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[. Introdu ction

Sincethe home is basic to society and marriage is basic to the home, it is clea that the acceted view
of marriage dfeds the well-being d society as a whole. Where marriage is basicdly unstable, the whole
structure of society must of necessty be to some extent unstable. It is commonly though that marriage is
merely a matter of socia convenience and the proper ordering d society. It has therefore tended to be
acceted that, since marriage is entered by mutual agreement acording to the laws of the state, it shoud
also be broken quite simply by mutual agreement within the regulating principles of the state.

This loose mncept of marriage is no nowelty, but may be paral eled, not only throughou the world,
but acossthe centuries. However, the Christian teading concerning marriage & a divine ordinance and nd
merely asocial convenienceto be regulated by the state has go0odin marked contrast to this common view.
Y et within Christian teading there have been areas where the isaies have not been clea-cut. Thus, while it
has been guite dea that marriage is to be seen as in principle indisoluble, it has nat been clea whether
“indisoluble’ shoud be taken as meaning “canna be dissolved” or “ough nat to be dissolved”, whether the
marriage bond may in fact be considered to have been broken in certain circumstances.

Obvioudly, the teading d our Lord and d the New Testament as a whole on this aubjed is of
considerable importance The pattern here must follow that which motivated ou Lord's teading onthis
subjed — viz. divorceis only seen in terms of the true nature of marriage. Only in this way can the ideaof
divorce be seen in perspective.

2. Marriage as a Divine Ordinance

Key to the New Testament teading o marriage is the ancept of marriage & a divine ordinance, and
therefore not merely a matter of social convenience or state law. The essence of marriage wmes from
credion itself, and the Christian teading onmarriage is not a matter of a high ethicd ided for Christians
but sets forth the very basis of marriage itsdlf. If marriage itsdlf is in fad a divine ordinance then true
principles of its hature must have universal validity.

Thus, when Jesus was questioned onthe subjed of divorce by the Pharisees, he immediately referred
the matter to the principles invalved in credion itself. The permissve legisation o divorce was nat
something which was “from the beginning’. Alluding to the dedaration d Gen. 2.24, which enurciates
uncondtionaly the nature of the marriage relationship, he gives as the mnclusion d the matter, “What
therefore God hes joined together, let no man separate” (Mt.19.3-8; Mk10.2-9). P. Bonrard has pertinently
commented, “It is not the aitiquity of the institution o marriage to which Jesus cdls attention, but the
priority, in right as well asin fad, of the aedive design d God’. That they can and ough to become thus
bound together in marriage is ‘day the will of the creator inscribed in their physical differefices

That marriage isto be seen as a divine ordinanceleals to another fador, the sanctity of marriage. This
isimplicit in the first credion rarrative — “And God Hessd them, and God said to them, ‘Be fruitful and
multiply... " (Gen.1.28). It is dso implicit in ou Lord's teahing onthe indislubility of the marriage
bond and in Paul’'s teading which likens the marriage bond to that between Christ and the Church
(Eph.5.31-32). However, there ae two sedions of teading which demand consideration in this connedion —
Christ’s teaching on eunuchs (Mt.19.10-12) and Paul’'s teaching in | Cor. 7.

The strict teading o Jesus on the subjed of marriage evoked from his disciples the comment that “it
is better not to marry” (Mt.19.10). Jesus' reply did na endarse this comment. He eaumerated three dasses
of people who are @ntinent and therefore cdibate — those born impatent, thase made impotent by men and
those who for the sake of the kingdam have diosen na to marry. It is those who have thus exercised their
freedom of will to whom it is given to accept this. But it is by homeans regarded that all would thus become
eunuchs for the sake of the Kingdam, nor that thase ‘to whom it is given’ have recaved some superior
vocdion, There is no suggestion that marriage is a seondrate expedient for those who canna attain to the
highest virtue of cdibacy. Theteading ony deds with speda instances in which the needs of the Kingdam
would have to take precedence over the desire for marriage.

' L’Evangile selon Saint MatthiefDelachaux & Niestlé, Neuchatel, 196B8)oc.
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The teading d Paul in 1 Cor. 7 has aso been taken by some to indicae that cdibagy is to be
commended and that marriage is basicdly for the we&k. “Good’ («dlov) in v.1 does nat refer to mora
goodressin the sense of what is commanded by the law of God (thisis expresdy clea in v.26), but to what
is commendable under the drcumstances. These drcumstances are the imminence of the End, in view of
which Paul had no interest in the cntinuance of the race’ as is clea in w.23-31. However, other
circumstances also pertained in Corinth — natably the temptations to urchastity were particularly strongand
had alrealy recaved comment from the Apostle (6.12-20). In ch.7, he a&knowledges that what he wnsiders
laudable in view of the imminent End is not expedient as a genera rule, espedally in Corinth. Because of
temptations to immorality (v.2), the statement of v.1 canna be taken as an absolute, universaly valid rule,
but is to be seen in terms of a gift of God (ydotoua — v.7). Again, in v.8, Paul canna make his xdlor a
universa principle, for if not to marry involves one in consuming passons then it is better (kpei7Tror) to
marry (v.9).

The question returally arises whether Paul’s view of marriage is not rather low, sedng its only
purpose in preventing immorality. However, Paul is not here spe&king d the purpose of marriage, but is
rather deding with the exigencies of a pradicd situation. Robertson and Plummer have the useful comment
on v.2, “The Apastle is nat discussng the charaderistics of the ided married life; he is answering guestions
put to him by Christians who hed to live in such a dty as Corinth. In a society so full of temptations, he
advises marriage, not as the lesser of two evils, but as a necessary safeguard against evil.”* The teading o
v. 3ff makes it clea that the view of marriage here is nat as low as is ometimes suppased. These verses
make it clea that those who are married have aduty na to withhdd conjugal rights’ from one another,
Indedd, continence might be maintained for the spedfic purpose of devoting themselves to prayer, but this
was to be but “for a season” (v.5). Prolonged asceticism may in fad give Satan oppatunity to lead ore or
other into sin.” While he spess very much in terms of a particular situation, the marriage relationship
involves a“debt” (dgetdijy — v.3) concerning which the husband and wife ae nat to defraud (dmoorepei e)
one ancther (v.5). It can hardly be said that he does nat seein the marriage relationship something which is
goodinitsdf, andit is noteworthy that in Ephesians, when the feding d the neanessof the End was nat so
strong, the teaching on marriage takes a much more positive line (5.22ff).

Thus, these two sedions of teadhing do no remove the @mnclusion that marriage is not merely the
lessr of two evils, but that, having keen ingtituted in the goodress of the Credor, it is itself good and
saaed. It isin fad the very saaednessof the bondwhich makes its perversion so reprehensible. On the other
hand, these sedions have enphasised that even the matter of marriage is to be subservient to the Kingdam,
naot that the married must live & ascetics, but that some few may be cdled in the purpose of God to remain
unmarried and be given the grace to do so.

3. “One Flesh”

Fundamental to the New Testament concept of marriage is the teading that in marriage the man and
wife ae “joined together” by God so as to constitute “one flesh”. This is quite dea in Mt. 19.4-6 (= Mk
10.7-9). It is the basis of a very serious warning against being joined to a harlot (1 Cor. 6.16) and d an
illustration o the reationship between Christ and the Church (Eph. 5.29-32). However, it is of grea
importance that the significance of the conctmhe flesh, be clearly understood.

? J. Moffatt, The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians (Hodder & Stougrton, London 1938 onch.7; A. Robertson
and A. Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First Epistle of S Paul to the Corinthians (T. & T.
Clark, Edinburgh, 2ed 1914), on 7.2.

*ibid., loc.cit.

“In v. 3, the reading 77jv épecdijr is undoultedly the right one. It is clea that the “debt” referred to is the cnjugal
duty of husband and wife (RSV —“conjugal rights’). The reading o the Textus Receptus, 77jr ddetrouévny edvorar,
was perhaps a euphemism for the same thing.

°* The dause, {va uij wewpd(y ... ducr could be taken with the exceptive dause rather than with that which
immediately preceadesit. In this case the meaning would be that, while normal marital relations are to be maintained,
constant and umrelieved inddgence may have a debilitating effed on the spiritual life and hence provide an
oppatunity for temptation to ain. However, since it is incontinence outside the marital bondthat is gnful, the other
interpretation seems the more likely.

° Cf. C.L. Mitton, The Epistle to the Ephesia(®.U.P., Oxford, 1951), p.22.
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Thus, J.C. Fenton hes interpreted “one flesh” as meaning “as closely related as the members of one
family, or as the limbs of one body’.” F.V. Filson, however, sees the phrase & painting to “a new creaion
that has its life only in their union”.® E.P. Gould considers that the union is the physicd one to which the
sexual relation pants to and involves a “structural unity” between the two persons.’ C.L. Mitton asserts that
the sexua powers beame the strong bond nding man and wife together in a lasting urion in which a new
entity, anew kind o personality has come into being.”® C.E.B. Cranfield queries whether the referenceis to
one persondity or to ore kindred.™ D.E. Nineham favours the latter."”” Whil e there ae anumber of variations
and combinations, the basic question is that raised by C.E.B. Cranfield.

In the passages noted above in Matthew and Mark, the nature of the marriage relationship is e to
be inherent in creaion itself. In Matthew, @7~ dopyijs is to be taken with éroinoer ( 19.4),” and thus
correds the more difficult expresson o Mark (¢m6 6¢ dpxis kpioews —10.6)."* The meaning, however, is
similar — the permanent bond which is marriage originates in the will of the Creaor and is st out in the
physicd differences between the sexes from the beginning (Gn. 1.27; 5.2). Both ac@urts then proceed to
quae from Gn. 2.24. This latter in context seems to refer to the aedion d the woman from the man’'s rib
(v. 23). Nevertheless the force of évexa TovTov isto refer the teating onmarriage bad to credion itself.
This point is nat lesened by sedng the relation through a different angle. The pertinence of our Lord's
teading lies nat in the origin of the woman — this might tend to emphasise awoman’s datus as inferior —
but rather in the creative design of God.

Becauise in bah acourts the quaation from Gn. 2.24 is thus st in relation to the aeaive design o
God, the aoncept of “one flesh” would seam to involve much more than a new family relationship. It is true
that eady marriage does in fad invalve the latter, but the significance is nat simply that husband and wife
belongto the one family — it is rather that, leaving the family of father and mother, they together form the
basis of anew family. Thus, they are described as having keen “yoked together” (curelevter) by God (Mt.
19.6; Mk 10.9). The verb used here refers to a working team rather than to a unit of credion, as its usual
tranglation might be taken to imply, athoughfunctionally this team may well be regarded as in fad “a unit
of credion’, being the means to the mntinuance of the race However, in attempting to understand corredly
the import of New Testament teating caution needs to be exercised with such terms as “new creaion” and
“structural unity” as used above. That the physicd relationship is important in the union is beyond doulb,
but the new credion and the structural unity need na thereby be seen solely or basicdly in physicd terms.
From an externa point of view, indeed, there is the yoking together, the aedion d a new family unit and
the physicd union d two persons as, one might say, a aedive organism. But these aspeds do nd give the
full significance of‘one flesh.

The marriage bond is e to be a ontinuows one, though the physicd sexual relations are
intermittent. The aorist (curelevter) seamsto imply that a definitive ad of God hes taken place The yoking
together is no mere matter of convenience a divine sanction for a time. What God hes yoked together, no
person is to separate. The question whether this implies that persons can and do separate or whether no
matter what happens in human sinfulnessthe bondremains must be wnsidered later with resped to dvorce
The point here is that something degoer than a physicd relationship is involved. There is a union d
persondity, thoughthis is best seen in a complementary sense. This may give alded significance to the
referenceto Gn. 1.27; 5.2, for the aeaion d “mae axd femae’ does not merely pant to the difference
between the sexes but more natably to their complementariness their need ore of the other. This is more
than a physicd nead requiring sexual completion, for more than the latter is involved. Having keen creaed
complementary, man and wife together form a “super-persondity”, in which there is a blending d their
individual persondliti es, the latter not thereby being subardinated or negated but finding in the union their
true identity. The omisson o «kai mpoorkolnbijoeTar mpds Tijv yvvaika avrov from Mk 10.7 by, B and

"The Gospel of St. MatthefRenguin, Harmondsworth, 1963), on 19.5.

® A Commentary on the Gospel according to St. Matif#ev& C. Black, London,

1960), on 19.3-9.

° The Gospel According to St. Mafk.& T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1896), on 10.8.

' The Gospel According to St. MafEpworth, London, 1957), on 10.5.

" The Gospel According to St. Ma(®.U.P., Cambridge, 1963), on 10.8.

2 Saint Mark(Penguin, Middlesex, 1963), on 10.7. 7.

¥ cf. A.H. McNeile, The Gospel According to St. Matth@wWacmillan, London, 1915), on 19.4.
* cf. P. Bonnardop. cit, on Mt. 19.4-5.
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Syr*" does not seem to have any particular significance The avkwardness thus given to the sense justifies
the cnclusion that it was perhaps omitted by inadvertence™ The verbs koAldw (as Mt.) and mpookoddw (as
Mk and LXX) bath refer to a dose bond whether the passve is to be understood reflexively here or nat.
Thus, RSV renders “and be joined to his wife’, avoiding the suggestion that the bondis only an emotional
tie.

It is important to consider when man and wife ae @nstituted “one flesh” — whether in the marriage
contrad, however conceived, or in the physicd consummation, or in conception. It is clea that while the
union is nat merely physicd its groundin a physicd relaionship canna be denied. It may indeed be the
importance of this relationship which undergirds the term “one flesh”. It is driking to nde Paul’ steadingin
1 Cor. 6.15ff on this point.

Physicd intercourse outside the legal bond d marriage is e to crede the “one flesh” reationship,
constituting man and woman ore owua, one organism (cf. Eph. 5.28-31). Outside marriage, however, this
involves a man in sin against his own body (v.I8). This is becaise the reationship is entered with no
intention that it shoud be exclusive and for life — this is inherent in the nature of the cae. This, inded, is
why the external regulations of a marriage @ntrad are naot irrelevant to the discusgon. While the marriage
contrad may nat constitute the “one flesh” relationship, it neverthelessinitiates and safeguards it, invalving
a solemn covenant between man and woman that they will i n fad enter this relationship exclusively and for
life. Thisisto some etent true of marriage within dfferent cultural settings, thoughthe exclusivenessand
permanence of the relation may be widely divergent from the Christian teading. In Paul’s teading the
relation o conception and the procredive purpaose of marriage does not enter into the question. The union
takes place irrespedive of whether the physicd reationship has produced children who would then
symbdliseitsredity as“oneflesh”. Our Lord’s teading daes not spedficdly touch onthis question, though
it is clear that the union transcends the legal and social regulations since it cannot be dissolved by the latte

Some nate has aready been taken of Paul’s understanding o “one flesh” as “one body’. While it is
evident in 1 Cor. 6.15ff, it is developed more dealy in Eph. 5.28ff. As “one body’, husband and wife ae
complementary and fulfil one ancther’s neads. Thus, as eat person hes astronginstinct to preserve, care for
and nouish his own body so naw thisis to be the pradicd expresson d his love towards his wife. The
teading o Paul concerning the differing roles of man and woman in marriage has smetimes been passed
by asif he taught that women are to have an inferior status. The difference however, is one of role rather
than status. Paul had written that “... there is neither male nor female; for you are dl one in Christ Jesus’
(Gdl. 3.38), but this gatement of women's equality with men in Christ Jesus is not to be taken as meaning
that there ae no dfferences of role within marriage. “The body’ implies that these roles are complementary
and hence necessary to ead ather. While a&knowledging some caes to be @ntrary, it would be true to say
that the psychdogicd diff erences betwean men and women seam to fit them for the roles that Paul sets out.
The husband is the head to whom the wifeisto be subjed in everything; the husband, for his part, is obliged
to nouish and cherish his wife. The husband' s positionis nat to be seen primarily in terms of authority, but
rather of resporsibility. Whil e the wife isto be subjed ér mart, the authority of the husband is aubjed to
the obedience he owes to Christ and is to correspondto the relation o Christ and the Church.” There is no
question d domination bu rather of the cmplete harmony o mutual love between those who are “one
flesh”. “It is the function d the head to plan the safety of the body, to seaure it from danger and to provide
for its welfaré."” Paul states marital responsibilities similarly in Col. 3.18¢fdT(t. 2.5; | Pet. 3.1).

However, this datement of the marriage relationship seamed to raise problems with resped to the
marriage of believers and untelievers. To what extent could the dose bond d “one flesh” exist between
those who dd na have aommon faith in Christ? To this it must be axswered that the purely physicd bond
can exigt, asin fad in relations with a harlot (1 Cor. 6.16), and keyondthis the union onthe persond level
can take place but there can hardly be the deeper spiritual union. For this reason, believers are nat to be
“mismated with untelievers’ (2 Cor. 6. 14, RSV). This expresdon (étepolvyoivtes) may na, it is true,
refer exclusively to the yoke of marriage,” but it would seem to have cnsiderable reference to the latter.

* V. Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mafiacmillan, London, 1952), on 10.6-9.

'® Cf. T.K. Abbadt, A Critical and Exegetical Comnentary on the Epistles to the Ephesians and to the Colossans (T.
& T. Clark, Edinburgh, 1897), on Eph. 5.24; E.F. Scott, The Epistles of Paul to the Colosdans to Philemon andto the
EphesiangdHodder & Stoughton, London, 1930), on Eph. 5.23.

" J.A. RobinsonSt. Paul's Epistle to the Ephesiafdacmillan, London, 2ed 1904), Exposition on 5.23.

'® Cf. P.E. HughesPaul's Second Epistle to the Corinthiagdarshall, Morgan & Scott, London, 1962), on 6.14.
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The sharing (zeToy) and fellowship (korvwiria) are on the degpest passble level. Paul is not advocaing
isolationism (cf. 1 Cor. 9.20-23), but spe&ks rather of the dosest relationships of life. Acoourt needs to be
taken o the significance of uij yiveofe here followed by a present participle. The sense seams to be given
well by P.E. Hughes — “do nd go on keacoming urequaly yoked with unkelievers, as you are drealy
doing’."” The command seamns to forbid entry by a Christian into a relationship with an unteliever rather
than to gve coursd to thase who, on keaoming Christians, find themselves yoked with untelievers. Thus, a
woman whaose husband hes died may marry again, but it must be “in the Lord” (1 Cor. 7.39). However,
where only one partner has beame abeliever, the Christian is not to predpitate separation—if such adionis
taken by the unbkeliever, the believer is nat to be held under bondage in such a cae (1 Cor. 7.12,13,15).
Whether thisimplies freedom to remarry must be mnsidered later. It is clea that the marriage relationship is
nat withou meaning in such a cae. While the deepest redity of “one flesh” may nat be possble, it istrue
that the unbeliever is snctified throughthe believing partner (v. 14) and may in fad be led to savation (v.
16), and that the dildren o the relationship are haly (é¢yta — v. 14). Just as ®xua union with a harlot
involves degradation (as 6.16), so within marriage, union with a pure Christian results in the enriching o the
unbeliever.”” With this may be mmpared the teading d 1 Pet. 3.Iff, in which, however, the influenceis not
so much throughthe unionin itself but by the wife' s taking upconsciously and ddliberately the role which is
hers within marriage and so winning her husband to the faith by her chaste and respedful behaviour. It
shoud be nated in this passage that althoughthe wife has a different role and is hence“awedker vessel” she
is noretheless to be seen as an equal, “felow-heir (curxdnporduos) of the grace of life’ (v. 7). This
principle, of course, had special significance where both husband and wife were Christians.

The insistence on the doctrine of “one flesh” clealy implies monogamy. The teading d Jesus
nowhere asaumes that marriage can ever be otherwise. Paul in writing to a pagan situation assumes likewise.
The statement, “let eadr man have his own wife, and let eady woman have her own husband’ (1 Cor. 7.2),
requires monogamy. This is true whether or nat Paul implies any dfferencein the use of ¢avrov and ISiov
here and elsewhere (as Eph. 5.22,2883]).”

The question d what was to be dore where people paygamously married becane believers was
boundto arise & some stage, as indeeal it does today in a misdonary situation. There is no clea diredion
that marriage relations with al but the first wife ae to be ceaed, athoughit might be inferred that the
succeealing relationships would be alulterous. However, the situation is not a simple one, for the marriage
relationship might have been regarded as saaed and permanent, though nd monogamous. Further, if such
adion was to be taken, there would be grave emnamic and socia complications for the women concerned,
with the alditional problem of forcing them into further adultery shoud they be desiring to remarry. Of
course, if some wives did na become believers and sough freedom, the principle of 1 Cor. 7.12 would
apply, thoughit shoud be noted that the other complicaions of the cae still remain. There is noindicaion
in the New Testament that a dea-cut solution was ever given. However, it was clea that those in authority
in the Church shoud exemplify the Christian ided of monogamy — this was a rule by the time the Pastorals
were written (1 Tim. 3.2,12; Tit. 1.6).

The @ncept of “one flesh” thus invalves a deg urion d man and wife based onthe aeaive will of
God, the mvenant between the two persons and the physicd relationship thus establi shed. The relationship,
however, is nat merely physicd, thoughthe depth of the bond may depend on dher fadors. Within this
bond the two personalities complement one anather and fulfil different roles thoughequa in status. The
relationship is meant to be exclusive, permanent and monogamous.

4. Divorce

It has already been naed that our Lord, in deding with the subjed of divorce tredsit in relation to
the true nature of marriage. In the foregoing dscusson, it has been nded that the marriage cntrad initi ates
and safeguards the “one flesh” relationship. However, just as it has been clea that the latter is far more than

“ibid.

* Cf. J. Moffatt, op. cit., on 1 Cor. 7.12; J. Héring (tr. A.W. Heahcote & P.J. Allcock), The First Epistle of Sant
Paul to the Corinthian¢Epworth, London, 1962), on 7.12.

** Cf. F.W. Grosheide, Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (Marshall, Morgan & Scott, London 2ed
1954), n. on 7.2.
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just a legal contrad, so it is also clea that the esential bond d marriage caana by its very nature be
disslved by lega agreament. The formal divorce may, indeed, repudate the marriage wvenant, but canna
remove the unity of being which the marriage has brought into existence.

The Mosaic law is dated as having “permitted”’ divorce “becaise of your hardness of heat” and
seeking bythe “cetificae of divorce’ to proted the woman from her former husband (Mt. 5.31; 19.7-8; Mk
10.4-5). Marriage, however, is not to be understood in terms of a permissve legislation bu in terms of the
will of the Creaor in the beginning (Mt. 19.8; Mk 10.6). Jesus in his teading was concerned with the
various $ns which violate the ordinance of marriage. The sin which is espedaly acwournted for in the
Mosaic law was “hardness of heat” (oxdnporapdia — in LXX usage it corresponds to “uncircumcision o
heat”, Dt. 10.16; Jer. 4.4), espedally the hardheatedness of the husband who in any case was taking the
divorce The woman dd na have ay particular rights in the matter and could na herself initiate adivorce
Vincent Taylor has rightly stated, “The implicaion is that the words expressa merciful concesson for the
woman's ske”.” However, this hardheatedness which pusues divorce is itself sinful. Its cruelty was
somewhat mitigated by provisions which proteded the woman. The teading d Jesus on dvorce therefore,
is nat a ondemnation d the Mosaic legislation, but of the hardheatedness which necesstated it. This
legislation could thus not be taken as the ideal since its aim was to prevent a worse sin.

However, against the sin of hardheatedness which led to dvorce must be seen the sin o adultery
which followed it on the remarriage of either of the partners. For the moment, the teading o Christ will be
considered apart from the Matthaean exceptive dauses which receave fuller consideration later. Apart from
these dauses, the teading d the gospels dates quite dealy that remarriage dter divorceinvolves adultery,
the resporsibility for which may be seen in severa aspeds: the man who dvorces his wife makes her
commit adultery (Mt. 5.32); the man who dvorces his wife and marries ancther commits adultery against
hiswife (Mk 10.11; Mt. 19.9; Lk. 16.18); the woman who dvorces her husband and marries ancther (as was
alowed undr Roman bu nat under Jewish law) commits adultery (Mk 10.12); the man who marries a
divorced woman commits adultery (Mt. 5.32; Lk. 16.18).

The dea implicaionisthat, serious thoughthe repudation o the marriage vows surely is, the formal
divorce does nat disslve the esential marriage union. The sexua relations entered into within the second
marriage ae thus an infringement of the bond d the first marriage which, in fad, till exists — hence they
involve aultery. E.P. Gould has written, “Any formal sundering d the tie leaves it redly whale; the union
being d this natural, physicd kind, not acamplished by any formal procedure, but in the sexua ad uniting
man and woman, no formal procedure can bredk it, but simply leaves it as it was’.” The second marriage is
thus a mere formality which makes no red differenceto the fad that “the degoest and hdiest element in the
physicd life of man” is thus deseaated.” Divorceis wrong, becaise it seeks to dswlve abond established
by God hmsdf (Mt. 19.6; Mk 10.9) and because it sanctions adultery on the false asumption that the
marriage bond has been so dissolved.

The Pauline teating is based onthat of Jesus. The marriage tie is disolved by deah — “A wife is
bound(sedérar — cf. v. 27) aslongas her husband lives; but if her husband is dead, sheis freeto be married
to whom she wishes, only in the Lord” (1 Cor. 7.39). This agrees with the teating d Rom. 7.2,3 — “For the
married woman is bound(ses¢Tar) by law to her husband while heis living; but if her husband des, sheis
released from the law concerning her husband. So then if, while her husband is living, she is joined to
another man, she shall be cdl ed an adulteress but if her husband des, sheis freefrom the law, so that sheis
not an adulteress thoughshe is joined to ancther man.” The semnd marriage is valid becaise the former
marriage has been terminated by death.

In Cor. 7.10-11, Paul sets out as the mmmand o the Lord to the married, “that the wife shoud na
separate from her husband (but if she does, let her remain single or else be recmnciled to her husband), and
that the husband shoud na divorce his wife”. It is clea that the Christian solution to marital problemsis to
be recncili ation, nat divorce However, whil e divorceitsdf is discountenanced, no though of remarriage to
ancther after divorceisto be entertained. The fad that reconcili ationisto be sought suggests that the formal
divorce has not severed the marriage bond whatever the reason for the separation in such a cae may have
been.

 op. cit, on 10.4f.
# op. cit, on Mk 10.11
*T.H. RobinsonThe Gospel of Matthe{Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1928), on 5.31-32
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J. Héring affirms that “the commandment of the Lord applies to Christian marriages. The
indisolubility of Christian marriage is affirmed, as well as the prohibition d a seaond marriage for the wife
who even so may have been divorced”.” However, this satement is open to very serious question. Paul is
applying the Lord’s command to Christian marriages, in which the divine ided shoud be redised, but,
sincethis command hes to dowith the essence and nd merely the cnvenience of marriage, its applicaion
isuniversal. That the Christian ided is not always redised elsewhereis an indication, not that thisided does
not have universa validity, but that the marriage relationship is complicaed by human sinfulness even
where this does not manifest itself in adultery.

At this point, however, acount shoud be taken o the mnsideration ealier in which it was dated that
the degpest redity of the union d “one flesh” is only possble where both parties are believers and the union
hence involves the spiritual dimension, but the bond onthe physicd and persona levels gill exists in ather
cases. The stability of the marriage from other points of view certainly depends on personal and spiritual
factors, but deficiencies at these levels can hardly be sdidstibve the bond.

However, Paul evidently considers that the cae where aChristian is married to an unteliever may nat
be dedt with in terms of a spedfic commandment of the Lord (v. 12ff). While heis careful to distinguish his
own opinion as sich, he later states that he thinks he has the Spirit of God in such judgments (v. 40, cf. v.
25). While there is a radicd difference between Christian believer and pagan partner in such cases and it
may be dfirmed that there can hardly be spiritual union, there ae still no gounds for bre&ing the marriage
covenant. The Christian is not to seek divorce from the pagan partner, but evidently is to live fully in the
marriage relationship, if the partner so consents.

Because the marriage unioniis red, the unbdlieving partner is “conseaated” throughthe beiever and
may in fad be brough throughto salvation, thoughsome in Corinth may have thougtt the reverse would be
the cae. But the question arises concerning the dtitude of the Christian where the unbelieving partner has
sougtt divorce Paul answers this question, “let him leave; the brother or the sister is nat under bondbge in
such cases, but God hes cdled us to peacé (v. 15). There has been considerable debate over this s-cdled
“Pauline-Privilege”. The matter hinges on the sense in which the believer is e to be “not under bondege”
(o0 SedovdeTarl).

A. Robertson and A. Plummer consider that “the Christian partner is under no slavish oHigation to
refuse to be set fre¢’.” There is, however, no indication what implicaions this may have @ncerning
freedom or otherwise to remarry, unlessthe phrase “to be set fre€' infers on aher grounds that the divorce
has acdual validity in such cases. F.W. Grosheide simil arly states that “the Christian is under no obigation to
prevent his departure’, but further affirms, “If the believing party were under obligation to prevent the
departure he would be subjed to the unbeliever and would virtually be forced to abandon hs or her faith
since only by daing that could dvorce be prevented”. If the divine peace cand be maintained in a
reconcili ation which daes nat deny the Christian’s faith, “divorceis permissble’ though*Paul does naot state
that he shoud seek or even desire it”.”” However, there is no consideration that “divorce’ may justify
remarriage.

J. Moffatt interprets quite differently at this point. He mnsiders that the prohibition o divorce does
nat hold where the pagan insists on dvorce “Naturally it isimplied,.. that he or she was now freeto remarry
(v. 39).” J. Hé&ring takes a simil ar approadh — “the rule formulated by the Apastle dl ows of an exception: if
the pagan leaves the Christian partner the marriage is nullified, and the Christian can marry again — that is,
of course, with amember of the Christian Church (év Kypiw, v. 39)".% This needs to be seen in the light of
Héring's affirmation nded ealier that it is Christian marriage that is indisoluble. The terms of the present
statement shoud be noted — remarriage is possble becaise the former marriage is “nullified”. Evidently,
only in Christian marriage is there thougt to be the divine union which canna be dislved. Presumably
other marriages invalve the formal contrad, which, when terminated by dvorce frees the parties for further
marriage, the former marriage not having been valid in the sight of God. Some such view as this ansto be
implied by Héring's interpretation.

*op. cit, on 1 Cor. 7.11.
op. cit, on 7.15.

op. cit, on. 7.15.

op. cit, on 7.15.

op. cit, on 7.15-16.
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There ae anumber of points in the passage which require fuller consideration. It may be questioned
whether, in fad, ywoilwisintended to refer to divorce and nd merely to separation. It is true that the more
usua New Testament word is a¢rolvw. There is evidence in the Greek writers for the use of both of these
words with reference to “divorce’. The ideaof “loose, set fre€' is most clealy present in dmoldw, which
would therefore sean to imply such a severing d the marriage @ntrad as to make way for remarriage.
Further, while in a number of New Testament instances it seamns fitting to render it “send away” (as, e.g., in
Mt. 14.15), it nonethel essderives this meaning from the sense of “release, dismiss'. It isthus not parale in
these instances to ywpilw in the sense of “go away, depart”. However, the latter quite graphicdly signifies
divisionand in Mt. 19.6 (= Mk 10.9) is st in dired contrast to ourevyryut. It seems unlikely that, within
the ailtura context of the eistle, “separation” would be taken to mean a division between the married
parties which would na permit them to remarry. Thisis at least clea in v. 11, where it is dated, however,
that the Christian is not to remarry. Whatever Paul expeds of the Christian in v. 15, it is hard to deny that
this “separatiof may well involve the remarriage of the non-Christian.

Closer attention reeds to be given to the phrase oo dedovdeTar. There is no evidence that the verb
SouvAdw was ever used in Gree literature of the marriage bond When Paul clealy refersto the latter, he uses
the verb 6¢w (as Rom. 7.2; 1 Cor. 7.27,39). The verb here may be taken to mean “be under constraint, under
compulsion”, presumably to take aparticular course of adion, thoughwhat this may be is not immediately
evident.

A grea ded of the teading d this chapter must be seen in the ntext of Paul’s grong sense of the
imminence of the end d the world. In view of “the present distress’ he wnsiders it goodfor men to remain
in the condtionin which they now are, married or unmarried (vv. 26-27). “The time has been shortened” (v.
29), he says, “the form of this world is pasdng away. But | want you to be freefrom concern” (vv. 31-32).
This in faa is why he alvocaes cdibacy — he does not want them distraded by rightful marital
responsibilities but seeks their undistracted devotion to the Lord (v. 35).

It may well bethat v. 15 aso neals to be viewed in terms of this emergency situation. The Christian
partner is not to seek divorce nor, however, can he dford to spend time and energy seeking reconcili ation
with a pagan spouse who seeks divorce Far from implying that the Christian would remarry, the cnsistent
adviceof Paul in this context, though no expressed here, would be that the divorced Christian in such a cae
shoud remain urmarried. The question d whether the Christian could in goodconscience remarry in spite
of the presaures of emergency (as v. 2) is nat spedficdly answered at this point. Some difference from the
case of v. 11 is certainly implied.

Apart from the exceptive dauses, then, the teating d the New Testament is categoricdly against
divorce since this does nat recogrise the degp bondinvalved in marriage axd remaining after divorce and
hence leals to adultery. Even where divorce by an unkelieving partner must be suffered by a Christian in
view of the present distress it is not clealy stated that this dissolves the marriage bond and hence makes
way for remarriage. While the principle of the matter is left open, in the light of the New Testament
teaching on marriage such a conclusion would be hard to sustain.

5. The Exceptive Clauses.

There aetwo sayings in Matthew which have been taken to modify or contradict the general teading
of the New Testament on the subjed of divorce by introducing an exception to the @solute rejedion o
divorce “Every one who dvorces his wife, except for the caise of unchastity, makes her commit adultery”
(Mt 5.32). “Whoever divorces his wife, except for unchastity, and marries another commits adultery” (Mt
19.9).

Some scholars consider that the exceptive dauses are interpolations which dredly contradict the
teading d Jesus as dated in the Gospels and in the Pauline Epistles. Thus, T.H. Robinson considers that
the words have been inserted by the evangdlist as an interpretation o the words of Jesus. However, he
doults whether Jesus redly limited the gplicaion d hislaw since “no legal formula or judicial ad could
affed what was fundamentally a spiritua relation... If adultery is the deseaation d the degpest and hdiest
element in the physicd life of man, no mere scrap of paper can make the slightest difference to it”.* This
adknowledges the seriousnessof the alultery involved in a seacond marriage dter divorce (which, becaise it

* op. cit, on Mt.5.31-32.
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does nathing to the essential marriage unionis a“mere scrap o paper”), but does not consider the dfeds on
what is“fundamentally a spiritual relatidrof adultery itself.

B.H. Branscomb regards Mark’s acount as the @rred one, sincethe evidence of Luke's acourt and
of Paul’s reference does nat al ow exceptions, and the rest of the answer in bah Matthew and Mark appeds
to the teating d Genesis against the law of divorcein Dt. 24. Further, amonga people with whom divorce
was easy, he was emphasising permanence and his teading here and elsewhere shows him nat interested in
classfying and listing exceptional cases.” Again, the unanswered question is whether adultery does anything
to the permanence of marriage.

Robertson and Plummer state cdegoricdly that “St Paul, like our Lord, forbids divorce dsolutdy;
moprela inthe wifeis not mentioned here & creaing an exception; and it is possble that this exception was
unknown to the Apostle because it had not been made by Christ.

Some scholars view the words as representing the later legislation o the Church, legitimate or nat,
under the authority to “bind’ and “loose” (Mt. 16.19; 18.18). Thus, A.H. McNeile states, “The Christian
Church, with its authority to bind and loose..., ealy made the exception to med a pressng ethicd neal; and
since the nead hes not ceaed, the exception is valid today”.* J.C. Fenton concludes smilarly that “the
permissonto alow divorcein certain circumstances sems to be one example of the use of this authority by
the ealy Church”. Here, however, “the distinction between the origina command d the Lord and the
Church’s legislation has been obsctiréd

F.V. Filson thinks that what Jesus said about divorce is naot so clea as the fad that he did spesk
strondy against it. He ancludes that the exceptions must be Church dedsions — “Apparently the Church
had to dedde what to dowhen married coupes failed to fulfil the purpaose of the Credor. ‘Matthew’, or his
source for this teading, evidently held that the Church must hold divorce to a minimum, but that the spirit
of Jesus’ teaching could best be realised by permitting divorce where the wife was guilty of urichastity

S.E. Johmson affirms that Jesus made no exceptions, but that the Church had to legislate for hard cases
as Matthew believed it had the power to da Johrson seans unsure of the result — “Whether the dhurch was
justified in taking this stand is a question of theology, not of scientific exeégesis.

C.E.B. Cranfield thinks that, whil e the disolving d the marriage unioninevitably stands under divine
judgment, “it may neverthelessbe proper for the state and also the Church to make provision for situations
in which because of human sinfulness divorce may be the lesser evil.”*” G.B. Caird makes a similar point
and concludes that “it is only in the kingdam, where there is a are for hardness of heat, that the ided
becomes practicablé’

There ae other schaars who consider that the exceptive dauses are merely the aldition d what is
implicit in our Lord's teating elsewhere. There, JM. Creeal considers that thoughan interpretative glossit
is nonetheless probable thatpireserves the actual purport of the teaching of Jéus.

Some scholars under this caegory hdd that adultery is the one an which destroys the marriage bond
A.W. Argyle states that it was taken for granted by all i ncluding Jesus “that unchastity was the only possble
groundfor divorce becaise it destroyed the unity between man and wife”.” E.P. Gould considers that the
exception is implied “because aultery isthe red dislution o the marriage tie, as distinguished from the
formal divorce Predsely as divorce does not bres the marriage tie, adultery does bresk it.”** Likewise D.E.
Nineham, It may be held that in the case of adultery, the uniorigsasfactobeen dissolvetf”

** The Gospel of MarkHodder & Stoughton, London, 1937), on 10.2-12.
*2 op. cit.on 1 Cor. 7.11.

* op. cit, on Mt.5.32.

* op. cit, on Mt.5.32.

* op. cit, on Mt.5.32.

* The Gospel According to St. Matth@wThe Interpreter’s BiblgVol. VII (Abingdon, New York, 1951), on 5.32.
" op. cit, on Mk 10.9.

* Saint LukgPenguin, Middlesex, 1963), on 16.18.

* The Gospel According to St. Lufdacmillan, London, 1930), on 16.18.
“The Gospel According to Matthg®.U.P., Cambridge, 1963), on 5.32.
“ op. cit, on Mk 10.12.

2 op. cit, on Mk 10.9.
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Other scholars under this category consider that the dause is an interpalation in 199 bu in 532
simply states that a man canna make his wife an adulteressby divorceif sheis one drealy. Thus, G.E.P.
Cox has, “If the wife is drealy an adulteress her husband by dvorcing her does nat make her one’, but he
considers the dause in this sense superfluows.® W.C. Allen views the matter similarly: “If a man divorced
his wife for mopreia, he would na then cause her to commit adultery, becaise she would drealy be guilty
of this crimé, but he thinks that the exception, though obvious, confuses the fssues.

It is thus clea that there is a wide range of views on this saibjed. At this point there ae anumber of
isaues requiring clarification. In particular, there is the exad significance of mopreiw and its effed on the
marriage bond This has been naed in conredion with those scholars who see the dauses merely as
interpolations contrary to the spirit of the teaching of Christ.

The normal word for “adultery” is poryeia, nat mopreia which is amore general term for illi cit sexual
intercourse. The two terms are evidently to be seen in distinctionin Mt. 1519 (= Mk 7.21) and in Gal. 5.19
(in D and a number of later MSS). However, because mopreia is broad in applicaion, it may nevertheless
include the spedfic case of powyeia. Indedd, the use of mopreia for the sin of amarried woman is evident in
the use of the LXX in Gn. 38.24; Hos. 2.2 (where the two are used in pcetic parall €lism); and elsewhere. It
is ggnificant here, however, that while mopreia is used in the exceptive dauses, it is followed by a verb
more strictly implying adultery (zovyedwlpotydw). Thus, it has been suggested by some that the word must
refer to urchastity before marriage which is discovered after marriage. In such a cae the esential marriage
union has not taken place and the marriage is therefore nullified.

C.E.P. Cox has further sough to understand the word in terms of marriage within the prohibited
degress, such a marriage being from the outset null and vadd, the two instances constituting gounds. for a
deaeeof nulity.” P. Bonrard concurs with the second suggestion and thinks that in the gostolic deaeeof
Acts 15.28,29 mopreia is used in this snse of a marriage within the forbidden degree® It is clea that such a
marriage would invalve mopreia rather than pocyeia, sinceno aher marriage bondis involved. However, if
intercourse has taken place the relation may be bath ill egal and sinful, but it is hard to escape the anclusion
that the “one flesh” relationship is hereby established, asin 1 Cor. 6.16. This suggestion is thus full of its
own peadliar problems. The suggestion that mopreia refers here to premarital unchastity is aso dfficult to
sustain. In such a cae it may be asumed that the “one flesh” relationship has been entered into with another
man with nointentions of exclusivenessand permanence Does such arelationship constitute an indissoluble
relationship, and is it hence in the sight of God the eguivalent of a former marriage which of necessty
renders the later marriage invalid and which must make any intercourse in the later marriage alultery? Such
a onclusion seems to imply that people united in sin are “joined together by God’. It also seems to take no
acount of the gaspel, for it is not suggested that divorceis commanded, as was the cae in certain situations
under later Judaism. It may bethat 1 Cor. 7.11implies the cae of divorce anong Christians on the grounds
of adultery, yet if so the woman is nat to remarry but rather to seek recncili ation. Premarital unchastity is a
serious $n which demands repentance and forgiveness though apart from these it could well prove a
hindrance to a true and lasting marriage. It seams, then, best to take this verse to refer to adultery after
marriage’’

It is drealy clea that adultery in itself nead na leal to divorce It may be followed (indeed, in a
Christian context, ough to be) by repentance and recncili ation. However, it seans difficult to avoid the
conclusion that adultery is the one sin which by its nature violates the “one flesh” relationship. Indeed,
unlessthere is recncili ation, it may virtualy destroy it, for nat only is there the bregk-down dof the spiritual
and personal bond (as in most cases where people sue for a divorce) but the violation o the marriage
contrad by entry into the exclusive physicd relationship with ancther party. Thus, it may be taken that the
absolute ammmand o Mt 19.6 is in such a cae not ignaed by a divorce which does nathing to the
relationship bu is flagrantly violated by the alultery which preceales divorce It is becaise of the radicd
separation involved in adultery that, within the Christian context, repentance and reconciliation are

“The Gospel according to St. Matth¢8:C.M., London, 1952), on 5.31-32.

“ A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to S Matthew (T. & T. Clark, Edinbugh, 3ed
1912), on 5.32.

“ op. cit, on Mt. 19.3-9.

“ op. cit.,on Mt. 5.32.

“” So McNeile, Filson, T.H. Robinson, Allen, Fenton inclines to this view, and Johnson is non-committal.
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imperative. One may amost say that this involves the re-establi shment of the marriage cntrad on its former
exclusive permanent basis.

The question remains whether adultery, like deah, so severs the marriage bond as to make the way
open, after repudation d the legal bond for remarriage. The form of the statement in 199 seams to imply
this, and even the omisson o xai yauron dlAny by B does not escape from the strong suggestion that the
posshility of remarriage is implied. How else, one may ask, could such a person be said to “commit
adultery”? Indeed, under strict Old Testament law, the deah penalty was to be meted ou to the guilty party,
leaving the innocent party in fact free to remarry.

It has been suggested that the excepting clause here is littl e more than the ayreeament with Shammai as
against Hill e.” However, it is clea that Jesus was not entering into a discusson onJewish casuistry, but
setting ou the principles of the aedive will of God. Adultery is regarded as a serious $n, whether before or
after formal divorce thoughthe recrds in Mark and Luke do nd indicate the dfeds of this $n against the
marriage bond However, even there it is adultery rather than divorcein itsef which is the radicd denid of
this ordinance of God. It does not seem inconsistent with the teading d Jesus that in adultery, as nat in
divorce there is sich sundering d the divine bond as leaves the innccent party free to remarry. For the
guilty party, of course, it is true that remarriage is merely the adition  sin to sin. To seethis beyond the
Jewish context, it is further necessary to extend this principle to include such cases where the alultery has
been committed by the man.

6. Conclusion.

Marriage is a divine ordinance deriving its ggnificance from the aeaive will of God “from the
beginning’. It is hence goodand saaed in itsdlf, thoughthe desire for marriage is to be subservient to the
Kingdam, within which some few may be cdled to remain urmarried and be given the graceto doso. In
marriage, a man and awoman are joined together by God to form “one flesh” —thisbeingidedly realised as
aphysicd, persona and spiritual union. Within this relationship, the diff erences between the sexes inherent
in creaion complement one ancther, so that husband and wife fulfil different roles thoughequa “in Christ”.
This “one flesh” relationship is initiated and safeguarded by the marriage @ntrad which involves a solemn
covenant between the mupe that they will in fad enter this relationship exclusively and for life. It is,
however, espedally the physicd consummation that constitutes this relationship. The bondis therefore red
even where it does not find its deepest expression' dieflesh relationship further implies monogamy.

Since marriage is far more than a legal contrad, it canna be dislved by a lega agreament. While
under Mosaic law, a cetificae of divorce was permitted to proted the rights of women whose husbands
were insistent on dvorce, this permisgve legisation was not to be taken as indicaing the divine ided.
Basicdly, divorce is wrong since it seeks to dslve abond established by God hmsef and since it
sanctions adultery on the false assumption that the marriage bond has been so dissolved.

Marriage is dislved by deah, after which the remaining partner is freeto remarry. But otherwise,
and espedaly in the cae of Christians who exemplify the divine ided, the parties shoud either be
reconciled or remain in singleness This is partly in view of the imminence of the End, in view of which
Christians shoud nad be distraded by ouside worries. For this reason, Christians are not obliged to resist
pagan partners who want divorce — thoughit is not clea whether the Christian could remarry if he so
desired. While marriage caana be disolved by lega agreement, adultery is the one sin which by its very
nature violates the “one flesh” relationship. It nead na leal to dvorce but may be followed by repentance
and reconcili ation. However, the man dvorcing hs wife for adultery is nat guilty of causing her to commit
adultery sincethat sin is already present. But further, the breek in the marriage bondthroughadultery is such
that, unless reaonciliation follows, divorce is not the sundering d what God hes joined bu the
adknowledgment of what human sinfulness has aready broken. The innccent party may thus be seen to be
free to remarry.

Nowhere more than in marriage and dvorceis it more truly seen that human laws are regulated to the
exigencies of human sinfulness The ultimate truth is nat that divorce is goodin this or that cese. Even
where it may be “just” or “warranted” it is never “good’. The divine ahic must be see in terms of the
divine gospel which makes provision for that “hardness of heat” which so tragicdly makes divorce sean

“ So Argyle, Filson, Cox, Branscomb.
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necessary. The ultimate truth is not merely that marriage can be exclusive, permanent and monogamous, but
that within the aedive will of Godit can be the means of the highest and kest, enriching and ennoling man

and woman alike.
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