the 
Department of Commerce for the 
year 1926, marriages increased 1.2 
per cent, over 1925, while divorces 
increased 3.1 per cent. Divorces in 
1926 were 1.54 per 1,000 of the popu¬ 
lation of the United States. Mar¬ 
riages were 10.26 per 1,000. The 
total number of divorces for this 
country was 180,868. 

“Now the Christian Church can¬ 
not be held entirely responsible for 
this condition of things; nor can the 
Church be expected to enforce her 
standards on the people who make 
up this country’s mixed population, 
only 40 per cent, of whom are even 
nominally attached to any religious 
body. 

“This is no longer a Christian ii 
country, and we cannot expect that H 
Christian moral standards will be" 
accepted or followed by the major- " 
ity. It is not reasonable to expect 
persons who do not believe* in the 
Christian religion and who have 
never been instructed in Christian 
ethics to live up to the very high 
standard of life which the Church ., 

! sets before the Christian. ■< 
“The Church very frankly states 

that it is not possible for any one 
to live the Christian life unless he 
have the help of God and the grace 
and power of our Lord Jesus given 
him in and through the sacraments.” 



REPORT OF THE SPECIAL COMMITTEE APPOINTED BY THE GENERAL 

ASSEMBLY OF 1926 TO CONSIDER AND MAKE A RECOlvIMENDATION CON¬ 

CERNING OVERTURE NO. 35 FROM THE PRESBYTERY OF BUTLER, 

SYNOD OF PENNSYLVANIA. 

Overture No. 35 asAs the General Assembly to consider the ad¬ 

visability of amending Section VI, Chapter XXIV, of the Confession 

of Faith, so as to delete from Section VI the statement concerning 

wilful desertion, and thus have our Standards recognize nothing but 

adultery as cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds of marriage. 

For a period of two years your committee has given careful study, 

much discussion, and no little prayer to the important matter refer¬ 

red to them. Our study reveals the fact that among the Protestant 

churches with confessional statements and creedal foundations, the 

Presbyterian Churches alone recognize anything else than adultery as 

cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds of marriage. ViTith all due 

veneration for our historic Standards and the Confession of Faith, 

as containing the system of doctrine taught in the Scriptures, we are 

of the opinion that the passage cited by the Confession of Faith in 

the foot note to Section VI, Chapter XXIV, II Corinthians 7:14-16, as 

New Testament warrant for the recognition of willful desertion as 

cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds of marriage does not clearly 

recognize such cause, and is capable of an altogether different inter¬ 

pretation. We are of the opinion that such recognition of desertion 

as a ground for divorce cannot be reconciled, either with the explicit 

statement of our Lord Jesus Christ, as recorded in the Gospels, that 

adultery alone is cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds of marriage, 

or with St. Paul's own statements as recorded in Romans 7:2, and 

II Corinthians 7:10, 11. 

1. 



The statistics of the divorce courts show that desertion con¬ 

stitutes the ground upon which a very large percentage of divorces 

are granted. In not a few of these cases there has been conspiracy 

and collusion, and no opportunity is afforded the officiating minis¬ 

ter to go back of the court records. For this reason, if for no 

other, the present permission to our ministers to marry the innocent 

party where the divorce has been granted upon the ground of desertion, 

is, as to expediency, at least, questionable. V/e deem it unfortunate 

and deplorable that our great Church should in any way seem to 

recognize or countenance this fountain of corription and woe in our 

social and national life,. But in addition to the considerations of 

expediency, we have the mind of Christ, as revealed in the Hew Testa¬ 

ment, and in His teaching we find no recognition of anything but 

adultery as cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds of marriage. 

V/e recognize that the remedy for the appalling condition in the 

homes of our land, as witnessed to by the number of divorces granted 

every year, lies deeper than any civil or ecclesiastical legislation. 

It is to be found in a revival of pure religion in the hearts and 

homes of our people. Nevertheless, we believe that the Presbyterian 

Church in the United States of America cainot continue to base legis¬ 

lation affecting the home and family upon an interpretation of a 

passage of Scripture, which, to say the least, is open to grave doubt 

and suspicion. We believe that the Presbyterian Church in the United 

States of America by striking out from its Confession of Faith the 

clause which recognizes willful desertion as cause sufficient of dis¬ 

solving the bonds of marriage, and thus taking its stand on the clear 

and explicit teaching of our Lord Jesus Christ, which recognizes but 

one cause, adultery, will render a real service to the homes aid 

families of our land, holding up before the Church and the world the 

S. 



divine plan for marriage, and witnessing to the moral and spiritual 

authority of Jesus Christ in every area of human life. 

V/e, therefore, recommend to the 140th General Assembly of the 

Presbyterian Church in the United States of America that the follow¬ 

ing amendment to Chapter XZIV of the Confession of Faith, be sent 

down to the Presbyteries of the Church for their approval; 

Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very great, 

even greater than should be endured, justifying legal separation, 

especially if the welfare of children be endangered; yet is 

adultery alone clearly recognized in the New Testament as cause 

for divorce. Therefore the Church cannot sanction the remarriage 

by its ministers of divorced persons, except the innocent parry 

in a case where the divorce rests on the Scriptural ground of 

adultery. In such cases of remarriage, unseemly haste should, 

in all good conscience, be avoided. 
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THE PROBLEM 

Those interested in moral products have been consider¬ 
ably aroused by the fact that during the year 1927, as 
compared with 1926, the “marriage-mart” became some¬ 
what sluggish, while the “divorce mill” worked overtime. 
Notwithstanding increase in population in our country, 
by and large, there were fewer marriages by over eighteen 
hundred during 1927, than there were in the preceding 
year. In contrast with this, during the same period, di¬ 
vorces increased more than eleven thousand. For a year 
or two back, folks have been amazed at the repeated 
statement that divorces have crept up on marriages until 
the ratio was almost one to six. But now, we are informed 
by a professor of one of our foremost universities, whose 
inquiry comes up to date, that we may henceforth look for 
a ratio more startling, viz., one to five. The public press 
has addressed itself to the facts with comments far from 
reassuring. One tells us that “Marriage, under present ar¬ 
rangements, is losing its power to hold lives together 
happily and permanently,” and that this is “the popular 
belief.” Another, that while “the overwhelming majority 
of marriages are successful or at least permanent, it is 
also true that a growing number of marriages are not 
successful.” And yet another, “The significance of these 
unprejudiced statistics is unmistakable. There has been a 
notable loss in family stability.” 

What is the cause of this upheaval in the moral_market? 
Why do so many transactions manifest a speculative turn? 
In mercantile circles today we hear the remark, “Watch 
the middle man; he is fixing prices.” And the ‘‘middle 
m.-^n” in the matrimonial mart is the officiating minister. 
Responsibility may lie with him much more than he 
admits. Perhaps more than he perceives. This intimation 
comes from so respected a source as the General Assembly 
of the Presbyterian Church in an overture submitted to 
Presbyteries. In this is suggested that ministers of that 
fold drastically mend their ways as to matrimonial trans¬ 
actions. 

W'herever responsibility lies for lax procedure concern- 
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ing this outstanding problem, consequences attending the 
same are unhappy, destructive, and have momentous 
meaning. Some of these, are impaired property rights, dis¬ 
puted heirship, moral principle perverted by a poligamy 
“tandem” instead of lateral, children deprived of that 
subtle home influence essential to finest thinking and feel¬ 
ing. There may be no children, as was the case in eighty- 
five per cent of divorces in Chicago during 1928. Yet in 
that remaining fifteen per cent, according to statement 
just released, what deprivation and potential depravity! 
“The fifteen per cent left 5,664 children homeless]” Dis¬ 
respect for law is engendered; for laws in this respect are 
toys to be played with, a “byword and a hissing.” As one 
of our journals has recently drawn the picture, a sphere in 
which “gallantry prompts to perjure oneself like a gen¬ 
tleman,” “opposing counsel connive at it,” “complacent 
public prosecutors wink at it,” “tolerant chancellors grant 
decrees on issues prepared in collusion instead of insisting 
that the truth be pleaded.” And as the institution of 
“Marriage” coupled with that of “Home” underlies every 
other institution, when this is shaken the stability of 
“State” is undermined. Writers on European morals point 
to the days of degradation in the society of Rome, and 
show how debased public sentiment found expression in 
laws that dishonored the matrimonial vow and permitted 
it to be annulled on trivial grounds. If perhaps the minis¬ 
terial middle man, whose business essentially concerns 
moral values, not only fails to restrict, but rather pro¬ 
motes these evils, his fault is the more pronounced. 

The Impotence Of Legislation 

The responsibility of the minister becomes more appar¬ 
ent as the fact is evidenced that legislation cannot cope 
with the situation. At present, legislation on the subject 
is in the hands of the several States. Laws in these com¬ 
monwealths are loose and divergent. California recently 
tightened up in her matrimonial requirements, demanding 
that three days’ notice be given by the contracting parties 
before a marriage license will be issued. It was supposed 
that this would prevent heedless and hasty unions. The 
result was unexpected and even farcical. Rather more 
excitement was afforded runaway couples as they hied 
them to Nevada and Arizona, where the number of mar¬ 
riages suddenly increased by a percentage ninety-five and 
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twenty-one. This, while matrimonial figures throughout 

the country were somewhat declining. And in the matter 

of divorce, there is like discordant procedure. Starting from 

South Carolina, where there is no divorce law, changes of 

various degrees, both in law and manner of enforcement, 
are found, such as to meet the desires of all patrons. 
A veritable department store, where all requirements as 
to divorce may be met. As California has become more 
rigid in issuance of marriage licenses, Nevada has become 
liberal in granting divorces. In this State, required resi¬ 
dence has been modified from six to three months. Im¬ 
promptu marriages are quite easy, and divorces may be 
episodes of a summer’s vacation. Professor Phelps of Yale 
stated as his opinion, “The history of the subject in other 
countries goes to prove that immorality increases as 
facilities for divorce are enlarged. They are a stimulus to 
it, not a preventive.” Laws opening the way to terminate 
an alliance that has begun to take on friction, are them¬ 
selves a means of increasing that friction. They suggest 
termination of the alliance. Strife is increased, which 
might have been quelled had the union been regarded as 
more established. Incitement is given to other alliance at 
the moment promising pleasantly. The south wind blows 
softly, and they, supposing that they have gained their 
purpose, set sail. 

This State of mind has been fomented during the 
past half century, by the discordant procedure of the 
States. In 1905 Governor Pennepacker of Pennsylvania 
called a Congress of the several States, to meet at Narra- 
gansett Pier to consider the question of uniform legisla¬ 
tion on this subject. But what came of it? What could 
come of it? The Pennepacker Congress and subsequent 
events, have made clearer the fact that solution of the 
divorce problem is outside the province of State legisla¬ 
tion. Concerning various other matters, such as “nego¬ 
tiable instruments,” great progress has been made in uni¬ 
formity of legislation. But with questions moral and social, 
the task is formidable and seemingly insurmountable. The 
nearest approach to uniformity as to laws about divorce, 
is that of a few States which have decided that divorce 
therein will not be granted to a citizen of another State, 
save on grounds recognized in the State of which he is a 
resident. Perhaps co-operation of this sort may be ex- 
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tended. The present situation, however, lends little encour¬ 

agement. , , . ^ - ,v- 
Some of our citizens, awake to the importance of this 

problem, believing in the majesty and might of central 
government, have urged that there be a national law on 
this subject. But this suggestion, like others “dead easy, 
does not bear inspection. National laws on questions con¬ 
cerning which there is wide divergence of opinion, are 
always precarious ventures. Moreover, our citizens at 
present have little relish for a new venture in the moral 
realm, involving another bureau at Washington, another 
huge payroll of officers, and another demand on part of 
some of our people that others step up to their moral 
level. More than in previous years, does sentiment prevail 
that legislation be left where it now is, viz.: With the 
States. 

Function Of Legislation 

While looking to our legislators for perception and pro¬ 
cedure according to immediate conditions, let us beware 
lest we make demands on them outside the functions of 
their office. The legislator should give to the public the 
best enactment their mentality and morality can bear. 
Not law expressive of highest ideal, but expressing the 
best standard to which the people will respond and which 
the State can enforce. “Moses, because of the hardness of 
your hearts,” gave you this law, Jesus said. 
lawgiver must always weigh “hardness of heart.” A code 
of manners and morals, regarded as mere matter of course 
in one household, is rusted and frozen machinery m 
another. Certain laws in certain States, may necessarily 
be different from corresponding laws in other States. And 
while the legislator may try to enlighten and uplift the 
community to higher ideal, he must shape immediate leg¬ 
islation with reference to the actual. Unless he does this, 
he is unfitted for his office as legislator. Should he a 
Christian man, insist that the ideals of Jesus be made the 
laws of his constituency? The standards of Jesus imply a 
life lived for spiritual and eternal ends, service for the 
good of others, expenditure of self. Are laws expressing 
these principles suited to a community of conventional 
standards, implying that utmost good consists in the 
pleasure and comfort one may get out of this life, that 
material values head the list, and that man is merely the 
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most intelligent animal -on the farm? The Christian idea 
of “good” is determined by the mind of Jesus striking into 
a future life, while current conception of “good,” is 
product of the composite consciousness of the day. It is 
absurd to insist by law that men ascend to the high 
ethical plane of Jesus, when they lack motive sufficient to 
carry them thither. As expressed in a recent magazine, 
“To ask people who worship Mammon to live lives of 
sacrifice, to exact devotees of Venus to be chaste, to hope 
that people whose real God is comfort at any price will 
suffer gladly for the truth, is grotesque.” 

Loose as are present laws on Marriage and Divorce, the 
observance of even these is difficult to obtain. Among com¬ 
ments of the press on recent startling statistics, we read 
“the decrease in the actual number of weddings in the face 
of an increase in the number of healthy people in the land, 
carries the disconcerting suggestion that the number of 
irregular unions and casual alliances is increasing. In a 
highly organized society such a tendency suggests de¬ 
moralization more than any other one evil does.” All these 
people are parts of the community. To adapt law to so 
conglomerate a mind, is a task indeed difficult. On the one 
hand, is peril of low moral standard. On the other, a peril 
perhaps greater, viz.: That of requirement so severe as to 
challenge observance and enforcement; for, this becomes 
abandonment of all standard. Our legislators will have 
done their utmost when they pass suitable statutes. They 
will never solve underlying problems. These underlying 
problems reach far. They lead in winding and unsuspected 
paths. Not alone through legislature, but through society, 
home, church, and even the office of the Christian ministry. 
What an atmosphere and influence they constitute. Do we 
wonder at the prevalence of divorce? Is it not the natural 
order of the day? Amid maze of legislation, palliation of 
social convention, aims of mothers deferring to social 
standing and pecuniary possession rather than to moral 
values, fathers preoccupied with utility, lack of conviction 
within the church, matrimonial determination when par¬ 
ticipants are not qualified for such decision, and withal a 
Christian ministry, regarded as setting forth purest moral 
principles, highest ideals, the very Mind of the Master, 
yet among whom are some ready to marry all applicants, 
what wonder that in such an atmosphere are found so 
many mismated couples appealing to divorce courts to 
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sah'age what is left of wrecked hopes and affections. More¬ 

over, the fact cannot be denied that not a few of those 

divorced and remarried, have found in the second alliance 

not only personal welfare, but realization of fond matri¬ 

monial hopes. This may not be true of the majority of 
such, but unquestionably it is true of some. So conspicu¬ 
ously of some, and so true of many, that the fact must be 
duly weighed. 

Explanatory Statement Of Jesus 

With Eom.e of these, marrying amid such conditions, least 
of all does blame rest. They do not come up to the ideal 
of Jesus, it is said. Neither do churches or ministers come 
up to some of His ideals. Much that Jesus taught can be 
nghtly interpreted only as fine Idealism. Take such in¬ 
junctions as, “If any man take thy coat, let him have thy 
cloke also,” “Resist not evil (or the e’vdl man)”; if taken 
literally, what invitation to thievery. So also the requisite 
of discipleship: “Deny himself, take up his cross, follow 
Me.” Where were the membership if this were enforced as 
law in the churches? So also, “Be ye, therefore, perfect, 
even as your Father Who is in Heaven is perfect.” As to 
these statements, Jesus gave no explanation, no intimation 
that they were to be taken as principles, not precepts. Very 
different was the case when He spoke of divorce. When 
He had expressed His high standard, the disciples de¬ 
murred, intimating that such would put an end to mar¬ 
riage. Then came the meaningful words of Jesus, “All 
men cannot receive this saying, save they to whom it is 
given.” His injunction was not to be interpreted as Law, 
but as Principle; not as requirement of the many, but vol¬ 
untary procedure of the few; not as act of legislature, but 
as direction from the Master to those who, through devo¬ 
tion to Him could climb so high. The gist of His entire 
teaching on the subject is lost, unless this explanatory 
statement be kept in the foreground. The explanation be¬ 
comes the more forcible since such occurs only in connec¬ 
tion with His teaching concerning divorce. Repeatedly He 
addressed Himself to the subject. This was the only social 
question that received from Him extended consideration. 
Textual criticism has dealt severely with passages on 
other important subjects, but has stamped those concern¬ 
ing marriage and divorce as unquestionably genuine. 
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Wherever blame attaches because cf failure to regard 
His requirement, such is to be looked for especially amid 
the group designated as “They to whom it is given.’’ 
(Matt. 19: 11.) 

Disregard of these explanatory words of Jesus has led 
to the placement of some “divorced and remarried,” in a 
position unwarrantable and un-Christian. They have been 
given to feel that in some way they are conspicuous 
offenders, targets for pulpit shots, in fine, “outside the 
pale.” Why should these be so discredited for failure to 
attain to one ideal, when our churches are filled with 
members who fail to attain to other ideals? Moreover, 
does not Our Lord insist that attainments of the spirit 
are of paramount importance? Certain members admir¬ 
ingly regarded, making little or no effort to observe 
spiritual ideals, are not to be regarded with a bit more 
respect if as much, as that accorded some who fail to 
attain to Jesus’ ideal concerning divorce. His spiritual 
ideals are flung out to His followers with unqualified 
challenge. His ideal concerning divorce, is for the few 
designated as “They to whom it is given.” Moreover, in¬ 
terpreters of Jesus and His words, may be guided by the 
principle that no understanding of His precepts is correct 
if it dim His Saviorhood and close to men the path of 
approach. His tenderness and compassion are extended to 
all who observe and would follow His light, thoueh con¬ 
scious that they behold it through mists. Some who fall 
short in respect to one ideal, climb high as concerns 
another. Some who have been divorced are rich in spiritual 
values. And they with us all should find unobstructed path 
to the Savior, and help from others possessing His Spirit. 

Standard Of Jesus 

What, then, is the instruction or ideal of Jesus, ut> to 
■which we have been leading? This is found in four pass- 
ages from the Gospels. In addition, consideration may be 
given to two statements from the pen of the Apostle Paul. 
Of the four from the Gospels, that from Mark reads; 

“Whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry 
another, committeth adultery against her. And if a 
woman shall put away her husband and be married to 
another, she committeth adultery.” 

—Mark 10: 11, 12. 
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Here the statement is explicit and comprehensive. No 
exception is noticed as to ground of separation. Whatever 
this may have been, marriage of either party to a third 
person is forbidden. If at some other time Jesus qualified 
this statement, assurance, as far as possible, should be 
had, that He is reported and understood accurately. 

Here let it be noticed that the sort of divorce discussed 
by Our Lord, is that which is termed “A vinculo,” i. e., 
separation with right to remarry. The other phase of the 
subject, “A mensa et thoro,” or separation without such 
right, was not discussed by Him, nor does it enter into the 
consideration of this paper. 

The second passage is from the Gospel according to 
Luke: 

“Whosoever putteth away his wife and marrieth 
another, committeth adultery.”—Luke 16: 18. 

This agreement on part of another writer with the lan¬ 
guage of Mark, goes far towards answering the question 
as to whether Jesus was accurately reported. With such 
harmony in the testimony of two witnesses, we need be 
the more careful in examination of a third who appears at 
variance with them, however slight the departure. 

Matthew is the writer, upon whose testim.ony is based 
the conclusion that the teaching -of Jesus was not so ex¬ 
plicit and rigid. From this winter come two deliverances. 
The first deals not so much with the subject under discus¬ 
sion, as with a related question. It reads: 

“It hath been said. Whosoever shall put away his 
wife, let him give her a writing of divorcement. But 
I say unto you. That whosoever shall put away his 
wife, saving for the cause of fornification, causeth 
her to commit adultery; and whosoever shall marry 
her that is divorced committeth adultery.” 

—Matt. 5: 31, 32. 

The words “saving for the cause of fornification,” sug¬ 
gest by contrast the various, trifling grounds on which 
divorce at that day was granted. Head uncovered, a torn 
garment, breach of etiquette, as also numerous other tri¬ 
vialities, were deemed sufficient ground on which the man 
might sever his marriage. So this passage, like the subse- 
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quent one (19: 3), addresses itself to the Pharisaical group 
interested in obtaining divorce “for every cause.” Divorce 
on these grounds, Jesus taught, differed in certain respects 
from that granted on the ground of fornification. One of 
these differences is shown in this passage. It is expressed 
in the words “causeth her.” This refers to the responsi¬ 
bility of the man for his wife’s conduct. The idea of 
responsibility is the central one. The Gospel lays great 
stress on the accountability of one for the conduct and 
welfare of another. The intimate relationship of married 
life makes such accountability the greater. Divorce, on 
trivial grounds, accentuates such responsibility, and makes 
the husband accountable for subsequent wrong of his wife, 
in that he has “caused her to commit adultery.” 

When, however, the cause of divorce is fornification, no 
such responsibility attaches to the innocent party. The 
man is not to be blam.ed for changed feeling towards his 
unfaithful companion, for decision as to her unfitness to 
occupy the wife’s, and perhaps the mother’s place in the 
home. Hence the separation, and his release from subse¬ 
quent responsibility. 

But what of the right of the innocent party to marry 
someone else? With this question the passage does not 
deal at all. The man’s accountability for his wife is fol¬ 
lowed. This done, the subject is dismissed. 

And now as to the fourth and most mooted of these 
passages from the Gospel: 

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 ? And He answered and 
said unto them. Have ye not read, that He that made 
them at the beginning made them male and female, 
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 ? Wherefore they are no more twain, 
but one flesh. What, therefore, God hath joined to¬ 
gether, let not man put asunder. They say unto Him: 
Why did Moses, then, command to give a writing of 
divorcement, and to put her away? 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. And I say unto you. Who¬ 
soever shall put away his wife except it be for forni- 
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fication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery, 
and whosoever j?<r marrieth her that is put away com¬ 
mitteth adultery.”—Matt. 19: 3-9. 

Here, then, is apparently a consideration of divorce with 
privilege of further marriage. Permission seems to be 
given for such if the ground of divorce be “fornification.” 
That such exception, however, is really made, has excited 
radical difference of opinion. That Matthew does not 
qualify the statements of Mark and Luke, and that this 
passage is not correctly understood, if so interpreted, is 
the opinion of the greater number of students of the 
New Testament. This number is constituted not only of 
those from the Roman Catholic group, but also from all 
Protestant denominations. Reasons for this conclusion are 
based on two related facts. 

1. —The correct text. 
The word rendered “except,” is translation of the Greek 

words “ei me.” There is little ground for such reading. 
The “ei” is omitted from all the uncial manuscripts, as also 
from a majority of the cursives. The word “me” is genuine, 
and stands alone. Tischendorf and Tregelles admit this; 
and Lachmann is so far in accord, that he would substitute 
another word for both “ei” and “me.” Interpreters like 
Meyer and Alford, hold that the word “ei” is spurious. 
This consequently changes the translation from “except” 
(“ei me”), to the negative adverb “not.” That is, a paren¬ 
thetical clause is inserted, viz.: “Not on this ground (viz.: 
fornification) am I now speaking.” The subject of fornifica¬ 
tion is excluded, and is not made an exceptional cause. 

2. —The question asked of Jesus. 
His interrogators, the Pharisees, to entrap Him and get 

Him in wrong with the crowd, asked if it were right “for 
a man to put away his wife for every cause?” To this 
explicit question of divorce on trivial grounds, Jesus ad¬ 
dressed Himself. To draw distinctly the lines bounding 
His reply. He stipulated, “Not on the ground of fornifica¬ 
tion am I speaking.” But why this parenthesis and exclu¬ 
sion of His discussion from the ground of “porneia?” 
Jesus would strike at the greater evil, omitting the less; 
He would not confuse issues in certain respects distinct; 
He would not prejudice His questioners by covering ground 
where agreement was out of the question; He would 
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help His hearers concentrate attention on a crying evil of 
the day, an evil that made restive even their seared con¬ 
sciences, viz.: “Is it lawful for a man to put away his 
wife for conventional trivialities?” Yet a further reason 
occurs for this reservation: He had asserted previously 
(Matt. 5: 31, 32), that in one respect at least, fornification 
placed the subject in a different light. Moral responsibility 
varies as it shifts from the one ground to the other. 

The conclusion from the foregoing is that in neither of 
these passages is there contradiction or qualification of the 
statements made by Mark and Luke. The first passage 
from Matthew deals with “Conjugal Responsibility”; the 
second, with the paramount evil of divorce for “Every 
Cause”; in neither is there intimation that divorce, what¬ 
ever be its ground, entitles even the innocent party to 
marry a third person. This may seem drastic and excite 
loud exclamation from the American consciousness of 
today. But at the moment, we are asking merely. What did 
Jesus say? Was He correctly reported? Did His hearers 
agree in what they have handed over to us ? And, What in¬ 
terpretation are we to put on His words? The conclusion 
is inescapable, that Jesus presented an ideal of marriage, 
like His other ideals, lofty, beautiful, sacred. And another 
conclusion is, that as to “Those to whom it is given”—to 
them, especially to His representatives in the Ministry of 
the Gospel, He looks to present and maintain His ideal 
with sacrificial fidelity to their own manliness, their 
mission, their Lord. If public consciousness collapses in 
face of the problem, let heralds of Jesus be assured that 
they themselves have not incurred blame through failure 
to display the standard of the Master. 

The two passages from the Apostle Paul are found 
close together in the same chapter. The first, is an echo 
of the words of Jesus, as reported by Mark and Luke: 
‘Let not the wife depart from her husband, but if she 

even depart, let her remain unmarried, or be reconciled to 
her husband; and let not the husband put away his wife.” 
I Cor. 7: 10, 11. According to this counsel, divorce is to be 
avoided to the limit of patient endeavor. And then, if 
separation occur, no privilege is offered save that of recon¬ 
ciliation. A terse statement, not susceptible of misunder¬ 
standing. 
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A few lines following this, the writer takes up the 
question of marriage and divorce in connection with a 
peculiar problem. The problem was that of the relationship 
of a Christian husband or wife, to one that is a heathen. 
The question was the more delicate because Christianity 
was at its beginning, and struggling for existence in an 
atmosphere of heathendom. The problem has no parallel 
today, save perhaps in mission fields. Yet the statement 
has been twisted and turned, meanings put into it, appli¬ 
cations fantastically made, until it has been used to con¬ 
tradict -what the very writer had just said, contradict what 
Jesus said, and warrant matrimonial fence-jumpers to leap 
into other fields according to their pleasure. The state¬ 
ment is, “If the unbelieving depart, let Him depart. A 
brother or a sister is not under bondage in such cases.” 
I Cor. 7: 15. The writer does not say “under bondage” to 
WHAT. In the light of that he has just written, four 
verses preceding, it would seem “under bondage” to pre¬ 
vent the inevitable separation, to follow after, care for, 
endeavor to bring back the companion engrossed in hea¬ 
thenism. Yet the counsel expressed concerning this unique 
situation, has been regarded as applicable to general 
cases, amid all conditions for all time, and used as ground 
of “Divorce for Desertion.” The Westminster Confession 
of Faith is guilty of so doing. Happily, our General Assem¬ 
bly has directed its ga^.e upon this loose and lamentable 
use of Scripture, and in the overture now submitted to 
Presbyteries, taken steps to abate the divorce evil when, 
due to the fact that “They which are unlearned and un¬ 
stable wrest the Scriptures unto their own destruction.” 
Divorce on “Ground of Separation,” has proved to be the 
means of turning the trick at pleasure, a veritable card 
up the sleeve. As an editorial in a Baltimore paper re¬ 
marked concerning the conspicuous Frohman affair: “No 
loud talk, no abuse, no charges—just a plain admission of 
being tired of married life. ‘Trial marriage’ within the 
law and dissolved with the law’s assent.’ ” An opposite 
extreme from such procedure is the ideal of Jesus, and 
the course He counselled to representatives “to whom it 
is given.” 

“That Which God Hath Joined Together” 

These representatives are to keep before society the fact 
that God takes part in human matrimony. THE TWO are 
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those “Whom God hath joined together.” A relationship 
within the bounds of which function those inscrutable vital 
energies determining the welfare of body, mind, and 
spirit, welfare of the individual and the group for time and 
eternity. Within this relationship Divine activity is pre¬ 
eminently marked, activity of the Giver and Sustainer of 
all life. Among all declarations which human souls can 
make as to mutual obligation, this stands foremost, a vow 
even to God Himself, making the union “That which God 
hath joined together,” “One flesh.” Such is the conception 
Jesus has expressed. 

In the light of this ideal, certain facts are made plain. 
Matrimony is no work of some third person or human 
agent. It is an affair of Divine conjmiction. A vow made 
to God, Who requires that such be performed. In a yet 
deeper sense, it is “that which God joins together”; for if 
there be the imion denoted as “love,” carrjdng the rela¬ 
tionship to completion, this emanates from Him W^ho is the 
personification of the “greatest thing in the world”—God 
is Love, and “We love, because He first loved us.” From the 
outward vow to the deepest principle giving meaning and 
beauty to the union, it is “That which God hath joined 
together.” If this union be formed as Jesus sees it, the 
work is effected not by the State, nor by officiating clergy¬ 
men, nor by any other human power. It is done by the 
Spirit of God, within the hearts of those declaring their 
mutual troth. If it be not done in this way, no human 
agency, whatever the office, can effect such consummation. 
State or Minister, within their respective spheres, may 
bear testimony to the foregoing fact, and make pronounce¬ 
ment of it; but it is God Who achieves it. From the point 
of view of the representatives of Jesus, the union is irre¬ 
vocable, “What, therefore, God hath joined together, let 
not man put asunder.” The State cannot take such atti¬ 
tude. This Moses recognized; as also Jesus affirmed. But 
whatever the moral status of society and consequent de¬ 
mands of legislation, the representatives of Jesus are 
required to present and maintain His ideal. 

The fact that the essential union is effected exclusively 
by the Divine Spirit, both magnifies and diminishes the 
part taken by the Christian official in the marriage cere¬ 
mony. Magnifies, in that He as representative of Jesus, 
pronounces the union to be in accord with the ideal of 
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Jesus, places this ideal before the minds of those being 
married, and through this ideal as path of approach, looks 
to God to unite increasingly their hearts in one. Yet the 
part he takes is by no means essential as concerns the 
reality of the union. It is necessary to protect the interests 
of the State and maintain the standard of the Church, but 
not to the consummation of the marital union. Suppose no 
clergyman were to be found in the region. The couple had 
been shipwrecked, cast on a heathen island, and with their 
fellow-survivors were about to establish for themselves 
new homes. These two declare their love to each other, 
announce this to their friends, and set up their home. 
Would not these be truly married? Or, would they have 
to await the coming of some prelate, likewise thrown by 
Providence on that bleak shore? No fairminded and normal 
conscience could demand this. But if, perchance, their 
heathen neighbors informed them that on the island they 
had civilization, and this, for the preservation of society, 
demanded declaration of matrimonial inuention, con¬ 
formity with such custom, would be advisable for the 
social weal. The vital element in their matrimony, how¬ 
ever, is apart from such social demand. This is within 
their hearts, in the presence of God. While Jesus addressed 
Plimself pointedly and repeatedly to the subject of mar¬ 
riage and divorce. He never intimated that performance 
of the ceremony was one of the functions of His disciples. 
We have no record that any one of the apostles ever united 
any couple in marriage; nor did they give counsel to 
their successors as to this performance. Essential associa¬ 
tion of the function with the Christian ministry does not 
appear until the Church is enveloped in the mists of sacer¬ 
dotalism. Christian ministers perform the wedding cere¬ 
mony, because the State assigns to them this service. If 
the State chose, it could transfer the function to some 
other group, perhaps to doctors or lawyers. This, then, 
would constitute LEGAL MARRIAGE; yet the Church 
might desire something further, for the maintenance of 
its standard. 

Maryland’s Mean Challenge 

To maintain the ideal of Jesus, and at the same time 
serve the State to the limit of its matrimonal permission, 
is manifestly impossible. Jesus imposes severe restriction, 
while the State extends the fences to suit the capering con- 
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sciousness of the public. Added to this accommodation, 

the State of Maryland alone, among all the States of 

the Union, refuses to permit civil marriages, and in this 

refusal challenges the moral stamina and personal fidelity 

of the Christian ministry to measure up to the mind and 

manliness of their Master. Unhappily for the Ministry 

and for the very Gospel they present, they ^ show 

themselves unequal to the challenge. The fact is re¬ 

peatedly affirmed, that divorced people can find after 

a while, if not immediately, some minister willing to marry 

them, whatever the ground of their divorce. A prominent 

jurist of the State remarked a while since, that while min¬ 

isters were ready to take this course, the State probably 
would not alter hers. Moreover, not only to the ministry, 
but to those licensed to be married, is the attitude of the 
State of Maryland contemptuous and insulting. Some ot 
those possessing a license, do not find upon first inquiry, 
a minister willing to perform the ceremony. A couple un- 
usually esteemed, traveled the streets of Baltimore aiar 
before they found such. A tribute this to the ministers, at 
first approached; but an unfair position in which to place 
those possessed of the license. Maryland challenges the 
integrity of the ministry, and challenges the ability of 
many licensed to find someone to ma/:e the license good. 
Gladly would those thus licensed resort to a civil magis¬ 
trate. Not only gladly, but conscientiously, for some of 
them resent the intrusion into their wedding ceremony of 
certain religious elements with which they are not in 
sympathy, and to which in a way they must yield assent. 
And the top of travesty, the acme of sham and shame, is 
enacted when a minister with disregard of his Master, 
marrying those with no belief in Christ or reverence to¬ 
wards God, declares ^^In the name of Christ, that the 
two are “Man and Wife”; and continues, that they are 
“Those whom God hath joined together.” Will not the 
State of Maryland show regard (or be it decency) mani¬ 
fested by other States of the Union, to end this deplorable 
situation, unjust to citizens, to the Christian Ministry, and 
to the very Gospel of Jesus Christ? Christian ministers as 
a body, are ready to serve the State within bounds per¬ 
missible by their high office; but when civil laws depart 
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from Christian ideals, civil magistrates should be ap¬ 
pointed to carry such laws into effect. 

Responsibility Of The Christian Ministry 

The objection immediately made by the disciples to the 
statement of Jesus on this subject, was prophetic of the 
attitude society would continue to take towards His posi¬ 
tion His reply that “All men cannot receive this saying, 
save they to whom it is given,” intimates that His ideal 
at any rate might be kept by these few before the general 
eye and exert uplifting influence. This ideal is to be per¬ 
sistently displayed by those “to whom it is given. The 
ideal wins where argument repels. Practical expression oi 
the ideal, is often best instruction, as is shown with music, 
art, manners and morals. Such is the respect entertained in 
our country for Jesus and His words, that a firm stand 
taken by His ministers unitedly, on the subject discussed, 
would exert profound influence. This will transform and 
uplift, where laws will merely challenge or be impotent. 
Decision on the part of the Ministry to marry none who 
are divorced, and this because Jesus so taught, will go 
further than any other influence to awaken public con¬ 
sciousness, This would probably be the first intimation to 
many that Jesus took any stand whatever on the question. 
The subject is so delicate that probably little good 
can be effected by discussions from the pulpiL 
Verbal presentation of the ideal may 
viduals conspicuous, and so offend, estrange, and close the 
path of approach to the sympathetic Savior. On the other 
hand, silent maintenance of an appointed attitude and pro¬ 
cedure, will increasingly convey its large meaning. 

The reverse of this course is found in the attitude of 
some in the ministry, holding that as appointees of 
they are to serve in accord with directions of State. They 
assume that in absence of civil marriage in Maryland, they 
are obliged to marry those possessed of marriage license. 
Some make reservations and exceptions of various sorts. 
The result is compromise with the leadership of Jesus and 
qualification of His explicit statement. This alignment 
with civil authorities, prompts questions such as: “What 
is the discretionary power of the minister in regard to the 
reasons for desertion?”, “What shall we do in even scan¬ 
dalous cases, where we feel obliged to marry people who 
are legally right?” Imagine one of the early disciples of 
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Jesus in any way taking his cue from the Sanhedrin. And 
if the ministry of today fail to illumine the problem with 
the undimmed light of Jesus, the question may be asked. 
Whether any others be so responsible as they for the evil 
attending divorce? With whom rests first responsibility, 
if not with those looked to as spiritual guides receiving 
their standard as also commission from Jesus? If they be 
both ministers of Jesus and ministers of State, WHICH 
with them is to be precedent and determining? How can 
one expound the words of Jesus and compound Him and 
His words with the Maryland Legislature? How may re¬ 
quirements of Jesus be commended to the observance of 
others, when the minister lacks conviction and courage to 
regard Jesus’ obvious statements concerning one of the 
most threatening problems of the day? What meaning is 
hidden in the mere question, “How, as servant of State, 
may I do the “legally right,” when as witness of Jesus this 
is “the wrong?” “When the Master plainly directs, digres¬ 
sion becomes unworthy. Will then, the disciple give the 
politician of today, as was given the politician of Jesus’ 
day, ground on which to infer that attitude towards Jesus’ 
words and towards Jesus Himself, may be regulated by 
“pieces of silver?” This idea the public press is derisively 
flaunting. One editorial speaks of the “activities of a very 
few men who capitalized the power given them by the 
State and made a good thing of it”; also, of their “clerical 
monopoly”; and adds, “Nothing in recent years has done 
more to lower the respect in which the Maryland clergy 
are held.” 

These are they who herald “The truth as it is in 
Jesus”; who are included in the statement of the Master, 
“I have given unto them the words which thou gavest Me, 
and they have received them”; His “Living epistles, known 
and read of all”; who go forth in the assurance, “Lo, I am 
with you always”; witnesses in the forefront of those 
“2’o whom it is given.’’ 
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Church body seems like 
UK ^’'“•' 

ly to take positive action 

with referenci to the m 

..easing evil of divorce. 

Cliiireh’s 

Altiliule To- 

' Uivorce 

11 is liigh time. All ciiuicn 

unite in some common action relative to 

this evil, since State law's lurther the 

evil instead of curbing it, and apparently 

the nation will be destroyed before any 

uniform action can be expected of tlie 

Slates. 

In a recent editorial Zion s Herald 

summarized the census figures regard¬ 

ing the appalling increase in divorce in I 
lis country, showing that three times 

as many divorces were granted by the 

courts of the United States in 1925 as 

i® ISST. Concerning the ultimate effect 

upon society and the natioa this editorial 

reaflirms what has been said repeatedly 

in this column, as follows; 

"It may truly be said that an enemy 

of destruction is pounding at the .gate 

of the nation—an enemy more barbarnus 

than Alaric, who battered down the wahs 

of Rome, more brutal than’ Attila, who j 

styled himself 'the scourge of God.’ The | 

sauctitj/ of the home is in ijeril. With 

(Is (lownfuU the Utate and the Ctiurch 

iciU crumble into diffit. It is one of the 

imperishable witnesses of history that 

the decay of the home is followed socner 

or later by the disintegration of the 

State. It is a commonplace to say that 

an.v influence that weakens the home has 

a like result upon the nation. Nor can 

the Church escape the deteriorating ef¬ 

fect of such a circumstance.” 

The editor of Zion's Herald declares 

that "By unduly facilitating action for 

divorce the law, instead of protecting the 

home, actually assists in its deslructiotiV 

and that the law’s laxity in the nfaftei"- 

of tile marriage covenant is responsible 

in large part for the wide prevalence of 

divorce. He expo.ses this laxity in the 

following statement: 

"In many States the consent of the 

parent or guardian is not necessary to 

legalize the marriage of young peojile 

under age. In many States there is no 

inquiry into the health of the apidi- 

cants. One or both parties may be suf¬ 

fering from a disease that would make of 

the ensuing marriage an insult to 'llic 

laws of common decency. Too often no 

time is required between the applii-a- 

tion for a marriage license and the ■■on- 

summation of the marriage contract 

'I'he fact that such marriages end dis¬ 

astrously is not so much the fault of 

fickle youth as it is the fault of the 

State for permitting a marriage under 

such ridiculous conditions. In other 

ii'urds, the State op. ns wide the doors, 

that ant/ it'hu desire marriape map enter 

Foolish and iri'esponsible Romeos, 
with their capricious and whimsical 
■luliets, deluded and misguided chil¬ 
dren. epileptics, criminals, degenei-- 
ates, drug addicts, paupers, and 
drunkards, one and all, are received 
with open arms by the State and 
regarded as eligible for the most 
solemn relationship into which men¬ 
tals can enter.” 

l^eatliiig Presbyterians Pi’opose DrasHc 

Action to Tlieir General Assembly 

Sweeping amendment of the Preshy. 

terian Church law on marria.ge ami dP 

Voice is to be recommended t(.> the Pros- 

byU-rian General Assembly at Tulsa, 

Oklahoma, at its session. Monday after 

noon. May 28. A trank difterence ol 

opinion on thi.s grave matter is admitted 

by the special committee on marriage and 

divorce which is to report its timPngs 

after two years of study and discussion. I 

The chairman, Ttev. AVilliam O, Th-.mp ' 

son, Columbus, O., president-emeritus of 

Ohio State University, states that certain 

members of the committee do not concur 

in some of the interpretations and rea- i 

soilings which in the sessions of the i 

committee were presented in siipport of ' 

the committee’s recommendations, and 

soipe do not deem it wise to change the 

statements of the Presbyterian Confes¬ 

sion of Faith on this subject, but thev 

are willing that the sentiment of the 

Church be tested. Therefore the com¬ 

mittee will recommend an overture to bo 

sent down by the Genei-al Assembly to 

the Presbyteries, proposing the removal 

of willful desertion as a recogni’/td 

cause for divorce, and limiting divorce 

to one cause only, that of adultery 

Then a ma.iority of the 299 Presbyteries | 

—...ii.i b.'ive to vote in favor of it diirina I 
the ensuing year to make tne oveic oe " 

the law of the Church. 

Hr. Robert F. Speer, retiring modera¬ 

tor of the General Assembly, was a chief 

1 contributor to the discussion within the 

cemmittee. and sponsored the proposed 

I restriction. His views are contained in 

the following statement; 

The New Testament Teaching on 

i Marriage, Divorce and Remarriage 

“The New Testament conception of 

.marriage would seem to be that it is an 

[organic and indissoluble union of one 

husband and one wife. There is no ■^”1- 

dence of the existence of polygamy in 

!the New Testament Church. There are 

scores of passages which embody the un¬ 

questioning assumption of monogamy. 

Marriage, as conceived in the New Te.s*^a- 

ment, is of one man to one woman, 

tnd it is conceived as a permanent life 

relation. Husband and wife are bound 

together in the deepest unity. Paui 

speaks of them as forming only one 

body, not V'hyaically onl.v (as .Tesussavs), 

but in the deepest mystical sense, as 

loving one another with a complete and 

unselfish love, even as Christ also loved 

the Church. 

There are many expressions of this 

lofty Chri.stian ideal of marriage in the 

New Testament. And the use of the 

marriage ideal in the passage in Eidn^- 

sians, to exqiress the relationship of 

Christ to His Church, raises marriage to 

the level of the highest and holiest 

thought possible to men. 

I "Can the marriage relationship be dis- 

f solved except by death? There are 

those who hold that not even death <lis. 

solves it and who find a confirmation of 

their views in our Lord's words and in 

Paul's use of marriage as the symbol of 

Christ's union with His Church. But the 

leaching of Romans is explicit that on 

Ihe death of the husband the wife H 

free to remarry, and presumably the 

same reasoning holds in tlie case ol the 

death of the wife. 

"But ( an anything else than death 'lis- 

solve the Piarriage? There are three 

different pas.sages in which our Lord s 

views as to marriage and divorce are 

set forth. This clear leaching, allowing 

for no divorce whatever', is niodilied in 

ivJatthew’s version of the teaching re¬ 

corded without exception or quallli 'H 

tion in Mark. The teachin.g of Mark 

to is unmistakable. It forbids all di- 

vori e, and if >either husband or wife puts 

.iway the other and reman ies he or she 

ommits adultery. In Matthew, how¬ 

ever, divorce is clearly recognized. The 

passages in Matthew, howevei, are full 

ot difficulty. If these passage-^ are com 

bined it would appear to be the New 

restament teaching: 

"That there can be no divorce ex¬ 
cept for adultery. 

"That sepiu-ati n (i ot in'luding ili- 
vorce) is deprecated but recognized 

"That the Church may not re¬ 
marry persons who have been sep¬ 
arated but not divorced tor adulterv; 
such persons are still married ac- 
■ o din.g to the Chris.ia i aw ai.d ,e 
mariiagc wcuhl be bi".am>'. 

"Paul allows the remarriage of 
husband or wife after the other's 
death, but declares that any other 
remarriage is adulterous. 

No Reiiiiirriiige for Those Guilty 

of Adultery Should Be Perinitted 

’’Inasmuch as the New Testament, ex- 

i-ept in the Matthew pas.sages. has no 

allowance for dlvoj'i’e, it of course gives 

no instructions regarding the remarriage 

of divorced persons. M’hat shall we say, 

then, of the New Testament icaching as I 

a whole regarding the remarriage of di- ! | 

vorced persons and the atlitmle of tl’p 

Church toward it? 

’’ Nothing is said in re'o.g’i’ i n or sa 

tion of the remarriage of an innocent di¬ 

vorced per.son, and it ma.v b? claime.! 

that the New Testament conceiition of 

marriage disallows such remarriage. Or 

precisely the opposite position can be 

defended, namely, that adultery dissolve.-! 

the marriage for the innocent. In 'me 

absence of specific prohibition and in 

view of the past practice ot the t’hur;-!!. 

such remarriage should not lie forbiditen 

and may be performed by Christian init^i- 

■ sters. 

"That the Church may not remarry 

liersoiis guilty ot adultery. The New 

Testament teaching is plain that adiil- 

.cicis have no- part in the Kingdom c. 

Christ or of God. This is not to say that 

his s,n, a.-; all sins, may not be forgiveii 

and atoned, for by Our Saviour and R"' 

Jtemer. But it is to say that all such 

persons have forfeited the right to re- 

marrj-; their remarriage is contrary tc 

our Lord’s explicit word. 

"As to Ih.- dctermin-ifon of ini.o-enc 

or guilt on the part of divorced persons 

seeking remarriage, it is to be remem- 

rjered that the civil law gives the Churi''i 

no riglit to grant divorce but reserves 



•Jill.']) I'iylit to tile Sla.te. Ministors, the>- 

I’ere. should tioeeiit and stand uiiun thn 

jajial reeoi'd. If it does not sliow MiaL 

divorce was granted tor the one and on!v 
cause recognized and allowed bj- Christ 

then, the Church may not perforin the 

remarriage of either party. 

‘'Such jtidgnien’-UB as these with re¬ 
gard to the duty of the Church and 
its ministry do not undertake to in¬ 
vade the field of the policy and pro¬ 
cedure of the State. W'hether the 
State should pursue with regard to 
divorce and remarriage the same 
course as the Chur> h, we do not dis¬ 
cuss. tVe simply draw forth the 

I i-lear teachin.g of the New Testament 
as embodied in the words of our Lord 

' and St. Paul. 

New Testaiiient Teaching' 

Pernumeiitl.v Valid for Clnireh 

"Is the New Testament teaching 

n ihese subjects valid for ns, o. 

as it local and temporary? There 

“■’''e, of cctii'se, N'cw 

ngs which the Church do .s reg-ird 

s local and temiiorary, or as moral 

nd atdiUual rather than .'■ociil and 

egislatu'e. a.s for example, footwasa- 

iig, the hol.v kiss, woman’s dress and 

jrnaments and hair arrangement, wine 

h'inking, anointing with oil, aciiuiescen 

n slavery, these verses being in immed'- 

■ite connection with Paul’s teaching aboip, 

marriage and divorce. And in the S n-- 

mon on the Mount where the teaching nr 

'ilattliew is found, there is miicli which 

the Church intei'iirets in a spiritual and 

restricted sense. 

"Indeed we may go further and say tiief 

our Lord refused to he a legislator or 

to lay down social or economic or even 

moiai regul.atiors. He d .-ill in great siiir 

itual principles which He left to all tim“ 

and all peoples to appL' to the necessary 

forms of their own age and life. Tills 

makes it all the more significant that in 

this one central, vital and fundamemal 

matter of the marriage relationship on 

which the divine institution of the fami¬ 

ly rests, Jesus should have .siioken .so 

definitely .and absolutely as He did. ‘But 

from the beginning of the creation, mal ' 

and female made He them. For this 

cause shall a man leave his father and. 

mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and 

the two shall become one flesh; so that 

there are no more two, hut one fles'i, 

W’hat therefore God hath joined togetlier, 

let not man put asunder,’ (Mark 10: h-!)l 

"Here is no local and temporary teach¬ 

ing or an adaptation to transitory soci-tl 

camditiuns, but a principle which enr 

Lord declares goes back to the foimda,- 

tions of life and time and roots 

in the mind and law of God. If this 

teaching of our Lord is not final and au¬ 

thoritative, what word of His may be s.i 

i-egarded? He recognized tliat there were 

two social ideals in tlie matter, tlie .lewi.s'n 

law of marriage and divorce and His 

own conceidion. There are two ideals i;i 

the world now, the varying ii-regu'ir 

ideals of most of our states and the i le-al 

of Christ which ouglit to he tlie ideal of 

I the Church. 

‘‘Shall it be the ideal of the Presliyterian 

Cluircli or will our (.’liurch go down tc 

the lower level and take up a posi'-in.-i 

fui'ther from the New Testament teach¬ 

ing than the laws of some few of our 

States wliich still adhere to this New 

J’estnment conceidion of marriage and 

dhoice? At present our Church's con¬ 

stitution allows divorce for reasons not ' 

sanctioned in the New Testament, and 

indeed in its legislation on the subject it 

makes no mention of the Bible but set.s 

fortli secular and contractual concepft n.? 

wliicli are not found in the >jew Testa 

ment at all. 

‘■‘Ouglit we not, in loyalty to our 
own exaltation of the authority of 
tlie Scriptures and above all of oui' ■ 
Lord Himself, to rest our position on , 
tlie plain teacliing of tlie New Testa - ' 
ment and in all tlie docti-ine and 
work of our Cliurcli to cherisi,, 
maintain and commend the conceu 
tion of marriage which alone is 

i worthy of comparison witli the unian 
of ('‘hrist and His Chnrch? 

I Tlie Cliiii c'li Slioiild .\dhpre 

Iii.vieldingly to Tlie.se Concepiions 

‘‘It is objected that these requirements 

are too hard and burdensome for humr-n 

nature and that they must be relaxed 

tor us today just as Moses relaxed the 

divine ideal. 'Where then sliall we stop? 

If Clirist’s clear teaching is to be rejected 

j at this point in tlie interest of human 

weakness or mistake, wliy should it no! 

lie rejected anywhere else? But it is said: 

that to insist on this position will work 

hardsliip. Adulterers have sincerely re- 

I'ented. May tliey not remarry when 

tlieir penitence is indisiiutable? Or young 

lieople have been liui'ried, under parental 

or other ijressure, into unwise marri.ages 

wliose permanence would have wrought 

more liarm and wrong than their disso¬ 

lution? Is it not iiest to undo sucli an 

error and to allow a later liappy mai - 

riage? Undoubtedly difficult problems 

will arise. It can only be contended in 

reply tliat tliose who hold the civil and 

contract view of marriage rather tlnn 

the New Testament view can av'ail tliem- 

selves of the civil provisions for divorce 

and remai-ringe but that the Church can 

only adhere iinyieldin,gly to the New 

Testament com'eptions both of marri-'ge 

and divorce and remarriag'e, that tlie suf¬ 

ferings of an unhappy marria.ge may be 

cured by separation witliout divorce, and 

that tile evil of the Church’s I’efusai to 

remarry is less tlian tlie evil of tlie aba 

dunment by the Churcli of the New Testa 

ment ideals. 

■'It is olijected tliat to adojit these iios-- 

tions would seiiarate the Pi'esbyterian 

Cluirch from other Cliristian bodies our- 

suing a more liberal course. On tlie 

otlier hand, it would range tlie Presb\- 

terian Church witli a large body of iiin ■ 

dred churclies, Methodist Episcopal, P*-ot. 

estant Episcopal, United Luther,in 

Cliurclies, the Reformed Churcli in Amer¬ 

ica, and the Reformed Church in the 

United States; and also with tlie Roman 

Catliolic Cliurch, whicli in these matters 

adlieres, in theory, unyieldingly to the 

New Testament position. 

“it is olijected tliat sucli views and 

in-actices if adoiited by tlie Cluirch will 

p’ace a stigma on tliose meml>€rs of tho 

Cliurch wliose marriage relationships 

have been at variance with tlie.se posi¬ 

tions and will sluittlie door of the Ciiurcli 

in tile future to people maiiied undec 

civil laws whicli are nut in accord with 

tlie laws of the Churcli. In some cases 

tliis may be true. Tliis is tlie situation 

in all Hie cliurclies named in the piaoced- 

iiig iiaragrapli. What .shall lie done in 

such cases? Sliall they be admitted to 

the fellowshiii and membership in ‘^he 

Cliurch? No new answer is attempted 

liere. All tliat is here proposed is tli.at 

the language of the law of the Church 

as to marriage, divorce and remarriage 

should be conformed to the New Te.st-i- 

ment as follows; 

'‘Altliougli the suffering in an unhappy 

marriage may be very great, even great¬ 

er tlian should be endured, justifying 

legal seiiaratidn, especially if tlie welfare 

01 children be endangered: yet is adul¬ 

tery alone clearly I'ecognized in the- New 

'restament as cau.se for divorce. 

“Tlierefore the Church cannot sanc¬ 
tion the remarriage by its ministecs 
of divorced persons, except the inno¬ 
cent ])arty in a case where the di¬ 
vorce rests on tlie Scri|)tural ground 
of adultery. In such cases of remai 

I riage, unseemly liaste sliould, in ;fll 
good conscience, be avoided. ' 

T 'N 'aooManoNa 

M33<dS '3 JLa3aOld 
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The Divorce Overture 
By Rev. Henry C. Swearingen, D.D. 

members of the committee which considered the 

I proposed divorce overture differed on the merits of 

the issue. In fact, the only thing on which they could 
agree was to submit the matter to the presbyteries. 

Two quetsions are involved: one of interpretation and one 

of policy. If the interpretation of the Scriptures which bear 

on this subject were clear and decisive it would control, of 

course, the question of policy; there would be but one thing 

to do. But if this interpretation be uncertain so that there 

is room for reasonable, even if somewhat radical, difference 

of opinion, then the Church must consider what are the most 

Christian, practical measures consistent with general prin¬ 

ciples relating to marriage and divorce, as those principles 
are set forth in the New Testament. 

I. Interpretation 

The references usually cited are Matthew 5:31, 32; 19:3-9; 

Mark 10:2-12; Luke 16:18; I Corinthians 7:10-16. In addi¬ 

tion there are Genesis 2:23, 24, referred to by our Lord (as 

reported both by Matthew and Mark), and Ephesians 5:22-33, 

where the proper relation between hus¬ 

band and wife is adduced as a symbol of 

the union between Christ and the Church. 

In the latter passage Paul also employs 

the citation from Genesis. 

The different branches of the Christian 

Church are not in agreement as to the 

meaning of these passages. This fact alone 

argues for caution in legislating on the 

subject. The Eastern Church is not in 

harmony with the Roman, nor do the vari¬ 

ous Protestant bodies see alike as to what 

the Scriptures teach about divorce. With¬ 

in the same communion there is usually 

wide divergence of opinion even when there 

may be conformity in practice for the sake 

of order. The law of the Presbyterian 

Church recognizes two Scriptural grounds 

for divorce, with the right of marrying 

again belonging to the innocent party: 

adultery and willful desertion. This is a 

part of the Confession of Faith. It has 

been the doctrine and policy of our Church 

for nearly three hundred years. It was 

brought to these shores, bearing the re¬ 

forming fathers’ stamp of approval and 

endorsement of the Westminster divines. 

Now it is proposed to change this. The overture under 

consideration would eliminate desertion as a Scriptural cause 

of divorce and leave only one remaining; namely, adultery. 

'This change is urged on the basis of an interprettion of 

passages cited above, but the interpretation is not convinc¬ 

ing. Without going too much into detail, its conclusions are 

unacceptable because its method is too literal. And even 

the method of literalism has to be abandoned at important 

points because it carmot be carried through consistently. 

These passages have a background. Some of them occur 

in response to specific questions—questions which disclose on 

the part of inquirers a basis of thinking built up of social 

ideals and domestic customs and legal practices very differ¬ 

ent from our own and extending back over centuries. These 

are matters which must be taken into account when one 

seeks to determine precisely what Jesus means or what ideas 

Paul wished to convey. 

(a) Advocates of this overture make nothing of the fact 

that the first of the passages (Matthew 5:31, 32), and in 

some respects perhaps the most important of them, occurs 

in the Sermon on the Mount. What was the purpose of that 

discourse and what was Jesus’s method in it? Was He en¬ 

acting statutes or announcing principles ? Was He laying 

down a law which should govern the social practices of His 

followers with the sanctions of civil authority, or was He 

revealing the spiritual ideals that must inspire and master 

the subjects of His Kingdom? The answer to these ques¬ 

tions will have considerable effect upon our understanding 

of the two verses with which we are now dealing, because 

if Jesus is simply laying down a positive law to be put into 

statutory form by the goveriunents of the earth in the spe¬ 

cific terms in which He declared it, then it will stand out as 

the single conspicuous exception among all His teachings in 
the entire Sermon on the Mount. 

Furthermore, this passage occurs as a part of one particu¬ 

lar section of Christ’s great sermon—recorded Matthew 5: 

17-48—having for its subject the necessity that the righteous¬ 

ness of His followers should exceed the righteousness of the 

Scribes and Pharisees. In this section He instances five re¬ 

spects in which this superiority should be evidenced: sanctity 

of life, chastity, taking an oath, non-resistance, love of ene¬ 

mies. Are we to understand in a literal 

sense what He says in regard to the use 

of an oath or rather the non-use of it? 

Some do; our Church does not. Probably 

the letter would soon kill in this instance 

as in many others. Are we to read with 

literal understanding His words about the 

cheek and the cloak and the second mile 

and loaning money? So with murder. It 

is not homicide only. It is hating another 

person and saying bitter and contemptu¬ 

ous things about him which may lead to 

violence and which, in any event, will sear 

one’s own soul just as killing does. 

Nor is this all. The passage we are ex¬ 

amining is part of the paragraph on chas¬ 

tity. And twice in that very paragraph 

(once in the passage itself) the word 

“adultery” is used in a figurative sense. 

The lustful look is said to be adultery. 

Further, it is declared of an innocent 

woman whom her husband puts away that 

he “causeth her to commit adultery,” or 

(R.V.) “maketh her an adulteress.” This 

is constructive adultery. The husband, un¬ 

der these circumstances, subjects his wife 

to the shame and the public disgrace, if 
not to the penal consequences, attaching to adultery. He 

makes her as though she had been actually guilty of this sin. 

Perhaps (see Matthew 19:9) he incurs the guilt himself and 

by so doing drags her down into the mire of his own in¬ 

iquity. The social consequences so visited upon her are 

shameful and oppressive. (The interpretation that he ex¬ 

poses her to temptation to commit the same overt act is too 
strained). 

Is it reasonable that we may expect to find embedded in 

teachings so manifestly non-literal in character and general 

in their application a strict and technical formulation of a 

statute which we are bound to accept and observe according 

to the exact terms in which it is expressed, regardless of the 

broader principle which underlies it and of the tremendous 

social changes which conceivably may affect the application 
of that principle? 

(b) Differences in the text of the passages in the Gospels 

are an embarrassment for any attempt to interpret them in 

a legalistic sense, and particularly an attempt to rule out 

altogether, as applicable to the case, Paul’s teaching on the 

subject of desertion. The exception noted, namely, the cause 

of adultery, is found only in the two passages in Matthew, 

Rev. Henry C. Swearingen, D.D. 
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Dr. Kerr’s Radio Pulpit 
DARE WE CALL OURSELVES CHRISTIANS? 

Sunday Afternoon, January 20, 1929—KDKA. 

Scripture Lesson—Matthew 5:1-16. 

Text; “The disciples were called Christians first in Antioch.” 

Acts 11:26. 

You can trace the word Christian to within ten years of 

the death of Christ. We are told that the history of the 

world is written in the rocks and it is also true that the 

history of redemption is written in the languages of civiliza¬ 

tion. You can follow our religion in the origin and use of 

this word Christian through English and Old English, 

through high and low German, through Latin and Greek 

back to within ten years of the crucifixion. Deeper than any 

fossil hidden in the rocks is the truth of the revelation of 

God embedded in the common language of the people. 

What does the name signify? We have a Christian litera¬ 

ture and Christian newspapers and yet many of us know 

Christianity does not approve of much that bears its name. 

On the other hand. Max Muller, who was a scientific student 

of language, said “I dare not call myself a Christian: I have 

hardly met a man in all my life who deserved that name.” 

To him the connotation of the word is vague and illusory 

and escapes the power of exact definition. It may be to its 

credit, however, that the word is vague. All living words 

grow and change. Only dead words are definite and dead 

languages alone are fixed in their meanings. It is only safe 

to build monuments to dead men for while men and words 

and languages live and breathe they change, and as they 

change they take on altered significance. It will be of in¬ 

terest to trace the origin and significance of this now conse¬ 

crated word. 

I. 

We notice in the first place that the name was a child of 

necessity. The followers of Jesus did not call themselves by 

that name. They were called Christians by other people. 

They called themselves by less distinctive titles. We have 

the commonest name by which they were known in this same 

verse. “The disciples were called Christians.” They were 

Disciples and that is the name we find most frequently in 

the gospels. Jesus was their teacher. They were his scholars 

and belonged to his school. It was from his lips they learned 

the great teaching concerning God and the destiny of the 

human soul. He was their Way, their Truth and their Life. 

But they were more than scholars, for they trusted in him 

and were ready to lay down their lives for him, and so they 

were called Believers. And through the Epistles the music 

of that word, which reveals a personal friendship and the 

fidelity of a great devotion, is heard again and again. They 

were called Saints, separated men and women, men and 

women who would not associate themselves with the vile 

customs of those pagan times and endeavored to be pure in 

heart and hand. And their numbers grew and their social 

order enlarged and they called themselves Brethren, for they 

were united by a bond that was strong as death. These 

were the names by which they were known. Disciples, Be¬ 

lievers, Saints, Brethren, and they took up these common 

words and consecrated them. 

Neither did the Jews call the followers of Jesus by this 

now sacred name. The Jews called them by local and 

provincial and partisian names. They called them Naza- 

renes, Galileans and Sectarians. 

The name “Christian” was given to the followers of Jesus 

neither by themselves nor by the Jews, but by the Greek 

speaking people of Antioch. It was a nickname, a by-word, 

and it was given in derision and contempt. The people of 

Antioch were noted for their jibes and cynicism and scur¬ 

rilous wit and because of their abuse, the Persians, at a 

later date, destroyed their city. They were masters of 

abusive and indecent langpiage, and turned everything into a 

jest. 

And wherever we meet this word in the New Testament 

there is a sting in it; there is reproach and ridicule. Peter 

in his day said to his brethren, “Let none of you suffer 

as a thief or evil-doer, or as a meddler in other men s mat¬ 

ters, but if he suffer as a Christian let him not be ashamed. 

There you have the followers of Jesus classified in the 

thought of that time, thieves, evil-doers, meddlers in other 

men’s matters, Christians. Agrippa said to Paul after he had 

preached righteousness and purity and peace in his presence, 

“With a little persuasion wouldst thou fain make me a Chris- 

tion?” There is hopeless sarcasm in the word, the same 

tone that we hear in the voice of Shylock, “I have a daughter, 

would that any of the stock of Barabbas had been her hus¬ 

band rather than a Christian.” To make the confession I 

am a Christian” was to merit insult and abuse. The Chris¬ 

tian and the wild beast were partners in the same sport of 

society. 

II. 

We find, however, that the disciples did not resent the 

name that was given them, and in a few years it became 

the universal apellation of the followers of Jesus. They took 

the name and transformed it, pouring into its mould all the 

content of their rich experience until they changed its sig¬ 

nificance and glorified it. “What’s in a name?” you ask, and 

I answer, “Character is in a name, history is in a name. 

Centuries of pure living and high thinking are in a name.” 

And thus names become the talismans of righteousness or 

perhaps of evil. They called the followers of George Fox 

Quakers, and they spoke of the name in contempt; but no 

one pointed to William Penn in ridicule. They called the 

followers of John Wesley Methodists, and they spoke the 
word with the suggestion of a sneer, but the glory of that 

history is written across the face of the world. They called 

the fathers of our modem liberty Puritans, and they spoke 

the name with suspicion, but no one dared to challenge the 

character of Oliver Cromwell. When the disciples were first 

called Christians they remembered the Beatitude of Jesus. 

“Blessed are ye when men shall hate you, and shall separate 

you from their company and shall reproach you and cast 

out your name as evil for the Son of Man’s sake” and they 

rejoiced in that day and were glad. 

I said before and I repeat that the name was a child of 

necessity. A distinctive name was given to designate a 

new species. The people of Antioch had many names in their 

resourceful language, but they had no name to cover this 

type of character. They had Greeks and Romans, Jews and 

Gentiles, Samaritans and Pagans in that cosmopolitan city 

of Syria, but they had no name for these people among 

whom there was no room for such distinction as Jew and 

Gentile, bond or free. Barbarian or Scythian. New people, 

like new thoughts and ideas and things, demand new names. 

When the electrical age came in a whole family of new 

names was born. When the age of science came in a new 

dictionary had to be prepared. And this new manhood and 

womanhood had not hitherto been classified. These people 

did things, said things, lived things hitherto unheard of in 

the history of the world. They lived purity, purity of a new 

order, purity of thought and feeling. They lived forgiveness, 

forgiveness of a new kind, forgiveness for friend and foe 

alike. They lived love, love of a new order, love for all the 

world, for bond and free, rich and poor. They lived humility, 

humility of a new kind, humility that was a reproach to the 

people, humility that made a friend of poverty and of work- 

(Continued on page 29) 
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and in the second of these (19:9), so high an authority as 

Westcott and Hort throw a shadow upon its genuineness, 

marking it as a possible interpolation by some copyist, due 

to the influence of the similar language in Chapter 5. 

In addition to this, the record in Mark which seems to 

cover the same incident narrated in the second passage in 

Matthew, omits entirely any exception on account of adul¬ 

tery. So, also, does the teaching as reported by Luke. Of 

the three evangelists who treat of this subject, two are con¬ 

tent to set forth the broad teaching of the Master which was 

directed against divorce abuses, without stopping to note 

any exception whatever. This fact argues strongly against 

the rigid interpretation of the passages in Matthew, only 

one of which, so far as regards the exception on account of 

adultery, is indisputably genuine. If this exception had been 

designed by the Saviour to be erected into a strict statute 

binding for all time, both upon the Church and upon the 

State, and had it been so understood by the Apostles and 

by the two inspired evangelists not Apostles, would they not 

have been at pains to make clear beyond any possibility of 

misunderstanding or controversy just what the exact terms 

of such a law are? Literalism cannot explain omissions of 

this kind on such cardinal points. 
(c) The literalism relied upon to limit us to a single cause 

for divorce must be abandoned at certain stages of the argu¬ 

ment. In order to harmonize such strict interpretation with 

certain prevailing practices, not only in most Protestant 

bodies, but also in the Eastern branch of Catholicism, resort 

must be had to inferences. The right to another marriage 

accorded the irmocent party while his former partner is still 

living, has no specific warrant in anything Jesus said on this 

subject. It rests wholly on inference. The Roman Catholic 

Church does not accept such deductions. It adheres con¬ 

sistently to the rigid understanding of the texts and does 

not permit remarriage in any case while either of the parties 

to a marriage covenant remains alive. After all, the real 

issue appears to center about remarriage. Strict construc¬ 

tionists seem to agree that the situation can be relieved by 

conceding the right of “legal separation” and in this view the 

Roman Catholics concur, but there is not a word about it 

anywhere in the Scriptures except in the cases referred to 

by Paul where one party to the marriage is a Christian and 

the other is not, and even in these instances there is nothing 

to warrant the conclusion that the separation could be called 

“legal.” It might be called ecclesiastical but there is nothing 

to indicate that the state would be bound to recognize it, 

and yet this whole policy of legal separation rests on in¬ 

ferential grounds, and is eagerly resorted to as furnishing 

some relief from the iron logic of literalism. 
We are not contending that these inferences are unsound: 

in fact, we believe that there may be others equally sound, 

but they do not accord with a method of exegesis which would • 

put us in a straight-jacket through reading teachings of Jesus 

apparently sweeping in principle and general in application, 

as though they covered this entire subject with definitive, 

detailed and legalistic exactitude. 
But enough of the negative aspect of the case. What is 

the positive principle which Jesus is announcing in the four 

passages under review ? It is the nature and sanctity of 

marriage. Both Matthew and Mark report Him as quoting 

from Genesis. He goes back to first principles. He finds 

the true nature of marriage illustrated in the union of the 

original pair. He refers to Genesis 2:23, 24, “And the man 

said: This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh. 

She shall be called woman because she was taken out of man. 

Therefore, shall a man leave his father and his mother and 

shall cleave unto his wife and thev shall be one flesh.” The 

Genesis account represents this union of flesh as literal. This 

is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh.” But this 

could never be true again, literally, except as all member.s of 

the human race mav be thought of having a common origin 

which would apply to all people whether married or not. 

The union of husband and wife is a spiritual union. Never 

since that first marriage have they been one flesh in a literal 

sense, but only in a mystical sense, and this is the reason 

that the marriage union fitly symbolizes the relation between 

Christ and His Church. They become “one flesh” in this 

sense only. This fact is basic and determinative. Physical 

relations rest upon it and are sanctified by it. Jesus meant 

to teach that marriage is not a thing to be treated lightly, 

either to be effected or terminated merely by legal procedure. 

It is the union of hearts and lives through love that makes 

a true marriage. Persons may be legally united and yet there 

may be no marriage in this true spiritual sense. Conceivably 

they may be legally separated and yet, down in their souls, 

this union of affection and purpose and undying interest 

continue. The law of the state can do no more than recog¬ 

nize this basic fact and give it legal sanction but it does it 

blunderingly, and the legal status which must be accepted for 

purposes of public order and morality does not necessarily 

accord with this spiritual union of which Jesus is speaking. 

Such a union is damaged, not by overt acts of infidelity 

only, but by thoughts and desires of such a character as 

warrant the Saviour in calling them adultery. The civil law 

does not take these into account nor can the discipline of the 

Church, and God notes them in their true character and ef¬ 

fects. 
Adultery is said to violate the marriage covenant, but this 

is not because of its physical aspects only or principally. It 

is probably accounted for by a departure of the heart from 

the object of its love. If persisted in it certainly will lead 

to such departure. Nothing is so certain to destroy the 

spiritual bonds in which true marriage consists as this in¬ 

iquity. And yet detached acts of this kind do not necessarily 

destroy the spiritual union. They may be committed under 

peculiar temptation. Like any other sin, they may be for¬ 

given both by God and by the other party to the marriage 

covenant, who has been wronged so grossly. There may be, 

and there often is, repentance and reconciliation and even a 

closer binding of heart to heart and life to life, although the 

bitter memories and the ugly scars will always remain. Ap¬ 

parently Jesus does not make divorce even on account of 

adultery mandatory. Insofar as His teaching embodies a 

law, it is permissive. This sin is such an outstanding and 

almost certain destroyer of the inner union which constitutes 

true marriage that He singles it out for special mention. 

Desertion belongs in the same class as a destroyer of true 

marriage. Passing by the claim of many authorities that 

perhaps eighty-five per cent of all cases of desertion involve 

adultery also, the mere fact of separation shows that the 

spiritual substance of marriage has been lost. When one 

party deliberately leaves the other and remains separate, it 

proves that the mutual love and inner union which constitute 

marriage have been destroyed. The longer the separation 

continues the more fixed becomes this state of alienation. 

To claim that people thus separated, with love quenched and 

union of life broken, are still married, is to accept a mere 

figment instead of a solid fact. It is an attempt to substitute 

a fiction for reality and to make that fiction legally binding, 

and permanently so. A man and a woman whose hearts are 

at war and who no longer have anything in common may 

continue to live under the same roof and even continue the 

physical relations of marriage. The law of the land and the 

conventions of society put no ban on such a thing. But can 

one conceive of Jesus approving such a course or preferring 

it to their living apart? or as regarding it as any less sinful 

or less violative of the true idea of marriage than adultery, 

strictly so-called, and legally defined as such? When we 

think of marriage in the high sense in which Jesus speaks 

of it, as a spiritual union made holy in all its aspects by 

love and sympathy and self-fiving and self-sacrifice for love’s 

sake, desertion as completely nullifies it as does the act of 

adulterv. 
Looking more closely at Paul’s statements (I Corinthians 

7:10-16) regarding marriage and the effect which desertion 

(Continued on page 16) 
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The Sunday School 
By Walter Albion 

Feb. 3. The Holy Scriptures. Deut. 6:4-9; Josh. 1:8, 9; 

II Kings 22:8-20; Neh. 8:1-8; Ps. 19:7-14; Luke 24:25-32; 

Acts 17:10-12; II Tiin. 3:14-17. 

(Printed in Quarterlies; Ps. 19:7-14; II Tim. 3:14-17). 

I. Suggestions Concerning Lesson Goals. 

Having considered the teaching of the Christian religion 

concerning God, sin, Jesus the Saviour, and the Holy Spirit, 

we now turn to a consideration of what the Christian religion 

teaches about the Bible. What value should we as Chris¬ 

tians assign to the scriptures of the Old Testament and the 

New Testament? The Biblical passages chosen for study 

will help us to visualize not only the growth of the Bible as 

book after book was added to it from century to century, but 

the growing worth of the book which arose from these addi¬ 
tions. 

To help pupils understand the true place of the scriptures 

in the Christian religion and the value which they possess 

for the individual will be the chief goal of the one who 
teaches this lesson. 

II. Lesson Topics and Teaching Points. 

It might be well to consider first of all the Bible in Old 

Testament times, then the Bible as it existed in New Testa¬ 

ment times, and the Bible in the Christian life of today. 

1. The Bible in Old Testament Times. Deut. 6:4-9; Josh. 

1:8, 9; II Kings 22:8-20; Neh. 8:1-8; Ps. 19:7-14. This series 

of Old Testament passages reveals some interesting facts 

about the place of the Bible in the lives of the Hebrews. 

First of all, we have the firm commandment of God given to 

Moses in which the Hebrews are bidden to teach the com¬ 

mandments of Jehovah diligently to their children. Only a 

fragment of the Bible as we know it today was in existence 

at that time. But the people were to cherish what they had. 

Only a part of the Hebrew people obeyed God’s command¬ 

ment. Only a part of them learned to carry the command¬ 

ments of their God in their hearts and to teach them diligent¬ 

ly to their children. Nevertheless, so great has been the 

saving power within these precepts of Jehovah that even this 

partial and imperfect obedience has been the chief agency 

in preserving the Hebrew race and the Hebrew religion 
throughout thousands of years. 

Next we find an admonition to Joshua bidding him to abide 

in the teaching of the scriptures. It was the firm resolve 

of Joshua to abide in the service of the God revealed in the 

scriptures that made him the great moral as well as military 
leader that he was. 

Then comes a striking illustration of the influence of the 

scriptures in the life of the Hebrew people. The Hebrews 

had grown careless, so careless that their Bible was forgotten 

and lost. In clearing out the rubbish from the temple a copy 

of the scriptures was found. It was read and its reading led 

to a religious and moral reformation in the nation. 

After the return from captivity wise leaders of the Hebrew 

people saw that if the nation were to rise again to some¬ 

thing of its former place of influence and power, this re-birth 

must come out of a return to that faith in Jehovah and that 

obedience to him which could be attained only through the 

written records of God’s dealing with their forefathers. 

Therefore, we find Ezra the scribe gathering the pilgrim Jews 
into a great Bible school. 

Finally we have a passage from the Psalms in which a 

sweet singer of Israel praises the laws, precepts, and com¬ 

mandments of Jehovah as set forth in the scriptures. So 

greatly had the Bible of that day become appreciated that 

songs of praise were written and sung in appreciation of its 
virtues. 

2. The Bible in New Testament Times. In the New Testa¬ 

ment we find a Bible much more extensive than that which 

David praised or Ezra taught from his pulpit of wood. To 

it have been added the messages of the prophets and the 

Squires, Ph.D. 

songs of the Hebrews. What value was placed upon this en¬ 

larged Bible in the days of New Testament authors? 

First of all, there has been selected an enlightening pas¬ 

sage from the gospel of Luke. The passage selected is of 

especial value since it shows us something of what Jesus 

thought about the Bible of his day. He opened up the scrip¬ 

tures to his two followers, showing them how the Old Testa¬ 

ment prophecies had been fulfilled in himself. This is char¬ 

acteristic of the attitude which Jesus maintained toward the 

Old Testament. He honored it. He used it in his teaching. 

He declared that not one jot or tittle of the law should pass 

away until all should be fulfilled. Yet he ever assumed that 

in himself lay a light beyond that contained in the Old Testa¬ 

ment. He had come to fulfill. He had come to speak with 

the authority of the Father. While his teaching would not 

contradict any truth taught in the Old Testament, any com¬ 

mandment given by Moses, yet it would re-apply these truths, 
and go beyond them into new fields of truth. 

In speaking of the Beroeans, Luke the historian, shows 

how they searched the scriptures when confronted by the 

revolutionizing facts of Paul’s message. They found in the 

Old Testament scriptures evidences concerning the truth of 
what Paul taught. 

Finally we have the parting admonition of the great apostle 

to his friend and child in the faith. Paul urges Timothy to 

continue steadfastly in the things which he had been taught. 

This would include the Old Testament truths taught to him 

by his godly mother and grandmother. It would include 

what he had learned about Jesus through the preaching and 

teaching of Paul. Then Paul goes on to emphasize the fact 

that all scripture given by the inspiration of God is of im¬ 
measurable value. 

3. The Bible in the Life of Today. We have a larger Bible 

than that which Paul knew. There have been added to it 

since Paul’s time several of the letters written by Paul him¬ 

self, other letters from other apostles, and new facts con¬ 

cerning the life and teachings of Jesus gleaned from eye-wit¬ 
nesses by able students like Luke. 

These later additions to the Bible have been the most val¬ 
uable of all the additions which have been made to it. They 

have rounded out and fulfilled what was only partially pre¬ 

sented in the earlier Bibles. If the Hebrews of the days of 

David sang hymns of praise about their Bible, how much 

more should Christians prize their Bible, which contains all 

that was of value in the Bible of David and has in addition 

the priceless revelation made by the Father through his Son 
Jesus Christ! 

This, then is what the Christian religion teaches us about 

the Holy Scriptures. It teaches us that this book was grad¬ 

ually created out of the experience of the race with the 

Father in Heaven. It teaches us that the unique value of the 

Bible arises from the fact that it is in a very real sense the 

revealed will of God which finds its completion and perfection 

in the life and teachings of Jesus. The Bible is an infallible 

guide in religious matters because it leads us to an infallible 
Helper, Teacher and Saviour, Jesus Christ. 

III. Suggestions Concerning Lesson Procedure. 

Many interesting and helpful topics for discussion would 

arise in connection with the study of this lesson, especially 

in classes made up of young people and adults. It would 

be well to consider such questions as the following:_1. Is 

the Bible infallible in every sense of that term? 2. Are 

there Old Testament teachings which are superseded in the 

teachings of Jesus? (See teachings of Jesus on the com¬ 

mandments of Moses concerning divorce; on the Levitical 

law of “an eye for an eye, etc.) 3. Are there new religious 

truths which we may discover and concerning which we may 

be confident even though they are not found in the Bible? 

(See the words of Jesus as recorded in John 16:12-15). 
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Prayer Meeting Christian Endeavor 
By Kinley McMillan 

February 6.—The Vision at Bethel.—Genesis 28:10-22. 

Jacob was a young man leaving home. He was going out 

to seek his fortune. He was in trouble and he had to go. 

What would the future mean? Would he eventually creep 

back or march back? 
1. Jacob thought he was leaving God behind. He may 

have thought that Jehovah was his family’s God and had 

no power in another land. He may have blamed God for his 

present position. True, it was his own sharp practice and 

double-leading aided and abetted by his mother that had sent 

him out; but how easy it is to ascribe to God events that 

arise because of our own selfish actions? Jacob may have 

thought that he would be better off without his “mother’s 

God.” What a pity it is when a mother is responsible for 

such a state of mind! 
Jacob is not the only young man going out to seek his 

fortune who thinks he will leave God behind. Young men 

go to college and think God can stay at home. They go into 

business in new surroundings and under new conditions and 

leave God out of consideration. They can not be hampered 

and confined by old fogy notions about God. Life for them 

must be free and no limitations will be endured that may 

interfere with fresh prospects. 
At Bethel Jacob had an experience which impressed him 

with the fact that God had not stayed at Beersheba. God 

was with him and would ever be with him. If his conscious 

mind could dismiss God his unconscious mind was yet to be 

reckoned with. The conviction of God, his presence, his 

power, his interest in and care for Jacob came back to him 

in sleep. “When he awoke he said, God is in this place and 

I knew it not.” What an awaking! 
2. The God that Jacob found at Bethel was a greater 

God than the Jehovah of Beersheba. If we have small and 

inadequate conceptions of God when we leave home we shall 

leave God there. If God is to go with us into life where 

there are new and larger things, then our conception of God 

must enlarge. A small God will not fit a large life. When 

Harry Elmer Barnes, at the assembly of scientists, demand¬ 

ed a “New Conception of God,” he really meant that we must 

tarry at “Bethel” if we are to take God to “Syria.” We must. 

Perhaps “Mother’s God’ ’or even “Father’s God,” cannot en¬ 

dure the atmosphere of the University or the contacts of men 

in big business life. Clearer and higher conceptions of God 

are always demanded of us as individuals and generally. 

Jesus’s God can go to college with any one. He can enter the 

biggest business, and no telescopes can make the universe 

too great for Him. There is great need that we sleep at 

Bethel and awake with Jacob to a new and higher concep¬ 

tion of God. Bethel may be the University. It may be 

business with world contacts. It may be some other sur¬ 

prising place; but it is a place where we get a clearer and 

more satisfying conception of God. There is such an ade¬ 

quate conception. 

By George William Brown 

February 3.—“The Challenge of Christ to the Youth of the 

World.”—Matthew 10:16-42. (Consecration Meeting) 

(Christian Endeavor Day) 

One of the characteristics of our Lord’s teaching was the 

frequency with which He used the imperative mode. Gra¬ 

cious and kindly though He always was. He never hesitated 

to use commands. “Come,” “Go,” “Abide,” “Do,” were often 

on His lips. Similar words He still utters. He issues His 

commands to the youth of today in unmistakable terms. 

“Think bravely” is the first challenge with which Jesus 

confronts young people. The world has been greatly changed 

in the past few years. Inventions, rapid means of travel, 

the radio, the World War, and many other events have in¬ 

troduced items into life which make the world vastly differ¬ 

ent from what it was at the beginning of this century. Youth 

must think bravely in order to do its share towards having 

this generation adjust itself intelligibly and happily to the 

new and changing conditions. The new is not necessarily 

best because it is new, nor is the old to be abandoned just 

because it is old. The brave thinker will cultivate the fine 

art of discriminating, holding fast to that which is good. 

“Act modestly” is a second challenge which our Master 

must certainly desire to impress on the minds of youth to 

day. It is more than interesting to observe how people nowa¬ 

days seem ready to talk frankly about subjects which have 

but recently found their way into conversation. Magazines 

and periodicals accept articles and encourage discussions 

within their colunms which once upon a time would have 

brought a blush to the reader’s cheek. When a lack of 

modesty appears in conversation and in print immodest ac¬ 

tions are bound quickly to occur. “Nothing surprises me” is 

the comment which a writer recently made in discussing this 

subject. She denied being either priggish or old-fashioned. 

There are certain things which one is dead certain Jesus 

would never do. He would never defy the recognized pro¬ 

prieties of life. He would always be chivalric, courteous, and 

gentlemanly. 
“Live helpfully” may be expected in the list of challenges 

issued by One who in his life-time “went about doing good.” 

When the French school children voted on the greatest hero 

of France it was not Napoleon, the warrior, whom they se¬ 

lected, but Pasteur, the conqueror of disease. The world re¬ 

members with gratitude those who have contributed to the 

comfort and joy of life. Surely He who came that we might 

have life and have it abundantly must be insisting that His 

followers live helpfully. 

While Jesus was a young man in Nazareth, John the Bap¬ 

tist was preaching in the wilderness, and as soon as Jesus 

had been baptized, he began to proclaim to the multitudes 

the message which had been growing in his heart for thirty 

years. He preached in synagogues, and the wilderness also. 

An Illustration a Week 
By Hugh T. Kerr 

The Statue of Memnon. Redemption. Mai. 4:2. Ps. 126:2. 

Isa. 55:12. 

Memnon was an Aethiopian prince whose mother was the 

goddess of the Dawn. He fought with the Trojans in the 

siege of Troy. There he was vanquished, and smitten and 

finally slain by Achilles. According to tradition, a monu¬ 

ment was erected to his memory on the banks of the Nile. 

Ancients said that when the morning dawn broke and the 

sun shone down upon the colossal statue, that it immediately 

responded as if the son rose to greet his mother, and that 

those who stood by heard from the statue the sound of most 

exquisite music like the striking of strings upon a harp of 

gold. 
We are all called to be children of light. The darkness, 

however, is upon us, but when Jesus, the Son of righteous¬ 

ness, shines upon us there is a response of the soul, a burst 

of glory, a leaping up to meet the light In His light we 

see light, and only as we enter in and respond to His life do 

we attain to the divine purpose for our life. 
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THE OVERTURE ON DIVORCE 

(Continued from page 13) 

has upon it, we find him making specific 
reference to the teachings of Jesus. His 
language is, “But unto the married I 
give charge, yet not I, but the Lord, that 
the wife depart not from her husband 
(but should she depart, let her remain 
unmarried, or else be reconciled to her 
husband); and that the husband leave 
not his wife.” Not a word here about 
any exception on account of adultery. He 
is stating the Master’s general thought. 
If the exception regarding adultery were 
the only one, and did it have the force 
of a technical statute, Paul certainly 
would have made mention of the fact. 
The wife is advised to remain unmarried 
or else to seek reconciliation. This 
weighs heavily aaginst remarriage, even 
of the innocent party, if every sentence 
bearing upon this subject is to be read 
with strict literalness. 

Paul then proceeds to deal with a sit¬ 
uation not referred to in the recorded 
teaching of Christ. It relates to mar¬ 
riage unions in which one of the parties 
is a Christian and the other is not. 
Christ’s omission of this phase of the 
matter only serves to show that He was 
not trying to cover the subject in all of 
its aspects. The Apostle, speaking with 
inspired authority, adds something to the 
instructions given by the Master, and his 
words are quite as binding as any oth¬ 
ers in the New Testament. Paul is ad¬ 
dressing himself, just as Jesus had done, 
to specific conditions. He was replying 
to definite questions propoimded by mem¬ 
bers of the church at Corinth. The Chris¬ 
tian partner is not to depart because the 
other is an unbeliever, but if the unbe¬ 
lieving partner deserts, “the brother or 
the sister is not imder bondage in such 
cases.” According to Thayer (still our 
best authority) the verb “dedoulotai,” 
translated “bound” or “to be under bond¬ 
age” means “held by constraint of law 
or necessity.” It is allied with the term 
by which Paul describes himself as a 
“bond-slave of Jesus Christ.” It would 
be difficult to find a word which, in the 
negative, could express more strongly 
the complete severance of the marriage 
bond. It is like the freeing of a slave. 
Yet the advocates of the proposed over¬ 
ture will not allow the injured party in 
this case any right of remarriage, even 
by inference, although deducing precise¬ 
ly the same kind of inference for the 
benefit of the person wronged in cases 
of adultery. 

However, we are not depending on 
merely technical meaning of words— 
meaning gleaned from a lexicon. We 
prefer to rest the argument on the broad¬ 
er ground already outlined; namely, that 
both Jesus and Paul are announcing prin¬ 
ciples and not drafting them. 

Summing up the situation, as present¬ 
ed both in the Old and the New Testa¬ 
ments, it is clear that marriage is not 
indissoluble. Reference to the Genesis 
passage, both by Jesus and by the Apos¬ 
tle, discusses the ideal of marriage in a 
sinless state of society. It shows what 
marriage ought to be, what it is in its 
real essence, and the goal toward which 
we should strive in maintaining this in¬ 
stitution. But sin has wrought havoc 

with marriage, as with other aspects of 
life. Moses did the best he could. His 
legislation was an advance but it was 
far from perfect. Some of us who have 
old-fashioned notions of the divine auth¬ 
ority of Moses, at least of his divine 
guidance in enacting his legislation, can¬ 
not overlook the fact that it was once 
right to deal with this difficulty in a 
practical way, and that Jesus does not 
condemn Moses’s policy but rather com¬ 
mends it as being wise under the circum¬ 
stances. Jesus improves upon Moses’s 
handling of the problem and speaks the 
last word on the subject by going back 
to first principles and setting up the su¬ 
preme standard. Yet in doing so he also 
looks at the situation as it actually ex¬ 
isted and spoke to his hearers in terms 
which they could understand. 

Regarding the practical aspects of the 
case, Jesus was addressing himself to a 
condition not now existing, (a) At that 
time, divorce was entirely a personal 
matter. The sole authority over it was 
in the keeping of the husband. The wife 
had no part in the transaction. How dif¬ 
ferent this from present policy, accord¬ 
ing to which the government, which is 
the civil minister of God, decides the is¬ 
sue, by means of its courts! 

(b) Adultery was a capital offence due 
in part to the necessity of maintaining a 
pure family lineage, the whole political 
system in Israel being built on this idea. 
If the death penalty were inflicted the 
marriage would be terminated, which is 
one reason, but not the only one, for 
Jesus’s reference to adultery as dissolv¬ 
ing the marriage union. 

(c) The conditions in which Jesus was 
living explain also His failure to say 
anything about desertion. Since the 
power of divorce was in the hand of the 
husband, there was no such thing as de¬ 
sertion. If he tired of his wife or for 
any other reason desired to be freed from 
her, he did not desert her but gave her 
a bill of divorcement. 

Quite a different situation confronted 
Paul. He was not dealing with condi¬ 
tions in Palestine but those prevailing 
at Corinth, and the question of desertion 
there was a real issue. It was a prob¬ 
lem that had to be solved, so far as it 
related to the marriage of a Christian 
with a non-Christian. Paul deals with 
this specific question frankly but he does 
not go beyond it. Recognition of the 
fact that neither the Apostle nor his 
Master was attempting to treat this sub¬ 
ject in the entire range of applications 
of the basic principle seems to be the 
only means of reconciling the different 
presentations in the Gospels and in the 
Epistle. Indeed it is the only means of 
harmonizing the varying Gospel records 
themselves. 

II. Policy 
In view of the above, what policy 

should the Presbyterian Church pursue? 

1. The issue raised by this overture 
had not been acute and is not so now. 
There had been little, if any, agitation 
on the subject, most people being willing 
to let the law of the Church remain just 
as it was written in the Confession of 
Faith. A case arose in one of the pres¬ 
byteries of Pennsylvania. The presby¬ 
tery disciplined one of its ministers. The 

Synod, on the technical ground of our 
law on divorce for desertion, reversed the 
action of the presbytery. The situation 
presented by the case at bar was so dis¬ 
turbing that either the presbytery or the 
synod overtured the General Assembly 
for some relief in the way of definition 
or alteration of the law. Such a course 
seems to have been quite unnecessary. 
The brother accused could have been pro¬ 
ceeded against and, if convicted, could 
have been deposed from the ministry on 
a charge of conduct unbecoming a Chris¬ 
tian minister. Really, there is no occa¬ 
sion for this overture at all. 

2. It would be unwise to alter the 
Confession of Faith unless the change is 
clearly warranted by Scripture and en¬ 
dorsed by strongly prevailing opinion in 
the Church. The first of these conditions 
is not present in the opinion of many 
people; and the second probably will not 
be, once the question is thoroughly dis¬ 
cussed and fully understood. 

3. The present law gives freedom to 
everybody. No one is required to secure 
a divorce on any groimd whatever if he 
has convictions against it. No minister 
is required to perform a marriage cere¬ 
mony if he believes the union would be 
unscriptural or even unwise. But the 
proposed law would restrict the liberty of 
those who take a different view. Some 
of us believe that the remarriage of the 
innocent person in cases of desertion is 
clearly warranted by the Scriptures as 
interpreted by our Confession of Faith. 
To eliminate this provision of our organ¬ 
ic law would trespass to this extent upon 
the freedom of those, both ministers and 
members, who conscientiously adhere to 
the Confession of Faith as now in effect. 
Leaving the article as it stands will in¬ 
terfere with the liberty of no one; and 
it is to be remembered that communi¬ 
cants united with the Church and minis¬ 
ters took their vows with this provision 
already in our law. 

4. There is a practical difficulty in de¬ 
termining the real cause of divorce in 
many cases. It is proposed to rely 
wholly on court decrees, but this seems 
illogical if the Church is to lead its own 
life and exercise its own authority inde¬ 
pendently of the state. The court rec¬ 
ords on the subject of divorce so notori¬ 
ously and manifestly fail in so many 
cases to state the facts, that no depen¬ 
dence can be placed on them in deter¬ 
mining whether or not the alleged cause 
of desertion is complicated by the sin of 
adultery also. 

5. That which requires to be empha¬ 
sized by the Church is the true nature 
of marriage and true preparation for it. 
This duty the Church has almost entire¬ 
ly neglected. Restricting the severance 
of bonds which never should have been 
sealed and which in actual fact—spiritu¬ 
ally, if not legally—have been broken al¬ 
ready, will not cure these ills. The 
Church should set a standard for getting 
married and see to it that the conditions 
of a true union are well understood by 
the contracting parties. Not only young 
people but even their parents appear to 
be quite indifferent about this matter. 
We have been neglecting the spiritual 
requisites of marriage and appear to be 
content to believe that everything is all 
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right so long as the agreement is prop¬ 
erly solemnized. To try restrictive meas¬ 
ures relative to dissolution of the bond 
while the nature and sanctity of mar¬ 
riage are not appreciated, and are be¬ 
coming less so, is beginning to solve the 
problem at the wrong end. 

As to whether there may not be other 
conditions besides adultery and desertion 
which sever that spiritual union which 
has its manifestation in legal marriage, 
it is sufficient to state that the Confes¬ 
sion of Faith and the Presbyterian 
Church in adopting that Confession hold 
loyally to the reform principle which 
makes Scripture the supreme judge of 
such matters. Our organic law does not 
go beyond the two exceptions named in 
the Scriptures, nor should it recognize a 
smaller number. Two things break the 
marriage bond. Of these we can be sure 
because the Bible mentions them. Be¬ 
yond these we need not venture upon un¬ 
certainties. Whether remarriage of eith¬ 
er party is, under such conditions, per¬ 
missible, is only an inference. Its validi¬ 
ty appears reasonable in the case of the 
innocent person. Our Confession of 
Faith recognizes such a course as war¬ 
ranted and we see no reason for dissent¬ 
ing from this historic view. 

The overture on divorce should be de¬ 
feated. 

NEW YORK LETTER 

By Rev. Harold S. Rambo 

The New York presbytery met Janu¬ 
ary 14 in the church house of the Fifth 
Avenue Presbyterian church. The mem¬ 
bers who had been delegates to the syn¬ 
od reported favorably concerning that 
meeting. The presbytery accepted the 
invitation of the Church of the Sea and 
Land which possesses the oldest building 
of New York presbytery to hold its 
March meeting there. Three new mem¬ 
bers were received into the presbytery: 
Dr. Getty of the Board of Christian Edu¬ 
cation, Rev. Mr. Zuzke, who is the assist¬ 
ant to Dr. Work in the Greenwich church, 
and Rev. Mr. Hugon. 

The committee on apportionment re¬ 
ported that an average of 19 cents per 
member was required to meet the as¬ 
sessment of the General Assembly, Syn¬ 
od, and presbytery. The churches are 
divided into three classes, those which 
meet the 19 cent rate; those which give 
somewhat less than this, and nine 
churches which give more than the reg¬ 
ular assessment in order to make up the 
deficit. 

The devotional service consisted of a 
memorial to Dr. J. G. Bailey, whose fu¬ 
neral service was recently held. It was 
conducted by the Rev. Lyman Hartley, 
a close personal friend, whose church Dr. 
Bailey and his family attended. 

The overtures submitted by the Gen¬ 
eral Assembly were debated upon at 
length. Overture B, in regard to Judi¬ 
cial Commissions within Presbyteries 
was approved. Overture C, relating to 
Permanent Judicial Commission, was ap¬ 
proved but not unanimously. The Over¬ 
ture A, relating to the marriage of di¬ 
vorced people was not approved, but Dr. 
Coffin, who was chairman of the Com¬ 
mittee on Overtures, strongly approved 

a rigid investigation of divorced people 
who desire to be remarried, and com¬ 
mended to the Church at large a rule 
now existing in New York presbytery, 
urging ail ministers to consult the Per¬ 
manent Committee on Divorce for advice 
before marrying any divorced people. It 
was further decided to increase this 
committee to five. 

Dr. Moldenhower and Mr. H. Crawford 
were elected members of the Church Ex¬ 
tension Committee. The Rev. Theo. Sav¬ 
age, reporting for that committee, gave 
an outline of the work which had been 
carried on during the past year, and 
urged the need of greater support for 
this committee, which has expended 
much of its principal in building new 
churches. 

Dr. Coffin introduced an overture ask¬ 
ing that the General Assembly consid¬ 
er very seriously the proposals for union 
which had been made by the Methodist 
Episcopal and Protestant Episcopal 
churches. 

The Rev. George W. Arms, D.D., has 
been called to the pastorate of the Bed¬ 
ford Presbyterian church of Brooklyn, 
and will take up his work on January 20. 
He comes from Duluth to Brooklyn, and 
is well known to members of New York 
presbytery, having served in the Harlem- 
New York church for several years, and 
was responsible for bringing about that 
consolidation. 

The Rev. Edward W. Robinson has 
been called to the pastorate of the First 
Presbyterian church of Baldwin, L. I. 
The Rev. Charles J. Woodbrldge has been 

called to be the pastor of the First 
church of Flushing. The Rev. Wallace 
Gallup has been called to the Valley 
Stream Presbyterian church. Long Is¬ 
land. The Rev. F. Campbell has been 
called to the Home Street Presbyterian 
church, succeeding the Rev. N. B. Ches¬ 
ter. 

Dr. Ralph W. Sockman, pastor of the 
Madison Avenue Methodist church, was 
elected president of the Greater New 
York Federation of Churches, succeeding 
Dr. Daniel A. Poling, pastor of the Mar¬ 
ble Collegiate church. Dr. Sockman is 
one of the outstanding preachers in the 
Methodist Church, and his election as 
the president of the Federation gave 
gratification to the members of the or¬ 
ganization. The Federation has a bud¬ 
get of more than $80,000, and is making 
every effort to reach that amount. 

A testimonial dinner was given Janu¬ 
ary 11 at the Waldorf Atsoria hotel in 
honor of Dr. E. Stanley Jones of India. 
More than 1,000 persons attended. Drs. 
John H. Finley and Robert E. Speer 
spoke. 

A visitation evangelism campaign will 
begin in New Y^'-k on February 10 and 
will continue for four weeks. It will be 
conducted under the auspices of a local 
committee, but Dr. Guy A. Black will 
conduct a series of conferences for the 
purpose of training leaders, previous to 
the campaign. 

A marriage record was made recently 
in the Little Church Aroimd the Corner, 
when 37 weddings were performed in one 
day. 
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Lo, Michael! 
CHAPTER Vni. 

Thirteen years in New York had 
brought many changes. Some of the 
well-remembered landmarks were gone 
and new buildings in their places. A 
prosperous looking saloon quite palatial 
in its entrance marked the corner where 
he used to sell papers. It used to be a 
corner grocery store. Saloons! Always 
and everywhere there were saloons! Mi¬ 
chael looked at them wonderingly. He 
had quite forgotten them m his exile, 
for the college influence had barred them 
out from its vicinity. 

The boy Mikky had been familiar 
enough with saloons, looking upon them 
as a necessary evil, where drinking fath¬ 
ers spent the money that ought to have 
bought their children food. He had been 
in and out of them commonly enough 
selling his papers, warming his feet, and 
getting a crust now and then from an 
uneaten bit on the lunch counter. Some¬ 
times there had been glasses to drain, 
but Mikky with his observing eyes had 
early decided that he would have none 
of the stuff that sent men home to curse 
their little children. 

College influence, while there had been 
little said on the subject, had filled the 
boy with horror for saloons and drunk¬ 
ards. He stood appalled now as he 
turned at last into an alley where fa¬ 
miliar objects, doorsteps, turnings, cel¬ 
lars, met his gaze, with grog shops all 
along the way and sentinelling every 
corner. 

A strange feeling came over him as 
memory stirred by long-forgotten sights 
awoke. Was this really the place, and 
was that opening beyond the third steps 
the very blind alley where Janie used to 
live? Things were so much dirtier, so 

By Grace Livingston Hill 

much worse in every way than he re¬ 
membered them. 

He hurried on, not noticing the atten¬ 
tion he was attracting from the wretch¬ 
ed little children in the gutters, though 
he scanned them all eagerly, hurriedly, 
with the wild idea that Buck and the 
rest might be among them. 

Yes, the alley was there, dark and ill¬ 
smelling as ever, and in its dim recesses 
on a dirty step a woman’s figure hunched 
—a figure he knew at once that he had 
seen before and in that very spot. Who 
was she? What had they called her? 
Sally ? Aunt Sal ? 

He hurried up to where she sat look¬ 
ing curiously, apathetically at him; her 
gray hair straggling down on her dirty 
cotton frock open at the neck over shriv¬ 
elled yellow skin; soiled old hands hang¬ 
ing carelessly over slatternly garments; 
stockingless feet stuck into a great tat¬ 
tered pair of men’s shoes. Nothing 
seemed changed since he saw her last 
save that the hair had been black then, 
and the skin not so wrinkled. Aunt Sal¬ 
ly had been good natured always, even 
when she was drunk; her husband, when 
he came home was always drunk also, 
but never good natured. These things 
came back to the boy as he stood look¬ 
ing down at the wreck of a woman be¬ 
fore him. 

The bleary eyes looked up unknowing¬ 
ly, half resentful of his intrusion. 

“Aimt Sally!” impulsively cried the 
boyish voice. “Aren’t you Aunt Sally?” 

The woman looked stupidly surprised. 
“I be,” she said thickly, “but wot’s 

that to yous ? I beant no hant o’ youm.” 
“Don’t you remember Mikky?” he 

asked almost anxiously, for now the feel¬ 
ing had seized him that he must make 
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her remember. He must find out if he 
could whether anything was known of 
his origin. Perhaps she could help him. 
Perhaps, after all, he might be able to 
trace his family, and find at least no 
disgrace upon him. 

“Mikky!” the woman repeated dully. 
She shook her head. 

“Mikky!” she said again stolidly. 
“Wot’s Mikky?” 

"Don’t you remember Mikky the little 
boy that sold papers and brought you 
water sometimes? Once you gave me 
a drink of soup from your kettle. Think!” 

A dim perception came into the sod¬ 
den eyes. 

“Thur wus a Mikky long ago,” she 
mused. “He had hair like a h’angel, 
bless the sweet chile; but he got shot 
an’ never come back. That war long 
ago.” 

Michael took off his hat and the little 
light in the dark alley seemed to catch 
and tangle in the gleam of his hair. 

The old woman started as though she 
had seen a vision. 

“The saints presarve us!” she cried 
aghast, shrinking back into her doorway 
with raised hands, “an’ who be yez ? Yeh 
looks enough like the b’y to be the father 
of ’im. He’d hair loike the verra sun¬ 
shine itself. Who be yez? Spake quick. 
Be ye man, b’y, er angel?” 

’There was something in the woman’s 
tone that went to the heart of the lone¬ 
ly boy, even while he recoiled from the 
repulsive creature before him. 

“I am just Mikky, the boy, grown a 
little older,” he said gently, “and I’ve 
come back to see the place where I used 
to live, and find the people I used to 
know.” 

“Y’ve lost yer way thin fer shure!” 
said the woman slightly recovering her 
equilibrium. “The loikes uv yous nivver 
lived in dis place; fer ef yous ain’t angel 
you’s gintulmun; an’ no gintulmim ivver 
cum from the loikes o’ this. An’ be- 
soides, the b’y Mikky, I tel’d yez, was 
shot an’ nivver corned back no more. He’s 
likely wid de angels where he b’longs.” 

“Yes, I was shot,” said Michael, “but 
I wasn’t killed. A good man sent me to 
college, and I’ve just graduated and come 
back to look up my friends.” 

“Frinds, is it, ye’ll be afther a findin’ ? 
Thin ye’d bist look ilsewhar, fer thur’s 
no one in this alley fit to be frinds with 
the loikes uv you. Ef that’s wot they 
does with b’ys at co-lidge a pity ’tis 
more uv um can’t git shot an’ go there. 
But ef all yous tell is thrue, moi advice 
to yez is, juist bate it as hoird as iwer 
yez kin out’n yere, an’ don’t yez nivver 
set oies on this alley agin. Ye’d better 
stay to co-lidge all the days uv yer loife 
than set fut here agin, fer juist let ’em 
got holt uv yez an’ they’ll spile the pret¬ 
ty face uv ye. Look thar!” she pointed 
tragically toward a wreck of humanity 
that reled into the alley just then. 
“Would yez loike to be loike that? My 
mon come home loike that iwery day of 
his loife, rist his bones, an’ he nivver 
knowed whin he died.” 



12 
The Presbyterian Banner January 31, 1929 

Children in the Parsonage 
A Study of Clergymen’s Families 

By Henry Strong: Huntington 

The families of ministers and missionaries have pro¬ 

duced a greater proportion of ministers and, with the 

possible exception of those of college professors, a 

greater proportion also of generally valuable and helpful 

men and women than have those of any other one class in 
America. 

Families of Educated Classes Declining 

As we all know, the number of children per family among 

the educated classes in America has been generally declin¬ 

ing, probably for the last century and more. The figures 

cited in “The Builders of America” (Huntington and Whit¬ 

ney) show that ministers born between 1850 and 1865 had, 

next to missionaries, the largest families of any profession¬ 

al or business class. The size of the families of missionaries 

and ministers decrease at a similar rate in the case of the 

men born before 1870. Since then the missionaries’ fami¬ 

lies have declined but little, whereas those of the clergymen 

have dropped off rapidly, until they now average about the 

same as the families of other professional and business men. 

That means a great human loss to the church and to the 
whole world of the future. 

Greatest Decline in Clergymen’s Families 

Why the growing difference in the number of the children 

of missionaries and clergymen? The two groups closely re¬ 

semble each other in ideas and education. Their lot, how¬ 

ever, differs in one great respect: in economic status. The 

missionary has all the advantage. For him and his wife 

the coming of the baby involves no expense. Missionary 

physicians, missionary nurses, and the missionary hospital 

give their services. Then the mission boards—at least most 

of the American and Canadian ones—grant extra salary al¬ 

lowances for each child as soon as it is born. The allow¬ 

ances for the first years vary from $50 to $200, or often ten 

per cent of the salary. In many cases they should be greater. 

Nevertheless, the missionary family is little if any worse off 

economically after the arrival of the child than before. In¬ 

deed, when the children are mere babies, the allowance in 

some cases may more than pay for the extra expense. After 

the age of six to ten the allowance usually increases by one- 

half, and yet further when the child is of boarding school 

and college age. 

Other special allowances, such as those for travel, prevent 

the child from being such an economic burden as he is in the 

ordinary home. In this child allowance lies most, if not all, 

of the explanation of the great difference that now exists 

in the size of missionaries’ and ministers’ families. 

American Home Mission Boards 

Some of the home mission boards in this country have in¬ 

troduced the plan in some measure. The Northern Baptists 

in adjusting the salaries of home missionary teachers often 

allow $50 for each child. The United Presbyterians are talk¬ 

ing of making an allowance of $100 per child to home mis¬ 

sionaries. The Salvation Army allows its officers $1.50 per 

week for each child under five, and $3 per week for each child 

between five and sixteen. But so far as I know, no church 

in the United States has adopted a regular scheme of child 

allowances for the pastors of self-supporting churches. 

A Questionnaire 

The story is quite different in some other countries. In the 

past year the clergymen’s committee of the American Eu¬ 

genics Society sent to numerous foreign church authorities 

a questionnaire regarding child allowances. 

As the tabulation shows, the custom prevails generally 

among the German-speaking churches, both within and with¬ 

out the bounds of Germany. It is universal among the Brit¬ 

ish Methodist Churches. The Salvation Army employs it 

everywhere, I understand. The French Reformed Church 
also has adopted the scheme, although, much to my regret, 

its report does not appear in this tabulation; nor does that of 

the Australian Methodists, to whom the custom spread from 
the homeland. 

British Churches Started the Plan 

Historically, as far as I have learned, the British Metho¬ 

dists have the credit of starting the plan, nearly 100 years 

ago. The case of the English Presbyterian Church is espe¬ 

cially interesting for Americans. When living costs rose in 

England during the war, the English Presbyterians privately 

raised a fund through which they paid child allowances for 

four years from 1916 on. The plan worked so well that after 

the end of the war the church raised a Thanksgiving Fund 

of 125,000 pounds, which has enabled it to bring the salaries 
of all its clergy up to a set minimum and also to pay the 

child allowances since the beginning of 1920. The committee 

in charge of the Sustentation Fund is already considering the 

possibility of increasing the amount of the grants for chil¬ 

dren. The fund does not pay child allowances to ministers 

who receive salaries of 300 pounds or more with a manse, 

or of 350 pounds or more without a manse. That seems a 

mistake. Probably the abler men receive the greater sal¬ 

aries. If they do not receive the child allowance the coming 

• of a child drags down their economic status, just as much as 

it would for those with smaller salaries ^if they had no al¬ 

lowance. On the average, the abler the father, the abler the 

son. The wisest allowance would be a definite proportion of 

the salary paid to every minister regardless of the amount of 
his stipend. 

If the birth rate of any group ought to show the result 

of the policy, it would seem to be the British Methodists. 

The United Methodists do report the pastors’ families as 

averaging from four to six, although the figures seem to be 

a rough estimate. But two of the three letters from British 

Methodists particularly note that for a long time the size of 

the pastors’ families has been declining parallel with the 

general decline in the country. If we knew how the number 

of children in the Methodist parsonages compares with the 

number in Baptist or Congregational ones, we should have 

some light on the question. But we do know one thing, that 

the birth rate in the families of Nonconformist ministers in 

England is more than ten per cent higher than in those of 

Anglican clergymen. No Anglican clergyman receives the 
child allowance. 

In This Country 

In this country we have one study, clearly showing the 

effect of the child allowance. The statistics of the families 

of missionaries of the American Presbyterian Board of For¬ 

eign Missions show that the size of the missionaries’ fami¬ 

lies has been increasing among those married since 1895, 

quite contrary to the trend in almost every other educated 
group. 

Our inquiry abroad generally struck a very responsive note. 

From Basel, for instance, came the comment: “We are not 

yet advanced enough to put into practice these new, well- 

founded—and therefore correct—ideas.” The Archbishop of 

Dublin wrote: “There is no doubt in my mind that attention 

should be directed to this matter.” So goes much thought 

abroad. We heartily agree with the Archbishop. The Amer¬ 
ican churches should take up the problem. 
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The Divorce Overture 
By Rev. William R. Farmer, D.D. The are a number of passages in the New Testament 

which bear in one way or another on marriage. Taken 

together they give us the material for a Christian 

doctrine of marriage, its essential nature, its spiritual and 

social value, and the obligations which it brings with it. In 

the interpretation of some of these all Christians are prac¬ 

tically at one. Such are the passages in Ephesians and Co- 

lossians, for example, where Paul is exhorting his readers 

to realize the high spiritual ideal of Christian marriage. 

But there are others which have given rise to a great deal 

of discussion and difference of opinion in regard to their 

meaning and application. It is with these that we are chief¬ 

ly concerned, in our effort to learn the teaching of the New 

Testament on the question involved in the overture which 

the Assembly has sent down to the presbyteries. These 

passages are as follows: in the Synoptic Gospels, Matt. 5:32, 

19:3-12; Mark 10:2-12; Luke 16:18; in the Pauline Epistles, 

Rom. 7:2; I Cor. 7:8-17. When we come to examine these 

we find that the four passages in the Synoptic Gospels may 

be reduced to two, inasmuch as Matt. 5:32 and Luke 16:18 

are but parts of what we find in Matt. 19:3-12 and Mark 10: 

2-12, respectively. It is to be noted, however, that the pass¬ 

age in Luke, agreeing as it does with Mark, constitutes an 

additional witness to the Markan reading as against the 

different reading in Matthew. As for Rom. 7:2 it would 

appear that Paul is not here laying down a law of marriage, 

but simply using an existing fact by way of illustration. 

This passage therefore can scarcely be cited as a part of the 

New Testament teaching on marriage. We have left, as the 

crucial passages around which the discussion of our question 

revolves. Matt. 19:3-12, Mark 10:2-12 and I Cor. 7:8-17. Of 

these the synoptic passages are accounts of a conversation 

between Jesus and a group of Pharisees on the question of 

divorce. There can be no doubt that they both refer to the 

same conversation, but there are certain differences between 

them. The chief of these differences is that between the 

form of the question asked by the Pharisees and the answer 

of Jesus in Matthew on the one hand, and the form of both 

the question and answer in Mark. According to the account 

in Matthew the question of the Pharisees is whether it is 

lawful for a man to put away his wife “for every cause,” and 

the answer is, in substance, that it is lawful for only one 

cause, infidelity. In Mark’s accoimt there is no qualification 

in the question or the answer, and Jesus is represented as 

forbidding divorce absolutely. Any attempt to make use of 

these passages in laying down a law of divorce must deal in 

some way with this difference between them. One way of 

meeting the difficulty is to say that in the Marcan account 

the qualification “except for fornication” is omitted because 

it might be assumed that such a breach of the marriage vow 

would constitute sufficient ground for divorce, and therefore 

it need not be explicitly stated. Another way is to say that 

both accounts mean exactly what they say, that one or the 

other is the more accurate report of the original words of 

Jesus, and to ascribe the greater accuracy to Mark, on the 

ground largely of its earlier date. But without bringing in 

the critical question of the relation of the Synoptic Gospels 

to each other, we may call attention to another considera¬ 

tion which seems to have a very strong bearing on the 

question. If the qualification, explicitly stated in Matthew 

and alleged to be implicit in Mark, was really a part of 

Jesus’s teaching here, then it is difficult to see the point of 

the reference to the Mosaic law, on the part of the Pharisees 

or of Jesus himself. For if Jesus allowed divorce on the 

ground of adultery, the difference between his teaching and 

the Mosaic law, which the Pharisees use by way of challenge, 

and which Jesus himself accepts, would disanpear—unless 

indeed we believe that both Jesus and the Pharisees were 

adopting the view of Rabbi Hillel, who interpreted Moses as 

allowing divorce for a great variety of causes, some of them 

very trivial. It would appear, then, that we must follow the 

Marcan account as it stands, and hold that if Jesus is laying 

down any law of divorce at all that law is absolute. If this 

is true then the proposed overture does not go far enough. 

Whether it is true or not depends upon our interpretation of 

the words of Jesus as they stand in Mark’s account. Was 

Jesus indeed laying down a specific law, or was he declaring 

a principle and ideal, leaving to his followers the task of 

embodying it in such laws as might be most effective ? In 

the attempt to answer this question we are to remember 

that it was not the custom of Jesus to state laws. He does 

not legislate, but declares spiritual truth in the form of prin¬ 

ciple and ideal. If this is a case in which he departs from 

that course it is unique. But, apart from this a prior con¬ 

sideration, there is a very definite reason for believing that 

here as elsewhere Jesus is giving us not a specific law but a 

principle which we are to work out as best we can in appli¬ 
cation to life as we find it. 

The First Epistle to the Corinthians gives us a good ex¬ 

ample of the way in which the early church, under the guid¬ 

ance of the apostles, translated the principles of Jesus into 

the terms of practical life. In this epistle Paul deals with a 

number of matters, most of them questions of conduct, which 

had arisen in the Christian Church in Corinth. One of these 

was the question of the relation of the sexes, and specifically 

the practical problems connected with marriage in a city 

like Corinth. Practically the whole of the seventh chapter 

is devoted to the consideration of various phases of this 

question. The only part of the chapter which concerns us 

here consists of verses 8-17, in which he gives his judgment 

of the application of Christian principle to a specific situa¬ 

tion, namely, the marriage of a Christian with an unbeliever. 

In such cases it is the duty of the Christian partner to the 

marriage to remain true to it if the unbelieving mate is will¬ 

ing to go on with it. But“if the unbelieving departeth, let 

him depart: the brother or sister is not under bondage in 

such cases.” The plain meaning of this appears to be that in 

such cases the marriage is dissolved. To say that he means 

only that the abandoned husband or wife is not under obliga¬ 

tion to follow the deserting partner about is to reduce it to 
triviality. 

It is to be observed that Paul in this chapter makes a dis¬ 

tinction between what he gives as a direct command or 

teaching of Christ and what he gives on his own account. 

In verse 10 he says, “But to the married (referring to mar¬ 

ried Christians) I give charge, yea not I but the Lord, etc.” 

In verse 12, where the passage under consideration begins, 

he says, “But to the rest say I, not the Lord, etc.” This can¬ 

not mean that Paul is setting up his own authority in oppo¬ 

sition to or independent of that of Christ, but only that in 

the absence of any specific command of Christ on this par¬ 

ticular point he is giving what in his judgment is the inter¬ 

pretation of Christ’s teaching to meet a practical situation. 

It may or may not be wise to amend the law of the 

Church according to the overture sent down by the Assem¬ 

bly. The writer is very firmly convinced that it would not. 

In any case, however, we cannot base such an amendment on 

the teaching of the New Testament. For if Jesus in the 

synoptic account was giving us legislation, then the overture 

errs by defect, and we can meet the New Testament demand, 

not by reducing the grounds of divorce from two to one, but 

only by prohibiting divorce on any ground whatever. And 

if we avail ourselves of the help of the inspired Apostle in i 
our attempt to interpret and apply the teaching of our Lord, J 

then the overture errs by excess, and we are seeking to be I 
y/i'-e beyond what is written. I 



Methodist Parley 

Retracts Divorcee 

I Remarriage Rule 

Sessions End; Approve 

Separation on Grounds 

Equivalent to Adultery 

KANSAS CITY. May 30.-4/P)—A 
sweeping change in the divorce code 
of the Methodist Episcopal church 
has been effected with the approval 
of separations on grounds equivalent 
to adultery. 

Adoption of a resolution to this 
effect at the concluding session of 
the quadrennial general conference 
of the church here Tuesday, permits 
ministers to marry a person divorced 
on grounds other than adultery, 
which heretofore was forbidden. 
Pastors were told they could use 
their own discretion in deciding on 
the eligibility of divorced persons to 
remarry and that they could con¬ 
sider extenuating circumstances. 

The conference also voted to rec¬ 
ognize divorces granted by the state, 
to receive divorced persons into the 
church, and to begin a marriage ed¬ 
ucational campaign among its young 
people. Courses of study on mar¬ 
riage problems w'ere ordered pre¬ 
pared for use in schools. Young 
people were advised to seek parental, 
medical and pastoral advice before 
marriage, and states were urged to 
check hasty marriages by passing 
laws requdring delay :n granting 
marriage licenses, and requiring pub¬ 
lic notice of intention to marry. 

40 RESOLUTIONS DIE 
The resolution on divorce was ap¬ 

proved at one of the busiest sessions 
of the month’s conference, along 
with more than 40 other resolutions, 
many of which were voted through 
virtually without debate. About 40 
more resolutions died with the fall 
of the gavel. 

Another outstanding action of the 
final day was the church’s refusal to 
give full credentials to women pas¬ 
tors. Women now fill local and 

supply charges and while there was a 
strong element urging full ministry, 
the conference held to Methodist’s 
old dogma that a male ministry was 
preferred. 

Outstanding internal action of the 
conference wa.i granting of home 
rule to the foreign fields, the step 
requested to make Methodism , a 
world-wide church. Central confer¬ 
ences abi'oad were granted power to 
elect their own bishops, and large 
voice in controlling their affairs. 

Convening here the forepart cf 
May, the conference was forced to 
night sessions in its final stage, to 
permit debates of the many propos¬ 
als growing out of four years of ac¬ 
tivity among 15,000,000 person.s affil¬ 
iated with the church. Among the 
many issues on which a definite 
stand was taken were: 

Reaffirmation on prohibition en¬ 
forcement. 

Denouncement of compulsory mili¬ 
tary training in schools. 

Suggested curtailment of cruiser 
building by the United States. 

Recommended peace conferences, i 

and arbitration of national disputes. 
Expelled Bishop Anton East of Co ¬ 

penhagen, and reinstated the Rev. 
John P. Ingerslew, his accuser. 

Ordered revision of the system of 
bringing charges against bishops. 

Killed term tenure of bishop.s, and 
ordered continuation of life elec¬ 
tions. 

Approved annuity pensions for re¬ 
tired ministers. 

Cleared seven bishops of minor ac- 
cu’?tio’''s. 

Admitted laymen to partial voice 
in annual conferences. 

Approved world-wide Protestant 
church unification. 

Refused to permit a di.scussTn of 
modernism vs, fundamentalism. 

Ordered renouncement of I'.itizen- | 
ship claims on United States by mis¬ 
sionaries who insisted in remaining 
in dangerous foreign fields. 

Denounced gunboat protection of 
missionaries. 

Appointed commissions to attend 
national political conventions to urge 
candidates pledged to nrohibition 
enforcement. 

Los Angeles, U. S. Navy 

Dirigible, Off to Races 

■,T.AKEmm.c=m M r ..... ,^,1 



February 7, 1929 
The Presbyterian Banner 11 

Divorce Facts 
The Closing Article of the Series 

By Rev. Mark A. Matthews, D.D. IN discussing the divercoe problem there are several facts 

—stubborn facts—we are unable to dodge. Let us dis¬ 

cuss these facts without any effort to avoid their effect. 

First: Marriage is a divine institution. It is not an indis¬ 

soluble union because death dissolves it. All the New Tes¬ 

tament writers admit that death frees the survivor. The 

surviving husband or wife is free from all bonds and may 

marry again if he or she chooses. There is no marriage in 

Heaven, nor is there any giving in marriage in that Celestial 

Home. Husbands and wives will not be recognized as such 

in our “Father’s House.’’ The marriage institution was es¬ 

tablished by our Heavenly Father for the finite regime and 

it has no place in the infinite, the eternal home. 

Second: Both Moses and Christ admitted that divorce dis¬ 

solved the bonds. In fact, fornication prevented the con¬ 

summation of the ties. Even if the union 

was consummated and at any time after 

the marriage it was discovered that forni¬ 

cation had been committed the bonds 

could be dissolved for that cause. Moses 

permitted the bonds to be annulled for 

adultery and other causes. Christ admit¬ 

ted that fact and said that if divorce was 

to be recognized and used it should be lim¬ 

ited to two causes, fornication and adult- 

eryy. 
The fact must be admitted that the 

union can be dissolved. It is not an in¬ 

dissoluble union. It is for our earthly 

existence only. If you were to hold that 

it is an indissoluble union you would be 

forced to claim that the union, to be such, 

must be made by our Heavenly Father and 

without man’s consent. In other words, 

to be an indissoluble union our Heavenly 

Father must unite a man and woman 

whom he has redeemed and whom he has 

matched and who are to be one in every 

particular. In that case death could not 

dissolve such a union and the union would 

continue throughout the future state. 
The Scriptures teach there is no marriage—nor is there 

giving in marriage in Heaven; therefore, the union is for this 

period only and it can be dissolved. We know this is true 

because God would not destroy man’s free agency in this par¬ 

ticular, as he has not destroyed it in any other particular. 

The institution was divinely created and was intended to 

be for the glory of God, and welfare and the happiness of 

man. It is a dissoluble union and the two dreaded monsters 

_death and divorce—can, and do, cut the matrimonial cords. 

God would have the marriage vows taken by Christians and 

the union to be established only between Christians. No 

others should enter this sacred relationship. Certainly no 

union should be attempted between a Christian and a pagan. 

Such a union can not be formed with divine sanction. 

Third: At the time the divorce evil was brought to the 

attention of Christ by the Pharisees and others who were 

trying to trap him, the practice was general and divorces 

were granted for any cause. In the Tenth Chapter of Mark 

you will find this sentence: “It was said also, whosoever shall 

put away his wife let him give her a letter of divorcement; 

but I say unto you, that everyone that puteth away his wife, 

save for the cause of fornication, maketh her an adulteress; 

and whosoever shall marry her when she is put away com- 

mitteth adultery.’’ 

The same question and conditions are presented in the 

Rev. Mark A. Matthews, D.D. 

fifth chapter of Matthew, verses thirty-one and thirty-two. 

They were discussing the looseness of the practice. In the 

citation just given that fact is clearly established. It also 

establishes the fact that the right to issue letters of divorce¬ 

ment was vested in the husband alone. The wife never had 

the right to divorce her husband; only the man had the right 

to issue a letter or certificate and send his wife away. The 

practice had become so loose that men were at that time 

issuing bills of divorcement and sending their wives away 

for any cause. There were no court procedures. The man 

was the.complaining witness; he was the judge; he issued 

the bill of divorcement; he compelled his wife to take it and 

he compelled her to leave his house. 

A Catch Question 

“The Pharisees trying him,’’ and saying, “Is it lawful for a 

man to put away his wife for every 

cause?’’ In other words, they were try¬ 

ing to trip him and see whether or not he 

would sanction the loose, frivolous, per- 

miscuous and universal excuses that were 

given for the writing of bills of divorce¬ 

ment. The conditions then were inde¬ 

scribably bad. Men were at that time in¬ 

venting causes and without regard to law, 

or rule of society, or moral considerations, 

were divorcing their wives and sending 

them away. Christ said, “Moses for your 

hardness of heart suffered you to put 

away your wives.’’ “But from the begin¬ 

ning it hath not been so.” In other words, 

Christ taught that the conditions then ex¬ 

isting were not the ideal conditions. 'They 

were not the legal and moral conditions on 

which society should be built. The mar¬ 

riage institution was not intended to be 

treated so lightly, frivolously and illegally. 

’Then Christ said, “And I say unto you 

whosovere shall put away his wife except 

for fornication and shall marry another 

committeth adultery.” Christ answered 

their challenge as to whether or not he 
would sanction indiscriminate causes as grounds for 

divorce. He, in effect and in fact, discredited all 

causes for divorce except fornication, which was commit¬ 

ted after bethrothal and before marriage, and, for adultery. 

He, by implication, said that the other causes on which you 

are writing bills if divorcement are not legal groimds for 

divorce and if one should marry after writing a bill of di¬ 

vorcement on such illegal grounds he would be a bigamist 
and an adulterer. 

In that controversy they were not discussing the right of 

wrong of divorce per se, they were not discussing the ques¬ 

tion of marriage or re-marriage, but were presenting to 

Christ the loose and frivolous causes men were using for the 

writing of bills of divorcement and the putting away of their 

wives. They manufactured more causes in those days than 

you will find in the many loose state codes of the present 

day. Christ in effect said, if you are going to use the divorce 

method then the causes must be limited to fornication and 

adultery. He never sanctioned divorce at any time, but, he 

did say that if divorce was used the divorce must be granted 

upon one of the two causes—fornication or adultery. While 

he did not sanction divorce per se, and while he reduced the 

causes to two, he did not forbid divorce for those two causes 

and he did not forbid the re-marriage of the innocent party. 

He recognized divorce as a legal method of dissolving the 
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union and freeing the innocent party, but he reduced the 

causes to two grounds only. He did not command the inno¬ 

cent party to get a divorce. Perhaps Moses did. You would 

infer so from the following words, “What did Moses com¬ 

mand you?” If Moses commanded that a bill of divorcement 

or letter or certificate be issued by the husband he did more 

than Christ. Christ did not command the use of divorce 

but he recognized it and permitted the innocent party to use 

it. He recognized that the innocent party could, with all 

legal, moral and spiritual sanction, divorce the guilty party, 

but, he did not command the innocent party to divorce the 

guilty party. In fact, his whole teachings indicate he would 

have advocated forgiveness and the retention within the 

bond of matrimony of the offending party. 

Adultery should not today be a ground of divorce because 

it has become a manufactured excuse and not an accidental 

cause. There are states in which adultery is manufactured 

for the purpose of getting divorces. In certain states the 

manufacturing of such a cause is a practice engaged in by 

infamous, unmentionably low attorneys, detectives and 

scoundrels from the depths of hell. Adultery, therefore, is 

not a legitimate cause. It has today become a manufactured 

excuse. All reasons that could be assigned for divorcing 

one should be forgiven and the offending party saved and 

brought home. The home should be kept intact. Remember 

this fact, Christ recognized that the union could be dissolved, 

that the divorce method was legal and right provided the 

causes were reduced to the two mentioned by him; namely, 

fornication and adultery, but, he did not command that the 

divorce method be used nor did he forbid the re-marriage of 

the innocent party. 
Paul’s Teaching. 

Fourth: Paul teaches that all marriages should be between 

Christian persons. He does not sanction the marriage of be¬ 

lievers with unbelievers. He teaches that Christians are the 

only ones capable of entering the sacred bonds. However, 

he teaches that Christians, if they have been unhappily 

united, may separate. He also teaches that separation is not 

a ground for divorce, that it does not dissolve the tie, but 

that the separated parties should become reconciled, return 

to each other, re-establish the home and ever afterwards 

live as Christians ought to live, in matrimonial bonds of 

peace. 

He teaches that if a union is attempted between a Chris¬ 

tian and a pagan that the pagan party may depart. Evi¬ 

dently he holds that the ties can not bind the pagan mem¬ 

ber of the partnership. He says, “Yet if the unbelieving de¬ 

part; the brother or the sister is not under bondage in such 

cases.” In other words, if the pagan—the heathen—the un¬ 

christian— the ungodly, sinful, world-loving pagan—desires 

to desert the Christian partner and go off to the flesh pots 

of the world—his or her own kind—let that pagan partner 

go, let that pagan partner be gone and be done for forever. 

The bond is cut. Don’t worry about him or her anymore. 

It is a good riddance. 

He further says, “God hath called us in peace.” In other 

words, there is no peace in the house when one is united to 

a worldly. Godless pagan. The union has never been con¬ 

summated; it cannot be consummated between a Christian 

and a pagan. The so-called union is a farce, therefore, if 

the pagan member deserts, the bonds are cut. The so-called 

union is dissolved. Forget the departed pagan. The bonds 

are automatically cut when the pagan departs. Paul clearly 

teaches that such desertion or departure dissolves or cuts all 

bonds and that “the brother or the sister is not under bond¬ 

age in such cases.” If not under bondage in such cases the 

Christian member is absolutely free. If absolutely free then 

he can do as he pleases. While Paul does not say anything 

about divorce he says even more than is implied in the di¬ 

vorce bill when he says the Christian parties are not under 

bondage in such cases. If death frees the party, as the Scrip¬ 

tures say, and the survivor is no more under the bonds of 

matrimony, then, Paul says that when the pagan party de¬ 

serts, the bonds are cut and the Christian is no longer under 

matrimonial bonds in such cases. Therefore, if not under 

bondage the Christian is absolutely free and can do as he 

pleases. While Paul does not say anything about the re¬ 

marriage he certainly does not forbid it. Evidently he does 

not consider that there has even been a marriage in the true 

sense between a Christian and a pagan. If he does recognize 

that the marriage vows were entered into by the Christian 

and the pagan, then he plainly says that the bonds are cut 

when the pagan partner deserts and the Christian who has 

been deserted is absolutely free and can do as he pleases. 

If the Christian is free and is not under bondage in such 

cases then the implication is very plain that he can do as he 

pleases. He may re-marry if he pleases, provided, he marries 

a Christian the next time. Surely a Christian who has at¬ 

tempted to marry a pagan in the first instance and has been 

deserted by the pagan, if he attempts to re-marry would 

select a consecrated, Christian woman the next time and thus 

perpetuate the home in peace, for the glory of God and the 

welfare of mankind. 
While Paul teaches that such willful desertion on the part 

of the pagan automatically cuts all ties, the fathers who 

wrote our Confession of Faith were right in making such 

willful desertion a ground for divorce. The reason they were 

right in making it a ground of divorce is that the laws of 

society, as well as good morals, could not leave such cases 

without judicial adjustment. 
The Proposed Change Should Not Be Made. 

The Book of Discipline ought not to be changed. We have 

a good, reasonable and scriptural law. It should be kept and 

enforced to the letter. It should not be amended. We be¬ 

lieve in all Paul teaches and we are not going to repudiate 

him on the question of desertion, or on any other question. 

There may be those who would like to discredit Paul on the 

question of the desertion of the Christian by the pagan and 

on some other questions, but we are not one of those who 

can sanction the deletion of any part of God’s infallible word. 

The church would be much better and she would be more 

forceful if she followed Paul’s teachings on all questions. 

The divorce evil is very old. Legal divorces began with 

Moses’ dispensation. Prior to that the conditions were in¬ 

tolerable. Conditions were unspeakably bad when Christ 

came and when this controvery between Christ and the 

Pharisees was held he recognized the conditions and said, 

reduce the causes to two—fornication and adultery. Con¬ 

ditions are bad, indescribaj)ly bad, today. The home is gone, 

the marriage vow is only a convenience, and the social con¬ 

dition is deplorable. All because we have gone away from 

the teaching of God’s infallible word on the question of mar¬ 

riage and the sanctity of the home. 

What We Should Do. 

Let us go back home and build again the family altar. Let 

us bring the children to that altar and teach them God’s plan 

for the home and that he desires marriage between Chris¬ 

tians only. Consecrated Christian boys and girls should 

marry only the clean, consecrated, Christian. Clean bodies, 

pure hearts, sound minds, Christian characters, should be the 

requisites for courtship. No other persons should be per¬ 

mitted to marry. In order that we may stop the vulgar 

divorce court we should built the beautiful, happy, peaceful, 

Christian home, presided over by a queenly, Christian wife, 

and provided for by a strong, clean, kingly, Christian hus¬ 

band. The children of such homes would be members of the 

divine covenant and God would make those homes his places 

of abode. . - 

Every day is Judgment Day, 

Count on no to-morrow. 

He who will not, when he may. 

Act today, today, today. 

Doth but borrow 

Sorrow. 
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The Overture on Divorce 
By Clarence Edward Macartney 

HE Presbytery of Butler, Synod of Pennsylvania, 

I brought up to the General Assembly of 1926, meeting 

at Baltimore, Maryland, an overture asking the Gen¬ 

eral Assembly to consider the advisability of amending Sec¬ 

tion 6, Chapter 24 of the Confession of Faith, so as to delete 

from Section 6 the statement concerning willful and pro¬ 

longed desertion, and thus have our standards recognize noth¬ 

ing but adultery as cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds 

of marriage. Since this overture had to do with a change in 

the law of the church, it was referred, according to rule, to 

a special committee appointed by the moderator. This com¬ 

mittee made their report to the General Assembly of 1928, 

meeting at Tulsa, Oklahoma. This report recommended that 

the clause recognizing desertion be deleted from the Con¬ 

fession of Faith. The assembly adopted the recommendation 

and sent down to the presbyteries the overture which is now 
before them, and which provides for the 

amending of the Confession of Faith. 

Position of the Presbyterian Church 

Among the churches with Confessional 

statements and creedal foundation the 

Presbyterian churches alone recognize any 

other cause than adultery as cause suffic¬ 

ient of dissolving the bonds of marriage. 

Section 6, Chapter 24, Section of our Con¬ 

fession of Faith reads as follows: 

“Although the corruption of man be such 

as is apt to study arguments, unduly to put 

asunder those whom God hath joined to¬ 

gether in marriage; yet nothing but adult¬ 

ery, or such wilful desertion as can no way 

be remedied by the church or civil magis¬ 

trate, is cause sufficient of dissolving the 

bond of marriage; wherein a public and or¬ 

derly course of proceeding is to be observed; 

and the persons concerned in it, not left to 

their own wills and discretion in their own 

case.” 

Here we have a clear recognition of will¬ 

ful desertion as cause sufficient of dissolv¬ 

ing the bonds of marriage. The proof text cited as Scriptural 

warrant for the recognition of desertion is I Corinthians 7:15: 

“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.” Just before this statement, speaking 

evidently of marriages where both parties were believers, 

Paul says, “But unto the married I give charge, yet not I, 

but the Lord, that the wife do not desert her husband—and 

that the husband do not divorce his wife.” The prohibition 

of divorce is in keeping with Romans 7: 2 where Paul says, 

“The woman which hath an husband is bound by the law to 

the husband while she liveth—so then, if while the husband 

liveth she shall be joined to another man, she shall be called 

an adulteress.” Here again, divorce is prohibited and there 

is no reservation. 

Paul’s Teaching 

Paul was evidently faimiliar with the teaching of Christ, 

for he introduces his admonition with the word, “Yet not I, 

but the Lord.” Just as with Christ’s statement in Mark 10: 

2-12, where he prohibits divorce and makes no exception 

whatever, so this declaration of St. Paul has in it the implicit 

recognition of the one cause, adultery. The only reasonable 

way to reconcile Christ’s statement in Mark 10: 2-12, with 

what he says in Matthew 19: 3-9, and Matthew 5: 31-32, is to 

take the ground that the explicit commission of divorce on 

the ground of adultery which we find in the statements as 

recorded in Matthew 19 and 5, is implicit in Christ’s state¬ 

ment as recorded by St. Mark. After the same manner, 

Paul’s unreserved statement of I Corinthians 7: 10-11, we 

believe to have implicit in it the recognition of adultery as 

a cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds of marriage. 

Paul, then speaks to “the rest,” that is, where there is a 

mixed marriage, a believer and an unbeliever. Here he de¬ 

clares that the Christian partner must not desert the pagan, 

for their union may be the means under God of saving the 

soul of the unbeliever. But when the unbeliever is the de¬ 

serted party, he or she is “not bound,” that is, the Christiain 

partner is not bound to put a hindrance in the way of the 

departing husband or wife, and is under no obligation to en¬ 

deavor to follow up or live with the deserter. This is the 

common sense interpretation of the passage, and only by 

reading a great deal into it could the Reformers, or any 

one today, secure from this passage a Scriptural warrant for 

divorce and remarriage on the ground of 

desertion. 

In the history of the church up to the 

time of the Reformation, there seems to 

have been no appeal to the passage in I 

Corinthians as permitting divorce and re¬ 

marriage on the ground of desertion. At 

the time of the Reformation there was a 

reaction from the high sacramentarian view 

of marriage as held by the Roman church. 

We know that certain of the Reformers 

countenanced marriages which today would 

be almost universally condemned. In the 

matter of desertion we have the case of 

Carraciolus, an Italian refugee whose wife 

refused to leave Italy or become a Protes¬ 

tant. This was willful and prolonged de¬ 

sertion. Yet when Calvin was appealed to 

for advice, he hesitated to sanction the mar¬ 

riage of Carraciolus to a second wife and 

left it to the Swiss minister, who gave per¬ 

mission. The only passage cited by the 

Confession of Faith in behalf of divorce on 

the ground of desertion is that of I Corin¬ 

thians 7: 15. No evidence can be produced to show that the 

expression “not bound” means that the deserted party has 
the right to remarriage. 

Position of Our Confession of Faith 

The serious thing about Article 6, Chapter 24, in our Con¬ 

fession of Faith is that it sets up an authority which is in 

conflict with Christ Himself. Chrysostom said truly that 

Christ spake greater and more secret things through Paul 

than through his own mouth, and we adhere to the principle 

that we must interpret scripture by scripture, and we ac¬ 

cept the proposition that laws laid down in general terms 

by Christ could be developed and amplified by the Apostles, 

and that what Christ taught in a germinal form could have 

been enlarged upon by one of the Apostles. But in this 

interpretation of the passage from I Corinthians 7:15, we 

have something altogether different. If that passage gives 

New Testament authority for divorce and remarriage on 

the ground of desertion, then we have a teaching of Christ, 

not elaborated or amplified, but denied and set aside. Christ 

declares for one cause only can there be divorce. If Paul 

teaches that there can be divorce on the ground of desertion 

also, then he is in conflict with Christ, who teaches that the 
sole ground of divorce is adultery. 

No one, so far as I know, has ever attempted to show 

how a supposed recognition of desertion on the part of Paul, 

as cause sufficient of dissolving the bonds of marriage, can 

be reconciled with the explicit teaching of our Lord Jesus 
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Christ. The only way in which a conflict can be avoided is 

to take one of two absurd positions, either that our Lord 

about the year 59, promulgated through St. Paul a change 

in the law of marriage and divorce as he had laid it down 

in the Gospels, or, that Christ’s legislation in the Gospels 

applies only to believers, whereas Paul applies to marriages 
of believers with unbelievers. 

New Testament Teaching 

The New Testament as revealing the mind of Christ recog¬ 

nizes but one ground of divorce, adultery. When we go be¬ 

yond that ground and sanction divorce and remarriage upon 

other grounds, we have parted company with Christ. 

Divorce is now competing with death as a dissolver of 

marriages in the United States of America. Almost one out 

of every six marriages ends in the divorce courts. With the 

home criunbling before our eyes and the very foxmdations 

of our social structure being undermined and destroyed, all 

favorable trade reports, all rejoicing over economic prosperi¬ 

ty, and all self-congratulation upon our vast educational sys¬ 

tem is like the sound of cheerful music as the fimeral pro¬ 
cession wends its way to the grave. 

Cure For Present Social Conditions 

It is true that the cure for the present appalling social 

conditions lies deeper than any civil or ecclesiastical legisla¬ 

tion or regulation. What is required is a revival of scriptural 

religion as a recognition on the part of mankind of the law 

of God. Nevertheless a Church which has a confessional and 

creedal foundation, when it comes to speak upon this great 

subject of marriage and divorce, ought to speak with clear- 
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ness and consistency. No one can claim this for Chapter 24 

of the Confession of Faith. The law of Christ concerning 

marriage and divorce is clearly taught there; but in addi¬ 

tion to that explicit teaching of Jesus Christ (and let it be 

remembered that in contrast with his non-committal attitude 

on most social questions, Christ is clear and explicit on this 

matter of divorce) there is the recognition of a second 

ground of divorce, desertion. To grant the most as to I 

Corinthians 7:15, the permission is certainly debatable, cer¬ 

tainly not clear enough to set aside an explicit prohibition 

on the part of our Lord. 

Today desertion is one of the most frequent grounds for 

divorce in the American courts. A very large per cent of 

the divorces granted are upon this ground. It is known that 

in a great many cases the so-called desertion is the fruit of 

conspiracy and collusion. No Presbyterian minister is able 

to go back of the court records and get at the real facts of 

the case. Even if we did not have the clear mind of Christ 

on this subject (which we do have), the practice of recog¬ 

nizing desertion and remarrying deserted persons would be 

questionable in the extreme. Nothing could be more un¬ 

fortunate than that a great Protestant Church should seem 

to sanction this fountain of corruption in our American life. 

The State of New York recognizes adultery only as cause 

sufficient for dissolving the bonds of marriage. All that the 

overture now before the presbyteries asks is that the Pres¬ 

byterian Church in the United States of America shall have 

a law and practice at least as high as that of the Common¬ 
wealth of New York. 

Telling Bible Stories Effectively 
By Marvin M. Walters Yesterday a lady said of a certain pastor, “My, but 

I like that man’s sermons. They don’t have any stories 

in them, just simple Bible.’’ Well, I heard that sermon 

which brought this rejoinder. It had not much else but 

stories in it. It was a sermon on “The Home Beautiful,” 

and the first four minutes were taken up in beautiful stories 

of imaginary homes in all the various grades from the pal¬ 

ace on the handsome drive to the hovel, going by many on 

the prairies and by the slumways of the great cities. What 

the good woman objected to in the stories that she men¬ 

tioned was not stories at all, we found but maudlin, unreal 

sentimentalities, where once in a while some teacher or min¬ 

ister who is not given to story telling, engages his versatile 

vocabulary trying to make up for lack of experience and 

imagination. She naturally objected to this kind. I have 

heard of certain elite circles where even religious stories 

must be deleted. I have heard the greatest teachers in the 

country, and I never sat at the feet of one who passed over 

ten minutes without a story or two. There isn’t any such 

thing as teaching or preaching without the story. Old and 

yoimg want life, and good stories are life, depicted as though 

the actor was then performing amidst all the interesting 

things that surround him and cause him to be interesting. 

Religious and Bible story telling is essentially what other 

story telling is. ’The same essential rules apply. One tells 

what he has either seen with his eye or with his imagina¬ 

tion. In either case the hearers or hearer may see what the 

story teller sees. A good story teller will do the almost im¬ 

possible, bring over to the hearer an almost complete tale of 

the thing as it is. True imagination is a projection of a 

mental picture that seems interesting to the imagination, 

which if met with anywhere would seem like an old friend. 

Religious and Bible stories do not deal with a drunken im¬ 

agination. They are imaginatively true, that is, pictures of 

possible scenes in the Bible lands and times, or situations 

where Bible truths are at work in a dramatic way with some¬ 

body. A religious truth quickly made up into a story was 

easily gathered at the newsstand on Halsted street, Chicago, 

where a hundred and fifty loose pennies lay on the paper 

table, and where ten thoxisand persons passing every hour 

might buy a paper apiece and make their own change from 

the pile of pennies. Just what the reaction of this thing is 

on the public and on the heart of the busy newsdealer who, 

standing amidst the snows and storms, runs as many as 

four such stands on the four corners facing! He stands at 

one a while and then at another, filling in the waning ranks 

with newly arriving papers, counting the pennies betimes. 

A religious drama is going on there. The one news lad is 

sick at home, or is tending his sick father. So the brother 

or the sister has to tend alone that day. To be able to pic¬ 

ture this corners scene to a class of boys or girls, bringing 

out all the relevant details, seeing the stream of passers as 

a mob, yet remembering that each is to possess a conscience 

and sympathy and honor; this is to tell the story. One 

does not necessarily have to go to the Holy Land in order 

to be a good story teller of Bible incidents. If one will take 

the trouble to study the Cave of Macpelah or the Church of 

the Holy Sepulchre, or any of the thousands of other scenes, 

and if one will be honest with the details that he does see, 

he can come to tell interesting stories. Just why the Arabs 

have charge of Macpelah, why do they have any right to 

exclude others, how a few, a very few, persons have ever 

seen into the burying place of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, 

how to imagine the interior of that cave without seeing it, 

is the problem and glory or story telling in that field. 

Then after the substance consideration, one must watch 

his time. He must not slaughter other work simply for 

his story. Valuable as the good story is, there are other 
things to be considered also. 

Then a story teller must know his hearers. 'The children 

need the steps made much shorter, and we are not to leave 

(Continued on page 16) 
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Chicago, Ill. 
November E9, 1927. 

The General Assembly’s Special Committee on Marriage and Divorce 
met, pursuant to the order of adjournment, at 10 A.M., November 29, 
1927, in the Fourth Presbyterian Church, Chicago, Ill. and was called 
to order by the Chairman, Rev, V/illiam 0, Thompson, D.D., LL.D. 

The opening prayer was offered by Dr, Thompsoh. 

The roll was called, and there were found to be present; 

Ministers: Chairman, Rev. V/m. 0, Thompson, D.D., Revs. Clarence 
E. Macartney, D.D., John Timothy Stone, D.D., Charles R. 
Erdman, D.D., William R. Taylor, D.D., Samuel T. Wilson, D.D. 
Henry C. Swearingen, D.D., Henry B. Master, D.D,, Mark A, 
Matthews, D.D., William C. Covert, D.D., John A. Marquis, D.D. 

Ruling Elders: Robert E. Speer, D.D., S. Frank Shattuck, 
V/. M. Cosby, Albert A. Reed, J* Willison Smith, George G. 
Barber 

Also the Rev. Lewis S. Mudge, D.D., LL.D., Secretary. 

On motion of Dr, Stone, seconded by Dr.Wilson, the excuse pre¬ 
sented by the Rev. Stephen S. Estey, D.D., accounting for his absence, 
was sustained. 

On motion of Dr. Erdman, seconded by Dr, Taylor, the Minutes of 
the last meeting of the Committee, as mailed to the members of the 
Committee, were made the official minutes of that meeting. 

The Committee, in accordance with order taken upon adjournment 
of the last meeting, proceeded to the consideration of the original 
motion offered by Drs. Macartney and Taylor, and the substitute 
offered therefor by Dr. Erdman, as follows: 

"Shall Articles V and VI, Chapter XXIV, of the Confession of Faith 
which read: 

’V. Adultery or fornication, committed after a contract, being 
detected before marriage, giveth just occasion to the innocent party 
to dissolve that contract. In the case of adultery after marriage, 
it is lawful for the innocent party to sue out a divorce, and after 
the divorce to marry another, as if the offending party were dead. 

VI. Although the corruption of man be such as is apt to studj’’ 
arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom God hath joined together 
in marriage; yet nothing but adultery, or such wilful desertion as 
can no way be remedied by the Church or civil magistrate, is cause 
sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage; wherein a public and 
orderly course of proceeding is to be observed!!, and the persons con¬ 
cerned in it not left to their o’wn wills and discretion in their own 
Ease.’ 
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be amended so as to read as follows: 

'V. Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 
great, even greater than should be endured, justifying legal separa¬ 
tion, especially if the welfare of children be endangered, yet is 
adultery alone clearly recognized in the New Testament as cause for 
divorce. Therefore the Church cannot sanction divorce on any other 
ground nor the remarriage of divorced persons other than the innocent 
parties in divorces granted for adultery; and itHshall be unlawful 
for a minister to marry any divorced person except one so divorced. 
In such cases of remarriage, unseemly haste should in all good con¬ 
science, be avoided. * ” 

Substitute offered by Dr. Erdman; 

'V. Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very 
great, even greater than should be endured, justifying legal separa¬ 
tion, especially if the welfare of children be endangered, yet is 
adultery alone clearly recognized in the New Testament as cause for 
divorce. Therefore, the Church cannot sanction the remarriage of 
persons whose divorce has been due to any other cause, and it shall 
be unlawful for a minister to remarry any such persons.' 

Dr. Erdman was given unanimous consent to withdraw his substitute. 

After two substitutes for the original motion had been offered in 
succession by Dr. Macartney, and had been withdrawn by him with 
unanimous consent, the original motion was somewhat modified by 
amendments offered by Dr, Speer, and seconded by Dr. Macartney, 
making the original motion now read as follov/s: 

/ 

Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very great, 

even greater than should be endured, justifying legal separation, 

especially if the welfare of children be endangered; yet is 

adultery alone clearly recognized in the New Testaiment as cause 

for divorce. Therefore the Church cannot sanction the remarriage 

by its ministers of divorced persons, except the innocent party 

in a case where the divorce rests on the Scriptural ground of 

adultery. In such cases of remarriage, unseemly haste should, 

in all good conscience, be avoided. ^ 

The Committee then took recess from 1 P.M, to 4 P.M., and was 
closed with prayer by the Chairman, Dr, Thompson. 
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Chicago, Ill. 
November E9, 1927. 

The General Assembly's Special Committee on Marriage and Divorce 
reconvened pursuant to the order for recess, at 4 P.M., November 29, 
1927, in the Fourth Presbyterisin Church, Chicago, Ill, and was 
called to order by the Chairman, Rev, V/illiam 0. Thompson, D.D. , LL.^L. 

The opening prayer was offered by Dr. Marquis. 

All the members were present as recorded at the opening of the 
morning session. 

The Committee resumed consideration of the original motion as 
modified by Dr. Speer's amendments. 

Dr, Swearingen offered an amendment to the original motion as 
amended, and this amendment was lost by a vote of six to nine. 

On motion of Dr, Stone, seconded by Mr. Cosby, the Committee 
directed that the final decision ui^on the original motion as modified 
by Dr. Speer's amendments, be postponed until the next meeting of 
the Committee. 

The members of the Committee who had made statements at various 
times during the sessions of the day, were requested to file with 
the Secretary, outlines of said statements for distribution among 
the members of the Committee. 

The Sub-committee, consisting of Drs. Macartney, Taylor and 
Srdman, 'was continued and requested to prepare and distribute to 
the members of the Committee through the Secretc-ry, in advance hf 
the next meeting of the Committee, a preface to, which should be 
explane.tory of the amended original motion, recorded in the Minutes 
of the morning session. 

The Committee adjourned at 5.40 P.M,, to meet in Philadelphia, 
Pa., on Tuesday, February 21, 1928, at 10 A.M., at a place to be 
later designated by the Secretary. 

-oOo- 

Lewis Seymour Mudge 
Secretary 
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A BRIEF AlU) PROVISIONAL STILY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT TEACHING 
ON MARRIAGE, DIVORCE AND RMIARRIAGE 

I, MARRIAGE 

The New Testament conception of marriage would seem to he that 

it is an organic and indissoluble union of one husband and one wife. 

There is no evidence of the existence of polygamy in the New Testa¬ 

ment Church. There are scores of passages which embody the unques¬ 

tioning assumption of monogamy and the only verses which some have 

deemed capable of a different construction are I Tim. 3:2,12, and 

Titus 1:6. But if these verses imply the existence and toleration 

of polygamy, then I Tim. 5:9 implies the existence and toleration of 

polyandry, No; marriage, as conceived in the New Testament, is of 

one man t,o one woman. And it is conceived as a permanent life rela¬ 

tion. This is Christas teaching, Matt. 19:4-6: ’’And he answered and 

said, Have ye not read, that he who made them from the beginning made 

them male and female, and said, For this cause shall a man leave his 

father and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and the two shall 

become one flesh. Vfeat therefore God hath joined together, let not 

man put asunder.” This view is what I Tim. 3:2 and Titus 1:6 prove 

that Paul taught in the case of the husband, and Rom. 7;2 and I.Cor. 

7:39 unequivocally assert it in the case of the wife, while I Cor. 

7:2-4 asserts it for both. Husband and wife are bound together in 

the deepest unity. Paul speahs of them as forming only one body, 

not physically only (as Jesus says), but in the deepest mystical 

sense, as loving one another v/ith a complete and unselfish love, 

"even as Christ also loved the Church.” ’’Even so ought husbands also 

to love their own wives as their own bodies. He that loveth his own 

wife loveth himself; for no man ever hated his own flesh; but nour- 

isheth and cherisheth it, even as Christ also the church; because we 
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are members of his body. For this cause shall a man leave his 

father and his mothep. and shall cleave to his wife; and the two shall 

become one flesh. This mystery is great; but I speak in regard of 

Christ and of the Church. Nevertheless do ye also severally Icve 

each one his own wife even as himself.” Eph. 5:28-33. There are 

many expressions of this lofty Christian ideal of marriage in the 

Now Testament: Col. 3:18, 19; Titds 2:4, 5; I Peter 3:1-7; Eph. 5:23. 

And the use of the marriage ideal in the passage in Ephesians, to 

express the relationship of Christ to His Church raises marriage to 

the level of the highest and holiest thought possible to man. 

Rev. 19:7, 9; 21:9. 

II. DIVORCE 

1. Can the marriage relationship bo dissolved except by death? 

There are those who hold that not even death dissolves it and who 

find a confirmation of their view in our Lord^s words in Matt.22:30, 

and in Paul’s use of marriage as the symbol of Christ's union with 

His Church. But the teaching of Rom. 7:2, 3, is explicit that on 

the death of the husband the wife is free to remarry and presumably 

the same reasoning holds in the case of the death of the wife. 

2. But can anything else than death dissolve the marriage? 

There are three different passages in which our Lord's views as to 

marriage and divorce are set forth: Matt.5:31,32; Luke 16:18 and 

Mark 10:2-12 ( and its parallel passage in Matt.19:3-12). The 

teaching in Luke 16:18 and Mark 10:2-12 is clear and unequivocal, 

and forbids divorce, without any exception whatever; "Everyone that 

putteth away his wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery; 

and he that marrieth one that is put away from a husband committeth 

adultery," ’’And there came unto him Pharisees, and asked him, Is 

it lawful for a m<‘;aa to put away his wife? trying him. And he answered 
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and said unto them, What did Moses coraraand you? And they said, 

Moses suffered to write a bill of divorcement, and to put her away. 

But Jesus said unto them. For your hardness of heart he wrote you 

this commandment. But from the beginning of the creation, male and 

female made he them. For this cause shall a man leave his father 

and mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and the two shall become 

one flesh: so that they are no more two, but one flesh. V/hat 

therefore God hath joined together, let not man put asunder. And in 

the house the disciples asked him again of this matter. And he 

saith unto them, V/hosoever shall put away his wife, and marry another, 

committeth adultery against her: and if she herself shall put away 

her husband, and marry anothery she committeth adultery.” 

3. This clear teaching, allowing for no divorce whatever, is 

modified in Matt. 5:31,3E and in Matthew's version (19:3-12) of 

the teaching recorded without exception or qualification in Mark 10. 

"It was said also, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him give 

her a writing of divorcement; but I say unto you, that every one that 

putteth away his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, maketh 

her an adulteress: and whosoever shall marry her when she is put 

away committeth adultery." "And there came unto him Pharisees, 

trying him, and saying. Is it lawful for a man to put av/ay his wife 

for every cause? And he answered and said. Have ye not read, that he 

who made them from the beginning made them male and female, and said, 

For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall 

cleave to his wife: and the two shall become one flesh? So that there 

are no more two, but one flesh* V/hat therefore God hath joined to¬ 

gether, let not man put asunder. They say unto him, V/hy then did 

Moses command to give a bill of divorcement, and to put her away? He 

saith unto them, Moses for your hardness of heart suffered you to 
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put away your wives: but from the beginning it hath not been so. 

iuid I say unto you, Whosoever shall put away his wife, except for 

fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery: and he 

that marrieth her when she is put away committeth adultery. The 

disciples say unto him, If the case of the man is so with his wife, 

it is not expedient to marry. But he said unto them, Not all men 

can receive this saying, but they to whom it is given. For there 

are eunuchs, that were so born from their mother’s womb: and there 

are eunuchs, that were made eunuchs by men: and there are unuchs, 

that made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven’s sake. He 

that is able to receive it, let him receive it.” (Matt.19:3-12) 

The teaching of Mark 10 is unmistakable. It forbids all divorce 

and if tither husband or wife puts away the other and remarries he 

or she commits adultery. In Matthew, hov/ever, divorce is clearly 

recognized. 

The passages in Matthew, however, are full of difficulty. First 

of all there are textual difficulties as to Matt. 19:9. Some ancient 

authorities, as the American Revised Version margin indicates, omit 

the last clause of the verse and others give a different rendering 

for the v/ords ’’committeth adultery" which they render, in conformity 

to Matt. 6:32, "maketh her an adulteress." The latter translation 

a.lso presents difficulty of interpretation. Secondly there are 

different constructions of the significance of "put away" and of 

"fornication" and "adultery." 

Certainly the utmost that the changes in Matthew require or 

allow is the single modification of the teaching as given in Luke an.a 

Mark, namely, that the mrjriage relationship may be dissolved by 

unfaithfulness: some hold, by unfaithfulness prior to marriage bub 

only discovered afterwards (fornication), and others, by unfaithlUL-- 
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ness after marriage (adultery). It would seem from all the passages 

that the latter is the only clearly recognized ground for divorce, 

hut at the most, certainly, there is no cause recognized other than 

these two. 

4. But it is held by some that Paul in I Cor. 7:10-17 allows 

divorce on other grounds than adultery. But is this the case? 

Paul's words are as follows: "But unto the married I give charge, 

yea not I, but the Lord, That the wife depart not from her husband 

(but should she depart, let her remain unmarried, or else be recon¬ 

ciled to her husband]; and that the husband leave not the wife. But 

to the rest say I, not the Lord: if any brother hath an unbelieving 

wife, and she is content to dwell with him, let him not leave her. 

And the woman that hath an unbelieving husband, and he is content 

to dwell with her, let her not leave her husband. For the unbelieving 

husband is sanctified in the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanc¬ 

tified in the brother; else were your children unclean; but now are 

they holy. Yet if the unbelieving departeth, let him depart; the 

brother or the sister is not under bondage in such cases; but G-od 

hath called us in peace. For how knowest thou, 0 wife, whether thou 

shalt save thy husband: or how knowest thou, 0 husband, whether thou 

shalt save thy wife? Only as the Lord hath distributed to each man, 

as God hath called each, so let him walk. And so ordain I in all 

the churches." 

What is Paul's teaching here and how is it related to the teach¬ 

ing of our Lord? 

a. In the case of a believing husband and wife, Paul makes no 

provision whatever for divorce, discountenances (as he claims, with 

Christ's authority) any separation, and, if there is depuration, 

forbids remarriage. 

5, 



b. In the case of a marriage where one party is not a Christian 

Paul (speaking, as he says, for himself and not for the Lord) again 

makes no provision for divorce, disapproves separation but allows the 

non-Christian partner to depart. He says nothing about remarriage, 

and it is clear that the original marriage has not been annulled by 

the departure of the unbeliever. 

c. Our Lord's teaching makes no explicit distinction between 

or reference to the believing or unbelieving status of the parties. 

His words occur in the Sermon on the Mount, spoken to His disciples 

but also to the multitudes, and are applicable in the same sense and 

to the same people to whom the rest of the Sermon on the Mount is 

applicable. Christ recognizes no separation at all, except divorce 

for the one cause of adultery, and he says nothing whatever about 

the remarriage of the innocent party, and would appear clerly to 

forbid the mremarriage of the guilty party. 

d. If these passages are combined it would appear to be the 

New Testament teaching - 

(1) That there can be no divorce except for adultery, 

(2) That separation (not including divorce) is deprecated but 

recognized. 

(3) That the Church may not remarry persons who have been 

separated but not divorced for adultery; such persons are still 

married according to the Christian law and remarriage would be bigamy 

III. RSlilRRUGE 

1. As already indicated Paul allows the remarriage of husband 

or wife after the other's death, ("1 desire therefore that the younge 

widows marry, bear children, rule the household, give no occasion to 

the adversary for reviling" I Tim.3:14) but declares that any other 
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remarriage is adulterous: ’’For the woman that hath a husband is 

bound by law to the husband while he liveth; but if the husband die> 

she is discharged from the law of the husbands So then if, while 

the husband liveth, she be Joined to another man, she shall be called 

an adulteress; but if the husband die, she is free from the law, so 

that she is no adulteress, though she be Joined to another man.” 

Rom. 7:2, 

Inasmuch as the Kew Testament, except in the Matthew passages, 

has no allowance for divorce, it of course gives no instruction re¬ 

garding the remarriage of divorced persons. Are there any such in¬ 

structions in the passages of Matthew? Yes; note Matt.5;32 and 

Matt.l9:9. ”But I say unto you, that every one that putteth away 

his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, maketh her an adulter¬ 

ess: and whosoever shall marry her when she is put away comraitteth 

adultery." "And I say unto you, ttliosoever shall put away his wife, 

except for fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery: 

and he that marrieth her when she is put away committeth adultery." 

It is clear from these (1) that the man who divorces his v/ife except 

for "fornication" and remarries is guilty of adultery; (2) that 

whoever marries a wife divorced for "fornication" commits adultery; 

(3) that a man who puts away his wife except for "fornication" causes 

her to commit adultery (presumably if she remarries). 

What shall we say then of the New Testament teaching as a whole 

regarding the remarriage of divorced persons and the attitude of the 

Church toward it? 

a. Nothing is said in recognition or sanction of the remarriage 

of an innocent i^ivorced person and it may be claimed that the New 

Testament conception of marriage disallows such remarriage. Or 

precisely the opposite position can be defended, namely, that adultery 
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'lissolvGs the marriage for the innocent. In the absonce of 

' specific prohibition and in view of the past practice of the Church 

^ such remarriage should not bo forbidden and may be performed by 

Christian ministers, 

b. That the Church may not remarry persons guilty of adultery. 

The hew Testament teaching is plain that adulterers have no part in 

the Kingdom of Christ or of God» (Gal. 5:19, 21.) This is not to 

say that this sin, as all sins, may not be forgiven and atoned for by 

Our Saviour and Redeemer. But it is to say that all such persons 
re 

have forfeited the right to remarry; their/marriage is contrary to 

our Lord's explicit word. Matt. 5:32; 19:9. 

c. As to the determination of innocence or guilt on the part 

of divorced persons seeking remarriage, it is to be remembered that 

the Civil Lav/ gives the Church no right to grant divorce but reserves 

such right to the State. Ministers, therefore, should accept and 

• stand upon the legal record. If it does not show that divorce was 

granted for the one and only cause recognized and allowed by Christ, 

then, the Church may not perform the remarriage of either party. 

d. Such judgments as these with regard to the duty of the 

Church and its ministry do not undertake to invade the field of the 

policy and procedure of the State. Whether the State should pursue 

with regard to divorce and remarriage the same course as the Church, 

we do not discuss. V/e simply draw forth the clear teaching of the 

Hew Testament as embodied in the words of our Lord and St.Paul. 

IV. IS THE NEV; TESTAMENT TEACHING MEANT TO BE BINDING TO-DAY? 

1. Is the New Testament teaching on these subjects valid for us 

or was it local and temporary? There are, of course, New Testament 

teachings which the Church does regard as local and temporary, or as 

moral and spiritual rather than social and legislative, as for example 
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footwashing (John 13:14) the holy kiss (II Cor.13:12), woman’s dress 

and ornaments and hair arrangement (I 'Him.2:9; I Cor.11:5,13; I Peter 

3:3), wine drinking (I.Tim.3:3,8; 5:23), anointing with oil (Jas.5:14), 

acquiescence in slavery (I Tim.6:1; I Cor.7;20,24) , these verses 

"being in iminediate connection with Paul’s teaching a"bout marriage 

Lind divorce. (I Peter 2:13-19). And in the Sermon on the Mount 

where the teaching of Ivk.tthew 5:31 32 is found there is much which 

the Church interprets in a spiritual and restricted sense. (Matt.5} 
22, 25, 34, 39, 42, etc.) 

2. Indeed we may go further and say that our Lord refusedmto 

be a legislator or to lay down social or economic or even moral 

regulations. He dealth in great spiritual principles which he left 

to all time and all peoples to apply to the necessary forms of their 

own age and life. This makes it all the more significant that in 

this one central, vital and fundamental matter of the marriage re¬ 

lationship on which the divine institution of the family rests Jesus 

should have spoken so definitely and absolutely as He did. "But 

from the beginning of the creation, Male and female made he them. 

For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall 

cleave to his wif^; Eind the two shall become one flesh: so that 

there are no more two, but one flesh. V/hat therefore God hath joined 

together, let not men put asunder." (Mark 10;6-9.) 

3. He is no local and temporary teaching or an adaptation to 

transitory social conditions but a principle which our Lord declares 

goes back to the foundations of life and time and roots itself in 

the mind and law of God. If this teaching of our Lord is not final 

and authoritative what word of His may be so regarded? He recognized 

that there were two social ideals in the matter, the Jewish law of 

marriage and divorce and His ownconception. There are two ideals in 

the world now, the varying irregular ideals of most of our American 
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states and the ideal of Church vjrhich ought to be the ideal of the 

^ Church. 

f 4, Shall it be the ideal of the Presbyterian Church or will 

our Church go down to the lower level and take up a position further 

from the New Testament teaching than the laws of some few of our 

states which still adhere to this New Testament conception of marriage 

and divorce. At present our Church's Constitution allows divorce for 

reasons not sanctioned in the New Testament and indeed in its legis¬ 

lation on the subject it makes no mention of the Bible but sets 

forth secular and contractual conceptions which are not found in the 

New Testament at all* Ought we not in loyalty to our ovra exaltation 

of the authority of the Scriptures and above all of Our Lord Himself 

to rest our position on the plain teaching of the New Testament and 

in all the doctrine and work of our Church to cherish, maintain and 

commend the conception of marriage which alone is worthy of comparison 

f with the union of Christ and His Chnmch? 

5. Since writing this paper I have received a letter from 

Prof. A. T. Robertson, of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 

in answer to a letter in which I stated to him the conclusions to 

which I had come and asked him whether his study of the New Testament 

had led him to a different position. Prof. Robertson is, I suppose, 

now our foremost American authority in New Testament Greek. He 

writes: 

’»! find myself wholly in agreement with your view that the New 
Testament allows divorce only for adultery and remarriage only for 
the innocent party. Broadus in his Commentary on Matthew presents 
this view ably and clearly. Paul, as you say, allows separation, but 
not divorce on other grounds. 

c 

I do not think that Jesus laid down laws so much as stated 
principles, but surely a Christian will want to follow the teadi ing of 
Jesus rather than a state law. I agree with you also that Jesus 
intended His view of marriage and divorce to be permanent." 
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Y. SOm OBJECTIONS 

1. It is objected that these re>4Uireraents are too hard and 

burdensome for human nature and that they must be relaxed for us today 

just as Moses relaxed the divine ideal. V/here then shall we stop? 

If Christ’s clear teaching is to be rejected at this point in the 

interest of human weakness or mistake why should it not be rejected 

anywhere else? But it is said that to insist on these position will 

work hardship. Adulterers have sincerely repented. May they not 

remarry when their penitence is indisputable? Or young people have 

been hurried, under parental or other pressure, into unwise marriages 

whose permanence would have wrought more harm and wrong than their 

dissolution? Is it not best to undo such an error and to allow a 

later happy marriage? Undoubtedly difficult problems will arise. It 

can only be contended in reply that those who hold the civil and 

contract view of marriage rather than the New Testament view can avdl 

themselves of the civil provisions for divorce and remarriage but 

that the Church can only adhere unyieldingly to the New Testament 

conceptions both of marriage and divorce and remarriage, that the 

sufferings of an unhappy marriage may be cured by separation without 

divorce, and that the evil of the Church’s refusal to remarry is less 

than the evil of the abandonment by the Church of the New Testament 

ideals» 

2. It is objected that to adopt these positions would separate 

the Presbyterian Church from other Christian bodies pursuing a more 

liberal course. On the other hand it would range the Church with a 

large body of kindred churches, Methodist Episcopal, Protestant 

Episcopal, United Lutheran churches, the Reformed Church in America 

and the Reformed Church in the United States, and with the Roman 

Catholic Church which in these matters adheres, in theory, unyieldingly 

to the New Testament position. 
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3. It is objected that such views and practices if adopted by 

the Church will place a stigma on those members of the Church whose 

marriage relationships have been at variance with these positions 

and will shut the door of the Church in the future to people married 

under civil laws which are not in accord with the laws of the Church- 

In some cases this may be true. This is the situation in a 11 the 

churches named in the preceding paragraph. What shall be done in 

such cases? Shall they be admitted to the fellowship and membership 

in the Church? Ko new answer is attempted here. All that is here 

proposed is that the language of the law of the Church as to 

marriage, divorce and remarriage should be conformed to the Nev? 

Testament as follows; 

"Although the suffering in an unhappy marriage may be very great, 

even greater than should be endured, justifying legal separa¬ 

tion, especially if the welfare of children be endangered; 

yet is adultery alone clearly recognized in the Nev\r Testament 

as cause for divorce. Therefore the Church cannot sanction 

the remarriage by its ministers of divorced persons, except 

the innocent party in a case where the divorce rests on the 

Scriptural ground of adultery. In such cases of remarriage, 

unseemly haste should, in all good coxiscience, be avoided." 

IS 0 



A BRI3F POSTSCRIPT TO THE DISCUSSION 

OF THE 

SPECIAL COmilTTEE ON ]IIARRIAGE AND DIVORCE. 

THE DISCUSSION. 

The study of the subject of Marriage and Divorce by the Special 
Committee of the General Council is concluding its second year. The 
discussion has been directly due to the reference of a single 
judicial case in which a certain Presbytery appeals to the General 
Assembly for relief frcm a situation that said Presbytery feels to 
be: 

a. inadequately dealt with in our Constitution; 
b. contradictory to the purity and stability of the home; 
c. contradictory to scriptural teaching; and 
d. calling imperatively for an amendment to our ecclesiastical 

law. 

Back of this complaint of a single Presbytery i giving extra¬ 
judicial significance to the case is a nation-wide social menace grow¬ 
ing out of the appalling increase in legal dissolutions of 'J^he 
marriage bonds and the ruthless disregard of the sacred obligations 
of the home to childhood, to the Church, and to God.^ This situation 
involves the moral foundations of society and the spiritual integrity 
of the Church for the future. This wide-spread, flagrant, and 
shocking condition gives profound significance to the whole subject, 
a phase of which the Committee was instructed to ^dy and report 
thereon. 

The General Council, by reason of its long and thorough con¬ 
sideration of the subject, finds itself in a position of high moral 
leadership in the premises, the obligations of which carry the 
Council beyond the prescribed legal duties imposed by the Assembly. 

An aroused Church and a Christian public opinion will not be 
satisfied at this time with an amendment to the Constitution, if 
that choice be found wise, or a negative reply to the complainant, 

THE EXBGETICAL STUDIES IN THE DISCUSSION. 

The egexetical studies of our Lord’s teaching on the subject of 
marriage and divorce, together with that of the Apostle Paul, has 
properly occupied our minds during the prolonged discussion. This 
is as the Church would have it. No final decision in connection 
with the subject under enquiry will satisfy the conscience of the 
Church, except it be found fully in harmony with the Scriptures.^ 
It is the ipind of Christ as far as human judgment may determine it 
from New Testament sources that we have sought. Upon the plain 
and obvious teachings of our Lord the Presbyterian Church desires 
to stand unequivocally and, therefore, morally confident. 

V7e do well to be thorou^ and painstaking at this point. V/ith 
the mind of the Church clarified upon this issue and the conscience 
of our pastors reinforced by the careful re-studying of the teaching 
of Jesus, we shall arrive at a more certain unity of judgment and 
conduct among our people and a more genuine respect for the final 
decision. 
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SHALL m TAKE ADVANTAGE OF DEEPENED INTEREST IN THE CAUSE AIH) PRESS ON? 

The Synods and Presbyteries are vitally interested in the report 
of the Committee, and in some kind of aggressive program of correction 
and prevention that shall undertake to remedy the situation. The 
interest throughout the Church is such that whatever may be the final 
action of the Committee relative to the complaint, that action as such 
will not be considered by our people as an ample response on the part 
of our Church to the moral needs growing out of the painful situation. 
The legal strictures surrounding our functioning as a Committee, 
created for a special purpose, will not be accepted as sufficient 
grounds excusing us in the absence of a full statement of the Church’s 
convictions and the proposal of a remedial program. Such a statement 
should be made, citing the conditions as they exist, pointing to the 
unescapable duty of the Church and suggesting steps that should be 
immediately taken looking to the alleviation of the situation. The 
conscience of our people must be challenged in face of the destructive 
and immoral influences now attacking the home; the rising generation 
must be instructed as to the vital elements in a true, happy and 
lasting marriage, and our pastors must be exhorted to do their part 
in throwing about the imperilled Christian home and the marriage 
state all the sanctity to which, under Christ’s own teaching anl the 
behests of wholesome social usage, it is entitled. 

PLANS FOR PREVENTIVE EDUCATION. 

Y/hile this statement, as above suggested, should recognize the 
scandalous disorder in our social life, due to the increase of 
divorce, and urge wise remedial measures, the Church’s supreme and 
primary duty at this moment is not a remedial but a preventive 
service to be rendered to society in training her young people for 
the holy bonds of matrimony. In a sermon delivered before the Synod 
of New York at Albany on October 17, 19S7, Rev. Henry Sloan Doffin 
said: ’’Under contemporary conditions the Church has no more important 
functions than to train people how to marry and to stay married in 
the Lord, to bring up children as loyal and useful disciples of 
Jesus, and to make and keep their homes worthy embodiments here below 
of the Father's many-mansioned house above . . . Divorce is not the 
subject that should rivet our attention. We have talked too much 
about divorce and too little about those qualities in men and women 
that ehable them to marry happily and to abide faithful to each other 
their life long ... It is idle for us to attempt the more remote 
tasks of making Christ the unifying force among the nations and 
races, unless we first make Him for our own Church members a unifying 
factor binding them fast in enduring habits . . . The Church’s 
function is not to give those who have made shipwreck in marriage a 
second chance, but to train young people for marriage that will last. 
Is there a more urgent or necessary task?” 

RECOMMENDATIONS. It is recommended that a Committee of the General 
Council (or if to be done immediately, a sub-committee of the Commit¬ 
tee on Marriage and Divorce) be instructed to prepare a statement, 
having in mind: 

1. The arousing of the sonscience of the Church in the presence 
of the growing evil of divorce and its baleful influence upon the 
Church and society of to-morrow. 
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2. The enjoining of all pastors in the exercise of their_ 
civil and religious duties relative to marriages, to proceed with 
great care at all times, so that only such marriages may he per¬ 
formed as are clearly under Spriptural sanction. 

3, The organization and promotion through the agencies of the 
Church particularly through all her educational organizations, wise 
and effective plans for the instruction and direction of our young 
people in that which pertains to the preparation and achievement of 
a permanent Christian home life through true cUid happy marriage. 
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Since writing this paper I have received a letter from Professor A. T. 
PohertsonjOf the t'outhem Baptist 'Eheological Seminary, in answer to a letter 
in which I stated to him the conclusions to which I had come and aoked him 
whether his study of the New Testament had led him to a different position* 
Irolessor Eohertson is, I suppose, now our foremost /imerican authority in 
New Testament Greek. He writes* 

”I find myself wholly in agreement with your view that the New 
Testamc?nt allows divorce only for adultery and remarriage only for 
the innocent party. Broadus in his Consnentary on . atthew presents this 
view ably and clearly. Paul, as you say, allows separation, but not 
divorce on other grounds2 

I do not think that (Tesus laid do^n laws so tmich as stated 
principles, hut surely a Christian nill want to follow the teaching 
of Jesus rather than s state law. I agree with you also that Jesus 
intended His vim of marriage and divorce to be permanent.^' 



ROBERT E. SPEER 

enolewood, N. J. 
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SEEMANYDANGERS 
TO CHILD WELFARE 

Social Workers at National 
j 

Conference Say Evil Trends 

Menace Homes. 

SCORE COMPANION UNIONS 

Coolidge Letter Praises Efforts— 

Boy Scout Receives Medal,for 

Rescue of Chiid. 

Social workerSi Governors of States 
and experts in various lines of en¬ 
deavor met yesterday at the Commo¬ 
dore under the ’emspices of the Child 
Welfare.-Committee of America to 
confer on the best means offered by 
modern: sociological knowledge for 
the rearing of orphans and other de¬ 
pendent ^children. A score of speak¬ 
ers agreed that the best place for a 
child is the "old-fashioned" home. 

Evil influences are undermining 
the home, some speakers declared, 
and went on to denounce companion¬ 
ate marriage and what they saw as 
a general tendency toward the re¬ 
placement of liberty by license. 

"The education, economic indepen¬ 
dence and new freedom of woman 
have introduced a new factor Into 
our economic and social life," said 
Governor Theodore Christianson of 
Minnesota. "The home is under neW' 
strains and stresses. It is being test¬ 
ed in a crucible of fire. v 

Sees Marriage Bond Weakened. 

"The marriage tie is not regarded, 
as the binding, sacred thing it once 
was. The companionate marriage is 
the latest, the most fantastic and I 
believe the most dangerous expres¬ 
sion of the revolt against the home.” 

Governor Christianson declared that 
while scientifically conducted insti¬ 
tutions for the care of dependent 
children were of value to society, 
every child had a right to a good 
home and that nothing could replace i 
it. Marriage, he held, failed in its 
obligations when it did not provide 
one. ■ 

a hankering after license and greater 
self-indulgence.” 

He pleaded for a return to "the old 
verities, decencies and sanctities of 
life" to protect the home as an in¬ 
stitution. 

Dr. Silver said the home was the 
best place to bring up a child and 
that "for every physically sound, 
mentally sane orphan or dependent 
child in the country theer are fifty to 
100 homes waiting to receive them.” 
This had been determined in a sur¬ 
vey conducted by a woman’s maga¬ 
zine, he said. 

Coolidge Praises Efforts. 

President Coolidge endorsed the 
conference in the following letter: 

The White House 
Washington, Feb. 18, 1928. 

I am very glad to have this op¬ 
portunity of extending to the Na¬ 
tional Conference on Child Welfare 
my greetings and good wishes. 

It is universally recognized that 
the welfare of destitute children, 
and those who have been deprived 
of the advantage of home training 
in its best sense, is of primary im¬ 
portance to the country. Many or¬ 
ganizations are working to this end 
along different lines, but it is only 
through coordinated effort and a 
helpful interchange of views that 
the most effective results can be 
obtained.?. Your Conference fur¬ 
nishes this agency, and if its delib¬ 
erations shall result in unified ac¬ 
tion in various States upon the pri¬ 
mary features of welfare work, its 
existence will be amply justified 
and its work of the highest values. 

Very truly vours, 
CADVIN COOLIDGE. 

"Marriage is the one covenant in 
human life which contains the great¬ 
est possibilities and is fraught with 
the most! searching and wide-reach¬ 
ing consequences,’ 'he said, "and yet 
marriage- and parenthood constitute 
the only', profession in this country 
which citn be entered into without 
even the'most elementary knowledge 
of what it involves.” 

Divorc^' was too common in some 
States, he asserted. 

"But the great problem of the 
home is not divorce, but marriage,” 
he continued. 

He urged “a more rigid seirreation 
of the unfit,” because "too many 
children are born with the taint ofj 
insanity g,nd feeblemindedness.” I 

Sees Hankering After License. I 
Dr. Abba Hillel Silver of ThCT 

Temple, Cleveland, Chio, condemnedt 
companionate marriage as subservice 
S) the home and unfair to children. 
\The present talk Of companion- 

k ^naarriage,” he declared,, "Is but K . |. „ 



We therefore recommend that the following overture be 
sent down to the Presbyteries: 

"Shall Articles V and 71, Chapter XXI7, of the Confession of 
Faith, which read: 

'7. Adultery or fornication, committed after a contract, being 
detected before marriage, giveth just occasion fo the innocent party 
to dissolve that contract. In the case of adultery after marriage 
it is lawful for the innocent party to sue out a divorce, and after 
the divorce to marry another, as if the offending party were dead. 

71. Although the corruption of man be such as is apt to study 
arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom Gtod hath joined together 
in marriage; yet nothing but adultery, or such wilful desertion as 
can no way be remedied by the Ohur<^ or civil magistrate, is cause 
sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage; wherein a public and 
orderly course of proceeding is to be observed; and the persons oon- 
conoerned in it not left to-their own wills and discretion in their own 
case.* 

be amended ao as to read as follows: 

*7. Although the corruption of man be such as is apt to study 
arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom God hath joined together 
in marriage; yet is adultery alone clearly recognized in the Hew 
Testament as cause for divorce. Therefore, the CJhuroh cannot sanction 
the remarriage of persons whose divorce has been due to any other 
cause, and it shall be unlawful for a minister to remarry any such 
persons. 
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STATEMENT 

The Teaching of the New Testament with regard 

to Marriage and Divorce. 

1. The New Testament has very little to say on the subject of 
divorce but a great deal to say on the subject of marriage. If we are 

to preserve the New Testament emphasis today one would judge that a 
great deal larger place should be given in the teaching of the Church to 
the meaning of marriage and to the spiritual ideas embodied in it, and to 
the spiritual forces which must be relied upon to preserve its purity and 
its glory as a social institution and as, in a true sense, a sacrament of 
the Christian life. While it is desirable that the Church should face 
clearly and courageously the question of divorce, it is not less desirable 
that she should give attention to the teaching and influence which should 
forestall any breakdown of the marriage relationship. 

2. As to divorce, there are only two passages in the New Testament 
which give us instruction as to the teaching of Christ and of the Apostolic 

Church; one of these is Matt. V.; 31, 32, and the other is I. Cor. VII; 
10-17. What is the teaching of these passages? 

3. In the case of a believing husband and wife, Paul makes no pro¬ 

vision whatever for divorce, discountenances (as he claims with Christ's 
authority) any separation and, if there is separation, forbids re-marriage. 

4. In the case of a marriage where one party is not a Christian, 
Paul (speaking, as he says, for himself and not for the Lord)again makes no 
provision for divorce, disapproves separation but allows the non-Christian 

partner to depart. He says nothing about re-marriage, and it is clear that 
the original marriage has not been annulled by the departure of the un¬ 

believer. 

5. Our Lord's teaching makes no explicit distinction between or 
reference to the believing or unbelieving status of the parties. His words 
occur in the Sermon on the Mount, spoken to His disciples but also to the 
multitudes, and are applicable in the same sense and to the same people to 
whom the rest of the Sermon on the Mount is applicable. Christ recognizes 
no separation at all, except divorce for the one cause of adultery, and he 
says nothing whatever about the re-marriage of the innocent party, and would 
appear clearly to forbid the re-marriage of the guilty party. 

6. If these passages are combined it would appear to be the New 

Testament teaching - 

(1) That there can be no divorce except for adultery. 

(2) That separation (not including divorce) is deprecated 
but recognized. 

(3) That the Church may not re-marry persons who have been 

separated but not divorced for adultery; such persons are still mar¬ 
ried according to the Christian law and re-marriage would be bigamy. 
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(4) Nothing is said in recognition or sanction of the re- 
raarriage of an innocent divorced person and it may be claimed that the 
New Testament conception of marriage disallcws such re—marriage. But 
in the absence of specific prohibition and in view of the past practice 
of the Church such re-marriage should not be forbidden and may be per¬ 
formed by Christian ministers. 

(5) That the Church may not re-marry persons guilty of adultery. 
The New Testament teaching is plain that adulterers have no part in the 
Kingdom of Christ or of God. This is not to say that this sin, as all 
sins, may not be forgiven and atoned for by Our Saviour and Redeemer. 
But it is to say that all such persons have forfeited the right to re- 
marry; their re-marriage is contrary to our Lord's explicit word. 
Matt. VII; 32. 

(6) As to the determination of innocence or guilt on the part 
of divorced persons seeking re-marriage, it is to be remembered that 
the Civil Law gives the Church no right to grant divorce but reserves 
such right to the State. Ministers, therefore, should accept and stand 
upon the legal record. If it does not show that divorce was granted for 
the one and only cause recognized and allowed by Christ, then, the Church 
may not perform the re-marriage of either party. 

(7) Such judgments as these with regard to the duty of the 
Church and its ministry do not undertake to invade the field of the pol¬ 
icy and procedure of the State. Whether the State should pursue with 
regard to divorce and re-marriage the same course as the Church, we do not 
discuss. We simply draw forth the clear teaching of the New Testament as 
embodied in the words of Our Lord and St. Paul. 

7. The question remains as to whether the utterances of Our Lord and 
of St. Paul were meant to be authoritative and final for the Church, and whether 
any distinction is to be made between the judgment of St. Paul when he declares 
he is speaking for himself and his judgment when he declares he is speaking for 
the Lord? It is to be observed that in I. Cor. VII; 10,11, where he declares 
he is speaking for the Lord, he takes the same ground which Christ takes in the 
Sermon on the Mount, without mentioning even the solitary exceptional ground for 
divorce which Christ mentions in our present Greek text in Matt. V; 32. 
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statement 

The Teaching of the New Testament with regard 
to Marriage and Divorce* 

1* The New Testament has very kittle to say on the subject of divorce 
hut a great deal to say on the subject of marriage* If we are to preserve the 
New Testament emphasis today one would judge that a great deal larger place should 
be given in the teaching of the Church to the meaning of marriage and to the spiri¬ 
tual ideas embodied in it* and to the spiritual forces which must be relied upon 
to preserve its purity and its gloiy as a social institution and as^in a true 
sense, a sacrament of the Christian life. While it is desirable tAat the Church 
should face clearly and courageously the question of divorce, it is not less desi¬ 
rable that she should give attention to the teaching and influence which should 
forestall any breakdown of the marriage relationship. 

2* As to divorce, there are only two passages in the New Testament which 
give us instruction as to the teaching of Christ and of the Apostolic Church; one 
of these is llatt. V.;31,32, and the other is I. Cor. VII; lOri.?, What is the 
teaching of these passages? 

3* In the case of a believing husband and wife, Paul makes no provision 
whatever for divorce, discountenances (as he claims with Christ’s authority) any 
separation and,if there is separation,forbids re-marriage. 

4* In the case of a marriage where one party is not a Christian, Paul 
(speaking, as he says, for himself and not for the Lord) again makes no provision 
for divorce, disapproves separation but allows the non-Christian partner to depart. 
He says nothing about re-marriage, and it is clear that the original marriage has 
not been annulled by the departure of the unbeliever. 

5. Our Lord’s teaching makes no explicit distinction between or reference 
to the believing or unbelieving status of the parties. His words occur in the 
Sermon on the Moxmt, spoken to His disciples but also to the multitudes, and are 
applicable in the same sense and to the same people to whom the rest of the Sermon 
on the Mount is applicable* Christ recognizes no separation at all, except di¬ 
verse for the one cause of aduitery, and he says nothing whatever about the re¬ 
marriage of the innocent party, and would appear clearly to forbid the re-marriage 
of the guilty party. 

6* If these passages are combined it would appear to be the New Testament 
teaching - 

(1) That there can be no divorce except for adultery. 

(2) That separation (not including divorce) is deprecated 
but recognized. 

(3) That the Church may not re-marry persons who have been 
separated but not divorced for adultery; such persons are still married 
according to the Christian law and re-marriage would be bigamy. 

, , /Ic. 
(4) Nothing is said^^ recognition or sanction of the.marriage 

of an innocent divorced person ilS^i^^may be claimed that the New Testament 
conception of marriage disallows such ^marriage. But in the absence of speci¬ 

fic prohibition and in view of the past practice of the Chxirch such re-marriage 



ahoxild not be forbidden and may be performed by Christian ministers. 

(5) That the Church may not re-marry persons guilty of adultery. 
The New Testament teaching is plaiin that adulterers have no part in the 
Kingdom of Christ or of God. This is not to say that this sin, as all 
sins, may not be forgiven and atoned for by Our Saviour and Redeemer. But 
it is to say that all such persons have forfeited the right to re-marry; 
their re-marriage is contrary to our Lord's explicit word. Matt. VII; 32. 

(6) As to the determination of innocense or guilt on the part of 
tbe divorced persons seeking re-marriage, it is to be remenbered that the 
Civil Law gives the Church no ri^t to grant divorce but reserves such right 
to the State. Ministers, therefore, should accept and stand upon the legal 
record. If it does not show that divorce was granted for the one and only 
cause recognized and allowed by Christ,then, the Church may not perform the 
re-marriage of either party. 

(7) Such judgments as these with regard t(^he duty of the Church and 
its ministry do not undertake to invade the field of^olicy and procedure 
of the State. Whether the State should pursue with regard to divorce and re¬ 
marriage the same course as the Church, we do not discuss. We simply draw 
forth the clear teaching of the New Testament as embodied in the words of 
Our Lord and St. Paul. 

7* The question remains as to whether the utterances o^^l^r Lord and of 
St. Paul were meant to be authoritative and final for the Church, or whether any 
distinction is to be made between the judgment of St. Paul when he declares he is 
speaking for himsel^md his judgment when he declares he is speaking for the Lord? 
It is to be observed^S I. Cor. VII; 10,11, where he declares he is speaking for the 
Lord, he takes the sme ground which Christ takes in the Sermon on the Mount, without 
mentioning even the solitary exceptional ground for eepawatioa. which Christ mentions 
in our present Greek text in Matt. V; 32. 



SCRIPTURAL TEACHING AS TO DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE 

There is a general concensus of opinion among commentators that 

our Lord specified one (if one) ground for divorce. 

Protestants have commonly regarded malicious desertion as equiva¬ 

lent to the ground which our Lord specified and this opinion has heen 

fortified hy Paul's statement to the effect that in case of desertion 

by an unbeliever, the deserted spouse "is not under bondage" (I. Cor. 

7:15). This has been interpreted to grant the liberty of remarriage. 

It must be admitted that on this point commentators are sufficiently 

divided to afford grounds for a reasonable doubt as to the meaning 

of the apostle. It is probably fair to say that the great majority 

of commentators agree in stating that Paul leavs the question open, 

neither affirming nor denying the right of remarriage. 

The following references and quotations may be of help. They 

at least illustrate the divergent views. 

(GODET) "Among Protestants, malicious desertion ... is regard¬ 

ed in general as equivalent to adultery, and consequently as author¬ 

izing a new mari^iage. I do not think that it i^ possible exegetically 

. . , without containing, either explicitly or iinplicitly, the idea 

of a new union." 

(MEYER) "Our text (I. Cor. 7:15) gives no express information 

upon the point, whether Paul would allow the Christian partner in such 

a union to marry again . . .It may be inferred, however, that as in 

Paul's view mixed marriages did not come under Christ's prohibition 

of divorce, so neither would he have app^iied the prohibition of re¬ 

marriage in Matt. 5:32 to the case of such unions. Olshausen is 

’vrong in holding a second marriage in such cases unlawful . . . 

Christ Himself took no account of mixed marriages. Nor v/ould verse 

11, which does not refer to marriages of that kind, be at variance 

with the remarriage of the believing partner," 
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ELLIDOTT understands that Paul grants permission to remarry in 

the case where a Christian is deserted by a heathen spouse. He adds 

"This permission is in no way contrary to our Lord’s permission of 

divorce on only one ground, for the Apostle has carefully reminded 

his readers that our Lord’s command does not apply to the case of a 

marriage between a believer and a heathen. In such cases we have no 

command from Him." 

On the other hand, ROBERTSON (The International Critical Commen 

tary) states: "We cannot safely argue with Luther that "is not under 

bondage" implies that the Christian partner, when divorced by the 

heathen partner, may marry again. And Luther would have it that thi 

implies that the Christian partner, when divorced by "a false Chris¬ 

tian", may marry again. V/ho is to decide whether the Christian is 

"false" or not? And the principle, which is far older than Luther, 

that "reverence for the marriage-tie is not due to one who has no 

reverence for the Auther of the marriage-tie" will carry one to dis¬ 

astrous conclusions. All that "is not under bondage" clearly means 

is that he or she need not feel so bound by Christ’s prohibition of 

divorce as to be afraid to depart when the heathen partner insists 

on separation." 

So 1/VEISS, "But if, on the other hand, the non-Christian party 

wished to dissolve the marriage, he could do so, and the Apostle had 

nothing to command him. He does not say that in this case the 

Christian party should not continue the marriage relation, for he 

could not do this, or even that he would marry again, which, accord¬ 

ing to the v/ord of the Lord, which forbids the remarriage of those 

v;ho are divorced, was not allowed. He says only, that under these 

circumstances the married party is not slavishly bound by the words 

of Christ which forbid the divorce, so that his conscience would be 
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loaded down by the consciousness of guilt, if his marriage had now, 

contrary to the law of Christ, been dissolved." 

THE PULPIT COIIMEHTARY; "The marriage is not to be dissolved at the 

instance of the believing partner; but if the other refuses to remain, 

the contract is no longer binding. It would be a case of bondage if 

the one v\a?e held to a union which the other has wilfully broken up . 

This passage is generally adduced as the Bible warrant for the view 

that wilful desertion is a sufficient reason for divorce. Such 

desertion is a de facto rupture of the marriage bond, and stands on 

the same footing as adultery." 

ELLICOTT: "The interpretation of these words has been the subject 

of much controversy. That they imply that wilful desertion on the 

part of the unbelieving husband or wife is to be regarded as having 

set the believing wife or husband free, cannot reasonably be dounted. 

V/hether one so set free is to be considered at liberty to marry again 

is more open to question. Nothing certainly is expressly said 

(Neander), but the tenor of the words "is not under bondage" seems in 

favor of the liberty." 

FINPLAY, (The Expositor's Greek Testament): "The Christian wife 

or husband is not to seek divorce from the non-Christian; but if the 

latter insists on separation, it is not to be refused . . . Christ's 

law forbids putting away, but does not firbid the one put away to 

accept dismissal. Whether the freedom of the innocent divorced extends 

to remarriage, does not appear . . . If, however, the repudiator 

forms a new union, cutting off the hope of restoration, the case 

appears then to come under the exception made in Matt. 5:31." 

MiiTTHEW HEtfRY states that the one deserted is "not tied up . . , 

to the malicious deserter or bound to live unmarried after all proper 

means for reconciliation have been tried, at least if the deserter 
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contracts another marriage, etc * . . Some think that such a malicious 

desertion is as much a dissolution of the marriage covenant as death 

itself. For how is it possible that the two shall be one flesh when 

the one is maliciously bent to part from or put away the other? . . . 

The deserted party seems to be left more at liberty to marry .... 

another person." 

LANGE: "If anything, however, can be accepted as a ground for 

divorce, subsumed as it were under the head of adultery, it is 

malicious desertion. This means, the deliberate forsaking of the 

one party by the other, with the unmistakable or declared design of 

abandoning the marriage connection altogether. And this is nothing 

less than the actual dissolution of the bond, by which the obligation 

of the other party to fidelity is annulled., Yet, in this case, no 

right-minded person will be in haste to obtain a formal divorce . . . 

But here a new point comes up. If Ithe adultery committed, whether it 

be in the form of fornication or of malicious desertion, be not a 

momentary lapse not likely to be repeated, but is a settled thing, 

which no patience, or gentleness, or efforts at reconciliation can 

overcome, then it will be ri^t to infer that the Christian character 

of the guilty party is in such a case entirely renounced, and to 

treat him as standing in the relation of an unbeliever, or, still 

worse, of a heathen. Here, then, we would have, to all intents, an 

instance of mixed marriage, such as that spoken of in the net section. 

It would be in vain, then to look for the hallowing of one party by 

the other; and all continuance in a connection, which only obstructs 

the purpose of the Divine calling, and mars our peace, for some vague 

hope of recovering the lost, would be v;holly unwarranted, and contrary 

to the Divine will." 

BEET: "Paul reminds believers married to believers that Christ 
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has forbidden them to break the marriage tie; and has specifically 

forbidden re-marriage of divorced persons. That Christ's command 

does not apply in full force to believers married to heathens, Paul 

admits; and gives his own advice. He recommends that, if the heathen 

desires it, the marriage relation be kept up . . . But if the unbeliev¬ 

ing partner wishes to go, the believer is not bound to oppose it. 

This would be an unworthy bondage; and would lead to a confusion con¬ 

trary to the essence of Christianity.” 

BARNES notes "Many have supposed that this means that they would 

be at liberty to marry again v/hen the unbelieving wife or husband had 

gone away; as Calvin, G-rotius, Rosenmuller, etc., but this is contrary 

to the strain of the argument of the Apostle, The sense of the ex¬ 

pression "is not bound" is that if they forcibly depart, the one that 

is left is not bound by the marriage to make provision for the ope 

that departed; to do acts tiat might be prejudicial to religion by a 

violent effort to compel the departing husband or wife to live with 

the one who is forsaken but is at liberty to live separate and should 

regard it as proper so to do." 

HODG-S: "The believer was not to repudiate the unbelieving husband 

or wife; but if the unbeliever broke up the marriage, the Christian 

partner was thereby liberated from the contract. This is the inter¬ 

pretation which Protestants have almost universally given to this 

verse. It is a passage of great importance, because it is the founda¬ 

tion of the Protestant doctrine that wilful desertion is a legitimate 

ground for divorce. And such is certainly the natural sense of the 

passage. The question before the Apostle was, 'V/hat is to be done in 

the case of these mixed marriages?' His answer is, 'Let not the 

believer put away the unbeliever, for Christ has forbidden a man to 

put away his wife for any cause except that of adultery. (Matt.5:22) 

But if the unbeliever breaks up the marriage, the believer is no 
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longer bound.' There is no conflict here between Christ's command 

and Paul's instructions. Both say, a man cannot put away his wife 

(nor of course a wife her husband) on account of difference of 

religion, or for any other reason but the one above specified. The 

apostle only adds that if the believing party be, without just cause, 

put away, he or she is free." 

Catholics have regarded conversion to Christianity as sufficient 

ground for leaving a heathen spouse and marrying a Christian. Many 

Protestants have regarded malicious desertion as equivalent to deser¬ 

tion by a heathen and have believed that the v/ords of Paul justify the 

apparent exception to the stringent rule laid down by Christ. 

In spite of the reasonable doubt occasioned by divergent views 

based upon the words of St.Paul, it v/ould seem true that prevalent 

abuses due to lax views as to what constitutes malicious desertion 

would at least raahe it wise for Christian ministers to remarry only 

such persons as have been divorced on the one ground vvhich is clearly 

specified by Christ. It may be well to remember the words of GOPET 

(Commentary on I Corinthians, p.335): 

"The refusal of divorce in the case of adultery seems to us to 

transgress the meaning of the Lord's words; for by these adultery is 

implicitly put on the same footing as death. And, as to the right 

of remarriage granted to the innocent party, it does not seem to me 

at all contrary to the text of Scripture. But what seems to me ab¬ 

solutely irreconcileable with the Lord's words, is the readiness with 

which Protestant pastors, becoming the agents of a purely civil legis 

lation, consent to bless in the name of the Lord marriages contracted 

between persons whose first parriage had not been dissolved for the 

only reason authorized by the Lord, so that this new union, according 

to His positive declaration is adultery. To bless on His part what 
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He Himself characterizes so severely is a strange v;ay of acting in 

His name. The State may have excellent reasons for not imposing on 

human society in general such rules as in their severity go "beyond 

its moral level (Matt.19:8); but the Church has reasons not less 

valid for refusing to follow it in this region contrary to the will 

of its Master.” 
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DENOMINATIONAL ACTIONS CONCERNINCr MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE. 

PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U.3.A. 

CONFESSION OF FAITH, CHAP. XXIV, SEC.VI. 

''Although the corruption of man he such as is apt to study 
arguments, unduly to put asunder those whom God hath joined together 
in marriage; yet nothing hut adultery, or such willful desertion as 
can no way be remedied hy the Church or civil magistrate, is cause 
sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage; wherein a public and 
orderly course of proceeding is to be observed; and the persons con¬ 
cerned in it not left to their own wills and discretion in their own 
case." 

The following Question, referred to Synod by the Presbytery of 
Donegal for their decision, was brought in by the Committee of 
Overtures, viz. 

V/hether, on full proof of adultery by o^e party, the Presbytery 
has a right to declare the marriage so far void as that the innofent 
party may marry again without being liable to Church censure? 

And after some time spent in debating the case, it was moved and 
agreed that each member should speak; to the question in the order of 
the roll. After which the vote was put, and the (Qiiestion carried in 
the affirmative, by a small majority. - 1785, p.509. 

The Assembly by a vote of 106 to 5E, sustained the Complaint 
of the Presbytery of Des Moines, in the case of Rev. James H. Shields 
The Minute adopted states the case - 

In the year 1853, Maria C. Cowles, presented a Petition under 
oath to the District Court of Wayne County, Iowa, praying for a divor 
from her husband, William A. Cowles, in which it was stated substan¬ 
tially, that she had been lawfully married to said Cowles in January 
1839, in the State of Massachusetts; that they had lived together 
there until August, 1851, when she separated herself fniQin him, and 
proceeded to Iowa, where she has since resided. That, previos to her 
departing from him in 1851, her husband was in the j;iabDt of beccxning 
intoxicated, and when so intoxicated, was ill-natured and abusive - s 
much so that her situation as his wife become intollerabie; and she L 
been under the necessity of leaving his house, and of making her own 
living since that time, the defendant having neglected to make provi¬ 
sion for her support since the period of her separation from him. No 
pertinent proof of the truth of these allegations was made; but the 
court, notwithstanding, granted her a divorce a vinculo matrimonii; 
when James H. Shields, then a member of the Presbytery of Des Moines, 
being cognizant of all the facts in the case, was married to the said 
Maria C. Cowries, and has continued to cohabit with her as his wifel 
In April, 1856, the Presbytery instituted proceedings against him for 
adultery, and finally convicted him of that offense, and deposed him 
from the ministry and excommunicated him from the Church. Thereupon 
the said Shields appealed to the Synod of Iowa, who reversed the 
decision of Presbytery, The case is before this General Assembly on 
complaint of the Rev. Thompson Bird, on behalf of the Presbytery, 
against the action of Synod. 
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In view of all the testimony brought before the Assembly, the 
complaint is sustained. 

It has not been made to appear that the said Maria C. Cowles 
attempted to establish the fact of adultery against her husband, 
lili^ A. Cowles, Neither has there been proved "such wmllful 

desertion" on his part, "as can no way be remedied by the Church or 
recognized in the Confession of Faith 

(Chap,XXIV, Sec»Vl), as "cause sufficient of dissolving the bond of 
marriage." 

The General Assembly do, therefore, consider that said James H. 
ohields was properly convicted of adultery; and the decision of the 
bynod of Iowa in this case is hereby reversed, and the judgment of 
the Presbytery of Pes Moines therein confirmed. 

The Assembly, whilst rendering this decision, takes occasion to 
call the attention of the churches under its care to a tendency, 
m^ifest in some portions of our country, to relax the sacredness of 
the marnage tie. Lj’^ing, as the institution of marriage does, at the 
veiy foundation of order, purity and prosperity in the State and in 
the Church, the Assembly cannot view without abhorrence any attempt 
to diminish its sanctity or to extend beyond the warrant of the Holy 
Scriptures the grounds of divorce.- 1858, pp.599,600. N.S. 

The Assembly resumed the consideration of the Appeal of the Rev. 
George Sheldon. 

The original parties having been fully heard, the roll was called 
^d aopportunity was given to the members of the Assembly to express 
their opinions on the case. After which the final vote was taken, 
and the Appeal was not sustained, nineteen voting in the affirmative, 
and fifty-four in the negative. 0 1858, p.607. N.S. 

(Mr. Sheldon was deposed by the Presbytery of Portage, on the 
ground of adultery, in having married a second wife during the life 
of his first wife, from whom he had obtained a divorce in the civil 
courts, in the judgment of the Presbytery on other than Scriptural 
grounds. From the decision of the Presbytery he took an Appeal to the 
Synod of the '//estern Reserve. The Synod decided as follows, viz: 

After ci full and patient hearing of the whole case of Appeal by 
Georp Sheldon, from the Presbytery of Portage, the Synod are con- ' 
strained to believe that the decision of the Presbytery was just; and. 
that the Presbytery conducted the case with as much order and tender¬ 
ness as the inherent difficulties of the case would admit.) 

In view of the whole case: 
Resolved, That the decision of the Presbytery of Portage be 

sustained. - 1858, p.607. N.S. 

5. That, recognizing the comity which should exist between 
Churches represented in the Inter-Church Conference, acknowledging, 
as they do, the law of Christ alone as supreme, we advise each minis¬ 
ter under the authority of this Assembly to refuse to unite in 
marriage any member of any such Church whose marriage is known to su'-f 
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prohibited by the laws of the Church in which such 
^p.r.TiT^ holds membership, unless such minister believes that in the 
peculiar circumstances of a given case his refusal would do injustice 
1904^ Person who has been divorced for Scriptural reasons. 

o + Assembly repeats the action taken last 
^ uffalo, and enjoins its Presbyteries, its ministers, elders 

mem ors, to adhere strictly to our Standards regarding marriage, 
divorce, and remarriage. 

Resolved, 2. That we approve the action of the Inter-Church 
conference, and recommend "that ministers should refuse to marry 
ivorced persons, except the innocent party in a case where the 
Ivorce !_has been grantet^ on^Scriptural ground^, nor then until 

assured that a period of one year has elapsed from the date of the 
aecision allowing the divorce." - 1905, p.76. 

fh 

PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH IN THE U.S. 

Cona.ession of Faith, Chapter XXIV, same as Presbyterian 
Church U.S.A. 

In 1909 four presbyteries presented overtures to the General 
Assembly concerning Marriage and Divorce« These were referred to 
an ad interim committee, which submitted majority and minority 
reports in 1910. The whole matter was recommitted to the same 
committeed, with new members added, with instructions to report in 
1911. Committee requested more time, and reported in 1912, the 
following recommendations: 

1. Ue recommend that the Assembly answer the oveitures asking 
a revision of the 24th Chapter of the Confession of Faith in the 
negative; for the reason that it is a sufficiently full and accurate 
exposition of the Bible doctrine of Marriage and Divorce. 

2. We recommend that the Assembly answer the overtures on 
polygamy as follows: Polygamy is both unscriptural and unconfessional 
and the practice of the Church must conform to this doctrine. 

THE UNITED PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF NORTH AMERICA. 

Confessional Statement the same as Presbyterian Church U.S.A 

THE REFORJIED PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH OF NORTH AMERICA 

Confessional Statement the same as Presbyterian Church U.Si. 

law. 
In 1912, a Committee of Synod recommended no change in the 
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THE METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH. (Letter from Bishop Berry) 

The rule in our Church, as contained in the Discipline, is 
as follows: 

”^0 divorce, except for adultery, shall be regarded by the 
Church as lawful; and no Minister shall solemnize marriage in any 
case where there is a divorced wife or husband living; but this rule 
shall not be applied to the innocent party to a divorce for the 
cause of adultery, nor to divorced parties seeking to be reunited in 
marriage." 

PROTESTANT EPISCOPAL CHURCH. 

CANON 43. Of the Solemnization of Matrimony. 

Sec. I. Ministers ibiff this Church shall be careful to secure the 
observance of the law of the State governing the civil contract of 
marriage in the place where the service is performed. 

Sec.II. (i) No minister shall solemnize a marriage except in the 
presence of at least two witnesses. 

(ii) Every Minister shall without delay formally record 
in the proper registerthe name, age and residence of each party. 
Such record shall be signed by the Minister who solemnizes the 
marriage, and, if practicable, by the married parties, or by at least 
two witnesses of the marriage. 

Sec. III. No minister, knowingly after due inquiry, shall 
solemnize the Marria,ge of any person who has been or is the husband 
of the wife of any other person then living, from whom he or she has 
been divorced for any cause arising after marriage. Nor shall it be 
lawful for any member of this Church to enter upon a marriage when 
either of the contracting parties is the husband or the wife of any 
other person then living from whom he or she has been divorced for 
any cause arising after marriage. But this Canon shall not be held 
to apply to the innocent party in a divorce for adultery; Provided, 
that before the application for such remarriage a period of not less 
then one year shall have elapsed, after the granting of such 
divorce; and that satisfactory evidence touching the facts of the 
case, including a copy of the Court's decree, and Record, if practic¬ 
able, with proof that the defendant was personally served or appeared 
in the action, be laid before the Ecclesiastical Authority, and such 
Ecclesiastical Authority, having taken legal advice thereon, shall 
have declared in writing that in his judgment the case of the appli¬ 
cant conforms to the requirements of this Canon; and Provided, further 
that it shall be within the discretion of any Minister to decline to 
solemnize any marriage. 

Sec. IV. If any Minister of this Church shall have cause to 
think that a person desirous of being admitted to Holy Baptism, or to 
Confirmation, or to the Holy Communion, has been married otherwise 
than as the Word of God and discipline of his Church allow, such 
Minister, before receiving such person to these ordinances, shall 
refer the case to the Bishop for his godly judgment there upon; 
provided, however, that no Minister shall in any case refuse these 
ordinances to a penitent person in imminent danger of death. 
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THE UHITED LUTHERAH CHURCH. 

From the Bulletin of the Fifth Convention, held Oct.19,192b 
^nis report of the Committee on Moral and Social V/elfare wai 
referred back to the Committee. 

Strained Exegesis - Dangerous. 

uroh^pm experience of the Church in dealing with the 
• sertion as a legitimate cause for divorce, we believe 

sa^er in this case as in all other cases to abide bv the 
^ l-hrist, for it we should tahe this solitary 

with ^ second ground for absolute divorce, 
the of remarriage, it would be a radical departure from 
based^nii? Lord; and, furthermore, it would be 
ture rather than a plain statement of Scrip- 
establi^hi^^^^ i-self would be against all laws of exegesis in 
to^ ito wherever strained exegesis is resorted 
a warrant 
is been established that tie deserting party 
cLfSd^n-p expressed brings the explicit ^ 
command of Christ and the statement of Paul into harmony. 

Therefore, the United Lutheran Church in America asserts: 

1. 
soluble 

That manriage 
for life. 

is monogamic and as such is a covenant indis- 

homp important problems of the 
^ ^ ch, and that plain teaching should be given: fl) 

necessity of both spiritual and physical self-control* 
standing^^^^^^ sanctity of married life based on love and under-' 

3. That we recognize only one standard of morality for both 
S 6X0 S * 

4. That a chief aim of the married life is the birth of ohil- 

ohlldren.*^‘^* greatest blessing of Ood is often granted through 

5, That 
Christian. 

the limitation of birth by artificial means is anti- 

6. 
has been 
and that remarr 
party. Matt.a;32 

That divorce is legitimate only when the mai 
broken by adul-^ ery on the part of the husband 

riage covenant 

n jTf ; is scripturally lawful only to 
19 :5-6 * 

the 
or the wife 
innocent, 

iQg^^imate divorce in cases where judicif 
decrees declare that tne marriage had never had a valid existence as 
in instances where the marriage covenant had never been completed 

or whore a manifest fraud has been perpetrated. This i' 
uivorce, but rather a declaration that in the union 
conjugal bond. Such a divorce is in harmony with Mato.. 

LtAough it must be surrounded by the most riiSrid safe- 
A cj n-K»o 4*r\ "ho -r^^ ^ ^ 

cohabitation 
not properly 
there was no 
5:32; 19:5-6 
guards, if abuses are to be prevented. 
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8. That ’’malicious desertion," according to 1 Cor. 7:15, is 
considered a legitimate cause for separation, but such separation 
does not carry v/ith it the right of a second marriage, 1 Cor. 7:11, 
save where the deserting party has been found guilty of adultery. 

9. That where either the husband or the wife has been guilty 
of adultery and a decree obtained, the innocent party is freed from 
the marriage covenant and has the right of a second marriage. 

10. That the decree of divorce, in freeing the innocent party, 
does not give the right of remarriage to the one who caused the 
covenant to be broken. 

11. That no minister shall officiate at the marriage of any 
person who has a husband or a wife living, unless such person has 
been divorced by due process of law from such husband or wife for 
the cause of adultery. In that case, pastors shall consent to marry 
only the innocent party to such divorce. It is the judgment of the 
Church that at least a year intervene 'between the granting of a 
divorce and remarriage of the innocent party. 

12. That the United Lutheran Church instruct the Common Service 
Book Committee to insert the substance of Section Six (6), Seven (7), 
Sight (8), and Eleven (11), in the rubies in the Order for Marriage 
in the Occasional Services. 

THE REFORMED CHURCH IN iO.ISRICA (DUTCH) 

The General S3mod hereby enjoins upon the Ministers of the 
Reformed Church in ilraerica not to remarry divorced persons, excepting 
the innocent party in a divorce obtained for the cause of adultery. 
(Minutes of General Synod, 1903, pp.465-6. 

This action was referred to a special committee which 
reported in the follovang year, which, after claiming that neither 
the Church standards or the Acts of the General Synod define the 
Scriptural grounds for divorce, proceeded to reaffirm the action 
of the previous year. 

THE REFORMED CHURCH IN‘THE UNITED STATES 

"Marriage is an ordinance of God and should be solemnized 
in accordance with the laws of the Church as well as of the State. 
A minister shall not unite in marriage a divorced person who is knov/r 
to have been the guilty party in a divorce decree on the ground of 
adultery, which is the only Scriptural ground." Art.207 of the 
Constitution and Forms. 


