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by Honry Wansbrough osp

The basic gospel texts to be consideraed

are two, the controvoersy with
the Pharisees about divoroe and its sequel ,

Elven by both Yark ang Matthew,
and & saying which stems from Q, found in both

alsoc Paul's treatment of the subjeot in

"atthew and Luke. There is

Firat Corinthiana, byt this had
better be considered at a later stage than what at least purports to be a

saying of Jesus himself.

In the controversy between Josus and the Pharisess about diveree it ig
of basic importance to establish which of the tmo wvangaliste is price, It
is certainly generally accepted now that Mark is as a shole prior to
Matthew, but there alsc persists a achool of thought, of which the Domintean
Ecole biblique in Jerusalem is perheps the spearhead, which holds that this
sclution of the synoptic problem is too undifferentiated, that there is in
fact a very complicated network of interrelaticnships between the twe
gospels at different stages of their composition prior to their final form,
Nevertheless the argument of this paper will presuppore that, for this
pericopa at least, our present text of Mark ia the baaia of that of
htthaw.“} . Matthew's text is of course considerably more Jewish, but it
is illegitimate to infer from this that it is more prizitive, for Matihew
wrote in a far more Jewish milieu, and for Jewlsh-Christion readers,
whereas Mark was writing for an audience sprung from paganisn; one oay
therefore expect that Matthew will have been accommodated to o Jewleh

R . . i
situation. The importance of this question of priority lics, of soursa, 1n
-
i i P oariglinal
the consequent deecision, whether Mptthew's laxer ruling 18 Jeaus' origl
]

i of
saying or whether Matthew ig interpreting the more abaolute saying

Jesus given by Mark.

int of
t of the Ecole bihl.‘!.qua poin
{”Eu' w.E.Boismard, in his latest gtatenen E: I8 B i L
im -1:.,31:'933 with this Synopse des uatre Evan 1
view,
FP| }Gﬁ-}l:ﬁ.
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Vatthew' i
BF'E text differs fron Vark's a3 i fieantl -

Firstly Matthaw hae KaTi wfbm-u.’n::rruﬁf: the Phariesan
Permitted +o

i11 th[‘E" NEJPEGT-&+

g #sk whether p pap ia
Vo
reo his wife for any and every couse, whareas ip Mpps
ask wh ,
they ether a man ig permitted to diverce his wifs at all. Thy
- HY
&t least some divorce ig legitimata, ang

ask only what causes ara suffisient.

in Hatthew thﬂar assume that

The context of Fatthow's dialompuy
i
8 thus made the eontroversy between the twe rabbinie achools of

interpretation of the Law, Deut 24.1 allowed & man to Put away his

wife for an 'erwat dsbar (shamseful thing) and thiz was interproted by

the achool of Shammai as grave sexual misbehaviour, but by ¥h6 meer

otfilllel to includs such minor mstters as the wife burning the dinnor

or @ven the husband finding & women more attractive than his wife
(Strack-Billerbeck 1.312-2(), Yow although those two pasters lived
at the end of the pre-Christian era we cannot deduce that “atthoets
controversy reflects the atmosphere of Josus' dav; for one thing
Hillel and Shemsai lived 50 years earlier than Jemua, and Tor another
it is in the period of reconstruction of Judaism, whon the remsining
Pharisees after the Fall of Jerusalom were attempting to Dorpe

uni formity of prectice, that such controversies seem 1o daete, The

atmosphere of the passage thus fits well the date of the coaposition
of Matthew, the gquerter-gemtury after 70 huf‘? }

The second major change made by “atthew is in the erder. He
moves the appeal of the Pharisees to "'oses' prescription of giving
a writ of separation, and Jesus' retort to this, until after Jesus®

asgertion of the indissolubility of marrisge hy meana af eppeal to

the creation narretive. The effeet of this is twofold: firstly it

sharpens the animosity of the controversy: instead of the Prariscoa’

one atatement which in "ork provekes all Jesus' teaching on the

subjeet, in Matthew they shjeet to his absolutisz by introducing

' - 4 teaching. The
Mosea' ruling in opposition o Jesus ronesis-base

ffect iz more importent for interprotation of the controversy;

agacond &

it enables i‘atthew to show Jesus
an abuse which had been goncoded by

perfecting the Law, for he withdraes

Douteronimy -
the tolerance of

The Church and the Law of Mullity of Marrisge

(2) £,0.D.Kilpatrick in lhe AW
?EP{-']{ 1955} Appendix T, op-b3-6d. i
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This ia a typically Matthaons thems, whish
Sermon on the Mount eapacially,
makes it unlikely that Matthem®
any pharisaio school; this will

of sourse runa through the

but its izportange here is that i+
8 interpretation wily 9¢ simply that of

elearly be important for

the interprotation
of the exceptive clauses. Another indication

that Matthew'a teaching is

not that of any current Fharisaic achool is the shooked surpriss of the

disoiples when they axeclaim (19.10) that in
t0 marry at all.

that casp it ig batter net

Matthow's third editorial intervention fs the addition of the
notorious exceptive clawse, This brings us to the discussion of the
other saying of Jesus on diverce. Already in Mark the saying of 10,11,

Whoever puts awny his wifs apd marries another comnits adultory seninat
hor", is an addition to the previeous narretive, as is shown by the
typically Markan phrases of versecs 10-1la, phrases often used by Vark
when he adds a further saying to an existing narrative. Verious varaiona
of this saying are found in Mark and Matthew here, in the Sermon on the
Mount, end in Luke 16,18, The acat primitive forn nay well hove heen{ﬂ
"Whoever puts away his wife and merrics ancther commita adultery, and

he who marries a divorced woman compits adultery.” which iz most
faithfully preserved by Luke,

To this Mark makes two adjustmenta; bringing it into line with
pagan Roman usage. Firstly he adds that the man who pomarriee cemmits

adultery against his former vifo, whercoas in Jewish thought it was

possible to commit adultery only against a men. So decp-rooted Wi

tho idea that in some sense the wife belonged to her husband that she
hod no rights in the matter, and an unfaithful husband committod

adultery not agoninst his wife but ageinst the husbend (if any) of

the other woman with whem he slept, Fow, in this vorsien of the

l&'iﬂﬂ = o in d
'Hif EI"r.m d ﬂqm:l- I‘i@ltﬂ- gho cin & .1':"' a8t B1nn
5 ¥ & Lc] is i.E a8 1 t+ b 5]

-t [ b =)

' aibla
which envisages a wife divorcing ho¥ husband, & progeas pos
1 rJﬂ'Hiﬂh
For Mark, writing in nonm
- + not in Jowish, law.
in Remon, bu R e

rgLeg u j.ﬂ ‘lp A Res = !|| I:Il E t'::' |.|.d
[ 5 d

a8 legltizate oxtension of Jeaus' tencliing.

of Divorso {Leiden, 1969} pp-50-57

”}ﬂf- D.d.Shancr, A _[[rt_r_ip_t._ip._r:___‘n’i-::.
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B ve

reion of thg Baying it ia frcegonry
original text,
question raised is about remarriage,

When we turn 4g Hatthowr

firat of all to eatabliah the Th 1y 4
¢ only important

H. Erm.a]_{'”'

rrgute foreibly
that the present text of Yetthew 19,9, whign

envisages remarriage

efter diverce, is not original, T4 is unknown to the Fastern

Fathers i1l the mid-5th century and to the Latins bofors 356,
But in the firet half of the 4%h centurv, cither in Spain (Juvenous)

or Gaul (Hilary), under the influence of “ark, the prosent kg }ﬂf._.;ﬁr;
mﬂf replaced an ending similar to that of Hatthew 5.%2. The;.ﬁrmT he
argues, even if diverce for TI‘IIIE_'L-:'&I::I- (whose meaning is atil) to be
discussed) is permitted by Matthew, no gospel text allows

remarriage even in this case. This dccords with the dissipline

of the early Church, which forbade remarriege aftor diverco fop
Edultm':r.m} It should, however, be romembared that the enrly

Church forbade all second merriages {Hormas, Justin, hthenagores),

even after the death of one of the partnors, znd so would in Ty

case be inclined to interpret the text in this way. It i3, nevertheless,
far from obvicus that, if divorce is pormitted IT Togukia.
romarriage is atill forbiddon. 3o, even if Cronzel iz corrcot in

his reconstruction of the original text end kis reading of tho
patristic evidence of its interpretation, the general early

Christian dislike of remarriage (for symbolic ressons) is strong

enough to explain the prohibition of remarrisge after adultery -

this being the sensc in which they understood Wogvela. o cannot

without further examination assumc that Matthow meant to forbid
¥

remarriage after divorce in a case of mogve,

his book L'erlisc primitive foce au

and to my mind suceogafully,
“Le divores 'pour notlf

(5)This is argued by Cronzel in

divoree (1971). He e::pl:i.citlr:.ri =

entradicts his colleague J.MOLlREL, : 2

;‘imudiqite" (Rachorches de scicnces religicuscs 56 [lf.i?gﬂ;é&
PP 537—35#], diﬁ:mi.ng' gueecgsfully of the patrigtic evide

referred to and cited by Volngt.
TR 1 E,J"ﬂ
{'”"La texte patriotique de iatthieu v.32 ot X119 {3 19 (197 :

pp.98-119)
(4)



exegesin ias concerned, is of course Patthew*
hufmntrrhdﬂarﬁna the meaning of
out what Matthow might ba trying to do,

8 exceptive clauses. Byt

&
TOVER wo myat attompt to make

Here there are two contradictory factors to be considerad.
~ the one hand Yatthew alteras the order of the

O

controveray so that ha oan
show Jesus porfeoting the Law, OPPosing to the Pharisces' citation of
Yoses his owm "but I say to you". (me would therefore oxpect the

saying to be more absolute, more faithful to the will of God A5 W

in the croation, than the Mosaic dispensation. The same conclusion
follows from the shocked reaction of the diseiples. Purthermore, if

it is correct that the background to which Vatthew adapts his pericope

is the controversy betwecn the followers of Hillel and Shammai
respoctively, one would expect Jegus' solution to be atricter than

that of edther achool. Matthow would be making too much fuss if ho is
morely opting for one of two current intarpruutinnsrm] {n the cther
hand Matthew is obvicusly making some sort of concession or oxecption

to deal with a contemporary problem. Matthew is a gareful podagogue (one
might almost say a bit of a pedant), and is very much concerned to

bring Jesua' sweeping statements of principle dowm to tho hard tacks

of daily lifc. This is eapecially so in the Sermon on the Mount; he Fills
out the groat antithcoses betwoon the Old Law e#nd Jesus' teacning with
detailed instructions: leave your gift at the altar and go and be
roconciled with your brother; do not swear by heaven, nor by the

carth, nor by Jerusalem, nor by your own head. Elscvhers, ton, ho

gives detailed instructions about how to set about recomeilistion with

& brother, which are slmost certainly his om addition and cxpension 1o
the saying of Josus (18.15-17; the original seying, given slso by Luke

L

: iora's vardiet "It
tonos 1t 10 dittionts to sooos Bisho thgs “ometicres e,
g E Ll e )
o 1n orgor. %o adapt the Church's 1oy to that of the Jowish
wtt;ﬂ;m:uﬂthc Gospel was written" (in Merringe, Divorcs POR
o

Ghurch (SPCE 1771) p-87). (5)
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L Be¢ Ma
may tthew's modification g & reforencs to asome sontomporary

problem or as bringing dewn a swoeping pringipl
The diffioulty is

2 to careful detail,
to discern what the sltuation 1s to which

Matthow is applying this stying of Jesus, that im, what is tho

[
meaning of m;fmm Thora arc two main views to he eonsiderad,

clagsical and normal interpretation of Wdﬂ?ﬂh for centurios was

The

adultery. for this reason the Eastorn Churches penerally allow
divoerce and remarriage after adultery. Tishop Montefiore in the
Report of the Archbishop of Canterbury's Commission on the Christian
Doctrine of Iurriugn”} still accopts sexual immorality sz the most
probably mesning nrﬂ'n-gﬂrrilin theso verses: "some sexual indoconoy
or immorality (including of course adultory and premssrital formiontion)™.
This would be surprisingly end dangerously wide eonecssion, certainly
widcr than Shammai's. It does not, however, seom possible linguisti-
cally to narrow it down specifically to adultery. Tho correst and
exact tora for this is }mxﬂuﬂ}, and Tmf_,;’:r.::ﬁ. never clearly has
this meaning in the Bibla or in the intortestomontal Ilitoraturc
without further numumsgl; the most froguent overtoncs arc thesc
derived from the adultery of Isracl, whoring aftor other geds end
unfaithful to Yahweh.

In 1948 however J.Bongirvon' i) renemcd & suggestion medo by
Cornely in 1890, and others before him, that TTop/eigmesns en

incestuous marriage, or marriage within the acgrocs of consangwinity

forbidden by Jewish Law. It is not claimed that this is tho only

possible moaning nfmfﬂ&{n., but that this is the moaning which fits
best hore. Linguistically it is attractive, for it has this senso

(10); div dans lo 1.7, Somc indication of the noeloct this book has

suffec in England is provided by the fect that in Fovimbor 1972 1

found tho pages of the Bodlclen comy atill uncut.

i f rarriage in the I7: Law of
{g}ﬂwﬂiu“ s vt} lqgl%ﬁlﬂréii%'uﬁﬁﬁ', nnd privately alrculated],

in Cana & L
Id;ﬂiaiﬁﬁ;gri:dt;z svidenes given by A.Isekascon, Marpiege and hinid Cy
_E:;l ':;hla New Toapla {Lund, 1985}, po-13L=135.

1igts suggosta thal
(ke T.22; Pt 15.19;

s & clear
[B}Thﬂ prEEﬂHEE af hoth words in N.T. - J.-'J:'.l’-:l:'

digtinotion was nade botwoon them

IT]I}E.ﬂtq-, p]hﬁﬁ-"ﬂ?
(6
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in Practically the only New Tontamons,
ean be Ascertaineq (1 Cor 5.1)

fathar!
or'y wifg. 'I'hat.ﬂ'l;trl.?tif:t ™8 the subjeot oe 4

Ome apacial SERGEry
in Muﬂ-ﬂhﬂltlﬂn eircles

such as thoge in whigh Vatthew wag wEitten

29, in whioh it is forbidaen to Thristian
converts from paganiss in the letter frog Jerusslem, 1

is clear frep Aots 15

is unlikely
to mean 8imply mexunl immorality here, sipes this woul

saying, and because the other profibitions touen matd
Wiz partioular legislation in Judaiam,

i g6 witheygt
8rs where thers

Thua'.n'ﬂf.ﬂe{::t ¢ould well meap
in Acts 15 marriage within the Jemish forbidden degreas. The

probability ia strengthened by the fact that the eulinary resteictions
which are mentioned just hafara'rm@.h’d_ in Acts are prosoribed in
Leviticus 17 immediately before the promulgstion of the forbidden
degrees in Levitious 18. There would thus be retacn for Uatthew ta
inglude this provieion, concerned 85 he is with Judaeo-"hristian
communities, where the other synoptics ses no necessity to de so. The
mrdﬂt}fm';l, of which "progtitution” is the Feneril aenae mag uzed to
convey this bacause in conteaporary Judaism illegitivate and fnvalid
marriages were referred to by the Hebrew word Zenut tﬁ.r_]ﬁ] which also
has this general sense. It would be unwise to build too much an the
exact ure of prepositions in detthow's awlward Greek:; but i is
perhaps worth mentioning 'I.'.hrtp}" & wf:f'ueia doce wot well expross
& cause which is an action such as adultery, but expresses guite naturally
4 state. Oimilarly in 5.32 {mcfu.-:‘rﬁs }c:yau 'r:z@.r‘nﬁ; J.g’,-;um:,:ts for M7
and it translates "apart from the case of ipuba”.
It haa been objected to this solution for the 'atihew passages
that such marriages were in any case null and void, so that no further
legislation would have been necessary, and that "it is not credible thet
such incestucus unions were sul fieiently common to marrant a special

op.cit.p.85}. They mere,
axceptive olause about them" (Wenteficre, op.o

) Jevisgh marld:
howaver, pretty frequent in the conterporary non-Jewds
: : ¥ le to miece
H.Baltangmas 1rf11) cites several cases in Hura-Uropos hipmr10
« A i oo ¥ Rkt
to sister in 32733 A.0L) ond Feypt; the lette
i
e It is not true that

f Aots 15
and even broth

ut then.
ghowa that Judseo-Christians wors fuszed abou

(1l)psq mme im HT (1967) (1)
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shey were in any case null
and void, for in PREnniem they had beon

genuine « Th
anough at was to be done mbous then certainly negded

legialat
gl ion, for it ig in any case not clear what shoulg be done in

situ i
&tions like this, and especially in this case difficulty ia

[
aused from the legislation of similar cases in Judaisp- for converts

to
Judaism marriage within the forbidden degraes was pormitted becsuss

by conversion the new Proselyte was deemed to be like B new-born ochild

and therefore to be sundered from his old kith and kin,

Sush =arri ag
(12) st

werea therefore valid for converts to Judaism, and if therg was any
different legislation for converts to Christianity, this would need to

be stated. Matthew's exceptive clauses do not in thenselves answor the
question whether they must be gissolved {pace Taltenswciler, who thinks
that they do prescribe that they must be dis ztn:-].':e:ﬂll:l‘?';J ¥, but only
excepts them from the general prohibition of divoroe.

It will be scen, therefore, that Matthew 19.9 and 5.37 are not to
be construed as taking up a position within the Hillel-Sharmai debate,
in spite of the attractiveness of this 3itz im Leben. At most this
debate is alluded to by the initial KATA THATWY @iTia'; but the anseer to

their debate is already piven in Jesusz' reply before the additicnal

logion of verse 9-“4}

A “urther exccption to the general probibition of divorse cozos in
1 .Corinthians T.12-16. Feul is dealing with the question of a
Christian - presumably a convert - with a pagan partner. He has

just (verse 10) reiterated the Lord's probibition of diverca,

(14) rpretation of Tl?.‘gﬁf.ﬁ'hmaq.r be relegated to o footnote.
3.&;&?“;:&!59 at divoree dans 1°Evengile (Fruges, 1959) scught

erpr y thus
as geparatic a mcnsa ot tJ:cnrn, ; ‘
-F’ptn‘a;::ib:l,n:tﬂmﬂy what the traditionsl Homan Aatholic practics sllows

erp i geptm oo ARONE

Tut Dupont's int retation has mrnd virtuslly no 8¢

scholars, the principle objection heing that sepsratic & mendd et thore
L] —

was totally unknowr in the Jewish world (ef. roviaw by H.-B.Boisoard in
Revue biblique 67 (1960) pp.463-464)

(1}}2Eﬂiti' ‘pp-gﬁ-lﬂl
i 1%, PBibel u. Liturgic
uzj.l.ﬂ.ﬂauer, "pie matthidsche Fhescheidungsklausel™, Z105 g
38 (1964/5), pp.101-106. -




(15) ¢, 2,L.Thomps

7

and now
Proceods to give hiw Swn anthoritotive (*For T think that T o
L]

have the ! i
Spirit of wod", verse 40) ruling in this Particulsr cpge, &

4L F]
ancourages the Christien partnor by the thought that the
is sanctificd through the unien,

FAERAN partnor

and by the hope that the Pagen will bo

saved through it. Dut thers 4g nothing to ve done if the pagan is ot

willing to stay: "if he wants to be separated lot hip be separataod,

for the brother or sister im not held bound in such Qa8¢a;: the Lapd

célled us in peace." The initistive for the aoparation comos from the

pagan: 1t ia simply that the Christisn is not bound to follow and
chase aftor the departing spouse. The expression ﬂebmj?tmrm

does not in iteelf make clear that the Christisn is frec to remarey,
meaning as it does "is not enslaved"; but here we arc Lelped by the
context: this instruction is put in sharp contrast to the general
prohibition of separation, in which comcs the parenthesis "but if ahe
dee 5 soparate let hor romain unsarvied or bo receneiled to hop
husband"; olearly at least a repliduary link remaing, But in the
treatment of the mixed marriage there are two mejor difforcmecs:
firstly Paul retracts his strong prohibition of gephration, whoso
airongth was the reason tor the prohibition of reparriage, and
gecondly he des not repeat the prohibition of romarriage or the
exhor tation to be reconciled; it locks as thomgh he gives this up as
a bad Jjobs Therefore it does sem that the normal opinion of
commentators, that remarrisge is implied o boe logitimate, may be
accapted.

Can one go further? Paul gives as & reason "the Lord ealled us in
peace", end peace is certainly s pregnant term in the ¢arly Church,
denoting the eschatological pesce broight by Christ, the fulfilment of
long-standing hopas. There could perhaps be an argusent that this
pence, 8 "highor Christian valua"um, might be used as a reasen for
divorce in other cases too, whers there ias strife between the two
parties. Mut this is certainly not Paul's application of tho principls,

at least so far as concorns remarriage after diwarce.

i f Ecunenical
on, "A Cathelic View on Diver ee", Journal o

Studies 6 (1969) pp.53-67. )
9



Both the txooptions in the New Tostamont to Jonug

prohibltion
of diverce concern, then,

oapas where converaion o Christianity hag

ogourred. In the nen-pluralistie socioty of thoe tips thore woro

naturally a fow andg to bo tidied Up in cases liks thego, Fut there daos

not seem to be any way of analogy by which thaso cxseptions can by
axtonded, any principle in theso eascs which would apoly te other
oasos within the Christian Chureh to lagitimise divorec mnd remarringe
for the many roasons for which some Christian bodics do allow it &g
cvon for adultery. A numbep of attempta hava, however, boon sade to
show that Jesus' saying is not to be taken as & 1aw to be followed,
Several of those ave listed by Asbrozit!®)ing, o el -t

gcneral conscnsus ameng exegetes today in regard to the Sermon onthe
Hount. Matthow did not intend it to be o guido for choeem souls within
the community, neither did he sec it as an inposaible ideal dosignod te
bring us to a recognition of our invineible sinfulnese, ner did ho
intend to use it as a means of inculoating proper sttitudes, mer arc
the rulee contaimed in it moant to be valid merely for the short pericd
of intense cxpectation of the return of tho Lord, nor is it a collcotion
of examplos desigmod merely to stross the necosaity o radical
cbedience to God's inhorenily intelligible will." Some rocont
attempts to remove the legisiative foree of Josus' words aro worth

more detailed attention.

Appoel is mado to the context of Josua' saying in tho =ix
gorrections of the Old Law in the Sermon on tho Mount: “the othor
sayinma in the passage are not gonerally understood to be taken
literally. "If thy right eye offend thee pluck it ocut' (Matt.5.23)
is not to bo literally obeyed. Similarly, 'Swaar not at all’
(1@$t.5.34) has not been taken by tho Church down the sges 6 & veto
on all oaths. "Resist mot evil' (Ma$t.5.39) has not boen generally
understood to mean that all Christians mst always bo pacifista; and
similarly 'Give to him that asketh thes' (Matt.5.42) has not beon
akon aa an sbaolute comnand to Christians to give amay whatover is
askod rogardless of thoir own commitments snd rosponsidilitios.

i lakah"
Matt.5.32 45 the only saying in this wiole passage that is takon 52 WALOR
L L ]

6)gp.0tt.p.9. it




{19)

(18)

ﬂ”ﬂ.i‘ﬂ.ndlﬁnﬂﬂ, The Jewish Roligion

[
thtaﬂnm, SP.cit,, pp.93-54). ¥ the torm halakap

Halaksh (derived from the word fop "walk | tgem oo =eaning “th
a

way", "eustom", "rule") is the excgesis which drawg naximg ang

Mules for behaviour from soripture, wheroag haggadah (from the word

"narrate", so "narration") is more edifying stories; i "eontains
history, fable, allegory, meditations, prayera, reflections,
philosophical and religious discussions, and a large wumber of moral
uu,:.ringa“{lﬂ. Montefiore quotes Shergan R..Tnhnum{lﬂ}, that Jeaug!
teaching is "prodominantly hagradicn, But it is hard to see in what way
Jesus' statement on divorce could be hagzadah, sines it is couched
diractly in torms of g rule; =0 alse, for that matter, is Payl'a,
It iz not that halakah s binding whercas hagemdah iz perely hortatory;
by making the distinction one iz only deciding on a literary form,
almost like deciding betwsen statemont and compand, fop hageadah tonds
to be answers to questions such as "Whence Aots one deduce that God
will vivify the dead?" or "Why was Sile dast.rnyed?"{lw, drawm with
more er less fantasy from variocus seriptural passages, It secms obvious
that, whether tney are to be obeyed or not, Jesus' words arc in the form
of commands. The apmel to technical Jewish terms is simply
mystifination,

Another attempt to whittle away the foree of the prohibitim is
the claim that Jesus is giving radical norms, prophetic promounce-
ments which arc not to be taken as lawe, Cherles Curran siggosts

that the intricate Catholic legalistic system cbscures these radiesl

a8 useful littie collection of haggadoth may be found in J.Bonsirven,

Exépese rabbinique et exfgése paulinienme (Paris, 1938) pp.62-68.
in one of the Tivo Fssays on Yarriage (Louisville, 1946}, written at

the request of the Joint Commission on Holy Matrimony of the
Protestant Episcopal Church of the U.S.A., p.36 £f.

{London, 1891}, p.138; ef. H.Danby
The Mishnah Oxford 1933 pp.793-794.

(11}
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[
norma, whish ara pot Rlways attainublg:

i 1o Chelntian san avar by
content to take 1ifa,

but it may sometimen B AGCEIBArY. The fdgal

nevarthelogs remaine boecwusg of tho radionl derands of the

kingdom:
it

"involvos & eroative tension betwom theg Prescnt ny

final atages
of the reipm of '-'i-ml“{m].

Sehnackunburg 8frees that "many of .
demands made by the Scrmon on the Mount nood intorpreting nnd

deliniting”, though clsewhere he 18 content to "lat the words af
Jesus atend in all theip soverity and TUEEEEHEEE“H}‘E Dthere srguc
that to troat Josus' Prorsuncencnt as a hard and fast lag is to

oreato & now Fharisaism, Frecisely what Jesus wished +o aboliah,

it is a nistake to be mizled into Treating all the correetliong

of the Old Law in the Scrmen on the Yount as being on the seme level,
Fractically all thay heve in commott 18 tha* thoy met out +o pierfoak
the Old Law, The first two (on anger towards & brother and adultery

in the heart) arc to shov that an attitude is am inportant as e
action about which the 01d Law legislated. The fourth 45 a

prophotic utterance abowt truthfulness, in whieh the aetual prohibition
of swotring is obviously loss inpartent than the positive teaching that
firm statemcnt should suffice. The last two {prebibition of vongoanse
and neighbourly love extending to g1 men) are abeut linitless
generosity - something about mhich it ia impossiblo of ite mature to
legislate. Into this company fits somewhat strangely the cencellation
of provisien for diverce, in which sll the terms are procise legal
tm.iﬂahﬁﬂﬂr@m‘h -.w{,);&d"u.?- Both the matter snd the termivology
are quite different to those of the other five purfectingof the 014
Law, bot we cannot blame Matthew for that; =11 he et cut to do, snd
all he tells us that he is doing, is collect instances where Jesus
porfects the Law: he did not promise that Jesus would be perfocting

it in the same way. Thus the apmal to the context of the Scrzon on
the Mount falls to the ground.

Doubtless there are ethical demands of Jeaus which are

(22}
exeggerated and were not meant to be teken literally. Shaner

(22)op.0it. in note 3, pp.84-85
Mot o ng B2 88,
m”ﬂ.ﬂnhnnnkmhwm Moral Tonching of tho NT {Londen 19641, pp.8e,

Yovenber 1967
{Eﬂ]“‘ma Ethical Tenshing of Jesus", Cormonmesl, -248h Sovenber 3

(12}
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Rt Just ag th‘..‘j" ara
said; of none of them weuld

I 1ike to stana before the judgonont Auat
and gay Jesus could never h&ve meant it - unlgag it bo the lagt =q¢
any ont comes to me and does not hate his omm fathor and eether ote,..
he cannot be my digeiple™; but this wag alrendy tas atrong for

Hatthew, who writas "he who loves father or mother oore than me,, ™

(Luke 14.26 and Mt 10.37). Other such statemonts of Josue which are

hard to take literally are "it iz casier for a camel to pess through

the eye of a needle than for a rich man to entor the kingden of
heaven" (' 19.24), and the notorious "if your right eye is & cause
of yourfalling, tear 1% out and cast it amay" (It 5.29). Tut with
all these others it iz possible to sew whet they mean; they hawe
ancther non-literal meaning expressed in them with vigour, Matthew
interprets the saying about hating cne's femily for love of Christ:

in the case of the saying about seandal one can interprot Josua'

word ag meaning "it is morth plucking out your cye 4o aveid giving
scandal”. Xut in the case of the saying on diwvorce, csposially

with its preoocise legel terms, there is no way of interpreting it

into & less wnoompronieirg meanirg. All one oan say is that Jesus
forgot to mention the exceptions. Put i he mosnt soog uncoEpromiszing
statements, which sre elweys understood as withou! esccphions, way
not this one? It is in the same form as "If you do net forgive

other men, your father will not forgive your tremsgressinas’ (Mt 6.13).

Ona other avemue of exegesis has beon attenptod which is Jjuat

worth mentioning, although I do not think that it is suocesslul.

In the dispute with the Pharisces, Jeaus' anawer is baged on the

II'_ ‘E. t
dictum "What God has joined togethor lot po nan put asunder 1

what if the bond haa already been broken? "If the notion of an

i ad 1t 13
alliance is the best model for understanding marrioge, and

diticna
that comos up direetly in Mal & 14, then perhaps the condi
one

1 : ill ]
shich break allisnces may alsc portein in the case o marricge

ue to axist in jtaclf, as joine

i
iprevocably separated?

d by Ged, éven whon

Doea that contin i -

the partners invelvod aro now

L] 1 Hi.'-l- --h B 1
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4n occasional hing in the early fathors (Origon

.T‘hq.'nd‘,,jn.t '.:-r E,:,rr]

thet adultery dogg dissolve the Birriaps 'huml'[w*] It oight B
5 = O arped

on such & basis that onee this has occeurred theps i3 no longer aryth

which God has Joined togethor for man to put asumder. Tyt avEn t.hua:g
fathors who do suggeat that the bend is dissolved by Bdultory do pes
conclude that ewgn the injured party is free te CemArTy.
In terms, then, of strict excgesis there seome to ba no my of
detracting from the foree of the gospel prohibiticns of divorag, o

cannot say that Matthew and Paul lead +he Wy to allowing sose
exeoptions, for their limitations of the abzolute forse apply only in
cages where there has boen n conversion to Christisnity lemving loase
ends to be tidied up, either a case of marrisge within the farbidden
degrees or & pagan spouse unwilling to continue fn wodlosk, W

ocannot appesl to the context of one of the peodiges mmong othor anylegs
which are essentially unfit for legislation, becnusc this i not the
characteristic which led Matthew to place it among them., We cannot
claim that it is apong those proncuncecents of Jesus whosc vigorous,
prophctic terms and imaged longutgs convey at face value o atriking
ideal which needs to be tramnslated intc leesa extreme terzs. [t Sedm
1o me thet there remains only one way to asecmmgdate tho copnnnds of
the Lord to this agonising pastorsl problem of resmerriage sfier divorce.
There are cortain instructions in the Now Testament which we disrcgard
without qualms or mecept to be inapplicable becavae of changed
ciroumstances. Paul's statemonts on women and sloves spriag to cind
innodiately, One sight mdd Jesus' instructions to missicnerics to g0
out without staff, purse, eto; we nay disragord the detalls of this
partly becsuse the instructions prosuppose an stmcsphera Fhere e

eschetological cotaclysn was congidored to be wery close, and partly

. ; t
begause it is ne longer the custos, oF it 4han wae, of itineran

proachers of other tonets. It seems to me just possible to see the

corner o an argument of this type for the jmpernancnt nature of

i ¢ coptenporary soeictyi the
perriage in the mich groater mobility ol o po

“ﬂlld i'E ne l-l:l gGI' a0 t ll g Ij iix 'd- 4] i et B ‘lﬂ".l r Eh-ﬂ-rlﬂa 'ﬂb F.ﬂi
n gta .1 ¥ i 18] t a3 r{ L5 .1

fooe au divores [1971)
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home with nuch groeater emas and mich morog radieally then in previous
cunturivs., Yot it would be herd to find a world moro mobile than that

of the Roman enpira, or a situstion whore change end flux wore more

the normal stuff of daily lifc. Change of partners in nRrriapc was

ona of the featurcs of that world, both within and without Judniam,

and it was aganinat this that Jesus Firmly sat his faco, to the disoay
of his diaeiples.

Ampleforth Abbey,
York.
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