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INDISSOLUBILITY OF MARRIAGE IN THE N LSS
LAW OR SBears NEW TESTAMENT:

by: hloysius M. Ambrozic

(1} THE WORDS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

The New Testament texts bearing on our guestion are the following:
Mt 5:31-32; 19:3-9; Mk 10:2-9; 11-12: 1k 16:18; 1 Cor 7:10-16.

Mt 5:32 and 1k 16:18 probably stem from the Q-document, a non-
. extant collection of Jesus' sayings compiled about the year 50, and
used, along with Mark, bv Matthew and Luke in corposing theiy own
Gospels. Mt. 19:3-9 s dependent on "k 10:2-12. Thus we have four
mutually indenendent traditions of Jesus' teaching on the indissolu-
bility of marriage: onc in Q, one in Paul and two in Mark.

(a} Luke 16:18 and Its Parallels

It is generallv, though not universally, _held that Lk 16:)8
preserves the words of Jesus most faithfully: Every one who divorces
his wife and marries another commits adultery, and he who marries a
woman divorced f£rom her hushand commits adultcry.? _The phrase j:rgm
her hushand" is likely a later addition to the original logion.? The
oninion that the phrase "and marries anothgr" is secondary afsod’xilqot
very probable £for the simple reason thap dlyorcc by.ltsel}'ca9 hard T..'

i b say ast in a literary form which
be characterized as adultery. The caying 1is c 1 .
we meet in the Wisdom books of the 0ld Testament where it serves :he
purpose of teaching, enlightening and exhorting in that 1t.c§gla{2; %
the true character of a given action. Lk 16:18 states thiL ;?OF. an¢
remarriage fall under the prohibition of the sixth commaggmeg ;Od;C'
action that was not considered to bhe adultery 15 now dec ar$1c£ tﬂut
such.’ It also gives certain rights to the Ylfe:'theh‘qigt;;iVCG‘;q
the man who has divorced her and marr§ed another :5 ctafné e sﬁbjoci
an adulterer indicates that the wife is no mere §)32G11;; Ay
of marriage; their marriage is nof only his bu: nES'f}o}q'from e
continues even after the divorce. In this Jesus diffcr:

4 . T 't
i i i i which the man could not comm
Jewish ideas of marriage according to O oF i wobdn

- g : el
ainst his wife, bhut only agai : A aa
Sggﬁtgggmége had sexual intercourse. Jcsus'cst?tgme?twmg;,dgiggce.
harsh for Jewish ears, for they were proud of their 2a
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They looked upon the letter of dismissal handed to the wife as a
protection for her: with that letter, sho could £ind anotheyr man
to marry her and protect her. Jesus, moreover, implicitly eriticizes

the Torah, the divine instruction given to the Jews.?

Monogamy is not necessarily implied or presunposed in Lk 16:13.
Though we have evidence of some strong Jewish voices raigsed againset
Polygamy a century before the time of Jesus,10 ang though polygamy was
not widely practiced at the time of Jesus, { vwe cannot affirm with
certainty that Lk 16:18 insists on monogamous marriage. It ig
conceivable that a man marrying a second wife while retaining the
first would not be accused of adultery on the strength of Lk 16:18
alone. ‘

The Matthean variant of the Q saying found in 5:32 differs fromw
the Lucan version in two important respects. It contains the cxceptive
clause which, in the opinion of most exeqectes, was added by Matthew

himself.1? we shail consider its meaning later. “The othey differcnce
consists in the wording of the first part of the logion: against
Inke's "every one who divorces his wife and marries another commits
adultery", Matthew has "everyone who divorces his wife ... makes her
an adulteress." The man is not accused of committing adultery, but
of being gquilty of his repudiated wi?e'g adulteyy vhen, by marrying
again, she sins against her still existing marriage. The legitimacy
of polvgamy is not questioned. Matthew's version of the saying is
closer to the Jowish conceptions and rabbinic formulations on

marriage.l3

other parallel to Lk 16:18 is found in Mk 10:11-12. This

passaggnis of great interest for a numhgr of reasons. It does not
stem from the Q-document for Mark was, in the view of most exeqetes,
not familiar with it, nor does it stem from the source, wﬁethef‘
written or oral, of Mk 10:2-9: Jesus' private instru?tlon% t?."s
disciples are a constant recdactional feature of Mark stQObpgf.Jesus'
these instructions represent an updating and an gdap;a lgrich s
public statements to the situation of the community for h}t. L HBER e
writes.l4 The adaptation to the conditions of the ?omm:nltﬁe'form
itself, first, in the_greater similarity og the saying tomdro i
of the casuistic law.l> Secondly, the saying spe}istoucommié -le
the wife's rights in marriage: the husband 1s_saa¢ ko el
adultery "against her". Verse 12, found only in -9: '1du1terv", Cails
divorces her husband and marries another! she commits }he et 8 o

that Mark is writing within a non-Jewish context. cording dikoer
% Greek and Roman marriage customs and legislation acwheqe two
pgigh the wife too could initiate divorce.PrOCOCGIDGo: iR e eae
:erses presuppose a monogamous relationship, for marriage s




(3)

pri@ari}y as a personal life-bond hetween hus?gnd and wife where
their rights in regard to marriage are egual. They show us the
unwillingness of the primitive Church to tamper with the full
extent of Christ's demand by clinging to the letter of his words which
spoke only of the husband's effecting the divorce.
In Lk 16:18, Mt 5:32 and Mk 10:11 we thus have variant forrs of
the saying of Jesus which brands divorce and remarriage as adultory.

(b} Mark 10:2-9

In this passage we have to do with a contxoversy. It concerns
the permissibility of divorce: “It is lawful for a man to divoreco
his wife?" The presumption is that the opponents already know of
Jesus’ condemnation of divorce and remarriage, and wish to corner
him into contradicting ecither himself or the Mosaic law, Jesus
counters the opwnonents' guestion with a question of his o , aga]_’
this guestion alrcady contains the answer. He asks (‘.hem: ..-J‘h.fut. aia
Moses command you?" Their answexr; "Moscs al%owqd a man to nFLtﬁri
certificate of divorce, and to put her away," missing the pO{nt of

i i i i Jesus' hands: "For your hardncss
his question, delivers them into 3 e
of heart he wrote you this commandment.” We should pftc '1vapovrnd
formulaticon of the sentence: the hardness of hearpfxsﬁgojogg.;{{{h“‘
to condone it. The hardness if heart 1is, e N ivch e ales
legislation: by demanding that a Jew sandt}: )ﬁblicly RriabitEs O ;
with £wo witnesses, Moses forces haim to adm} ic - B R
doing wréng. God's will has never changed in Yc¢gs et
Verygact of creatio'} manigests g (.lemand t}]‘.?;")t};idug:}t, Jesus hascs
and wife be indivisible. By quOtlnghGezerQ.heginninq- e
His acqument ol w?at god 2235223§t?2n iﬁ the hidden, but nonetheless

) : G

el S iepx?: dom through Jesus, Opens men s LYes L? Ehc
real, arrival of t g - i11 at the moment of creation
£ull depth and breadth of God oy d‘ ether, let not man put
Vs. 9, "What thexéfore God has joinped tog '

2 onclusion hased
i and Jesus' own ¢© )
asunder"”, is the climax of the story Sl et

L ions. Marriage is n and and wife
on the blgl%cgtiggzgggf It is the will of God thfﬁehzizg;; ;Lman e
g:cgméeggnexgleshn; since the word "f§e3hsczﬁggsu;ién- ST
= is implied than sc : tu: rotection
bglngé 7 g;gzgtggaiymgge 7: thg intimacy, security, mutual p
alreaay s x
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Jesus' words in this pass

aqec rea N . "y
broader sweep than those discus : ch more deeply and have

- A
sed in the previous scction .

the Q-logion and J:.ts Marcan parallel speak of divorce and ;-»n-‘::#“:l(:
cularly of remarriage, this passage speaks of the entire mﬁrr;;ﬁ

life. Xt should also he noted tl ]

. s S - hat it clearl YaLUPNoOses a NonoGarons

marriage: "they are no longer two bhut one;.l; RERPYEROREE @ NONABAEoUs
On_the question of historicity of this sto :

Y ; S Story, exeqgctes are
dxvxdcdrz? We feel thgt it contains at least a keénnl of histerical
authenticity although it is impossible to deny that it was chuangad ’
in the course of transmission. '

(c}) 1 Cor 7:10-11

"To the married I give charge, not T but the Lord,
that the wife should not separate from her
husband (but if she does, let her remain single
or else he reconciled ¢o her husband) - and that
the husband should not divorce his wife."

Paul's wording differs from that of the Synoptists, butl the
message is the same: remarriage of an already maryied perscn is
forbidden. Paul states that he is speaking in the name of the
highest authority that he can invoke, that of Jesus who is now the
risen Lord.2l The woxds in brackets are in all likeliheod Paul's
own insertion into a tradition which he received; 22 they show us how
he understood it.

Thus we have in the New Testament four mgtually %ndopsnde?t‘
" traditions transmitting an undoubtedly authentic teaching of Jesus

indi i1i j 2 g r Mt 5:32;
i he indissolubility of marriage: Lk 16:18, pa: NS -
ggnggfgig? gk 10:11-12; 1 Cor 7:10-11. Their message is uneguivocal:

marriage must not be dissolved.

(d) Matthew's Exceptive Clauses

These clauses arc found in 5:32 (“exgeps on ;?i qigggdoggscﬁ
unchastity") and 19:9 ("except for unchastxtyb):ouﬂxézasgns.. uge
some embarrassment to catholic exegetes for ? vi O;O e
they have also t+roubled Protestant exegetes o;ig By
yeasons: what is the meaning of thec term norge 2 {gen el s
t slated as wunchastity"), why do we £ind it O }d Mt

oon 1? As already mentioned, it is commonly agreecléusc%'.m
ggiiﬁew himself is responsible for inserting these clausts
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\ For many, the answer to the pro
1s to be found in the meaning of bﬁz 33;;2 it
permanence of the hond despite porneia,
proposed which we cannot discuss herc. 24
one of the following three:

optcd by these elauses
porneia, for others, in the
HMany cxplanations hoave becs

Most exaeqetes today accept

(?) Porne}a in t.}_xese passages has the meaning of adulterv: the Leyn
can describe a wide variety of unchaste emotions and conduct
Mattl}ew's position is thus that of Shammai's scheool whi;ti; .é;)'wmn'“
to Hillel's more permissive interpretation, il\i:-?::'pret.n:‘.f!:.r- " ndecaney
of Deut 24:1 as referring to adultery alone.?% 1t is nrt;bs_nhly safa
to say that more exegetes today hold this opinion than any other,”20

(b) Adultery_is reason for separatiocn but not for divorce and
remarriage.?

(¢} Porneia refers to types of marriage forbidden by the Mosaic law, 28

Despite its wide acceptance, the first of the three opinions
exposes itself to a number of telling objections. I£ porneia has
the meaning of adultery, why does the evangelist nolt use the precice
texm for it (moicheia), particularly in a context wherce the verb
moicheuo is already used? Morcover, would the evangelist insers a
clause into a saying of Jesus vhich, in effect, contradicts it? Would
a man who has just written, "Unless your rightceousness x‘-.>.:.'rr.-c-dr. that
of the scribes and Pharisces, you w:ill never enter the hingdom of
heaven" (Mt 5:20), proceed to give the interpretation of one of the
two accepted scribal schools in Judaism on an 01d Testament 1).:;.:’.!'.
(Deut 24:1) which Jesus is presented as rejecting (:-sr..s:.s]_]?‘_'ﬁ ]
porneia has the meaning of adultery, vss. 31-32 preseni us '..-1\.1'1 an
antithesis which is not an antithesis; it is the only ant;thc::.l::_-:clr_n. o
5:21-48 which does not reject oxr radicalize an Old' 'i‘c.rstimf,:xmt';::.‘t:k-l iption
and/or its scribal interpretation. It seems, furthermore, rathc:

i £ Fi ¢4 i : f porneia in the 0ld Testament,
difficult to find any instance of porneia §8ament which woeuld refer

intertestamental literature and the dNew Te
to adultery alone without othexr overtones.

- i ini wently have recourse Lo
The proponents of this opinion freq {:orlaqe o

' i it his Marcan
Matthew's redactional additions to : ge, Stmad
Jesus' opponents' question in Mt ']:9:3 is wqriiﬁti;m"ia:;t 'l;]-lf' lit
divorce onc's wife for any cause?”, as agalhst ,

] 1 satthow has the
1 wife?" In vs. 9, M ol 2
s Gt dxvorcgth;}i 10:11 which contains no such clausc.

e aonet glauge 3?1 ?gz;tnthese redactional additions 1.5\ th:;w cronnis
e %, has in mind the scribal debate abow rl:‘lt grouncs
Matthc'aw, oo t':he schools of Hillel and Shammal anqt_.o: .i:\ opse
gor g;vorigiZ::¥e$2ew of Shammai. The answer to the guestl n

for e stri £

‘is thus contained in the exceptive clausc of vs.
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1 that this :.ygeltog argumentation taxes notice only of
equally redactional restruc::urizllcs)ft;:vt:;?"‘e ZarD docount. the 10
The answer to the opponents quegtion ::; s Pri‘n?"mw Py Natthey 32
but also in vss. 4-¢ where Jesus quotes Geneegs Oy LY I
"What therefore God has joined together, lcztw:\; n:nu '();nclu:l-lh
he opponents object to Jesus! answer by quoting Deut "i.f-l'f-“';'li s
reply . to the objection is given by vss, fi-g in '::hi;:h .‘?.v;.u:; -,llux
't:.hat Yoses pe;nuyted'divorce "for your hardness of h(:,uf'-,").,.;;_"“4,-;.;,{"
fr?m the beginning it was not so0." while in Mark Jasus Spoars of
God S'Wlll onl;_r once, in Matthew he Speaks of it tyiee (vss. 4, 9),
Je§u_s de.’pand in vs. 9 can hardly be the same as that af Shampni
which ¢laimed to be no more and no less than the correct intere
Pretation of the law of Moses .33 1y jgq Aifficult Lo imagine that
Matf.no.w Wwould contradict vss. 4-6 in vs. 9 by reinterprotineg a
Saying of Jesus in such a way that it would became o coneessinon ta the
hardness of men's hearts. “There is, furthermore, an instructiyve
parallel to Matthew's treatment of Mark in 19:3-9, namely 19:16-22,
par Mk 10:17-22. Matthew's restructuring produces thyree crchanges
between the rich man and Jesus instead of Mark's two, .Tegug®
demand in the thirad exchange does pot mitigate, but intensifies,
his demand in the second exchange. A similar procedure ig found
in Mt 9:1-3, par Mk 2:1-12. Bpy shortening Mark's story Matthow
lays emphasis on the dispute about the forgiveness of sins.3% Jesus'
reply, in word and in deed, to the scribes’ unspoken obicotion ye-
iterates and confirms his first statement in which he doclared that
the paralytic's sins were forgiven.

So?g serious objections have been raised against the sccond
opinion,“? namely that adultery is a reason for 3cpagaz.n:u J’:':F not
for remarriage. Yet they can hardly be said to rob it of tenability.
The fact that a divorce without the right to remarry was l::}k:.:_].-...-{}_ g
amony the Jews and pagans of the first century can l}arfl?.:.".,:r‘ (\1531:?11"\,0,
for 1 Cor 7:10-11 shows that it was known among Christians. Anad it

Setraeen P s
would be somewhat unreasonable to expect of the primitive Church to have

its terminology in regard to divorce and separation sorted ocutl so )

e ion seems to be exegetically more satisfactory

than the others. It is not a new opinion, but Huhntlgg?;;xcv:li; <
has recently underpinned it with new evidence. ?Jornoia Ve
brief summary of his view. The meaning of the tgg;}?g oo
eludicated by the "apostolic decrec" of Acts 15: A e Aol
is addressed to Gentile Christian communities 3nwi.2h comrfmni.ticr;.
Cicilia, areas known as being settled by many <: i.t:icq P
Acts 15:21 mentions the presence of Jewish c?mrm_ne ALt

for the decree. It is very likely that the decre i

The third ggin




modus vivendi arrived at hy Jewish ana Gentile Christians in an YA
where gews Werce numerouns, 3B It served Lo assure p—.'-u.?'.; '.-."x'l':':in S
Cprigtlan communities ang, Very probably, ¢q Promote Chrigseias
Mmissionary efforts among the Jews, Prohihitionu.nw-<ﬁ '

a ritunl
nature: ~eating of the flesh offoreq Lo idels, of h]cnﬂ,lwnd.l
inspfficxently drained of blood, and of Porheia.  whe same prehie
bitions are found in Lev 17:1-18:14. Loy T8:h-1g pProhibios |

Srriage among
red to by rabhis as zonatl

While Marriages of close rai

relatives; these marriages are refoer
(porneia), i.e. prostitution.

Were quite permissible and frequent ameng Greeks and Zaysliaug chey
were forbidden to the Jews. The Roman 1aw forhade suclh rarriaae:

also, but it applied to Roman citizens alone; ang we “now that only

2 small percentage of subject neoples in Lhe Roman empire attained this
distinction.

Matthew's Gospel was written for a community which, though
Jheavily Jewish, was not entirely such; his inﬂi3t0n0:|n1fln-~it1103
to the Gentiles shows this (ef. 28:19-20; 20:43; 89:10-12) . i
reference to porneia should be seen againat ghn_hanqunund of the
Jewish treatment o pProselytes. Jewish yabbis {.00}3:(1 npon 8 opagan
converted to Judaism as a ncw-born cyild; his rn)azlvnn,uh? s
remained in paganism were no longer considered to be l.'.’?]-'i{:'f,:(.-l.u him.
Rabbis debated the question whether a prosclyte muﬁn}gﬁz;y f'\--'¢~ph~
former relative, and a respectable numbhey of fheT'§naT:;c}~a;;;;T:;;G;,.
a proselyte could enter what, for a ch"w?uld‘h:tE~F;;?;:Lx§}¥¥vlp 5
marriage. It is thus likely that the orlg}n‘o; Ha :}ducﬁr§;1qu
clauses is to be sought in the dnbat«.f !\'o:'n‘om‘ ?Ii.:':[-‘il'{:r‘-t::! A“x a0k
the subject of marriage of pagan cnﬁiorbowtﬁwtfm :néx};;$i“453 et
what was permitted to Scpagan con‘-'Cl..’T .t?o;‘l.-(.il?ctix r'tluo was
PAgar. SnTerihg,the ChrJ.Sth}n commm:l‘l‘t}l"‘.{'i;'\'i:. Ih.(ei:‘v righteonsnoaas bhe
writing his Gospel, for Matthew domanzo Jat Shalr ks
greater than that of the scribes and Pharisces (5:2

ol -

3 e SR ~,|.i1'v0
i ini i v, We meet in Matthew's excep
o opinion 1s correcl, we " ' REPLINE
lause:fw:\‘]i:tswepmcct in Mk 10:11~12: an aprlication of e
c -
to a set of concrete circumstances,

{(e) 1 Cor 7:12-16

B

i i of Jesus' teaching
1% these hich aid Lo a9°t§h?r ;ggi;?a:;::: and GnVi).‘Ol‘.m{':l‘.!.'.

to a situation which did not foSt(;? m:y Christians COﬂL%PHz;?Ciijt
S answcrgng twotqgizt;gguﬁave not heccome conv?rfziz - Eﬁc ;{;S;
married.}ife e grtner demands divorce? The ﬁnﬁuﬁ mﬁsi no
S 1§ S pagaz'se. ‘the Christian not only mairion B8 xo |
question is affirmati .In answering the sec':onc.! q“f?..liihii’;ion .
with the pagan spouse. he cannot impose Christ's Dﬁ?loron i
ayaregofutisstact tEat eShould the pagan wish topf;i oé£$it o
S Ll gzggSGQd" (lit. "enslaved"). Deces Paul |
or sister is n

N

1
o .
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Christian to by i

emarry in this case? Moe eget
vely; a comparison of the phrase "jig 1:Ott: ?x::‘-:(lj?Lw"an?wer
passages ag. 1 Cor 7127,39; 9:10: po Tiaea iy o
an answer.dl  yop inis A 5 e
remove all doubt.,

affivpasi-
th suoh
arques in Covous o7

5 . ” 3
argumentation is not 5o GOV e ne such

' .
positiggul Eiftglzl}dg_towards "mixed marrviages® jn e 3 o R
thians! f:ear ;f ﬁ_?m“”," m:‘fy i (.Iuc partly to his reaciion Lo Coy ;:-._
contact with ) 2eing fquasi=magically contaminatea by their intipge.
A thelir pagan spouses,. Yot these versens show clear)y :

sbians, ik

confidence in the divine power which, throuah Chyj
ary task of ohe Chyantian

sanctlfying.the world. Me stresses the nission
spouse in mn«;d marriage. The "peoace" to whieh according te rasd
God calls Christiang (vs. 15) is ho mere DSYChic well-being, and o

ca) [ ane o owvs,
16, "wWife, how do you know whether you will save vour 5:-.::::-:}:'; RS
need not be understond as an expression cof resignoed accoplanae of '

failure but as an ¢xnression of hopo: "pexhans you may save hip, ")
Paul seces the marriage of Christians as a great deal =ore than o
civil arrangement. For him it jie a salvific avrangerment willed b
the Lord within which the husband and wife sanctify cach ol anid
their children. ' '

(£} Conclusion

The New Testament doecs not deal wilh every aspoect of mar:iaae.
But it gives us the cssentials: merriage is a life-long union of
two people, willed as such by God fyem Lhe very heainniang, cncorpane
sing their entirxe existence. Christians' marriage plays a =alvific
role. Anything that tends to destroy this union is contrary La God's
decision that "the two shall be one flesh." What is particonlaxly
condemned is the final destruction of the unian through diverce and

remarriage.

The New Testament tells us of Jesus' teaching on l.!u:e :'.nl.ri-:u?':-,
and shows us the primitive Chuych obediently clinging to its lovd i
command in the face of vastly different religions and cultures of the
Jews and the Gentiles. Among the Gentiles themselves, the Church
encountered a variegated scenery of religious and snc.\;ﬂ Cnn':.r:i
traditions. It did not feel to possess the right to change its 4 b
command in circumstances which differed from those in which his words

were first spoken.

Phere are two cases where remarriage probably could t;xﬁgt;?l:-.ce
after a divorce: a pagan convert entering the Malthean communily

O vhidde
. . GONE P inity or affinity forbidden
: within the degree of consanguinity or & : Ao
la)r:dngrigegas in all likelihood, asked to terminate '.-!lla‘!_.A!_.h‘L ‘fi?”'f;f'ﬂ.-ﬁir
¥ e ’ And, if the magorlt:}' opLnlion as correcl

considered an invalid marriage.

and
nord's
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Paul permits remarriage to a convert whose spouse remains in

Paganism and wants o separate. These are only cases; I doubt

whether they_should be considered exhaustive. Yet théy poSsess

common denominators: the marriages under discussion were conkractcd in
paganism; the reason for divorce has to do with religious values: in
one case the radical obedience o God's will as cxpressed Lov lE.

peace and harmouy within the community and its missionary cfoCtiVQ~
ness, and in the other, the pcace to which God calls uws. Tt is; to "
my mind, guite impermissible to usge these two cases as precedents
for §lssolvzng marriages among those who, through their faith and
baptism, have subjected themsclves to the One whose coming and words
have opened mon's eyes to the will of God at the moment of creation. i;

(2) THE _WORDS OF THE NEW TESTAMENT - LAW OR IDEAL?

70 answey this guesticn, we must attempt to discover how the
New Testament writers look unon the words of Jesus which they report.
We shall) consider Matthew and Paul because they offer us the best
possibility of discovering their thought on the subject and hecause,
in certain respects, they are at cpposite poles of the New Testament
thought. ®We shall alsoe have to consider their attitude to law; not
to the Mosaic law primarily but to rules and regulations which they
either make for their churches or receive from Christian tradition.
Let me anticipate the result of my brief investigation by saying
that I find the choice placed before me, "law or ideal”, inadequate.
One of the reasons for this is that I do not see them as exclusive
of ecach other, another reason lies in the term "ideal" jtself which
can be taken to mean the object of a utopic velleity. s _

One of the centexts of the logion on indissolubility of marriaqge
is the Sermon on the Mount. We may speak of a general conscnsus among
exegetes today in regard to the Sermon on the Mount. Matthew did
not intend it to be a quide for chosen souls within the community,
neither did he see it as an impossible ideal designed to bring us to
a recognition of our invincible sinfulness, nor did he intend to .
use it as a means of inculcating proper attitudes, nor are the rules
contained in it meant to be valid merely for the short period of .
intense expectation of the return of the Lord, nor is it a.coilectlon
of cxamples designed merely to stress ghe necessity of radlfa A
ochedience to God's inherently intelligible will. It is rather aall
carly Christian catechism?5 containing many, though by no b
of the commands of Jesus obligingall Christians; they are con 1‘ th;
of entry into the future Kingdom of heaven.™” The conclusion ©

indi Matthew insists on doing what

Sermon indicates quite clearly that Ma 3 ot
Jesus commands: "Every one then who hearg thege worcs (o} cheLEEhﬁ"
does them will be like a wise man who built his house upon £

i F i i i t the obligatory
:24,26) . There is no doubt in his mind abou % ngr Soes Tk

character of these very concrete and explicit demands




(1n})

wondexr abut his readers' ability to fulfil them. The conmands  are
given to be fulfilled; their non-fulfilment is

. 3 sinful preciscly
because, as the eschatological and salvific

will of Gadd, they ¢an and
must be obeyed.47 They can be obeyed because they do not call unon

unaided human strength and effort but simply spell out the responsce
on the part of man to the grace of ecschatological salvation already
given by God; they articulate the ethical dimension of Lhe stato
into which Ged, by His own initiative, has placed us.%B Matthow has
ne intention of replacing the 0ld Testament code of laws with his
own. Jesus' demands on his followers are so all=encompassing and
radical that no set of explicit commands or legislative code can do
justice to them. How can "You, therefore, must be perfect, as your
heavenly Father is nerfect" (5:48), and “"Love your encmies and pray
for those who persecute you" (5:44), be adequately articulated in
terms of concrete conduct in various circumstances, or how can
""Every onec who looks at a woman lustfully has already coqm}ted
adultery with her in his heart" (5:28) be legislated? .IF Mt §§6,
"But when you pray, go into your room and shut the door anq’nrgy to
your Father who is in secret", should be understood as a }ddt‘ztc e
would contradict Mt 18:20 whigh clearly asscrts the excelL?nt; 0;,?u;q1“
prayer. In order to deliver its message, cach_statomg§t $, Jﬁ?liﬁﬁfll
on the Mount must be studied Gospel. Yet the fact that tTS g g;;;y;ﬁd
of the Sermon cannol be considered as laws qOos not tggncg}cm ﬁf.q&@
optional piece of advice. The commands of Jgsug, maﬁ?~27khnﬁqf” they
do the eschatological will of God, are obligatory. HMat n-Zoftfﬂwt
furthermore, no intention gf abo}1sh1qgcﬁ?§,2§c2;?gggoﬁiéqve Ak

: 01d Testamenl law. e radicalizes the Decaloc ..\...
gﬁitgr{miggsiblc to force him into the Ftrpthy-]QSSQ%cﬂafgﬂt22*
situation ethics or into some kind Of.9nt)n??1:g:ﬁué? of the members
allergic to disciplinary rules regulating the c© {
of the community.-0

DR

3 3 . R <
Jesus' word on indissolgbilitg of. parrlqgf ig-gth.gz ;; 2ot
law. Read, as it should be, in §on3unctxoq wiﬁ; wii) oé R
command of Christ revealing to his fo}long%thical L Yee .
the very beginning of creation. Nq set o.t; A e
can provide adequate guidance for the giom Sl R OO
individual marriage into the type of.un on._ LS aietegard Cheist's
SRE nis t imply that husbhands and wives may ¢l g iy 1ite
et ot nole rge in which they fail to obey 1t~lnto SRS
Somand o qn elist clearly sees it as his du:y‘ whgch min
t?evd sigé oghghgzgtg ile rejects the 0ld Tes;a:§3: rﬁ;ove e
e e i ivorce an 2 e
undzritoog 2¥ 3E§cgegi sgssgnszggglgland publicly documented manibes
sinfulnes

3 3 .hiS

i i its Loxd.”
contrary to the subjection which it owes to 1
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the law of Moscs je
:ag:nit g: knows that it is a gift of God to Israel,qﬁztl?n‘:gih
nnot make man just in the eyes of God. For it doss st

0 e - SN

ving, and thus lead him to
hyxng the world of sin. Theo

N : " 15 acceptence of it as o fre
gift of God by believing in Jesus Christ. Now that God hags er';ﬁa
gg::g:l;;s definitive ag: of salvation, the 014 Testament law is no
negessary or obligato for it has lost j rani na
function,gz q ry, st 1ts meaning and

Paul's attacks on those who wish to force the observance of
Old Testament law on Gentile Christians and his insistence on the
freedom enjoyed by those who have received the gift of justification
does not mean, however, that Paul is an anarchist labouring under
the illusion that the freedom of Christians is ever so camplete in
this life that there is no neccessity for further ethical striving,
instruction and exhortation.®3 ©The very existence of ranl's lebtters

to his communities is a witness to the salvation and frecdom brought
by Jesus Christ and, at the same time, to the fact that this salvation
has not yet taken full possession of their members. Christian cthical

teaching has its place and function in the time hetween Jecus'
resurrection and his return at the end of time.5" Though Sin has
been definitively overcome in the death and resurrection of Jesus,
its powers are still at work in men. Paul knows 211 too well that
he cannot leave his communities to their own devices and tq their
embattled faith, but must watch over them and spell out for them the
ethical consequences of their subjection to God ghrough faith in i
Jesus Christ. Thus he gives commands to his communities WJ.th(u.lt\ fear
of curtailing their freedom, for true freedom consists in 0})1?.!‘32(:1\(.‘(%
to God's will. He gives commandments that are universally 'Zlgi :nq
(Rom 12:2; 1 Cor 4:17; 6:12-28); the Decalogue, posxt.:).v.ci;.'sf?d; s
calized, still obliges according to him (Rom 13:£-10; Ga 214, 2
love of God and ncighbour is the commandment which engogp;..’] .l‘,') £
does not abolish or devalue, all other commands (Cfi 5 (C)hri:-(';lm'w
The permanent function of God's commandments is tc: S::-n et

to adhere firmly to God's will, to give their God 21 e Sk
content and direction so that it does not degcnerate re

iyit" is quite invalid
sin.5%% The alternative, "the command or the Sglr;;if;#ti'ng e il
for Paul, for the Spirit given to us by God an e CanorAmenES
through commands is one and the same. Spirit Wi O Lrie will Noad
111 goad to moral anarchy, commandments without tgeonptho part of
Y;to self=justifying ethics oghupaigggsmgizlfﬁgggll‘ the commandments
: : ; t Chris
man. Paul is convinced tha

o it
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because of the presence of th i i
: S e Spirit within them, 56
§;2ai§y thaé Paul is not‘afyaid of giving VEXY concrete direetivo.e
¢ conduct of woxship in Corinth (1 Cor 14:26-33) Thesa o

directives are ba inci "Luildi
T F sed on the principle of 'buxldlnq up the chureh"

Let us nention

Thus when Paul gives the Lord's i i f
c rd's teaching on indissolubili
. - - . - . Y t’
ofhmaryxage! he is not offcr;ng advice; neither ig he counsollini or ‘
ex or?xng hxg readers to strive for a heautiful ideal. ypor him
Jesus' teaching is God's will which must be obeyed, o /

(3) CONCLUDING REMARKS :

In the last few years, we have been made more strongly aware
of the fact that mere obedience to the law does not make us gocd
Christians. The ultimate criterion of our justice in the eves of
God is not our compliance with a set of yulas and requlations but
God's gift of ohedicnce to His Spirit. Thus, law must never become
an instrument of self-justification.

Pride in our obedience to the law is, however, not the only
form that sclf-rightcousness can assume. We have seen enough
"glorying in disobedience" to know that. But thore is a form of
self-righteousness a great deal more insidious than such inlkantile
poses of illusory freedom. It consists in socially fully acceptable
disobedience to God's will which corredes, slowly but steadily, the
sense of guilt which should accompany it. Concretely, divorce
and remarriage are piractised so widely in our society, they are so
taken for granted that the sense of any wrongdoing is in danger of

becoming extinct.

. It is the duty of the Chuxch to proc}aim the will of God in a]l‘
aspects of its being: not only in the pulpit and c_lassz_:oo:u-zf but in its
life and practice and suffering. One aspect of this pxlquw rae .
cornmunity's life is the law.5? The need of the law and,'fox‘tla% Sk
matter, of proclamation and catechesis wi}l cease only with tge ;c urn
of the Lord. Paul closes his series of dzregt1ves on thg}yo;;uihwt i
of Christian worship in Corinth by saying: 1f any onc k);nf.am ¢
is a prophet, or spirituwal, he should aﬁknowledgc ?h9t ) ;hou B
writing to you is a command of the Lord" (1 Cor 14:37). S hqhwé !
text must not be abused to canonize every law that the Church ha:

i indi id not c¢onsider rules and
promulgated, it does indicate that raul di e

1 - ifesting God's
5 as being incapable of manifestinc : Lha Ao
ggggézgizgon. Awarg of its role and its limitations, the law nust

manifest that the Church is and what it stands for.
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In the matter of div
orce and rem i 30 L
the law of the Church is subject t hnrnage, as in all other matteys
cannot claim to have th s O the command of Christ. fTho Chur ~} v
doubtedly it must pmcliim"g;g{:en power to disobev its Lord. un.
3 merc i gy AR ot .
manifest itself through its law and i§ t? sty this merey pust
admini 3 ¢ manner in which the
stered. And yet the law, in its theory and practi:
never condone or connive with disobedience ty Ty Tt
words to the woman caught in adulter nri s God's will, Jesus®
and do not sin again. ‘Jn 8.11) ex zés g{.t}}cr (10 T (‘Gndcl"n ‘:".'lll:
gesting that she committed no sin. pl\nysrc;:;::\eo?cécy w“’hmlt\ el
would obscure the seriousness of Christ's demand fo?-"glr: '"fw:u“d}
marriage would not be a reform but its opposite. The 1-?«>L"n'w abas
divorces proclaim this demand with all the resources th;lx‘\r-]..ru.x ber of
its co:mpanc_l. One asks oneself, in fact, whether th;z'l.{'-: r-(.s;:l\-" not d
more, within the bonds of its effectiveness, than it (irJ:c'C'.-.r'v-'."(;Jh i
insure tt}e mturity of those entering marriage and to co;\fx: i.].;u‘_"\ to
the stability and harmony of existing marriages. Lately we have L
heard a great deal about the need of the Church's sorvice to the world
The Church has served the world well by insisting on the indissolubiljte
cf marriage. There is every reason to think that thie service is 4
necessary today even more than in the past. Robbed of permanence,
marriage 1s in serious danger of becoming a means of individual
convenience and gratification instead of being a relationship calling
forth an ever-deepening love and selflessness. :

1aw ia

qo,

If it is true that Christian marriage is, in its quiet, un-
spectacular, constant, and for that very rcason most real, way, a
witness to God's creative love for man, it is true also that God's
fidelity to His people shines perhaps most brightly when they are
unfaithful to Him; the spouse who remains faithful to a marriage which
has broken up reflects God's own fidelity. Married people have not
been called to celibacy, but they have been called to fidelily to
cach other even under the most trying circumstances. When ccumenical
considerations are brought forward in support of a more lenicnt idlw
on indissolubility, we should keep in mind that ecumenism is not 4
matter of compromise among various Churches but one of mutual help
in coming to know God more deeply and serving Him more faithfully.
Nor should ecumenism be thought of as a one-way street.

In its effort to update, often painful and frustrating, the "
Church must listen to whgt God is saying.through modern :‘:xcio;gogt
in every branch of theoretical and practical kn?wledgo.‘ L 02'-;l-ix1 z(,)
however, is no naive as not to realize that God's voice, i’p(;; K q
us through history, is, to a degree, distorted by t:c wﬁiinof”ého%o
imperfection and fragmentariness of perception on the p:"_t S
through whom it speaks. In ou fefforts to uPdat?r_"’C ‘;“1-: R RGN
continually to separate the wheat from the chaff in T e abadTense

t and its science have to offer by our OBECIE
world, its developmen : P pible and proclaimed by
to the word of God communicated to us 1in the

the Church through the centuries.

MIONg thom
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