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Prinsiples of the Bible on Divorsce

%34& \m&",/“ 5. (‘_,

The question of divorce is one that constantly aggravates and agitates the
ghurche This ia true whether we think of ths church in the reastricted senss of
tha local sorgresatlon or whether we think of the church in terms of the ¢hurch
universale Only rarely does a pastor find that hs is not anfﬁll@d in the
gomplications associated with divorce and marital separations. And when a cartain
divorce case within a céng egation isa ?urthar cﬁmvoznﬂsd ﬂl&h the ccuplication of
wembers permitting themselves to be influenced by prejudices, wa;ldly and {leahly
opinions, the havoo wrought within a congregation often aspumes tremendous pro-
nordiong. 4 beiber understanding of the teaching of Scripture in this matter will
result 12 thas pilvoial passaszss are discussed in ¢o wrelutxOﬂ with ona another and
én abttempd is made to bring the relevent Biblisal data to the forefront for
reflection and atuly.

3 e are agreed that the basic teonetz of marriage are to be found in Geunesls 2,

e

23-24: "ind Adem said, This iz now bone of my bones, and fissh of my {lesh: sha

e called Ucman, uec ung she was %alen eut of Man. Therefore shall a man
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igaya hie father and nis nother, and shall cleave unte his wifes and thay shall
he one {lsshe" Iven thus at tle beginning ol Creation the réture and bagis of
marriage are set forth, and by ths same %oken these words olearly an dofinitely
1 aply that divorce or the dissolution of tha marriaga bord aanﬁotrba contemplated
without incurring a radical breach of this divine institulbion. e cannct agree

with the world that any dissolublon of the marriapge bond san be normal or acceple

able bafore od or mane Our Lord's comments with reference to this Scripturs end
the institution underlying 1% wae %o the effect of showing thal the marriage hond

is origluelly and ideally indisscluable. then this divinely instituted bond is
broken it mist perforse be precsedad by a disrsgerd Tor the raiauionz truat dod

has imposed upon humanity. Uhen the divirely instituted ordsr of love and troth

rag beern brousht %o naughh on the human level then a bringing to naught of our




This hringing tc naught of our troth with God cécurred originally in the
Garden of Eden through man's fall. &in did not enter man's dcmalin by remson of
man's deaecration of the bonds of marriage. This ccourred in another manner.
Imesmuch as gin did enter and af ected all oreation one cannot escape the question:
low doeg thls sinful céa duct of man ereated by aln affsct the marital relation?
in arder %o anzver this question let us consider th@ fellowihg pertinent Scripturs
negangest  "when & man hath taken a wifs, and married her, and it come Yo pass
that she find no Pavour in his eyss, bscause hs hath found eome uhcleannese in
he»s %hen let him write her a bill of divoreemsnt, and give it in her hand, and
send her out of his house. /ind when she is departed out of his house, she way go
smpd be anciher man‘e wife. 4And 1if the latter husband hate her, and write her a

3

in her hend, and sendeth her out of his houae;

[

5411 of divorcement, and giveth %
oy 3P the latter husband die, which %took her to be his wife; Her former husband,
ich sent her eway, may not take her apgain %o be his wifs, after that she s

4efiled; Por that is abominatiocn before the Lord; and thou shalt not causs tha

Tand to sin, which the Lord thy God givsth thee for an inheritance.® Deutercnomy

"It vath been eald, Whoscever ghall publ away hie wife, let him give

7 of divorcement: But I say unto you, That whosoever shall put away

wife, saving for the cause of fornication, causeth her o commit adullery:

and whosoevar shall marry her that is divorced committeth adultery.?® latthew

A%

S3-323; "The Pharisees also came unto him, tempting him, and saying unto him, Is

ty lawful FTor & man %o pub away nis wifa for svery cause? And he answered and said

read, thot he which made then at the beginning made them

]

femals, And said, For this csuse srall » wan leave faiher and mother, and

‘“i

11l ecleave to his wife: and they twain shall be ome flssgh! UWherefore they are
~ gore twain; bub one flesh. What therefors Jod nath jloined toge Lber, let nod
s put sounder. They say unto him, ¥hy did Moses then command to give a wriling

and to pubt her awey? Heo salih unie them, lovees bacsuse of the

hearts suffersd you o pubt away your wivess but from the beglnning

Ag I say unlo you, Whoacever ahall m wife, except it be
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for fornization, and shall marry another, commitieth adulterys and whoso marrieth
hay which is pubt away doth commit adultery. His disciples say unto him, If the
sase of the man be so with his wife, it is not good to marry. But he said unto
them, All men cannot receive this saying, save they to whom it is given. F[or there
ars some eunuchs,; which were so born from their mother's womb: and there are scme
sunuchs, which were made sumichs of mens: and there.be:eunucgg, which have made
themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's sake. He that is able to recelve 1t
lat him receive it." Matthew 19, 3-12; "And the Phariéees came t¢ him, and asked
him, Is it lawful for a man to put away his wife? tempting him. And he answered
and sald unto them, Whait did Moses ccﬁmand youi And thay saidy lMomes suffered io
write a bill of divorcement, and to put her away. And Jesus agnswered and said
unte:tham, For the hardness of yoﬁr heart he wrote you this Precaptg But from the
beginning of the creation God madevthem male and female. For this cause shall a
man leave his father and mother, and cleave to hls wifa: And they twain shall be
ome flesh: so then they ars no morse twain, but one flesh.  What therefore God hath
joined togsther, let not man put asgndar. And in the house his disciples asked
him again of the same matter. 4nd he saith unto them. Whcsoever shall pub away his
wife, and marry.angthar,»committeth adultery againat har. And if a woman sbhall put
away her husband, and be married to another, she comuitteth adultery.® lark 1Q,
Ewlz; "Whosoever pubtteth away hia wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery:
and whogsoever marrieth her that is pul away from her husband éommiﬁt@ih adultery,®
lake 16, 185 ™But 1f the unbellsving depart, lebt him depari. A brother or a sister
ia not under bondage in such cases: but God hath called ue to peace.” I Corinthians
7, 15; '"Know ye not, brethren, (for [ speak to them that know the law,) how that
%he law hath dominion over g man as long as he liveth? For ithis woman which hath an
ausband is bound by the law to her huaband sc long as hs llveth; but if the husband
pe dead, zhe is loocasd from the law of her husband. So then if, while her husband
ii?ath, ghe be married %o another man, ahe szhall ba cﬁlled an adulteresss but if
her husband be dead,kghe is froe from that lew; so that she iz no adulteress,

though she ba married to another mans” Somans 7, 1-3,
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v?ﬁmﬁﬁg ancng the Habrews, aa among most natlons of antiquity, ccoupled &
gubsrdinate pesition. ILven though the Hebrew wife and mothsr was treated wlth more
eonsideration than her asister in other lands, and other Semitic countries wers not
%¥he exceptien, her poeition, nevertholess, was one of infariority and aubjection.
The marriage relatlion from the standroint of Hebraic legislation was considered
largaly as & business affair, a mers question of progertys Ep spites of thisa
srevalent attlitude the wife was in most homas in Israel the "most valued possession®
af the husbands. I% should alsc be borne in mind that the husband was unconditlonally
wnd usreservedly the head of the famlly in all domestlic relations. The rushand's
hit and prerogatives ware manifest on svery sides Nowhers is this more evident
fhan in the matver of divorss. 4 huaﬁanﬂ, according to the Law of Moaes, might
divorse his wife under certain circumsiances, bub on the other hand, it wae o all

srashical purposes imposaible for a wife to put away her husbands Thie difference

ts given apecial significance by the mention of Moses in Bxodus 21, 7=11. and if

zan sell his daughter %o bs & midservant, sha shall noi go oubl as the menservanis
S2¢ If she pleass noh har mastor, who hath bstrothed her %o himself, then shall he
% hoy be redasmed: %o sall her unts a atrange nation hs shall have no power, sosing

nath dealt deceltfully with hers And if he have batrothed her untc his song he
2ell deal with her afier the manmer of daughterss. If he take him another wifss

sy focd, her raiment, and har duty of marriage, shall be nct diminish. And if h

%73

5 oot thess three unto her, then shall she go ou% free without monsye®

SR

the D1d Teotamendt law concerming divorse is recorded in Deuteronomy 24, Jodta

~im possags occupiss a unique place in the 01d Testament, bhecauss it containa, as
etiey paspag® in the Old Testament, specific leglslation bsaring upon the question

tvoynaa. Ths referensss o this passags in both Testaments confirm the significance
5 atiaches 20 it in the 01d Testamenit sconcmy. CFfs “Thus salth the Lord, Where

sur motrerls dlvorcement, whom [ have pub awsy? or vhich of my

I

s is 3% to whom I havs mold you? Behold, for your inlquities have ye gold

amiven, and for your transgressicns ls your mother pud asaye" Isalah 50, 1
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"They say,; If a man put away his wife, and she go from him, and become anothsr man's,
ahall bs refurn unto her again? shall not that land be greatly polluted? but thou
hagt played the harlot with many loveraj yeot return>again to me, maith the Lord.?
Jeyremiah 3, 1; “It‘hati been szalid, Whosoever shall put awasy his wife, lét him give
her a writing of divorcement.® Hatthew 5, 313 "They eay unto him, Why did Moses
then command to glve a writing of divor@eménﬁ, and to put her away? He saith unto
them, ﬁnses bocause of the hafdnasé of your hearts suffered you to put away your
wives: but from the beginning it was not so." Matthew 19, 7-8; "And haianawered‘
and said unto them, Whai did Moses command yoé?v And they said, Moases sulfered to
aritéva bill of divorcement, and tc puil her away. And Jesus ahswered and sald unto
thém, For “he harness of your heart he wrote you thie precept.? lark 10, 3=5.

The undefstanding of the import of thia passags has been confused, if not
distorted, b& the adoption of a itranslation which, though possible, is not by any
means the mest defsnaible. Ths céreful reader will notlce that the rendering of
tha éing Jumes® Version and English Revised. Version differ materially. The King
,Samas? Version roade as follows: ®ihen a man hath taken a wifs, and married her,
and it come ta.pass that shse find no favour in his oyes, bacauaa'he hath found soms
uncleamness in her: then let him write Eer a bill of divorcement, ard give 1% in
her hand, énd aeﬁd her out of his house. And_when she is dapafted eut,of hie house,
ghe may go and be ancther man's wifs. And if the latter husband hate her, and writé
her & bill of divorcament, and giveth it in her hand, and sendeth her out of hie
houge; or if the latiter hushand dis, which toock her tc be his wife; Her former
husband, which sent her away, may not take her again to be his wife, after that she
ig defiled: for that is abomimation before the Lord: and thou shalt not cause the

land to sin, which the Lord thy God gliveth thee for an inheritance.” Deuteronomy

. } , ,
The crusial point to be noted in this rendering 1s that the apodosis (the
gongaquent olause or conclusion in a conditional ssntence which expresses the result)
' / ‘ . :
to the protasis (a clause which expresses a condition) sxpressed in the first part

of verss ons begina in the middls of the same verse and roada: "ihen let him write
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her a bill of divorcemeni, and give it in her hand, and send her out of his housse.”
Qu this rendering the divorce could well be comstxued as mendatory in the sircum-
glancs positeds No doubt meny readers have understood the paseage in this way and
#e have regurded divorce as commnded in the event of the uncleanness mentioned
the protasis of the sentence. Tha infersnce would naturally be that not only was
iivores permltied in this case, but that ii was also grﬂscriggd.

The English Revised and American Reviged. versions alter the rendering of verse
o and might poésibly be interpreted as toning down the manddtory featurs that is
srominent in the translation of the Hing James' Version. They both translate verse
e a8 followss #When a man taketh a wife, and marrieth her, then i% shall be, if
.8 Find no Paver in his eyes, because he hath found soms unssemly thing in her,
%t he shall write her a pill of divorcement, and give it in her hand, and send her
% =% his houss.”

1
1

¥hile the spodosis in this case is introdused earlier than in the case of ths

s James' Version and while the readser might not be se ready io give mandatory

.2 %o the rendsring, careful examinmatlcn of the sonstrugtion would iend the reader

husband in thls case was raguired in give his wife a bill of
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irooment, give it in her hand, snd send her cut of his housse And the reader

tion as nok only

ot

ified in regarding this piece of losaic legisla

$thing divorce, im the case of the unclemnnsess mentlcned, vut az also regquiring

It iz the prosence of the word "shall® in both clauses——"then it shall bee...

he shall write her & bill of divorcement——-" %thet lends %o the rendering ef

smerican Reviasd versions tha juasive force. Tha Hebrew has
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fnen® nor Tthat', bub only the eimple sonjunetion 'and’ There is ce ertainly

, . o, : . e
smmand in the words of Hoses, but, on the sther hend, a cloar purposs to ronder

srogseding more difficult in the sase of ths husbande The evident parpise wWas,

w provest her apalnst an unceremc JeWReyIt
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igion from ney home and ohlidyan.
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tst @ Paw echolars of the 3coriplures ars insisitent that tha protasis in thise
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passags smbracea the first‘hhrea verses and that it is only at the beginning of
vorge four that the apcdosia is introducede The comment éf O Fe Kell and P. Delltzsch
brings out thig construction very clearly: "In these verses.....divorce ls not
established as a right; all thad is done 1s, that in case of a divorce a reunion with
the divorsed wife is forbidden, if in the meantims she had ﬁgrried another man, even
though the second had also put her away, or had dled, - The four verses form a period,v
in which verses one to thres are ths olauses of the protasis, which describe the
matier treated aboud; and verss four contains the apodosia, with ths law concerning
the point in question." (Bibl, Comme on the 0.T. Vole III pp. 4162.)
| S. Re¢ Driver says‘uith reference to this passage: "The rendition of the Revised
Version is not here quite exactj verses one ic three form the protasis, stating the
conditions of the case contemplated, verse four is the apodosis.® {Ths Intermational
Crit. Comma ﬂsuteronomj Pe 269). To the same effect is the comment of Joseph Reider:
"The chief concern of thé law is to prevent remaériags after divorce. Goﬁaequently
v%rséa‘cme to three muet be consirued as the protasis and verss four alone as the
apodosis.® (Op. cit. p.22C. The RSV 1952 has adopted this view of the conatruction)
To these might be added thé game judgment on the part of otherss. We can properly
fegard this view of the construction and intent of the passape as the one in faver
of which there is an overwhelming prepondesrance. It certainly is a consideration
weighted with the closest bearing on this question that the oldest and, én all
acgounts, the'most important, the Septuagint, adopts thias constructicn. As t?ans~
lataﬁ the whole passags should then read as follows: "When a man taketh a wife, and
marriéﬁh her, and it cometh to pass, if she find no favor in his eyes, b¢Cauee he hath
féund in her some unseemly thing, that he writeth her a bill of divorcement, and givath
it unto her hand, and sendeith her out of his house and she dspartetn cut of his house,
snd gosth and bscometh ancther man's wife, and the latter husband hateth her and
writeth her a bill of divorcement, and glveth it into her hand, and senceth her out
of his houss, or if the latter husband, who tcok her %o be his wife? disg her former

husband, which seni her away, may not take her apain %o be his wife, after that she

has been defiled, Tor this ls an abomination before the Lord, and thcu shalt not

b




eauss the land to sin which the Lord &thy God pgveth thes for an inberitanoe.

These cbaservations with respect to consitruction are of primary lmporiance,
because thsy ghow that thia passaze doesa nod make divores mandatory in the caze of
the indecency or uncleanness concerned. I% is noct even to be understood as encour-

aging or advising men to put away their wives in such a cass. Nelther is it to be

understood as an authorizing or sanctioning of divorces 1t é;mply provides that if
& man puts awny hia wife and she marries ancther man the former husband cannot under
13 any Qonditionn take her again 4o be his wife, There im nothing, thsrefors, in this
A ¥ passage itself to warrant the conclusion that divorce 1s here given divine approval
and is morally legitimated under the condition specified,
As previocusly suggasted, marriags acong the Hebrews, as ameng meat Orientals,
was more a legal contract than the result of love ond affectione It would be, however,
a great mistake to assume thal deep love was not often pregent, for at all timesthe
domestic relations of the Hebrew married couple have compared most favorably with
those of any other people, ancient or moderns. In the laszt analysis it was, never-

. 'ﬁhéieaa, a business transaciion. Aha ?usbaﬁd or hisg family had, 28 a rule, to pay
a certain dowry %o the parents or guardians of the batrothed before the marriagc 
wng consunated. 4 wife thus acquired could sasily béfregagdcd ag a piece of
grnparfy,whieh, without great difficulty, could be dispossd of in case the husband,
for any reason, were dispesed to rid himself of an uncongenial companion and willing
te Porfeit the ‘)E%fﬁ which he had paid for his wifes The advantage wes always with
the husband, and yet the wife was not utterly helpless, for she, oo, though
practically without legal righta, could mzke herself sc intolsrably burdenscme aﬁd
hetaful in the home that almoat any husband would gledly avail himself of his

prerogatives and write her a bill of divarcameﬁt, Thus, though a wife could not
divorce her husbaund, she sculd force him to divorce her. Ths common term used in
the Bible for divorse iaf}ﬂN ‘112‘&3"“ 10 sending eway of a wife," (Detha}anom 22,
| 19.29) We never read of *the sending away of a huﬁbanﬂ.$ The faminine participle
*\hsl&}i“tba woman thruet out® is ths term applied to a divorced woman. The

negculine form is not founds




N - N

That divorce was practiced must be conceded. Thls 1a taken for granted in
this passage, so much so that under certain conditions i%4 is permansntly valid and
invialg51e. Leviticus 21, 7.14 and 22, 13%; Mumbers %0, 9; and Deuteronomy 22, 19.29
also evines the practice of divorce.

it is alao.conceded that divorce was permitted or tolerateds Thls 1is true not
simply in the sense in which every event that ocours is parmittad, bud in the senss
that 1t was conceded or suffered as tha sctual status quo, and the penalty of elvil
ar eeclesiasticallostraciam was not attached to its This means that a certain
freedom in the matter of divorece was tolerated and when that freedom was sxercised
a olvil or ecclesiastical penalty was mot therefy incurred. Deuteronomy 22, 19 and
29 présenta two césee in which this very froedom was denied and these provisionas
imply that a certain kind of freedom might be éxarcised by others who did not fall
into aiﬁhe; of theéa two categories. In this respest the difference between the Cld
and New Testament becomes apparent. This freedom, conceded or suffered under the
Hesaie economy, ia famoved under the Cospsl dispsnsation.

We must, however, distinguish between thias sufferance or toleration, om the one
han&, and divine approval or sanctlon, on the other hand. Ve havs already atated
that no evidence is to be found which proves that divorce was approved or morally
legitimated. Permission, sufferance, tcleration was granted. But underlying thin
act is the ecncepi afrwrong; We do not proparly spesk of toleration or sufisrance
as granted in connection with what is dsgirable or inﬁrinaieally'%ighta t is ﬁhia
distinction, too often forgotten or for convenience sake pushed into thé background,
that must be appreciated, and it is this distinction which underlies or is expresssd
in the treatment our Lord provides on this gquestion.

when I stats that an intrinsic wrong is presupposed in the very suffarance
accorded, I do no% mean %o imply that a general or spacifie‘sinful condition is
presupposed in the ?ractice of divorce, but also that in the very act of divorce
1tgels there is an intrinsis wrong not compaiible with the abeolute atahdard of

' right. And by sufferance is meant thai, while the act was intrinsically WYOng
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and, therefore, worthy of censure, the sanctiona attached to this evil were not as
agvere as tha intrinale evil of the practice merited. For the hardness of thelr
heart Mﬁsaa suffered them to put away their wives, Tha reatrictions imposed upon
the divorce tolsratad and practiced were neceasitaﬁed by the very abnormalities and
ovile associated with the practicas

The bill of divorcementi ﬂ ti) &’?mm is an expression é;und in Deuteronomy 24,
i+33 Isaish 50, 1l; Jeremish 3, 8. Those two words, literally tranalated signify a
document or book of sutiing off, i.e., a cortificate of divorce given by a husband
ta & wife, g0 as to afford her the opportunity of marrying another man., This
Hebrew term is rendered by the EQ{‘{-"/"’)':"  ZmodyAéio¥ . This is also found
in the New Testament: ‘Mattheu Sy 313 19, 73 ark 10, 4. In the Talwud this
certificate of divoree is called ¢ dpl. T(Z 4; there is an entire chapter devoted
4o the subjecis in the Mishuaa.

This bill of divorcement served several purposes~' Since it was a legal
document it served a2z a deterrant of hanty action on tho part of the husband
ragir ihing him from frivolous, thoughtless, and rash dismissale. I% was ulso a
testimonial %o the womén of her freedom from‘marital cbligations ia tha buaband who
aent her awayes And it would be & protective instrument im the matter of the
woman's reputation and well-being, particularly in the event that aha married
another man. In his 'The Gospel According to Matthew Explained’ J. A. Alexander
writes {ps 145): "The writing of divorconent, therefore, was itesli no hardshlp,
but a benefit, protecting ths divoreced wifa from unfounded imputations, and
declaring her ropudiation to be fcunﬂad upon something less than violatlon of her
marriage vow. This was the reguisition of the law, bui what was the gorruption
ar the false intaroretation of i%, tasitly implied and of terward« rofuted? This
we 1a@rn from a ”u1¢av doclaration of our Bavier on a differsnt cocasion, which
has been preserved by Mark (10, 2-12), consisted in rezarding the Yossic precept
28 a liconsa to ropudiete at will; whersas it was a merciful provision in bhehalf"
o? the repudiated woman, designed to mitigate %he hardship of divorces, evgn'whan

unlawPule. I% is not a gensral permission %o repudiate, but a atringant requisition
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that whoever did so should secure his ﬁifaﬂf;om injury by certifying that she was
nod chargeable wiih unchaste conduct, but’divorced upon gome minor protext.®

s may §cnsluds that the blll of divorcement was reguired by positive eracie
ment in all cases of divorce and was, thersfore, in the category of precept or
requirements This should be borne in mind, becéuaa it may ‘have an imporiant
bearing upon the interpretation of the New Testament paasagé;,

In regard to "the unseenly §hing" we gliall adnmit that 1t is exceedingly
difficult and hazardous to ascertain what it really wass The Hebrew 1 ;:T sl _‘\h\‘i
literully means "makedness of a thing." Rabbinical interpretation presents different
viewpointss The School of Shamal regards Lt as unshastity of behavior, whereas the
Sehpol of Hillal regards iV as any indecency or anything displeasing to the husband.
Certain fallawers of the School of Hillel consider most frivilcus reasons as suffi-
alent %o be included under this term. Aﬁﬂ%srsity of intarpretation is to be fournd in
the Talmudical Trach ‘7”@ A+ Leo Ausrbach translates 1t to be: "The Fouse of
Shamzal sayss A man nush not divorce his wife unless ha has found ha} to be unfaithful,
is Dsuteronomy 24, 1 states: "Becauss he hath Pound some unclesnnsss in here®
The fouse of Hillel says: He may divorce her if she only spoiled a éish for him.
bocause it was saids Uncleanuess is arything. Rabbi Akiba says: He may divorce her
if he found another that is more heauiiful than hiz wife, because Deuteronomy 24, 1
states: "If it come pass that she find no favor in his eyes.®

This divergence in Rabbinical interpretation can serve ﬁs in a good stead, for
it provides us wlth a convenient approach to the questiona IP tha School of Shamal's
interpretation can be demcnestrated as corrsct, thsn the Mosaic legislation hers wouid
Lte almost ldentical with ths provisions of the New Testament on this question. Ini
Lightfoot's 'Forae Psbraicae ei Talmudicae {vol. XI p. 116—11?7&;?‘ ;}jf}g is st
forth as meaning adﬁi%@ryn We cannot agree with his arﬁumantation or concluslona.

By examinlng the evidence we can readily conclude that ihe truth‘reﬁia in neithar of
these views. The following atatameﬁﬁﬁ lnwsigh againast the ccntentioﬁ that?);}zr ;7:‘? ﬁ
refer# to adultary. |

1s The Pentatouch prescribed death for adultery, Leviticus 20, 101 "And the
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msn that committeth adultery with another manis wife, even he that committeth
aduitery with his neighbour's wife, the adulterer and edulteress shall surely
ke put to death.® Leviticus 20, 103 "If a man be found lying wlth a woman
married to an husband, thsn they shall both of them die, both the man that
lay with the woman, and the women: so shalt thou put away evil from Izrael."
Deuteronocmy, 22, 22. Cf. also: Deutercnomy 22, 2227« It must be con-
sluded, therefore, that the provisions of Deuteronomy 24, 1l-4 cennot apply

%0 & casge of proven aduliery on the part of the wifes She and her guilty
partner were both put to &eath.

It might bo conterded, however, that though the divorce legislation could
not apply %o a case of proven adultery it might apply to a case of adultery
not proven, but on good grourds suspected. The provisions of Humbers 3,
11-%1 {law of the irial for jealousy) have to do with such a case and the
atipulation prescribed leaves mo place for divorce. This sams passage hag

%o do also with the caoss of the man who enbertcine suspiclon or jealousy
with reference to his wife when there is no ground in fac Por such susplcion.
The provisionsz of Dsuteronomy 24, l-4 cannot, therefore, apply to a cass of
suspacted divorce, whether such suspicion be warranted or unjuatified;

The Pentateuch deals with the case of a man %ho brings %the charge of
uncleanness asainst his newly-wedded wife. (Deuteronomy 22, 13-21) If

the charge is disproven by the presentation of ihe iokan of vifginity &n
the.garﬁ of the father end mother of the daughter, then the man may not put
her awny: "sha shall be his wife; he msy not put her awny all his days.®
(7.19)e If the tokens of virginity wers mot found in tho daughter, she was
to be atoned %o deathe. So again the érovigions'of Deuteronomy 24, 1-4

cannod apply to this case.

In Deuteronomy 22, 23-24 we have the provislons for uncleannesa on the parh
of a virgin betrcthed unto a husband. In this case both the virgin betrothed

and the man who defiled her were to be put to deaths
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8e In the case of a betrothed virgin who was foreced, Deuteronomy 22, 2527
provides that the man was to be pud to death end the virgirz was to‘bs
_ treated aa guiltless.
‘6o In the case of a man who lies with a virgin not betrethed, the requirement

of Deuteroromy 22, 28-29 is that the man must marry the woman and he may not

~

put her away all his daya.

¥s see, therefore, that the Mosaic Law provides for all sorts of eontingencles
in the matter of sexual uneleannsa; In none of the cases cited above does the
ghraaeT‘;\;"T 2114 or even the word }):ﬁ‘! cocurs In every case the remedy or redresa
is entirely different from recourse to divorces In none of these contingencies could
the prescriptions of Deuteronomy 24, i-4 apply. We must coneclude, therefore, that
there is no svidence to show that‘(}]?_' }Q;a"};},rei‘ara to édul%’.my or to an act of sexual

unsleennesss. In fach, the evidence conslusively inveighs againsb any such interprsia-
v , - - .
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The reason why the dlvorced woman who has marr;id“aﬁotker man may not under any
cirgumstances return to her first hushand is that by rer second marriage she has bheen
defiled (1 5‘5? _@Q), This roct (5\?)1, Q is used frequently in the 0ld Testament,
partloularly in the Pentatouchs It is used if moral, raliglous, Qf ceramonial
pollution. The strength or Forse of the word may be seen by the fact that when uged
‘of moral defilarment it can rsfor to the grossest types of sexual imporality amnd when
used of reliplous defilemeny can refer to the gross inlguity of idoialrye.

An examination of the Cld Teatament usapge will ovincs that the defilsment
jinvelved in thia ecase cannct be reduced to the levsl of merely cersmonizl defilement,
but, will have to be placed in the sategory of Levliticus 16 20 and lumbera 5, 1;«14
20, 27—2&1 Thare is no ceremonial ritual that can remove the defilement, as in
othar ceses whers ceremcnial uneleanness is in views And if the defilement ié ned
takean into accoun® and the prohibition to return to the Iirst husband is violated,
the evil is an abomination QW;Kj iéﬂﬁa tho Lord and 1t cawses the land to sine

4 A

The very nsture of the restriclicn imposed shows that some kind of groass
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abnormality is regarded as entering into iha»eituatién. in nér&ﬁl conditions a
woman vhose husband died was at liberty 40 marry another man. I no abnormality
entered into this casme we should think that it would be most natural and normal
for the woman to return to her first husband in the event of the death of her
saoond; But it is just hare that the law is moat jealouﬁ. "Even in the case of
th; death of the second husband the womsn may not return to gér first husbande
The sevérity of the restriction and the reasom assigned show the gross irregularity

of the situation created by the second marriage: Pshe has been defiled.*

I% should bs noted that the divorced woman is not prevented from returning %o

her husband if she did not wmarry a second. It is only in the event of remarriage

that the defilemeni sniers and the prohibition takes effects It should also be
nctedkthat the law a% this point dosa not prevent a wéman from marrying a third
busband in the evenit that the second husband divorces her or dise. But in_na case
may she return to a former husband if once married to anothers This peculiarity ia

v .
most striking and shows the grave zomplication that ia liable ts arise once a bill
of divorcemend is givens #hile tha bill of divorcemeni as such does not prevent
reconsiliation and restoration, yet oncs a second marrisge is consumated the whole
relationaship changese The second marriage @ffeeia'an unwbliteral separation f:om
the first husbands This implies a unigue relation to the first husband and demon=
strates that the marrisge bond is so sacred that, although diverca may ba given and
a certain freadom granted to the divorsced persons, yeb there iz an unobliterable
relationship that appsars, paradoxically enough, in the form of an unobliterable
separation the event that a 3econﬂ.marriage has been consumated on the part of the
divorced wife. This irremedial separation only serves to anfqrae the gross abnot=
mality entalled ard serves to confirm the interprsiation given earlier as to the
import §f this pasaages Divorce was not required, leglitimated, sanctioned, or
anceuragéd. 1% ﬁas.rather discouragzed, and the aseverity of the reatriction imposed,
together with the reascon assigned for this restriction, enforess that disocuragements
Divores wae indeed tolerated or suffered., But the evil and wrong presuppossd in that

soeive emphatic declaration in the prov

j1eion of unobliterable
@ ¥+ s, . : ) .
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irvegularlity entailed in the divorssse

1% should indsed be noted thaé,it la only with refeience to the prohibited
return to the Tirct husband thad the defilement concernsd is mentioned. Tha re-
marriage on the part of the divorced woman is not expressly elated to be defilement
irvespective of return to the firs% husbands In view of those eonsiderations we
must exercise prea$ ocaution before we stigmatlze such, a ramé;xiage as adultarous.
Ons thing is certain, the second marriage i# not placed in the category of adultery
royr the woman reparded as an adultereas in terms of the pontateuchal leiisiaﬁion.
The vwoman sné¢ her sscond husband were not put to deagh ag the Pontatsuch reguired in
the case of adulterys Uhile nobt stigmatized as adultery in terme of ths lusaile
gconony, nevertheless, it is not at all so certain that the rewarriage is not regarded

as involving defilements It mey very well be that the svil attaching to divorse and

Y

‘the abnormal aituation in which the woman is placed aa the divorce of her Pfirst husband

2

are regarded as casting o shadow over the second marrisge, even though the second
marriage is not placad.in the catszory of adultery and civil or ecclesimstical peralty
1s not appendsd.

But even if we suppose thah the défilement is not rsgarded as inhering in the
second marriage per sa, we mush observe that the moment return to the firast husband
iSfenvisaged, then ths maritol rolation toc the second husband tgkes on zn entirely
diffsrent complexion. thatever may be irue of the second marriags, irrespective

of return %e tho first husband, the raturn is envisaged, then wiih raference

to the Pirast hushband, the woman has been defileds And it ig this restoration that
~is called an abeminations All of this forcibly reminds us of the grave abnormalitiess
that inhere in the practlice of divorce. The one lnsurmountable obstacle %o the

artisular wan is not that tha woman

i~

marriage of this partleular woman with this

hag been married to another man, bubt simply thad tho particular -an concerned is the

man from whom sghe had been divorced. 1% is the fact of divorce that bears tha whole
hurden of ultimate responeibility for the defllement that is sure to enter when the

first marriage la rostorsd after a second na*"iag@ had besn coneunated.
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Thue within the Llumid this papsape we have exemplified and confirme

o]

principle that whils divorce wes suffered ln the Hogale economy we heve e we

riphd or prevogetive of the husbande

LS

with the proctice of divorse. But it is a consiruction of the possage ihet i

4

pramintically, eyntecticaliy, end exegetically defenszible and it brings
principle into the teashinz ef the 013 Teetament. 1% eliminntes the inconsliei:

that irtieres in the very notion of epproval or sanction and it accords bo the

prachice of diveres a2 status reclly consisbent with the wriginzi inet

Genesis 2, 2%24 and in harmomy with the final word of the 0ld Testament om th

question: Find this have yeo dome agein, covering the alter of

>

with h&@glﬁ", avd with erving out, inscmuch thet he regardel

more, oy receivsth it with good will at your hande Yebl ve say,

(44

» wiipess betwosen thes and the wi

the Lozd ha
hast declt treachercusly: yet ig she thy compani

And did not ne meks ona? Iet had he ths residus

That he wizht seek a godly seeds Therefore take heed to your sj

deal tremchercusiy sgainst the wife of his youblhe For the Lord, the God of Israsn.
saith that hs hateth‘pu%ﬁing tway: {or one covereth viclence wilh his garmenty
snith the Lord of hosts: therefore take heed to your eoirii, that ye deal not

treachorously.” Ialachi 2, 13=18.

The Tiret pessepe in the New Testament that denls with ine question of divorn:

a

ip found in Hatthew 5, 31-32: "It hath been eald, Whosoever shall put away his
wife, 1ot him give her B writing of divoreement: But I say unto you, That whostevs
ghell put eway his wife, saving for the cause of fornication, ceuseth her 1o sopmRdt

adultery: snd whosoever ehall merry her thai is diverosd committeth adultery.”

Fers we cannot mistake the exprese allusicn to the 0ld Testament provision govermit

divorce in Deuberomomy 24, I-%. Twe features of this passape in Matthew 5, A1y
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be noteds

i+ The form in ﬁhich the aliusion to Deutercnomy 24, 1 appears is not a

verbatim quotation either from the lLebrew text or from the Sephtungint
yersion. While i% im itrue that the bill of divorcement was required in
every case of QGivorce me we have previously set forth, and while the form
used here by Christ mey simply foeus atiention upen that fact and be,
therefore, & perfectly proper paraphrase of thig provision implied in.
Deuteronomy 24, 1, yet it is also true that the form usé& by our Lord nay
reflect an idiomstic version of the Deuteronomic prevision, an idiom
current in Ierasel, which Jesus procesds to corrects

2. Hore particulerly must it be noted that the form used here by our Lord

does not imply that Déutercncmy 24, 1 geve to the Israelitez the right to
put awey their wives, fer less doos it imply thet in certain cases the
Israelites were under obligation to put away their wives. The languape
cannot strictly be interpreted %o imply any more than that, if & man did
put eway his wife, it was necessary for-him to give her a bill of divorece-
ments In other words, the form used implies that provision wes mode for &
certain contingency, but does not determine vhether the contingency itself
wae right or wronz. This text, therefore, does not interfere in the least
with the interpretation of Deut&ronnﬁy 24, 1-4 ag previously preéenbe&.

In Metthew 5, %2 Josus proceeds to propound the prinmciple that to put away or
diemiss & wife for any remson, but that of sexunl infidelily, is sime Before unﬁer-
taking to discuss the express teaching of this 4ext it is well to bear in mind that
there are two subjects closely germane tc thie whole question of divorce on which
thie text does not ref}ﬁcﬁ. ﬁiést, the text denls exclusively with dismissal or
divorece on the pert of the man; what righte may belong to the woman in the matter
of obtaining & divorce are not intimated. Secondly, Jesus says nothing here with
fes?act to the question of the remarrisge of the man who puts awsy his wife for

the ceuae of fornicatlone
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e whell stbtompt 4o vesolve the expreos beashing o1 LU eY Lo

ut away bis wiflse
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sexual uncleanness, nemely, forad

rinds oF 11licit pexual intercsurase and may epply o such on the part ol uma

persons, in whose ecage the sin would
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although it is the generlc word used hers {of. alee lebthew 15, @)y it s mol Lo
suppoped that the senss i perplexed tﬁe*&by@ What Jesus behs in the forziront

he sin of i1licit semael intersourse. It is dmplied, of courpe, that such on ©

part of a morried woman is not enly fornicatlon,

senpe, for the simple resson thnt it constitubes sexual infldelity to her spousse.

Ard this is the only cese in whiich, according to Christ's uns

man may dismiss hie wife without belng involved in the sin W

. BEUS

obliped %o pub away hic wile. Uhatever moy he
text does not pess comment on i%he All that is sbated ie that i¥ the husband puts

avwey his wife for this resson he i1s net invoived in the sin speclficds

Whot is of parscount imporiance ls that hiowever eipnifisant is the extephive

clause as gunrding the inmocence of the husbernd in dismissing Jor sexual ialldelil?

"

% ip not the esceptive clouge thet bemrs the weight of the emphaeis in the text.

1t is rather that the hushand may mot put her swsy for any other couss. It is the

ono exception thei gives prowinense to the filepiilimacy of any other reason. rre-

occupstion with the ons excspiisn should never be poruiibed to checure the foree of

P

the nepgetion of rll cthers.

2¢ The evil of puliing away (for any other resson than thal of edulte Tyl is

$#

viewsd from the siandpoint of what it enteile Tor the woman divorced. The man

€

= 3 :3 - > 5 -
"mekes her to be an adulteress” (7ecsc Wvinv faoyyzu‘ﬁﬂvﬂé. 1P we are %o give

passive force to the infinitive in this clauss, it could be rendersd, *he mekes her
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to sulfer a“u]tarya§ (The paszive of /“@rwa‘J oscurs infrequently in tho Kecry

PN 2
i Wl 531
In addition to this verse the only instances in the NHew Testamoent are Hatthew 1594 %

end Jehn &, 4}, Lensli trica %o force a wholly unwarranted interprstaticn of this
word in his 'Interprotaticn of Ste liatibew's Gospel' {pp. 220 #.j» The man le net
said in this case o c@zmiﬁ adultery; his sin is rﬁtnmr that he Leocomes implieczted in
the wrong of sdultery on the part of ris dismissed wife.

We stond ready 4o admlt thet the phroes Weo gufl r edultery’ is & difficuit ons.
It should be apparent that the wife does not become an adulieress simply by being

divorcode She is contomplated ag llls;itimalely é%vozcc‘ on the part of her wanton |

,k_‘\,ﬂ ((;)4/(’\41 ‘\ W&.AW"’“&-—»_LJ L"’ﬁ- LLI:(J
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hushands She ie the vielim of/hls unlawful actlonm, and her station could noty

0

therefore, in justice be viewed as one of adulterye In fact, she is viewed as

by

innocent of adultery in the act of divorcs arnd sc the act of diverce of which she

ig net the agent cannot of iiself make her an adulteress.

Yot

t is neceesery, therefore, to envisege some subseguent action in which the

28

o1

voman ie invoulved within the scope of this expression, "males her fer adultery.”

rding the woman fyom the positicn inm wiich she 1ls placed by

Ouxr Lord ie no doubl reg

the divorce. Ehe is placed in the position either of being tempted Yo be joined to

& &

e weoaa s . : ., part
another man or being plisd with solicitations to the union on the p&t of another

‘man, or of bothe. Cur Lord is fully coﬂgﬂﬁianﬁ of the wesknese of human nature and
of the gremt liability to another maritsl undertaking cn the part of the divorced
woman, when thet marriaspe is underisken, then edultery ia somzitted on the part of
that woman and her new spousss This is the significent implication of Jesus'
statement. The woman has now become an adulteress end her now spouse en adulterers

!' g_,L}:I/"“-“"Z:;' [
Thie is thelentail of moral trodody that our Lord desigrates. And whet He saye of

the husband who diverecsd the woman is that he is sinfully involved in this morsl

jntn

traffedys Truly, the divereing hueband is not charged with being an edultersrs Ha
is not envisioned ae having married egein. But he cannot extrisate himself from a
wronz that involves express adultery on ihe part of others. It ls upon this sin on
the part of the divorcing husband that ﬁhe stresg is laide The sin of remarrisge on

the part of the divorced women is mot by any means minimlzed--she has conmi thed
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in the whole of thie pert of his distoures. the leading tho®ht of the

her suaffer

RO -] 5 2 o & o 2 &% 1 E S g 1o L3 B x5y 2l
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ut sway, commite adultery. The only remarriage he regarded

3

ag adulteroues is thai the Ffirst merriasge iz ptill in God's sirht inviolate.
The diverce has not dissolved it. Illerilmete divorce dose nob marriage

bond sl conmequently the fact of auck diveres doess not relieve the parties ‘toncerned

f-‘!\

row any of incident 4o marrisgeo. They are still in realiti bound to

one anobher

matrimory and e marital relsticn or amy exercls. of the
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thie law of men mey or
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the man whe diverees nds wife

4o It follows from whal ha
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{*szoept For the cause of fornisation®™) is not thereby st

trhan the divoreced wife. If the woman commite adultery by

-

because she iz s%ill in reallity the wife of ths divercing

abang i i

5till in reality the husban

5]
3

divoreing hu

".!3
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guently may not marry sncthers. The guestion as %o whether or not the hus~

band moy remarry in event of remarriage on tha pert of the divorsed wile ie mol

Se

;..«.

rafleohed upon in this bezt. This g perpisxing question we shell
ax I3 b,

¥

ansvsr hevee

In sonciuding our discussion of thiz pussage it ie necessary %o relurn ¥ ‘the

question of the relstion of the lew enunecisted here by Jesus to the §ld Testamemt

iew and provisions perteining to diveres, The ssasence of Jesus® ieashing im thig

vizce is thet there is only one ispltimate ground for

and Shat divores for any other resson ie overt sin end to be trealsd scoor

:

in cur moral iudrment and in civil jurisprudencs. ¥Ws bave need to ooned iders
SUGE J



1. We have slready esteblished that the Gid Testanment law did not provide for

L4 3

divorece in the czse of adultery. Thé iaw was more stringent; it reguired the death
penalty for sexunl infidelity. The marrisge wos thereby dissclved, bul this woe
efTected throush the death of the ruilty perty. The law emmelated by cur Lord, on
the other hand, institutes divorse as the méans of relief‘for the husband in the case
of adultery on the part of his wife, Here then is something novel and it implies that
the requirement of death for eadultery is ebrogated in the economy Jesus Himsolf -~
imoururateds There are accordinsly two provisions which our Lord instltuted, one
necative and the other positive. FHe abrogoted the liosais penalty for edultery end he
legitimatod diﬁorca for edultorye In thie very distinectly appesrs that criginal
legislative authority that yeftaincd to our Lord end 1% is perhaps the most cone
ppicucus concrete instance of the exercise of that authority in the Sermon on the
Mounte
2¢ A7pin we found that the 01ld Testoment did not legitimate, suthorize, or

sanction diverce for other reasons than thet of adulterye In the Mosanic econcmy
divorce for the reapon menitiomed in Deuteroromy 24, le& was sufferod or tclerateds
it was afforded suffercnce as sn ovil, and, becsuse tolermted in practice, was mot
pennlized by civil ostracism or ecclesimsticel excommmication in the Mosaic jurie-
prudence. Bubt the 1§w that Jesus enuﬁciatea or inntitutes is ons that ohliterates
this lind of sufferance or telerances In Fis kingdom the jurisprudsnce respecting
divorce ie to be more stringent; The economy He inauvgurctes is mot %c be characterized
by the laxity inhersnt in the sufferance alforded in the Hosalc economys And this
means that the remsoms piven for divorse in Deuteronomy 2, 1-i, tolerated in the
liosalc jurisprudence, ars abrogated in- the ﬂew Testement. e have here = striking
combination of elementss On the one hand, the abrogation of the death penalty for
adultery and the substitution of divorce ap the legitimate rescrt for the innccent

. ) . penal
hushand indicate o reloxzative amendment oF the pmsd sanciion attached to adulterys
On the other hend, in the abrogation of the lMosalc sufferanse respecting divorce we

find an incressed severity of moraljudgment and legal enactment. The divorce

tolerated by ibses is completely reversed end so the very evil recognized and
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the same measure 58 ihs real charscte

hagic isw of the Uld Testam

{4 ie precisely hore thot the or

reccives its confiruation, the law presupposed in the very

Hopee and the lav to which Jeeus mekes Hig appeale Our Lord truly ebropatos
ohaarvance T cerinim temporary resulations governing the pennliy for adultery
gbrogates certein permissions respecting divorce. FHe did this in the exsrolse ¢
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divins osubthority with which Fe wes imvested. In order ot we do not weo

<

that these amendments meke the laws of purlity and sancil
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stringent, or that we suppose thet Jesus enterteined e lower sstimate of the FERve

character of the law of God, we must perceive that in the ebrogaiion of the diver

tolerated under Mosss there is applisd a stringency that reises jurisprudence o

In we dolins Jepus ssals

contrete munner his cwn probectdticn:  "Think not that I came 4o desiroy the low
the prophets; I came not te destroy, bul to fulfill.® I% is in Fim and in the

econory of the New Teshament which He established that the law recelives its full

validation, vindicntion, application, fulfillment, and embodiment. Could eny¥d

be more decisrative of the exaneting domande of purity than the abrogetion of sveyy

concession to the rardnesss of men's hearts? This is the foroe of the pronouncemen’

"But I sey unio vou, Thet whosoever shall put awey hie wife, saving for the auss <
Pornication, ssuseth her to commit edulierys and whosoever shall marry her theld ic

diverced comzitleth adultery.® Hatthew 5y T2

In Matthew 19, 3=& our Lerd's uiterances respscting divorcs were evoked by hs

-

direct gusation on the part of the Fherimess: "le it lewful for a men to pul away

him wife for every couse?" laiithew 19, 3h, This guestion wap doubtless intendsd ¢

ation the

,,4;

e

enpnare Jesue and place Him under the mecessiiy of tskins sides on the qu
2 ol ¥

¥
fa

jivided rabbinical interprebtation. Our Lord's enswer is characteristiec. Ho
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Ee imsedistely appsals to Scripture end to the original comstitutlon of th@ himnaz
race op male and female. larrisge is srounded in the mele and female constitution;
as to its nnturs rerriege implies that the men and woman are united in one flech;
ap to its sanction Eﬁrriage is diviney end ae regarding its conlinuance m&r:iaga
is peromnent. The iwport of rll this is that marriege from ite very noture and from
the‘diviﬁe institubion by which it ie constitute& is 1deally indissoluble. It 18
not a c#nurdcf of temporary ccnvenience and not & union that may be dissolvsd at will

Jeguo skillfully parried the ensnering question, confronted the Fharisees
with primary princ L?i@ﬁ, ard brouﬁit them fece t¢ face with the sinful conditions
under which alons the qucatien'of divorce could arise. Le smunciated the pr rinciples
in the light of which the prectice of diverce is to be evaluated and its propriety
or lmproprietly detefmineﬁ. Jdesus answver, however, provoked encther quastéon on the
part of the Fharisees. ¥t is with this question end the answer that we are now
mainly concerned. The question was: "They say uﬁﬁﬁ him, Yhy did livees “ren.eommand

te pive a writing of divercement, and to put her away?" Iatthew 19, 7. The

3

harisess mush have beoon alludiny to Douteronomy 24, I-ds It ip quiie probeble that

the Pharisees had en errcnecpus concepticn of the Deuteronomic pessagss  In any cape
it was & garbled version of the passage that wes prosented in their question.

Vhether they intentionnlly garbled the pessage or consirued it errcneously, they

intended, no doubi, tc refute or ensnare Jesus by the form of the guestivn. In verse

- -

thres we are told that they "eame untc Him, tempting Him.®

-1
5]

We shall concede that the bill of divorce was m&nﬂatory in every ccse of sctual
divorce. In that senme it wmight properly be seid that Moses commanded the bill of
divorce. There is en element of truu}? therefore, in the form of the question, buk
it can hardly be suppaa@d ihaé it wag with this merely contingent requirement that
the Phariseee intended t¢ baffle Jesus. To say the least, the question would have
been phrased most awkwardly if all they meant by alleging a conmand on the part 54
Moses was simply the contingent reguirement. Furihermére, their gquestion must in

some way be regerdsd as ;gﬁ wating an entithesis between the slleged command of

Woses mnd the position that had just been snunciated by Jesus Himselfs The most
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recsonable interpretetion of their question is then that they regarded or

represented Hosss as requiring men to divoree thelr wives in csrtalin capos. It

-

guesticn with which Jesus would hove bsen vonfvonted, therefors, wos
on the assumption that ‘cees commanded divorece, and, in sffect, would be as T’
iF merrioge e indisscluble according te the originel inetltution, i 3% is &

thet man cannot diescive, how 45 it that Moses commands divorcet? Is thers nol

erntlitheelys hotweon Jesus! apseriions snd Moses! COM"”’?ﬂ&ﬂt? It is this

‘C‘)

thet Jesus procesds to answer and His enswer ie of paramount significance in co

Fute
{ l’;

1th the whole question of losamic provisions and of the 0ld Testament law. e

=
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alth unto them, Moses becouse of the hardness of your hearts suffersd you %o

away your wives:s but from the beginning 1t was not goe " Matthew 15, 8.

The first feature of Jesus' reply thet calls for eomment 1s the phrazes
" s A « E 2 3 A B N i -
"Secouse of the herdness of vour heart.® (mees Tnv ékAnge kaedixv gudr).

5

meane "in refersnce to® or "oub of regard tof the rardress of your heard end imp
that the eltuation in reference %o which or oub of considerstivn for which the o

permission wae granted sas cne created by the slubbormmess of the Isvaslltes.e %

gltuation ithab provided ccomsion for the permission was one

arcoe From insubordinstion to and rebellionm sgainst the will of Gods The implise
are most important, for, is 4t not apparent thet the judgment respecting rerverss

- presupposes some law or cblipgaiion that is violated or desecrabed? Vhers mo law |
thore is no transgressicm. The only law or standerd relevant tc this partloular
empe is theit expressed in Gemssis 1, 273 2, 2&,1 "8o Cod creabed man in his owm
image, in the image of God created he himp male and femmle ereated heo them.?

+ 3 EY

imherefore shall & man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave unte hlz

g;!

gement respecting hardhecrinesa,

il

iifes  and they shall be ome flesh.” The very jud

then, presupposes the abiding validity and cbligatieon of the ori ginael instltution o

expounded by Josue in His answer to the Dirsd gquestion of the Pharisess. The
insbitution and its binding autherity hod not been ebrogoted or sven suspanded, »nd

the moral psrversity of the Israsilites consisted in thelr dimposition and Cetermiry
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te sbide by thess ordinances. e bill of divores wne 4
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perverse situation and nnt to the abrogation of the divins institublen.
The sscond feature cf Jesue' rewly concerns the permiesion apperted to have
. _v—‘_ - " -

been given by Hoses: “parmitted you to put eway your wives.' (27izzeewscy  Upew

L A " -y e
w7odvgue THs FYvarKAS vpwy, mhe distinctlon between tho verb used by Jesus
to denote Hoses' sotion and the verb used by the FPharisees should be carefully noted.

. o & ’ _ 3
The Pharisees alleged that Koses commanded (3vs 7z NRTe), Jepus say, liopes pere
nithed (£5ﬂ5§fz¢u. Jegus doss not sdmit or endorse any insinuation or allegation

3

4o the effect that loses commanded divorcs. He rather affirms what is of entirely
diflerent effect in the interpretation of the Mosalc provieions and particulerly of
Deuteronomy 24, 1-4. The word ﬁhét Jesus usec is one that implies sufferance or
tolerence, but in no way implies‘approval or sanction of the practice, fay lese
guthorization or ccmmandment of 1 The Mosaic action is, therefore, two pleces
remcved from the cenqept of commmndmente

Thieg interpretetion on the pari of our Lord is wholly in line with and confirma-
tory of, the interpretation of Deuteronomy 24, l-4« The slear import of Jesus® words
is that divorce wae suffered in the hoaaic economy, becauss of the hardheartedness
of the ILsraelitess It was & concemsion to thelr wealmnsss, but it did nat condons
the practice. 4 wes in reality m witness to the groess evil thet erose from, or even
consisted in, desecration of the divine ordinanse: "What, therefore, God hath jolned
together, let not man put agunﬁerﬁ

The third Peaturs of ocur Lerd's answer ie the conirasi He institutes beiwesn
the permission of Musee and the creation ordirancet "but from the beginning it was
not 80" ("277) :‘fx';s’ /5 oo fi;fori;/ agfug o From the begimming there was no
such permission. It is not simply thot the practice was not eonmanded , not simply
that it was nnt auukorifed, nct simply thet it was not approved, but rather thet 1t
wes not even permitted. The livsaic permission was, therefors, & departure from the
crention ordinsnce and from the practice to which it obligated men.

in this comnection it it well to cbmerve the force of the imperative ln verse

) B ] . o "

siz: "let not man publ asunder.® i.‘""ifwi'f'-&i ol XwW§eqaTlu) He he We Vayer

commentss “Having regard, therefore, to the specific nature of merriage, Jesus



utherly condemms divorce gencrelly es belng a‘pu-tixg apunder on the part of man of
_wﬁat, in a very special wayg God hae jolned tsgether.' {Comm.; Divores i contrary
4o the divine institution, conirary to the nature of merr iagey end sontrary to the
divine amction by which the union is effected. I% is precisely here thet its wicketie
noss becomau sirgularly epparent: 1t is the sundering by #aﬁ.ef a union God hes
constituted. Divorce ls the Qreaking of & peal which has been engraven by the

hend of God.

111, Paul is the only other Hew Testament author besides Christ who has been
supposed Yo trest of divorces 4 careful exasmination of Poul's writine will discloss
the fact that he has nowhere discussed ths question: for wkai cause or causes @ mAn
might put eway his wife, or & woman her husband, with liberty of marfiaga 1o avother
‘person. ¥hatever Peul hos %o_say_abou* divorce is found entirely in I Corinthisns 7.

Even & cursory reading of % ai chapter will dieclose the fact that Paul is not diee

cussing the éuesticn for what causss marriagea mipht be disrupted, but the question

of menners and morale in the relations FPeul does not modify Chriet in amy respeacie

aul has allowed diveres to &
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Some interpreters suppose that in verse fi
bélieving partner who has been deserted by an unbelieving spouses Lven thus these
interpreters wish to be ﬁnﬁeretaod that Paul hes added deseriion to the exception

8t hae mede ss a cause for divorces

Paul doee not say that s Christian deserted by & hesthen spouse ﬁay be married
tc someone else in this verse nor anywhere else. All Feul says is: "But if the
unbelieving depart, let him departs & brother or & sister ie not under hondagse im
guch casess but God hath called us to peace.® I Corinthiamns 7, 15. To say that e
deserted partner "is not under bﬁndage“"(gtijAuéfkt : hath not been enslaved) is
not to say that bz orhahe m&ywbé remsrried. Yhat is mesnt ie easlly inferred from
the spirit that dominates the whole chapter, and that is that everyone shall sccept
the sltuation in which God has called him just as he is, Do not bevome excited is
the directive that hovers cver every situation. If you are married: 8o r@maiaa i?
you are wmarried: po remain. If an unbelisving partner deserts, lst him or her

deserte Nothing can be more besuiiful in the merals of the marri gﬂ relation thas
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conduet of all pariliss

e
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boslides
ot thet such an secsurption of subthority dn ¢
cenfliot with the Roman govermment. We do not
ek

Faul, but sinca nelts

£fit, to esnter into an

therefore, we cannot read into this ohapter what wasz not there to begin with., 0.

thus we shall pasp Poul es havinz in no respect modifisd the coneider
laid down by Jesue in latthew 19.
in 81} civilized countries the machinsry of legislation and sfatute should o

b

open for rem

o

disocluiion.

it H:wgq‘ {’n»-

velation, bul puaieh the

"

thiidren, we should noetb

hushernd snd wife. By instituting absolute divorse, frequently for pullly and inw.

alike, we imvite the very evils we think we ars remedylyny by divorecs. Oltsn wg o’

it the interest of a disextiaslfied party ¢ creais s situstion whiceh
regard ap intolerabie, so that he or she may pe Pree of the morriags bond and

gorisunate ancthere. How ofben in durn are we not witneassss to the faet that this

becomes & eontinual recurrance of a vivious syolee

By affording a socalled easy way out of the troubles of marrisd 1ife we slen
invite carelessness aboul entering merrisge. By cur divorce nistules we say to &
young womans I your huebsnd deseris you, yuu may have ancthore If he 1s orusl;

b

you mey have ancther. £ he fails to suppord you, you mey have sacthers If he is

[ =

& drunksrd, vou mav have another. If he ie imcompaitible or doeen't make you happpe
§ ! * o~ A

£y

s W g i o I
realize or gC&aPZ‘@i)@ﬁf.Mg you may SR Ve

what this might all eniaill pere man BEY NSV
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&nsthﬁr¢ Ye sould econtinve this ad infinitum os well ep ad nouseam. Hﬁ@n arn casy
rosd ie thus made out of marrisge, will there be §ra?e?‘caution about entering into
marriage? By just se much as a crovice for relief of the miseries of married life
is opened by divorce, by su much the fioeﬂ gates are openod inte those niseries.
Inegmuch ag mankind neede to be impressed that the door of marriage doss not swing

outward as well es lnwerd, menking uan.cxiy &sp ect heppiness and blessing to result
prn .
in marriange vhen it follows the principlee 1&ld for £t in the Wbrd of Cod.

We believe trat Luther's comments should pr@éent 8 sobering es well ae &
heartening view in thie mmtters "Those who vant to be Christians ere not Yo be
divorced, but each %o retain his or her spouse, end bear ahd experience good and evil
with the sawme, although he or she may be sirange, peculier end faulty; ory, il thers
be a divorce, tkat the parties remein uwmerried; and ithat it will not do to make e
free thing out of marriege, as if it were in our power to do with i%, changing and
exchanging, as we plessey bub it is just es Jesus sayss "Whet God has jolned
together let noi men pub asunder.

"For trouble bere is cuwing sclely to the faet that men do nct,?sgaré_marriage
sccording to God's word es his work & *nﬁ ordinance, do not pay regerd Yo his will,
that He hes given to every one hie spouse, to keep Ler, and to endure Tor his eeke
the discomPorte that married life brings with it; they regeord it as nstﬁing else

3

d ras nothing to dos, Therefore

=
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than & mere human, secular aelfair, with which G
one soon becomes tired of ity end if it does not go es we wish, we soon begin to
'separate and changes Then God neverihelese sc orders it, that we thersby mske it
7o betier; aé it then g@neraliy heppens, if one wants to change and improve matters,
end no one waﬁts to ecarry his cross, but have evarythiﬁg perfectly convenient and
without discomfort,,tbap he .aEé an exchanze in which he finds twice or ten timee
more discomfort, not elone in this matter but in all othersssses

*3ut you ashks Is there then no resson for which there moy be separation and
divorce between man and wife? Answer: Cnrist states here (Jatthew 4.31-32) amd im
Vetthew xix. O, only this one, which is called adultery, and he quotes it from the

law of Moses, which punishes adultery with dsath. Bince now death alone dissolvee
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but by %od himeelf, end not only ecut loose from hinm spouse, but from h

b}

by adultery he has divorced himself frow his wif's, and has diessolved

which he hee no right to doj and he has thereby wads hin 1sell’ wopthy of dath, i

daad trhe judpe does not toke

balfore God, ailthou

[
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el

o

Besause now God here divorces, the other pariy is fully relessed, so that he

ie not bound %o keep the spouss Lhet hes proved unfaithful, however mich be or
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2or wa do not order or forbid thie divoreins

n this matier, and we submit to whai the escular

e

Yok, our advife would be to such ps c¢loim %o be Christians, that id

batter to exiort and urgs bolh parties to

ghould beconme reconciied to the zullly (i}

% B 4 3 e . P = 5 s A - T %1 N 1 P %
nsess in Christian love; unless no improvenment could be hoped for, or the

who had boen perdoned and restored to favor

ot

gtill continmed in leading & publie, lovss 1ife, and took 1% for pranted Ikabd op

mugt contivmwe to epars and forpive Limyene .

In eddition to this cause of diverece there is atlill arnothers i ons of g

morried couple forsekes 4ho othsr, as when throush eheer potulance

that one of the T

gpecka o I Coe vils 13}, whetbsr in such s caso divoree woulsd

-

Pewl concluder: IP the one partyv is willing to

the engageswment; galthough they are not of

‘o

the marringe tie. Bubt &f it havpens that the othey party shoclubtely will mot rems
then let him or her depart; end thou ari noit under any cblipation to follow. Bul

if & feliow dessris hie wife without her mowledge or sonsent, forsakes houss, hom

8 long ap he plenses {as now

fa]

wife and child, stays away twe or threes yearve, or

often happens )y and when he

. o L
end wante o come home agal
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under obligetion to walt for rim as long es he shocses, and then take up with him

st

]

again: such & fellow ought not only te be forbidden houss endé home, but should

be banished from the country, and the oiher pariyv, if the renerade hss been
* - & o 8§ e

suwioned and long enough wailted for, should be heartily pronounced free,®

=)

Gozmentary on Szrmon on the Mount, pp. 16G=174.



