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ihis thesis attempts to show thai the concept of marriage
in New Testament times can best be understood in the light of
the central proclamation of the Gospel the preaching of
Jesus concerning total obedience to the will of the Creator,

which gives the New 'Testament teaching relevancy and
meaning for marriage today. In the New Testament context, this
proclamation provides the only thread of continuity in the
otherwise culturally and legally diverse statements about
marriage•

Since there is no complete teaching about marriage in the
New Testament, and a Christian doctrine of marriage cannot be
arrived at by combining all the sxatements about marriage in
the New Testament, this thesis seeks to prove that an analysis
of the different statements about marriage in their own cultural,
legal, and religious contexts, indicates that in the New Testament
period a development of a 'Christian' concept of marriage took
place, which was based on a common 'Jesus-tradition'. However,
this common 'Jesus-tradition' made up of 'sayings', 'teachings',
and 'statements' about marria ge is shown to be not necessarily
original with Jesus, although they may have passed through the
prism of Jesus' ministry making them an authentic part of His
teaching. The origin of the marriage and divorce 'logia' which
form the foundation of this teaching about marriage is found to
be a Christian development of older teaching on marriage which
found expression in some heterodox Jewish groups of the New
Testa® nx epoch, such as Qumran, and was transmitted to the
Christian sect possibly by a disciple of the Quraran community,,
and later transferred to Jesus who became a kind of magnetic
field for all such te chings. After looking at the historical
and social development of marriage in the ancient world, up to
and including the time of Jesus, the thesis traces the possible
pre-Christian origin and lines of transmission of this ancient
teaching which became an important part of the 'Jesus-tradition'.

The spread of Christianity to many parts of the Jewish-
Hellenistic world brought, about modif 1 cations , additions, and
differences in Interpretation and usage of the original marriage
and divorce 'logia'. These changes and additions can best be
accounted for by analysing the different statements on marriage
In the New Testament in their own cultural, moral, and religious
context, which help us to distinguish what is historically and
socially conditioned, from what is valid in principle even for
today. This analysis also sho^s the resiliency and adaptability
of the 'gospel' to the different cultural communities of the
early Church,

From our analysis of the marriage 'logia' in the New
Testament we note an ethical development in the New Testament
period which appears xo have passed through three distinct
stages' an apocalyptic stage at xhe earliest beginnings of
Christianity; an eschatological stage which came with the
preaching of Paul and the post-resurrection Church; and a
period of positive ethical development which sought, on the basis
of pre-Christian ethical codes, to map out a positive place for
the Church in the world. The New Testament material has been
analysed in this order, first, the Synoptic writings, secondly,

Use other side if necessary.
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the Pauline correspondence, and thirdly, the Post-Pauline
'Haustafeln' teaching, The conclusion reached,in the light
of recent exegesis, is that once the social, legal, and
historical factors are accounted for, there stands at the
centre of all that is said about marriage in the New Testament
a •Jesus-tradition1, authentic or inau then tic, which lays the
basis for the Christian concept of marriage in all periods
of the New Testament, and indeed in every age and circumstance*

Tn Chapter 7TT, after an analysis of the various developments
in marriage theology, some suggestions are made towards a
meaningful and relevant theology of marriage in terms of 'gospel'

the demand of Jesus for total obedience to the will of the
Creator.
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SUMMARY

This thesis attempts to show that the concept of

marriage in New Testament times can best be understood

in the light of the central proclamation of the Gospel

the preaching of Jesus concerning total obedience

to the will of the Creator, which gives the New

Testament teaching relevancy and meaning for marriage

today. In the New Testament context, this proclamation

provides the only thread of continuity in the otherwise

culturally and legally diverse statements about marriage.

Since there is no complete teaching about marriage

in the New Testament, and a Christian doctrine of marriage

cannot be arrived at by combining all the statements about

marriage in the New Testament, this thesis seeks to prove

that an analysis of the different statements about marriage

in their own cultural, legal, and religious contexts,

indicates that in the New Testament period a development

of a •Christian' concept of marriage took place, which

was based on a common 'Jesus-tradition•. However, this

common 'Jesus-tradition* made up of 'sayings', 'teachings'

and 'statements' about marriage is shown to be not

necessarily original with Jesus, although they may have

passed through the prism of Jesus' ministry making them

an authentic part of His teaching. The origin of the

marriage and divorce 'logia* which form the foundation of

this teaching about marriage is found to be a Christian

development of older teaching on marriage which found

expression in some heterodox Jewish groups of the New
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leataraent epoch, such as Qumran, and was transmitted to

the Christian sect possibly by a disciple of the Qumran

community, and later transferred to Jesus who became a

kind of magnetic field for all such teachings. After

looking at the historical and social development of

marriage in the ancient world, up to and including the

time of Jesus, the thesis traces the possible pre-

Christian origin and lines of transmission of this

ancient teaching which became an important part of the

'Jesus-tradition *.

Ihe spread of Christianity to many parts of the

Jewish-Hellenistic world brought about modifications,

additions, and differences in interpretation and usage

of the original marriage and divorce 'logia'. these

changes and additions can best be accounted for by

analysing the different statements on marriage in the

New tee lament in their own cultural, moral, and religious

context, which help us to distinguish what is historically

and socially conditioned, from what is valid in principle

even for today, this analysis also shows the resiliency

and adaptability of the 'gospel' to the different

cultural communities of the early Church.

Prom our analysis of the marriage 'logia' in the

New 'testament we note an ethical development in the New

Tea lament period which appears to have passed through

three distinct stages an apocalyptic stage at the

earliest beginnirgs of Christianity; an eschatological



V

stage which came with the preaching of Paul and the

post- resurrection Church; and a period of positive

ethical development which sought, on the basis of pre-

Christian ethical codes, to map out a positive place

for the Church in the world, the New '.testament material

has been analysed in this order, first, the Synoptic

writings, secondly, the Pauline correspondence, and

thirdly, the "Dost- Pauline 'Haustafeln' teaching, the

conclusion reached, in the light of recent exegesis, is

that once the social, legal, and historical factors are

accounted for, there stands at the center of all that

is said about marriage in the New testament a 'Jesus-

tradition*, authentic or inau then tic , which lays the basis

for the Christian concept of marriage in all periods of

the New testament, and indeed in every age and circumstance.

In Chapter VII, after an analysis of the various

developments in marriage theology, some suggestions are

made towards a meaningful and relevant theology of

marriage in terms of 'gospel' the demand of Jesus

for total obedience to the will of the Creator.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The problem of marriage today is a kind of junction

where all kinds of questions and doubts of Christian

ethics meet. It is difficult to know what to do about

the conflict between norm and practice which we think we are

experiencing, or where to look for solutions to the

dilemmas which present themselves in our different

interpretations of Christian marriage. Traditional

Christian ethics have come under fire from many quarters,

and Christian marriage, as an institutionalized form, is

no exception. Twentieth century moralists under the

aegis of the "new morality" are seeking to reform sexual

morals. However, their major obstacle appears to be the

traditional Christian interpretation of the New Testament

teaching on sex and marriage. In the dialogue which is

still continuing between the exponents of the "new

morality" and the defenders of traditional Christian
A

ethics, the Church has come under heavy criticism, and

1. A full discussion on the dialogue between the "new
morality" and traditional Christian ethics is found
in the journal Religion in Life. Vol. 351 No.2,
pp.170-229* the symposium is entitled "The New
Morality - What, Why - and Why Not?". A definition
of the new morality and a treatment of it in
relation to Biblical ethics may be found in
O.S. Barr's book The Christian New Morality. New
York, 1969# cf also P. Lehmann, Ethics in a
Christian Context. New York, 1§63J P.' Ramsey, Basic
Christian Ethics. New York, 1950; D. Rhymes, No New
Morality; C&risTian Personal Values and Sexual
Morality. London. 1961*; and J.A.T. Robinson,
Christian Morals Today. Philadelphia,
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among other things, has been accused of limiting the

freedom of Church members, repressing the development of

civil law, devaluing sexuality, and above all, treating

marriage as merely "a means to an end" - for the sole
2

purpose of procreation. These charges are not merely

the voices of extreme representatives who are seeking to

liberate sexuality from an institutionalised form, but

rather a serious attempt to solve present day problems by

demanding a reassessment of the Gospel teaching, and a

consideration of those factors which through a dialectial

process have emancipated themselves in the secular sphere.

Thus we have a curious situation in which many of our

contemporaries employ arguments against the traditional

defence of marriage and its sexual norms that are Christian

in origin. This new awareness, brought about by the

present dialogue in Christian ethics, challenges us to

review our own attitudes concerning marriage and to

reassess the validity of our traditional interpretation

of the New Testament teaching.

2. P. Bockle, T. Beemer, Cone Vol.5. No. 6, Nay 1970,
P.7.



Modern Biblical exegetes,'-5 employing a new

hermeneutics,^ have done a great deal in helping to

resolve some of the conflicts which have arisen between

traditional Christian ethics and contemporary ethical

reformers, and their fresh exegetical approach is

providing a new basis for a theology of marriage that

seeks to be true to the Gospel teaching, and at the same

time relevant to the needs of contemporary society.

This new approach to marriage theology is not a question

of new sources being opened upj the old biblical state¬

ments on marriage, in particular those of the Row

Testament, still stand. It is basically, a broadening

of the basis of exegetical research to include new

developments In both biblical research and the social

sciences, as well as an attempt to rid the discipline of

some untenable theories which have held New Testament

3. H. Baltensweiler, Die Ehe 1m Neuem Testament.
Zurich, 19^7; H. Harsch. ed.. Das neue Blld der Ehe.
Munich, 1969; 0. Piper, The Biblical View of Bex
and Marriage. New York, 1960: H. Ringllag, Theology
und*d'exu'alitat. Das private Verhalten als Theraa
der Sosialethlk. Outereloh, 1968; S. Schillebeeekx,
Marriage; Human Reality and Saving; Mystery. New
York, 1965: H.W. Shaner, A Christian View of Divorce
according to the Teaching of the New Testament* *
Leiden.' 1969; H. Thlellcke.'""The^thics of Sex, New
York, 19
Hermeneutics is understood here as the exegesis of
Biblical statements with a view to understanding
them in their own historical and cultural environment
and in this context attempting to adequately
perceive their meaning for the present. Of, E»
Dinkier, "Principles of Biblical Interpretation",
JRelThot. 13(1955-6) pp.2-30.



exegesis in a bind.-^ This came about with the

realization that there is no such thing as abstract

ethics, very ethical system which provides under¬

standing and guidance in the human situation^ has its
own historical and sociological context and must be

understood within that context. This does not mean,

however, that ethical teaching is a mere reflection of

historical and sociological relationship©; there are

indeed characteristics in ethical systems that transcend

the cultural and historical context, but Its principles

and values cannot be understood without the social sub¬

structure. 'Ethos', 'mores', 'morals' are, as etymology

shows, for a large part social factors?each with a long
chain of sociological implications and it is not easy to

decide how far the co/rmunal existence has determined the

main ideas of what should be done, or vice versa. If we

want to understand the character and statements of an

ethical system we have to consider its historical and

sociological origin, its anthropological status, which

means asking what man's "image* was at that particular

time, as well as familiarizing oneself with its basic

principles.°

5« The theories considerea untenable in present
exegetieal analysis are 'legalism', the idea that the
Bible gives us "inscrlpturated" moral laws which
define right conduct in all circumstances for all
time; 'social evolution1 and the theory 'Orders of
Creation.' These theories are considered later in
this chapter.

6. J. Blank, "New Testament Morality and Modern Moral
Theology#" Cone. 5(3, *67) p. 7.



This approach sees marriage not only as a religious

phenomenon, but as belonging to the areas of religion,

law, society and culture, which in their turn are all

subject to change, be it environmental or dictated by

time. However, because the ethics of the old and New

Testaments are intrinsically tied up with the community

of faith, religion plays an important role, but not the

only role. To understand the full meaning of New

Testament marriage we must see how these different

spheres of human experience are interconnected, ana how

each contributes to the image of marriage in the New

Testament, To unravel these different influences is not

an easy task, and it ie made more difficult by the fact

that we not only have to familiarize ourselves with

institutional forms that are alien to our way of living,

but we must also think in thought forms that are equally

alien. For example, ethical norms in both the Old and

New Testaments, unlike ethical norms as we understand

them today as generally valid moral principles seen apart

from the community of faith, are grounded in the

community of faith and derive their validity and authority

from the fact that they are (Jod given.^ Rudolf

Schnackenburg rightly observes that "The unity of the

7. cf B. Haring, "The Normative Value of the Sermon on
the Mount", CathBibQ 29(1967) PP. 373-385, also
G.H. Outka ana P. Ramsey, Norm and Context in
Christian Ethics. New York, 1966. "



religious and the moral cannot be torn apart anywhere in
Q

the New Testament.' This does not mean, however, that

religion must be given priority when one sets out to

analyse the ethical teaching of the New Testament, but we

must bear in mind that Biblical ethics can only be

understood in a theological context and not as our own

ethical system separated from the community of faith.

The fact that New Testament ethics is inextricably

tied up with the community of faith poses many problems

to the student of New Testament ethics no matter what his

approach might be. And one of the most difficult

problems he faces is the fact that there is no one overall

principle for an ethical system of the New Testament.

Ethics based on the Kingdom of God, on the imitation of

Christ, on love, on eachatology, on the community, on the

spirit - are all equally justified as they are

varied, and yet none can be made absolute*^ because they

are all interconnected and accentuate one or other aspect

8. R. Bchnackenburg, The moral Teaching of the New
Testament, London, 19&U.

9. This is the point of difference taken with the 'new
moraxity' school of thought. For the new moralists
"the only absolute recognized" as Canon Rhymes puts
it "will be the absolute of love." Love alone is
the ultimate criterion for making ethical decisions
(Of O.S. Barr, op.cit. p.U). The approach taken in
this thesis is that while there are predominant
principles in particular situations, e.g. the
eschatological principle in Paul's teaching in 1 Cor,
7, nevertheless there is more than one principle at
work in any given situation and these secondary
principles are important as they reflect and
accentuate one or other aspect of the ethos of the
community involved. Cf. T.F. Driver, "Love needs
Law," RelL, 35 (1966) pp.200-203.
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of the ethos of the New Testament.10 And it is

primarily because of this lack of over-all principle that

New Testament ethics cannot be systematized. This has

special implications for the New Testament teaching on

marriage and illustrates the fact that it is not simply

a matter of combining all relevant biblical texts to form

a doctrine of marriage. A more reasonable approach is

to examine each statement in the context of its own

cultural milieu, taking into consideration not only the

historical factors, but also the attitudes of the community

toward marriage with a view to determining what these

statements may have meant to contemporary listeners. In

this way we will not be merely repeating these statements

as principles or laws that define right conduct in all

cireumstances for all time, but will understand them in

the light of the world to which they were spoken, and on

this basis will be better able to determine if they are

relevant to the needs of the institution as we understand

it today.

Because of the diversity in over-all principles

governing New Testament ethics Protestant theologians

have acknowledged the fact that nowhere in the New
1 1

Testament is there a full teaching on marriage, nor do

10. J. Blank, op.cit. p.8.
11, H. Greeven, "She nach dem Neuen Testament,*' NTBt,

15(1969) p.365.
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we come by a full teaching on marriage by syet somatically

co-ordinating the relevant texts that we find in the

Canon. In view of the facts it would appear illogical

to combine Paul's teaching in 1 Cor. 7» where he answers

particular questions put to him by the Corinthian

community under the eschatological principle that the

Kingdom of God had been proclaimed and was expected

at any moment, with the effort of the Christian
12

community to formulate, by means of the 'Haustafeln'

an ethic that would help it to adjust to the demands of

everyday life in an ongoing world. These so called

'Haustafeln' (domestic or local "tables of law") borrowed

from Hellenistic-Stoic and Jewish sources indicate when

the early Church, by establishing an ethical summary

on existing models, wanted to define its position in

the world in a positive way for the future. No doubt

Paul might well have spoken differently had he been

confronted with the longer duration of the Church in the

world. This not only illustrates the impossibility of

co-ordinating all relevant passages in an effort to

arrive at a New Testament doctrine of marriage, but also

the importance of considering such aspects as

eschatology, Christology, ecclesiology, freedom, love,

and spirit in our exegetical analysis, for all of these

12. Cf. Col. 3:18-41} Eph. 5(22-6, 3; 1 Tim. 2;1—15;
6:1f; Tit. 2:1-10} 1 Peter 13:3-9.



help to form inextricably the background of* hew

Testament ethice and without consideration of them we

cannot really discuss hew Testament ethical

behaviour.
1 3

The Form Critical school has shown that

direct recourse to the actual teaching of Jesus by

reference to particular passages in the Gospel is a

complicated, if not impossible process. According

to this view the teaching of Jesus has been overlaid

with the traditions and teachings of the arly Church

which are difficult to peel off so that we can say

with certainty that here indeed is the authentic word

of the Lord, However, further developments in exegetical

13. The Fcrra-critical method applied by H, Gunkel
and his disciples to the Old Testament was
used by K.L. Schmidt, M, Dibelius, Rudolf Bultmann
and others to establish the earliest and most
trustworthy traditions about Jesus of
Nazareth, The method of form-criticism is
based on the conviction that ancient writers
frequently collected, arranged, and edited
materials (stories, legends, wise sayings,
miracle stories, myths, etc.) already
circulating in the culture in which the writer
lived, Cf, R, Bultmann, History oi the
Synoptic Tradition, trans, j',' Marsh, London,
1963, "pp, 1-7.' Form Criticism. F.C. Grant, ed.
New York, 1962,
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1 Ll
analysis nay well help to circumvent the problems posed

by form criticism, and will no doubt be helpful in

analysing the different logla attributed to Jesus in the

Gospel3.
1 S

German scholarsare already talking of'h new image"

of marriage, and since the second World War the exegetical

work done by such scholars as Baltensv^eiler, Harsch,

Thielicke, and others has been emphasizing the need for a

14, N, Perrin in his book Rediscovering the Teaching of
Jesus, London, 1967, oTfers a fresh approach to
rediscovering the actual teaching of Jesus, While
he acknowledges the fact that the form-critical view
of the Gospels is the most acceptable approach, he
endeavours to work out a methodology for reconstruct¬
ing the teaching of Jesus, given this view of the
sources. Beginning with the premise that the burden
of proof always lies with the claim to authenticity,
Perrin lays down the following criteria of
authenticity — (a) the criterion of dissimilarity,
(b) the criterion of coherence and (c) the criterion
of multiple attestation. The criterion of
dissimilarity is most important, and holds that we
can be reasonably sure of the authenticity of any
saying ascribed to Jesus only if It is unparalleled
In the early Church or in rabbinical tradition.
Naturally rabbinical parallels should be examined
with critical scrutiny to determine if they are
later than the time of Jesus or the Gospels
themselves. The criterion of coherence comes into
play when a body of material has been authenticated
by the criterion of dissimilarity. Once the
'ipsiselwa facta' in the Gospels are established
then we go on to identify units which are 'coherent'
or consistent with these. The principle of
"multiple attestation" means that the case for
recognizing a saying or Incident as primitive, if
not authentically located in the ministry of Jesus,
is strengthened if it is attested in two or more
independent lines of transmission, Cf. P.P. Bruce,
Traditions Old and New./Devon, 1970, pp. 47-57? £**
also C.K. Carlston, Positive Criterion of
Authenticity?", BlbRes.7 (1962), pp. 33ff.

13. P. Bbekle, 0. Piper, H. Ringling, see also note 3
above.
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fresh approach which takes into account the

anthropological status of the different statements

referring to marriage in the New Testament. W, Lohff

describes this new image of marriage "as understanding

marriage in terms of Gospel, as the benevolent gift of

an authentic life realized in faith, which has the

greatest power to elevate mankind." This approach

differs from the traditional teaching in that it seeks

an understanding of marriage strictly in terms of the

Gospel, and not in terms of law, evolution, the order of

things, or any other theoretical formulation. In fact,

the effort to arrive at a new image of marriage is not

confined to the half dozen or so emphatic statements

found in the New Testament, nor is there an attempt to

string them together like cultural beads in order to

arrive at some systematic doctrine. What is emphasized

is the tension that is always present between the Gospel

and the historical and sociological situation a

tension which gives Christianity its flexibility to

adjust to the changing circumstances of time. This is

well Illustrated in the 'Haustafel' found in Epheslans

5 s22-33, It begins: "Wives, be subject to your

husbands, as to the Lord" (5:22), This, it is said,

simply reflects a patriarchal situation that Western

culture has left behind long ago. A situation which

would certainly not be tolerated in this age of 'Women's

16, W, Lohff, Das neue Bild der She, H. Harsch, ed.,
Munich, 19&9>"
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Liberation', and the equality of the sexes. Further, it

could be said to go against the grain of our modern

concept of marriage as a partnership. Yet, despite the

presence of this sociological fact in the 'Iiaustafeln* the

Gospel is able to speakto the essential relationship:

"however, let each one of you love his wife as himself,

and let the wife see that she respects her husband" (5:33)*
Thus while the Gospel speaks to men in the context of

their own imperfect human structures, it calls thera to a

realization of the essential meaning of the marriage

relationship, and by so doing becomes the dynamic force

which institutes change rather than defends the status

quo. The Gospel becomes the instrument whereby the

institution may be cleansed of its imperfections,

inequalities, and limitations, elevating it to a higher

level of human perfection. And it is with the meaning

of the relationship itself rather than its form and

function that this thesis will be concerned. The

meaning of the marriage relationship and what the Gospel

has to say about it has been overshadowed, if not totally

neglected, in previous exegetical research, and this is

largely because of the almost paranoiac preoccupation of

scholars with the form and function of the institution,

especially the question of indissolubility. Form and

function are basically those aspects of marriage that

are historically and sociologically conditioned, whereas

meaning lies more in the realm of ethics and religion.

What has been happening is that theologians in the past



have been largely concerned with a sociological problem

and have neglected, in part# the theological question of

what the Gospel did, is doing and can ao» for marriage#

Thus the study of marriage in terms of the Gospel is

merely an adjustment to the distortion which is found in

the literature# Our task in this thesis may be described

as distinguishing what in the New Testament is

historically and sociologically conditioned, and what is

valid in principle even for today.

Historical Survey of Previous Biblical Research;

A historical survey of teachings and customs within

different times and cultures is necessary in order to

give perspective to our present study. This survey will

also show the positions held within the field of New

Testament exegesis.

The history of New Testament exegesis concerning

marriage bears evidence of the influences of Churoh and

State. Most exegetes from the Fathers onward were

anxious not only to lay bare the truth of the New

Testament, but also to defend the teaching of their

particular branch of the Christian faith. Upon a

cursory glance at the exegetical literature it soon

becomes clear that a 'wedge' of ecclesiastical and

secular law often comes between the scholar and the New

Testament material# This apologetic defence of

denominational bias in relation to the interpretation of

certain New Testament passages has caused, to say the
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least, chaos in the literature. And while the Christian

community as a whole adheres to certain basic

characteristics or Christian marriage, there is such

divergency in the interpretations among the various

communions of the Church, that even sincere Christians

are confused as to what may be considered as an

acceptable interpretation.

This problem of interpretation arose as soon as the

Church began to move out into the world. The first

evidence of this difficulty arose when Paul was faced

with the problems of the Corinthian community (1 Cor, 7)*
Prom that point onward the problem grew as the Church

grappled with the concrete and historical and

sociological situations of the pagan world. The early

Fathers, while generally accepting the position that

marriage between baptised persons was indissoluble, were
1 7

by no means unanimous, ' and even at this early stage the

difficulty of interpreting the New Testament teaching to

meet the needs of the early Church was not an easy task.

The problem became more acute after Christianity became

a state religion. Whereas beforehand it could censure

those members who did not adhere to its practices, now it

was faced with the task of trying to make its marriage

practices universally acceptable to the state, which

17, J. pQspish.il, "Divorce and Remarriage in the Early
Church," IrThQ. 33 (1971) pp. 338ff, h, Crouael,
"Remarriage after Divorce in the Primitive Church:
A Propos of a recent book," IrThQ,33 (1 971)
pp. 21-1+1 ,
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consequently brought the Church In to opposition to

secular law. It was to Christianity's advantage,

however, that Roman marriage was monogamous in origin

and tradition, and further that a permanent marriage

bond among the Romans excluded on principle any other

marriage, or any relationship similar to marriage, such
18

as concubinage. But it was to her disadvantage that

in classical Roman law marriage was viewed as a factual

situation which persisted because — and as long as —

both partners wanted to live in the married state. This

naturally implied that both partners remained completely

free to opt for a divorce, even unilaterally. Under the

influence of Christianity, aonietlme before A.D. 600, this

concept changed and marriage came about by contractual

agreement between the partners and persisted also if the
1 9

partners no longer wanted to live together, J After the

introduction of Christianity as a state religion divorce

was tied to various explicit reasons, though these

reasons varied in number and nature. A divorce without

such a valid reason was punished with grave penalties.

By the middle ages the conflict between Church and State

was settled by allowing marriage, for Christians at all
20

events, to become entirely an affair of the Church,

18, H, Ritzer, "Secular Law and the Western Church,s
Concept of Marriage," Cone. Vol, 5, No, 6, My 1970
p. 67.

19* N, Van Der Wal, "secular Law and the Eastern
Church's Concept of Marriage," Cone. Vol. 5» No.6,
My 1970, p.76.

20, J, Hastings, ed,, Encyclopaedia of Religion, and
Ethics, New York, 1908-22, Vol, 8, p,h37«
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While the Church in the West was framing its laws

around the structures of Western culture, the Church in

the East was also being influenced its historical and

sociological context. And like the West its

interpretation of Scripture was conditioned by historical

and sociological factors. Its problems, like those in

the West, began as soon as it attempted to apply its

teaching to the Christian community living for the most

part in a secular environment under civil authority, rIhe

divergence of East and West not only finds its roots In

Its different mentalities and cultures, but also in the
21

adoption of different traditions. While the Viestern

21# When the Gospels were composed, marriage was being
hotly debated by the different Rabbinical schools,
the main difference among them being the
interpretation of Deuteronomy 21+ s 1 —U» The rigorist
school of Shammal held that the mention of
'uncleanness' restricted the husband's power of
divorce to caseB of adultery; the more lenient
school of Hillel held that anything in the wife
which "found not favour in his eyes" was ground for
divorce. J. MacCabe argues that the maxim put into
Christ's mouth regarding marriage and divorce is
merely the principle of the Shammai school. However,
he points out that "The Gospels represent divergent
streams of Christian tradition, flowing on from the
Rabbinical schools into the new Church, and two of
these streams have entered the Gospel narrative."
Cf. his The Influence of the Church on Marriage and
Divorce. London. 1916. p. 53. There is some
evidence that these different traditions were

adopted by the different groups in the early Church,
And there is little doubt that a rigorist teaching
similar to that found in the Gospels preceded the
New Testament, and can be found in sectarian
literature such as the Zadokite Document in Qurnran
Cf. Rabin, The Zadokite Documents. Oxford, 1954,
p. 7» It appears that the Churcn in the East
followed a tradition similar to that of the Hillel
school.
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Church was thinking of marriage as a * sacramenturn*,

following the later Vulgate, the Greeks were seeing it as

a great 'musterion1, which evoked quite different

associations than when Western European theologians

interpreted Ephesians 5:22-33 in the light of the

teaching of the sacraments current in Western tradition.

Origen in his treatment of the relevant New Testament
22

passages concerning marriage sets the tone for the

Eastern Church*s concept of marriage when he develops a

kind of graduation in which he places virginity at the

top, followed by total monogamy, and then allows for

"sklerokardia" in certain cases such as widows who marry,

the marriage of an abandoned spouse, and finally reaching

the level of the ancient Mosaic divorce, that is,

divorce for whatever reason. This idea was taken

further in the exegesis of Basil, who became a foremost

authority in this matter, and who interpreted the text

of Matthew 5:32 and 19:9 by linking it with two texts

which are found in the Septuagint but lacking in most

current versions of the Hebrew Old Testament, Jeremiah

3s1 and Proverbs 18:22a: "The man who keeps an

adulterous wife is foolish and impious," This attitude

was further developed by Epiphanius to allow for

remarriage of divorced persons. He states:

22, Passages treated by Origen are: Mt, 19:3-12, I Cor,
7:1-2, 5-9i 38-hO, and I Tim, 3:1-2, 12.

23, Anti-Nicene Christian Library. A. Kenzies, ed.,
Additional Volume, Edinburgh, 1397, pp. 506-512;
Cf, also 0, Rousseau, "Divorce and Remarriage:East
and West", Cone Vol. h, No. 3* Ap, 1967* p#
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"He who haa only one wife will be advantageously
praised and honoured among members of the Church;
but not he who has not been able to be content
with one who has died, or whom - although separation
has taken place for reason of fornication or
adultery or some other cause- the divine word (o
theos logos) does not accuse and does not exclude
from the Church or from life but tolerates because
of his weakness. The reason is not so that he
might have two wives at the same time, the first
being still alive, but so that, separated from her,
he might be licitly united to another if the case
should present itself; for the holy word and the
holy Church have pity on him, especially if such a
man is otherwise devout and living in accord with
God's lew." 24

The difference between the East and West became more

divergent as the Church in the west dominated the secular

authority, while the Church in the East became more

subject to civil authority and reflected civil law in its

interpretations of Scripture. However, the differences

in interpretation ran deeper than mere civil Influences,

it involved the two different conceptions that existed

between East and West. The Western Church put the

emphasis on the contractual element as the basis on which

sacramental grace has come to be conferred, whereas the

Eastern Church tended to relate everything to the aspect

of mystery and the Scriptures, and looked upon the Church

as intervening through her blessing, without reference to

the contractual element.

Turning again to the Church in the West we find that

the Protestant reformation brought with it an almost total

rejection of the traditional concept of marriage as it was

understood in Canon Law. The Reformers questioned the

24. Adv. Haer. 59» 4; trans, 0# Rousseau, idem, p.62.
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rigid medieval views of divorce, and rejected the

sacramental, ceremonial notion of marriage. In fact it

appears that the Reformers, out of their repudiation of

the Church of Rome, adopted some of the ideas of the

Eastern Church regarding marriage. Divorce and

remarriage became possible for such things as adultery,

extreme cruelty, and prolonged desertion. It is with

the Reformers that a reassessHient and reinterpretation of

the Old and New Testament teaching on marriage begins to

take shape, and at the same time a new problem was also

taking shape, which was to cast its shadow over biblical

exegesis from that period to the present day, W,M. Foley

puts it this way:

"It is in the modern period, since the Reformation,
that the question of the two Jurisdictions and the
proper relation of the one to the other has come
into prominence and has given occasion to many
practical difficulties arising from the conflict of
the two different ideals," 25

The Western world had come unstuck from the authority

of the Roman See and was beginning to assert itself in

matters that were previously considered to be the private

domain of the Church, The Reformers helped this

separation of ecclesiastical and civil law by supporting

the claims of the State and of the civil magistrates as

against the extravagant claims of the medieval Church,

holding that the laws of the Christian state must be

regarded as Christian laws and must be obeyed, and that

25, J. Hastings, ed,, Encyclopaedia of Religion and
Ethics, /ol, 6, p• •'
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no law abiding citizen should be subjected to Church

censure or to social inconvenience for neglecting some

ecclesiastical ordinance, so long as he did nothing

illegal or dishonourable. On the other hand the Roman

Catholic Church held that it was the province of the

Church to define what should or should not be considered

26
lawful in the matter of marriage.

The bifurcation of Church and State, and the

divisions which arose in the Church itself brought about

a real confusion in both Christian practice and doctrine

concerning marriage, and it is from this point onward

that the major problems are raised in the field of

Biblical exegesis. The Protestant Reformers, anxious

to transcend the Canon law of the Roman Church, put great

emphasis on the authority of scripture, and in so doing

gave impetus to what may well be described as the moat

important phase of Protestant theology — that of

Biblical exegesis.

At the beginning of the modern period, from the

seventeenth century onward, there are three definite

positions held in Christendom regarding the concept of

marriage. The Roman Catholic Church holding to ite

traditional interpretation, and abiding by the decisions

made at the Council of Trent (1f&5)» declared that a

valid marriage is one conducted before a parish priest and
27

two witnesses. ' The Church forbids divorce of two parties

26. Ibid, p.h37.
27. In the Eastern Church, by contrast, a priest is not

required to make the marriage legal.
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who were baptised Christians at the time of marriage,

but a valid marriage where one party is unbaptised may

be dissolved since it is not sacramental* In such

cases the dissolution is made by nullity as divorce ia

not permitted. The Anglican Church also held to the

principle of indissolubility, inheriting its theology
no

from Roman Catholicism. However, by the

eighteenth century, with its emphasis on reason and

natural law and its tendency to Krastian views of Church

and State, it adopted a view in line with other reformed

Churches in allowing divorce for adultery, basing ite

reasons on the interpretation of the 'exceptive clause'

found in Matthew 5s32 and 19:9» However, the

Anglican Church in rejecting the 'Reformatio Legum
2q

Eccleslasticarum, a code of Canons advocated by the

more advanced Continental Reformers, in which adultery,

desertion, deadly hostility and prolonged ill-treatment

of a wife by a husband were admitted as grounds for

divorce, and their non-acceptance of the Roman Catholic

practice of nullity in its totality put the AnglicanB

in a rather awkward position which is reflected in their

28. 0. Dunstan, Cone. Vol. 5» No. 6, p. 1i*0.

29# A. R. Winnett, The Church and Divorce. London, 1968,
P» 1 •
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theology of marriage, and gave rise to differences

of opinion within the Anglican Church."^ The

Reformation view, as stated in the 'Reformatio Legum

Eccleslasticaruin, * allowed divorce for other reasons

than adultery; however, even within the ranks of

Protestantisxa there was no concensus on the matter,

and the history of its literature represents all

three positions held in the Christian Church. A

conservative group held uncompromisingly to the

principle of indissolubility, while a more moderate

group, mainly Anglican theologians, upheld the

indissoluble principle but allowed divorce in cases

of adultery. The more liberal Protestant theologians

supported the 'Reformatio Legum', in that they allowed

30. On the indiseolubiliet side, K.E. Kirk, Marriage
and Divorce. (1st. edition, 1933* second""
edition, (19*4-8); R.C. Mortimer's revision of
T.A. Lacey's Marriage in Church and State,
(19*47); K» Haw, The State of Matrimony.
(1952). On the non-indiseolubilist side,
W.R. Inge, Christian Ethics and Modern Problems.
(1930); J.H. Cruse and B.S.W, Oreen, Marriage.
Divorce and Repentance in the Church of England.
XmWT O.S. Bailey, The Mystery of Love and
Marriage, (1952); Cf, A.R. Winett, op, cit.
page lij, note b3.
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31
divorce for causes other than adultery.

How did the different branches of the Christian

Church interpreting the same body of literature come to

hold such diverse views? There are a number of reasons,

31• The Protestant conservative viewpoint that marriage
is indissoluble and does not allow for divorce is
represented by G.H, Box and C. Gore, (Anglican)
Divorce in the New Testament, London, 1921, — both
take a position identical with that of Roman
Catholicism in that a sacramental marriage, that is,
a marriage conducted between two baptised persons is
indissoluble, however, divorce and remarriage is
allowed for desertion in mixed marriages; F.L, Oirlot
(Episcopal) Christ and Divorce. Lexington, Ky., 19M5»
— marriage is indissolubie except by death; F.C.
Grant (Episcopal) The Mind of Christ on Marriage,
Five Essays on Marriage. Louisville. 1 9i|6 — marviage
is indissoluble for those committed to the will of
God, however, consideration may be glvexi to the hew
Testament exceptlonfbr harlotry, and premarital sex;
S.L. Tyson, (Episcopal) The Teaching of Our Lord as
to the Indissolubility of Marriage, Bewanee, Tenn.,
1909 *— the most conservative or tnis group. Tyson
contends that according to New Testament teaching
marriage is indissoluble and there is no exception.
Apart from the Anglican moderates listed in note

30, the following represent the view that marriage
is indissoluble except for adultery. F.H, Chase
(Anglican) .that Did Christ Teach About Divorce?.
London, 1 921" —" divorce "for adultery "only, there were
no grounds for desertion; A. Hovey (Baptist) The
Scriptural Law for Divorce, Philadelphia, 1866
divorce for adultery and possibly for other sexual
sins, however, separation only for desertion.

The liberal view goes back to Martin Luther where
in his The Estate of Marriage, (1522) he lists three
reasons"Tor divorce (1) adultery, (2) incompatibility
— due to some bodily or natural deficiency, and
(3) the refusal of the partner to fulfill the
conjugal duty. Cf. Luther's V.orks, Vol. XLV: The
Christian in Eoclety. 11, edited by Aalther I.
Brandt, Phil., 196^# PP. 30-35} R.H. Charles, The
Teaching of the New Testament on Divorce. London,
1921 - interprets N.T. teaching as meaning divorce
for adultery, desertion, and possibly other causes;
J• Murray, (Presbyterian) Divorce. Phil., 1953»
divorce for adultery and desertion. Cf. also note 30
plus D.W. Shaner, A Christian View of Divorce.
Leiden, 1 9f>9» P»30.
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and to lay a basis for our own exegetical inquiry into

the New Testament material we shall delineate some of the

Influences which gave rise to the different exegetical

interpretations of the New Testament literature.

A Response to Moral Needs

Most of the exegetical work done by the different

branches of the Christian Church was done for practical

purposes in response to a particular need of the

Christian community in that particular time. In a real

way the exegetical literature reflects the needs of its

own period and interprets the New Testament teaching in

the light of these needs. Thus in assessing this

material we must have an eye for what is historically and

sociologically conditioned, and what can be considered as

biblical principles that find their roots in the teaching

of the New Testament. An example of how the scholarship

of early exegesis reflects the cultural and historical

context of the period in which it was carried out can be

seen in the sudden shift of opinion in the Anglican

Church around the turn of the present century. At this

particular time there was a strengthening of the

indissoluble position brought about when New Testament

criticism questioned the 'exceptive clause' found in Mt.

5:32 and 19:9 (but not found in Mark) as an authentic

word of Jesus, Further, the Anglo-Catholic movement,

with a moral theology largely derived from Roman sources,

had gained ground among the clergy. What is more,
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divorce was no longer an exceptional occurrence, but had

come to be regarded as a major challenge to the Christian

conception of marriage demanding an uncompromising stand

on the part of the Church,-'2
This same thing can be seen in the Roman Catholic

apologetic writings on the subject, which largely amount

to defending the Church's position established at the

Council of Trent,'^ In Protestant circles generally the

interest in the subject seemed to be geared to the

current moral situation, as when the divorce rate rose

after World War II, a series of exegetical works came to
32i

the fore advocating stricter divorce laws. All of this

32. A.R. Winnett, Op, Clt. p.7» Cf. also Archbishop G.
Fisher, Problems of Marriage and Divorce, p.18, and
B.W. Shaner, Op. Cit, p.9»

33* This is a little unfair to current Roman Catholic
exegesis where some real effort has been made to
interpret the New Testament teaching on its own
merits. The most noteworthy advance is that of the
French scholar, Joseph Bonslrven, who, in his book,
Le Divorce dans le Nouveau Testament. Paris, 1 948,
argues that the divorce texts in Mt. 5:32 and 19:9
only makes sense when we interpret 'porneia' as
meaning false marriage, that is, an invalid marriage
contracted in good faith. This theory has much to
commend it, and when considered in relation to the
cultural and historical background becomes all the
more convincing, as it finds support in Rabbinic
literature. Cf. also J. Delarme, "Sens du texte
de S. Matthieu (V. 31-32) sur le divorce", AmlCler
66 (51, '56) pp. 772-774; T.V. Fleming, "Christ and
Divorce", ThSt. 24 (1, *63) pp.106-120; J. Dominian,
Christian Marriage, London, 1968.

34. Cf. F.L, Cirlot, Christ and Divorce, Lexington, Ky.,
1945; B.8, Easton, F.C. Grant, and S.E. Johnson,
Five Essays on Marriage, Louisville, 1946.
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illustrates the tremendous influence historical and

social factors have upon the interpretation of scripture

and how these factors contributed to the development of

different theories in the literature. What is more, it

makes us aware, that in our utilization of such secondary

sources, we must give careful consideration to those

social factors that influence the exegesis of the New

Testament teaching on marriage.

The Problem of Legalism in Protestant Bxegesis

The Protestant Reformers in their effort to abrogate

the Canon law of the Roman Church were led to reflect

continually on the Ten Commandments, emphasizing in their

theological formulations the authority of Scripture, thus

replacing Canon law with a strict observance of Biblical

law. This Biblical legalism, usually of Calvinist

origin, frequently turned out to be more capricious and

irrelevant than Catholic legalism based on the Canons of

the Church. However, in the past couple of decades this

problem has been combatted in Protestant theology with

its discussion on "Gospel and Law',^
The whole problem began when early exegetes

interpreted Biblical ethics and law^ as fixed and

35. Cf. C.H. Dodd, Gospel and Law; The Relation of Faith
and Ethics in Early Christianity, New York, 1951i
W. Lillie, Studies in New Testament Ethics, Phil.,
1961j G.H, Outka and P. Ramsey, op.cit., pp.265-322.

36. Ethics comes from the Greek work 'ethos', which
means 'a habit or custom'. 'Nomos' varies little
from this meaning, and can best be understood as 'an
accepted custom*. Thus sthicr and law are in some
ways synonymous — both reflecting a particular ethos
that is historically and socially conditioned. Cf.
VS. Barclay, Ethics in a Permissive Society. Glasgow,
1971» pp. 13-26.
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stereotyped ways of looking at ethical behaviour. In

other words what was once the usual thing to do had now

become the obligatory thing to do. No consideration was

given to the process in the formation of the Mosaic law,

which shows the significance of the natural, economic,

geographical, social and historical factors which

contributed to the evolution of Israelite law, nor was

there any attempt made to understand these texts in their
37

concrete social situation. Biblical laws, pertaining

to ethical behaviour, were seen as prescript ions that

were as binding today as they were for the period in

which they were given. Biblical exegesis began to free

itself from this legalism when it began to examine more

closely the debate which was carried on in the New

Testament concerning the validity of the law. Paul, as

well as the rest of the New Testament, evinces the firm

conviction that the Old Testament law considered as a

whole derives from God as its author. Yet, despite this

full acceptance of the divine authority of the law, this

same law is considered to be no longer in force. The

basis of this assertion is contained in Paul's argument

that the Old Testament law, according to the intention of

God, has a validity limited to a certain period of time.

It is but a stage in the unfolding of the saving plan of

37# Early exegesis was more concerned with the practical
application of the texts rather than an
understanding of them in their own social and
cultural setting.
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God, It "came in" (Rom 5?20) and was intended up to the

coming of Christ (Gal, 3:19)• The law of Moses, according

to Paul, has only a 'temporary validity*, contingent upon

a particular historical and sociological context, whereas

the "law of Christ" is a law that has a permanency for

all time. This Implies that with the coming of Christ

the law had lost its validity, and what is more is seen

as a set of prescriptions that were applicable to definite

historical and sociological situations, and were not meant

to be transferred, as is, to dissimilar cultural

situations which demanded a different set of prescriptions.

This differentiation between gospel and law which

has been worked out in recent Protestant theology makes a

major contribution to exegetical research in that it

delivers it from the legalism which treated Biblical legal

prescriptions as literally applying to situations in which

they could not possibly be worked out in practice.

Furthermore, it provides a counterbalance to early

Protestant emphasis on Scripture as the sole authority.

Regarding marriage, the problem of 'legalism* can

best be seen in the attempts by earlier exegetes of all

persuasions to treat the legal prescriptions of the old

and New Testament as laws which define right conduct in

all circumstances for all time. No effort was made to

interpret these laws in the context of their own

historical and sociological environment, their main

concern was to fit together all the legal prescriptions
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that are found in Scripture into a systematic doctrine

of marriage. Interestingly enough these prescriptions

had to find some continuity in order to allow themselves

a systematic formulation, and for most scholars, this

continuity was found, not in the diversity of the

historical and sociological situations from which the

various texts were taken, but the ethos of the exegete

himself. This is well illustrated when we consider

their treatment of the Ten Commandments, especially the

seventh commandment "You shall not commit adultery".

This law of divorce was seen as equally applicable to

both men and women, and depending upon denominational

bias, was referred to one or more illicit sexual acts.

In actual fact this particular law in the Decalogue is
XA

applicable only to women, as a man in Hebrew society

could not commit adultery against his wife, but could

only commit adultery if he violated the rights of another
39

man.

The engjhasls In most previous exegetical work, with

few exceptions, putB great stress on the legal aspect of

marriage —— to the extent of treating the teaching of

Jesus as laws or moral principles that demand obedience.

This legal narrowing of the issues is difficult to

38, L. Epstein, Marriage Laws in the Bible and the
Talmud, Cambridge, Mass., 19h2, pp. 3-33.

39. Cf. P, Hairk, TDNT. IV, pp. 732ff, There is some
evidence that similar practices were prevalent in
the Hellenistic and Roman world.
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overcome, as the discussions regarding marriage and

divorce in the Old and New Testament are held in the

context of the legal language of the period which

suggests the legal context as a reasonable basis for

analysis. However, modern exegetical analysis**0 has

shown that even though Jesus uses the language of the

law, He does so in a way that alienates it from its

customary legal use and breaks through the plane of law

into that of reality "He reveals the reality of a

human relationship in which God lays direct claim to

man's response. And He frees this relationship from

the strait-jacket of the Law."**1
This problem of exegesis while recognized must also

be faced, and the imposition of a legalism?by emphasizing
the authority of Scripture^ or following through the

legalistic formulations of the ancient world^muot be

avoided. So too, must be avoided the imposition of our

own cultural ethos on the teaching of the Gospel. Our

aim is to find out how the Gospel transcends the law, both

ancient and modern, and speaks to the reality of marriage.

Two theories which have greatly influenced Christian

ethics, and especially Biblical exegesis, are the social

evolutional theory of anthropology and the theory of

'orders of creation' developed by a group of German

scholars of which E. Brunner, P. Althaus and W, Elert are

b0» H. Baltensweiler, et al, see note 3«
b1• P. Hoffmann, Cone. Vol. 5» No, 6, p.53.
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representative. These theories, while providing a

framework for interpreting the Biblical material, also

adversely affected its exegesis. Like legalism, these

theories are considered untenable in present exegetical

research, nevertheless their influence, which is not

dead yet,^2 must be considered.

The Social Evolutional Theory

For more than a hundred years the thinking of

Christian theologians has been concerned with the theory

of evolution. At first, with a few exceptions, they

considered the Christian doctrine of creation to be

threatened by the opposition that seemed to exist between

the new hypothesis and the biblical account of creation.

However, as the new theory became an essential part of

the mental furniture of the Western world, and became the

basis not only for the idea of the biological evolution

of man, but also for a description of historical and

social evolution, theologians in an effort to be relevant

attempted to assimilate the different aspects of

evolutional taeory into their theological formulations.

Bo longer was it the creation story or evolution but

"the creation story and evolution . Among the first

theories of evolution to be embraced by theologians, was

tne social evolutional theory developed by the new

empirical science — Anthropology.

1*2, Evolutionary theories have been put forward by
?,H. Huxley in his Romanes Lectures, Julian Huxley
in Essays of a Humanist, Chatto & ..Indus, 1961+,
;-enguin, 1966, and by 5.H. adciington, The Ethical
Animal, Chicago, 1$60.
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The study of family life as an aspect of social

structure began with the lawyers and students of

comparative Jurisprudence. The first documented work

in this field was Sir Henry Maine's Ancient Law. **3 in

which he used the Scriptural History of the Israelites to

establish his 'Patriarchal Theory', However, the roots

of biblical anthropology go back beyond Maine to studies

made by Sir Robert Pilmer and John Locke, who in their

analysis of cripture came to different conclusions as to

the origin and pattern of family life,^" These early

discussions by lawyers were brought about by the problems

which they faced in their work, such as who succeeds whom,

who inherits what, who marries whom? In an effort to

solve these problems they turned to the analysis of

earlier civilizations, and more importantly referred to

L3. H,S, Maine, Ancient Law, John Murray, 1861,
blu Sir Robert Filmer, preceded Sir Henry Maine in

alleging on the authority of Scripture that "Patria
Potestas" existed among the Hebrews* The main
facts relied on by Filmer were (1) Abraham's league
with Abimeleehj (2) sentence passed by Judah on
Tharaarj (3) Abraham's army of three hundred and
eighteen soldiers of his own familyj (h) The fifth
commandment, which Filmer takes to be the law
enjoining obedience to kings, it is delivered in the
terms, "Honour thy father", as if all power were
originally in the father.
However, Locke in replying to Filmer's arguments

points out that the evidence was Just as weighty in
favour of a matriarchal theory at the beginning of
Israelite society, and in addition to refuting
Filmer*s arguments on their own Scriptural references,
he draws on a large body of additional Scriptural
material to prove that Hebrew society was originally
matriarchal. Cf. J.F, McLennan, The Patriarchal
Theory. London, 1885» PP» 35-50,
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Roman Law on which English Jurisprudence was based.

Thus these and many other questions form the core of

problems settled by 'family Law* — law pertaining to

marriage, parenthood, legitimacy, inheritance and

succession.

At the turn of the nineteenth century lawyers

became concerned over the fact that both Israelite

society and Roman law on which their 'family law* was

based were more reminiscent of a tribal way of life than

of a sophisticated civilization, and they were interested

in finding an explanation as to how this development from

tribal to modem civilization came about. For an

explanation they turned to the theory of social evolution

which readily suggested Itself as a logical explanation.

The social evolutional theory by explaining the

existence of an institution by showing how it originated

and the series of stages through which it had passed, lent

itself nicely to the study of kinship and marriage.

J.F, McLennan,^ a Scottish lawyer, was the first to

utilize the social evolutional theory to explain the

origin and development of the family. McLennan began

where his predecessors left off, with an analysis of the

tribal system of ancient Rome, from which he concluded

that the symbolic bridegroom capture found in ancient

Rome was the 'survival' of an earlier stage in which men

L5. J.F. McLennan, Primitive Marriage. Black, 1865.
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had indeed forcibly abducted women from other tribes.

From this assumption he went on to delineate the different

stages through which the customs of kinship and marriage

had passed. In the beginning there was promiscuity

where male and female mated indiscriminately, living in

wandering bands. This gave way to a system in which

kinship was traced through females only, which in turn

was followed by the tracing of kinship through males only.

Finally monogamy and the tracing of kinship through both

males and females became dominant. These conclusions

sparked off a controversy between McLennan and Sir Henry

Maine who had previously established on the basis of his

'Patriarchal Theory* that the family originated as a

'Patriarchy* — tracing its kin through the father.

This debate between the 'Matriarchal' and 'Patriarchal'

schools of thought was to preoccupy the new social science,

anthropology, for the next half century.

The man who brought the social evolutional theory

directly into the arena of theology was himself a

theologian and Old Testament scholar. At the time of

Robertson Smith anthropology waB very much to the fore in

theological discussion. The theory of evolution, in all

itB aspects, had entrenched itself in the minds of all

thinking men both inside and outside the Church, and

formed the basis of all current intellectual discussion,

Robertson Smith, coming later, inherited the idea that

modern civilization represents a long process of evolution.

However, he noted that evolution involved not only
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progression from one state of development to another, but

also the continuing of beliefs and practices that are no

longer of functional value to daily living. Something

of what we still do and believe, he argued, is fossil;

meaningless, petrified appendage to the daily business of

living. And what he was interested in doing was scraping

away the clinging rubble of fossilized, meaningless,

customs and beliefs, and laying bare those customs which

have proved their evolutional status by their function in

modern society.^ His effort in this field laid the

foundation for the new discipline - social anthropology.^
While Robertson Smith supported McLennan in his basic

I!*
theory, he differed in his approach, choosing to work

from the known backward to the unknown drawing in the

final analysis, upon primitive cultures for analogies to

support his theory.

Biblical exegetes, taking a cue from such scholars

as Robertson Smith, began to trace the evolutional

development of Christian marriage, Citing the relevant

passages in the Old and New Testament, scholars could

easily discern an evolutional development. Thus the

basic idea which evolved, and kept marriage theology from

advancing, was that polygamy was a consequence of a fall

46, W, Robertson Smith, The Religion of the Semites.
(Burnett Lectures), Edinburgh, 1838-9.

1+7. M, Douglas, Purity and Danger. Middlesex, 1966, p.29.
48, W, Robertson Smith, Kinship and Marriage in Early

Arabia« Cambridge, 148£>,
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from a paradisaical state brought about by an expression

of sin, and that from this point onward the institution

of marriage marred by sin struggled to regain its

original ideal state. This struggle can be delineated

in the history of the institution by tracing the

different evolutional stages through which marriage

passed:- For example, from matriarchy or patriarchy to

polygamy, monogamy and then on to the equality of the

sexes. The difference between the approach of

anthropology and theology is that the theologian starts

with a mythological conception of marriage as recorded in

Genesis, Interprets from the biblical literature a

reason for its failure - - man's sin, and then proceeds

to interpret the historical and sociological factors by

combining the theological conception with the social

evolutional theory. The anthropologists on the other

hand seek to show from the historical and sociological

facts, that marriage has gone through an evolutional

process. However, the theological approach became the

pattern of exegesis despite the conflicting historical

and cultural evidence recorded in the Old Testament

kg
regarding the origin and development of the institution. ^

Some Biblical scholars^0 have detected a parallel

between the evolutional development of marriage and

h9* Cf. D.H, Mace, Hebrew Marriage. Hew York, 1953
(Part), pp. 35-h3, also P. "estermarck, Marriage.
New York, 1929*

50. Gf. F. Qrelot, ^an and woman in scripture. liew York,
196h.
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revelation. As God revealed himself in history first

through the prophets, and then through his Bon, Jesus

Christ, He made his will concerning marriage clear to man.

Thus social evolution was seen as fulfilling God*s will

in history, in a sense, social evolution took place

because revelation made it possible.

However, anthropologists who developed the social

evolutional theory to explain the human family have found,

through their ethnographic studies, that this theory is

not altogether suitable for the purpose to which it was

so enthusiastically put. Granted that there is an

evolutional process in the history of human Institutions,

yet we cannot be sure that one step in the process is

superior to another, or necessarily follows another.

The mistake that early evolutionists made, and

consequently all those who adopted their theory,

including theologians, was that human institutions are

not subject to cumulative evolution in the way that, say,

technology is. Kinship systems, unlike technological

inventions, cannot be ranked as better or worse, higher

or lowerj they simply represent alternative ways of

doing things, and are geared to the needs of a particular

period and environment.

A second error detected in the evolutionists* scheme

is that they failed to see that the whole of mankind need

not have gone through the same series of stages —— that

there were alternate possible routes. Because the

evolutionists insisted on universal evolution, so did the
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theologians and they regarded any contemporary tribe that

might be practicing 'archaic* traits such as polygamy, to

be somehow spiritually and socially retarded — not

realizing that this tribe itself was the end product of

an evolutionary process. The Bonhoefferlan concept "man

come of age", has come to mean, for Western Christianity

at least, man at the end of the evolutional process, the

beneficiary of Qod's total revelation. Our Westernized

brand of Christianity has come to see people with

different marriage customs, such as obtain in Africa, as
£

spiritually retarded and socially inferior; #nd our

efforts have not been so much to preach the Gospel as to

change their social system. This attitude, built largely

on a misconception, has given Christianity a bad image in

many parts of the world.^
As anthropology became more scientific there was a

shift from evolutionary speculation to a more empirical

Investigation of societies,-'2 Bronislaw Malinowskl may

well be credited with breaking the strangle-hold which

evolutionary theory had on early anthropology. He

insisted on explaining the customs of a particular

society in the context of their own culture. Other

51. E. Hillman, "The Development of Christian Marriage
Structures", Cone Vol, 5, Ho, 6, May 1970,
pp. 25-58.

52. H, Pox, Kinship and Marriage, Middlesex, 1967#
P# 20.
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anthropologists,-^ taking tialinowski's lead, have gone on

to develop the science of kinship studies along these

lines. However, while anthropology was becoming more

scientific and ejecting the evolutionary concept as

untenable, theology still clung to it as the most logical

framework in which to develop its theology of marriage.

What the biblical evolutionists' did not take into

consideration was the fact that the form and function of

marriage are dependent upon a particular historical and

sociological environment, and that when that environment

changes then the function and form of marriage may also

change. And further, that this change may not

necessarily be an evolutionary process from one stage

53* Kinship studies took a more empirical approach with
the work of R,E, Lowie and G,P. Murdock in America,
Radcliffe-Brown in England, and especially C, Levi-
Strauss in prance. It was Levi-btrauss'e work Lea
Structures Klementalres de la Parent^, Paris, 19^9
lElementary Kinship Structures) which changed the
whole emphasis of kinship study. Before Levi-
Strauss marriage had been discussed largely in the
context of recruitment to kinship groups; legitimate
marriage was necessary to provide for legitimate
offspring to replenish the group. However, Levi-
Strauss argued that kinship groups were simply units
in a system of 'alliances* made or expressed by
marriage. The real differences between kinship
systems, then, lay in the different ways in which
they moved women around the system in marriage.
This approach enabled anthropologists to put all
kinship systems on one continuum and discuss them as
variations on the alliance theme. Thus marriage is
seen as the response to various recognizable
pressures within a framework of biological,
psychological, ecological and social limitations.
And the reason why one form of marriage is chosen
over another is that they answer certain needs and
do certain jobs, and when these needs change so does
the eystem. Gf, R, Pox, op.cit, pp, 13-25#
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to another, but simply the adopting of a system that is

the most workable for the group concerned. Take, for

example, the creation myths in Genesis 1 and 2. It is

self evident that at the beginning of the human race

marriage Is monogamous, as there is only one couple —

Adam and Eve, The command to "increase, multiply and

fill the earth" is also a necessity imposed by the

historical and sociological situation. The authors of

the creation stories were expressing in the phrase

"multiply and fill the earth" an important

characteristic of their own social environment, as great

importance was attached to progeny, A large family was

a necessity in the pastoral environment of early Israel,

thus the begetting of children became the function of

marriage. And in time the function took precedence

over the form, and the form changed to meet the needs of

the society. Thus we have the introduction of polygamy

and concubinage,^ because the important thing was to

beget offspring and extend the family. However, when we

compare this situation with our own we can appreciate the

historical and cultural influences at work. Today,

living in a dangerously overpopulated world, we no longer

see the function of raarrlage as "Be fruitful and multiply,

and fill the earth". That command, if no other, has

been ably fulfilled. And where the function has changed,

Cf. J. Van Seters, "The Problem of Childlessness in
Hear Eastern Law and the Patriarchs of Israel,"
JBlblit, 87 (1968) pp. hOl-8.
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as in our own society, so has the form, no longer do we

practice concubinage or plural marriage for the purpose

of bringing forth offspring. If we practice these

things today it is for entirely different reasons.

There is need for a second look at the Creation

myths, this time with an acknowledgment of the fact that

they too, are set in a historical and cultural context

that is in need of 'deculturalization*. The Christian

Church in drawing its theological inspiration from these
55

myths has been guilty of defending cultural practices*^

(marriage for the purpose of offspring) rather than

seeking the essential meaning of the marriage

relationship. What is needed in Biblical exegesis today

is less emphasis on form and function, which are

essentially sociological considerations, and more

emphasis on the meaning of the relationship Itself.

The Orders of Creation and Marriage Theology

A fourth problem which has hampered rather than

helped exegesis in the field of marriage theology is that

of depending too much on the notion *oruers of creation*.
This concept has become a highly controversial term in

55. An example of the Church's defence of primitive
cultural practices may be found in most Prayer
Books, for example, from the Book of Common rayer
(Church of England), the Book of 1662 with

/ additions and deviations approved in 1927, we have:
J "First, It (marriage) was ordained for the

procreation of children,..., . Secondly, it was
ordained for a remedy against sin, and to avoid
fornication ..." pp. 263-4.
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56
theology today. It is used in Protestant theology to

designate a number of social relationships such as

marriage and family, people, state and economy where

everyone finds himself, involved in these, including the

Christian, prior to and independently of his being a

Christian, so to speak, and where he is subject to the

commandments which God gave as Creator and which he

imposes upon all men.-*^ In a way the concept 'order of

creation* holds firmly to the belief that God'B will,

which is the ultimate standardfbr law, can only be known

through revelation, However, this does not mean that

the will of God can only be known through Holy Scripture;

quite apart from the saving revelation of Jesus Christ,

God has given an original testimony to himself in nature

and history, a universal revelation from the beginning

of all things. This "is not essentially bound up with

faith ... or with the Bible story, but is natural, human,

and pre-Christian,"^
This approach makes it clear that law is based upon

the order of existence expressed in creation. And

although God is not the Imminent world-logos, but the

world law giver, the world's laws are nevertheless a

manifestation of his creative will. Behind the 'suurn

euique* stands the original divine order, which lays down

56. K. Rahner, Sacramenturn Mundi, An Encyclopaedia of
Theology, Vol, h, London, 1969# P* 296,

57. Ibid, p. 296.
58. P. Althaus, Die ehristllche Wahrfaelt. 1

(Giitersloh, p.
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what is proper for each person, the will of the creator,

the order of creation,-^
For Althaus, law, together with marriage,

nationality, the State, and economics, all belong to the

ordinances of creation, by which he understands "the

indispensible conditions of human life as lived on the

plane of history", implanted in man by the Creator through

instinct and reason.^0 However, Althaus points out that

"Qod's action does not establish one single abstract

ordinance as such, but a number of concrete forms of

ordinance; not a static and ready made world, with

natural, eternal and immutable forms of ordinance, but a

dynamic world, pressing constantly forward to the creation
61

of new forms. Therefore, the idea 'order of creation*

according to Althaus, is not to be understood in static

and Platonic terms, as an eternal order of being, but as
62

an historical and dynamic process.

However, the apparent weakness of the whole idea

comes into view when we analyse these ordinances in

relation to man's historical existence. Vie find that

these orders, in the arena of humanity, are shot through

by sin, and that therefore their particular historical

form at any given fnoment must be critically examined, to

59* E, Brunner, The Divine Imperative, London, 1937»
pp. 211-219,

60, H-H Schrey, Cone, Vol, 5, No, 3» P» 32,
61, Ibid, p, 32,
62, P, Althaus, op, cit, p, ~Jk»
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see whether they are in keeping with the divine intention

behind the ordinances. In this sense 'the orders of

creation' cannot be described as preserving the status

quo, or as belonging to a period of time when these orders
5

were in operation in human history. They are rather a

kind of Platonic 'form' that stands over against reality

a standard by which reality must try to perfect itself.

63, Helnhold Niebuhr is critical of this concept because
it has no normative value for man, "There must be
something in the order of creation which makes it
normative. But it is difficult to find this
normative principle because man is a historical
creature and there are no purely "natural" forms in
his life which have not been subjected to both the
freedom and the corruption of history," Of, The
Theology of ffiil Brunner, Vol, 3» C,W. Kigley, ed,,
Hew York, 19$'2# p, 2o5, In commenting on Brturner's
idea of orders of creation in relation to marriage
Kiebuhr says, "Brunner, following Luther, makes
monogamy the chief example of the order of oreatlon
not only because monogamy is the most primordial and
perennially valid of human communities, but because
it Is the one institution which is validated by a
Scriptural appeal to the order of creation. It will
be remembered that Jesus in rejecting divorce which
Moses had allowed "for the hardness of your hearts",
declared that "in the beginning it wsb not so". He
then proceeds to derive from a genuine order of
creation, heterosexuality, ("male and female created
he them") and from the fact that the marriage bond
merges two personalities into one ("and they shall
become one flesh") the conclusion that the Ideal law
for such a union is its indissolubility, "Now what
God had joined together let no man put asunder".
It is just this ideal of the natural order ,»• that
prompts some questions about the validity of the
concept. Undoubtedly, every Christian would agree
that the Indissolubility of the marriage bond is the
ideal solution for the actual intimate mergence of
two lives, physically and spiritually. But this
mergence is not a fact of nature but an achievement
of history and is tolerable only when grace sustains
the partners. If we move from the problem of
indissolubility of marriage we find that everything
is touched by history and is relativized by
historical circumstances," Ibid, p. 266,
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Thus marriage in this sense is not simply a remedy for

sin, but an original order which governs the relationship

between the sexes.

Brunner in his discussion of marriage and family

life**** as an order of creation begins with the fact that

sex-differentiation makes humans universally dependent

upon one another for their existence and for their self

fulfillment,**** for a man can become truly a nsan only in

relation to a women, and a woman can become truly a woman
66

only in relation to a man. Biologically man and woman

are functionally related to one another, and because

there is a biological differentiation various kinds of

sexual relationships have become universal phenomena

which give specific character to individual and corporate

life. Furthermore the sex relation, as well as the

parent-child relation, teaches us that humans are unequal

and dissimilar in their functions,^ This basic

dissimilarity in function reveals a basic dependency upon
g a

others whose functions are complementary to our own,

Brunner goes on to point out that the existing order

of sex relations or of any other created order in a given

society may stand in need of change, even drastic

64. S, Brunner, op. cit. p. 211-219
65. Ibid, p. 211
66. Ibid, p. 211
67. Ibid, p. 212
63. Ibid, p. 214
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reformation, from the Christian standpoint, hut

"Adaptation to the existing order ... because it has been

created by God, is the first point in the Christian ethie,^
The existing order must be respected because of the

created order of God, of which the existing order is a

form, albeit distorted. The second point in the

Christian ethic is this, "the existing order is not the

order created by God, but it is the order created by God
70

in its broken condition due to sin".' The acceptance

of the given order must therefore be temporary and
71

conditional.' Because God is the Redeemer as well as

the Creator and Preserver, we should strive to purify
72

and perfect the existing order in obedience to Him.'

This static ideal standing behind the historical

reality, being constantly obscured by sin, or neglected,

yet not being destroyed, is reminiscent of a Platonic

influence that is alien to the Old Testament. Marriage

can only be realised in the historical situation, and

apart from that realization there is no such thing as

marriage. The notion of seeing marriage as an 'order
of creation* is no doubt derived in part from the static

ideal of marriage which has moulded its structure in

human life over the centuries. To put it plainly, this

69. Ibid, p. 2lhf.
70o Ibid, p. 211+
71. Ibid, p, 21 h
72. Cf, D,E, Burrington, "The Command and the Orders in

Brunner's Ethics," ScotJth.2Q (19^7) pp. 149-1 eh.
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notion is a very unhistorical way of looking at a very

historical institution* It sees marriage as a

simultaneously unhistorical yet universal basic structure

of human existence, thus concealing a Christian concept

of a&rriage, and therefore obstructing rather than

clarifying man's understanding of it. The present

Protestant attitude sees the image of marriage as

accordant with a belief in creation, but not in the sense

that it is a simultaneously unhistorical yet universal
7*

basic structure of existence.

The 'order of creation' calls us back beyond the

teaching of Christ to the original command which God made

in accordance with his act of creation. This makes

Christian marriage nothing more than a realization of

this manifestation of God's will in human experience.

In fact this concept of marriage may be said to be non~

Christian, in that it is available to anyone, as the

order itself is natural, human and pre-Christian.

Furthermore, it reduces the teaching of the New Testament

to an emphatic restatement of God's order of creation, a

mere calling attention to a pristine ideal that ought to

be followed. However, the New Testament teaching on

marriage involves more than Just bringing the original

'order' into sharper focus with existing practice. The

Gospel makes marriage into something new, and while it is

lived like any ordinary marriage, the couple, by virtue

73. W. Lohff, op. cit, p. 36.



1*8,

of their Christianity, view it as something new, Christ

is not only present in the Church, but he is present also

in marriage, and thus transforms it into a means of

salvation. Christian marriage is no mere refurbishing

of an original order, no daunting ideal is set before usj

the promise of redemption and unity, founded in Christ,

transcends the ordinary imperfect earthly marriage, which

is thus freed from all natural considerations and

conceived anew by God."^*
The idea that the New Testament teaching on marriage

is primarily a restatement of a pristine ideal that was

instituted by God at the beginning of creation must be

abandoned. Christian marriage, apart from ordinary

marriage, is seen to be aoiaethlng more, something

different, something 'new'. However, like ordinary

marriage, Christian marriage is temporal, transitory, and

bound only to this world (Mt, 12*25 par,)., j^ince it,
too, is governed by civil as well as ecclesiastical

authority, and in many ways resembles ordinary imperfect

marriage. However, for Christians it represents the

means of serving and glorifying God in this world.

Marriage under the influence of the Gospel is not merely

the presentation of a static ideal that must be met, but

becomes a dynamic force in the redemption of the world#

There is definitely a 'new creation* regarding the

institution of Christian marriage, a creation that has

7k* H, Baltensweiler, Cone. Vol. 5» No. 6, p. 1h8.
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Christological and salviflc implications for man# As

Christ is in the Church, so He is in Christian marriage,

making new, redeeming, and forgiving sinful humanity#

The one difference between Christian marriage and

ordinary marriage is the 'gospel'# And it is precisely

with the terms of the gospel rather than with terms of

law, evolution, the orders of creation, or any other

theory that this thesis will be chiefly concerned.

The Task of This Thesis

The task of this thesis is to overcome the

limitations which previous theological and sociological

theories have imposed on exegetical efforts, and to study

the various Old and New Testament statements on marriage

in their own historical and cultural context with a view

to determining what aspects of the New Testament teaching

on marriage are historically and sociologically

conditioned, and what is valid in principle even for

today. Our aim will be to see if the teaching of the

New Testament has a unique contribution to make to this

basic human relationship, and further, if it speaks

dynamically and meaningfully to the rrarriage relationship

irrespective of historical and social conditions. Thus

this exercise will be Interested in its relevancy as well

as its authenticity.

The approach will be both sociological and exegetical,

in the sense that all aspects of the institution will be

given consideration. The first task is to familiarize
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ourselves with the institutional forms that existed at

the time of Jesus, The institution of marriage, the

status of women, the position of the husband, were

without doubt, quite different in Jesus * time from what

they are today. Thus our initial task will be to get a

grasp of the kind of institution for which the teaching

of the New Testament was meant, and to determine what

these teachings meant to Jesus* contemporaries. Once

we have established the "Siitz ira Leben" of the New

Testament teaching, our next step is to critically

examine this teaching in the context of its own cultural

milieu.

Recent findings in biblical exegesis^ enables us to

approach the subject of Marriage in the New Testament in

a new light. Thus our analysis of the concept of

marriage in the New Testament will be governed, to a

large extent, by these new developments in biblical

exegesis.

We shall begin our analysis with the Synoptic

Gospels, although they are not the earliest Christian

writings. Nevertheless, they are attempts to record

75* Among the developments which have affected the
study of marriage in the New Testament are the
dating and authorship of particular New Testament
letters. For example, the Pauline corpus has in
recent exegesis been reduced to six, and at the
most eight genuine Pauline letters.

76, The earliest known Christian writings are the
letters of Paul, supposedly written between k&
to 60 A.D. Cf. Chapter h above.
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the beginnings of Christianity and the actual teachings

of Jesus. While it may not be possible to determine

with certainty whether the Gynoptic teachings on marriage

can be attributed to Jesus himself, we shall assume that

the teachings used in the Gynoptice to guide the

behaviour of Church members, were influenced by the

person of Christ. Therefore the nature of our analysis

will be to trace the origin, development and significance

of the synoptic teaching in the Churches of the

Evangelists.

Stage two of our analysis will concern the teaching
77

of marriage in the Pauline correspondence. ' Here we

see the *gospel1 at work in a Gentile environment. The

first real experience of the Church in the world apart

from Judaism —- a pragmatic test of its teaching against

a different historical and cultural background - is that

of the Greco-Roman world. Thus the importance of

understanding the cultural milieu, Paul's theological

principles, and the attitudes of his Gentile

contemporaries to marriage (I Cor 7)» are of vital

importance in determining if Paul has anything to say to

the institution of marriage as we understand it today.

Stage three will deal with the Post-Pauline teaching

on marriage, especially in the Gentile Churches, This

77. Only six letters are considered genuine Pauline
Epistles in this thesis, Romans, I +11 Corinthians,
Galatians, Philippians, I Thessalonians and
Phlleraon, Two other letters are debatable -
Colossians, and II Thessalonians. The authenticity
of the Pauline Corpus is discussed fully in
Chapter h above.
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teaching is representative of the Church at the turn of

the first century, and is found largely in the New

Testament 'Haustafeln* teaching, and the Pastoral

Epistles, In addition to our analysis of the New

Testament Post-Pauline teaching, we shall also look at

the teaching of marriage in other contemporary Christian

writings. This analysis will attempt to note the

developments and innovations made in the Christian

teaching of marriage at this period.

Finally, on the basis of our analysis of the New

Testament material we will look at the possibility of

developing a theology of marriage in terms of the New

Testament teaching, A theology that is at the same time,

true to the 'gospel* and relevant to the needs of our

own situation.

In conclusion, we shall outline the origin and

development of the institution of marriage in New

Testament times, and show in what ways this teaching may

be relevant to our own human condition.



CHAPTER II

THE "SITZ IM LSBEN" OP JESUS* TEACHING ON MARRIAGE

INTRODUCTION

Our starting point in our analysis of the New

Testament teaching on marriage must begin with a

consideration of its historical and sociological origins

and its anthropological status, which means asking what

man's "image" was at that particular time, as well as

familiarizing ourselves with the basic principles of its

ethical system and marriage institution.

"It is token for granted by some people that all

societies have approximately the same type of family life.
„2

This is quite wrong," There are major differences in

family structures throughout the world, and to understand

one form of family structure over against the other we

must assess these differences. However, the

acknowledgement that there are major differences in

family structures is of vital importance to our analysis

of the teaching of Jesus on marriage in the New

Testament. Any preconceived idea that family life in

the time of Jesus is approximately of the same type as we

practice today can only lead to misinterpretation, and

distortion of what Jesus taught, and what the New

Testament amplified in Its proclamation. To understand

1. See page h, Chapter 1,
2. E.A. Nida, Bible Translating, New York, 2nd ed.,

p. 180.
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what Jesus, and the New Testament had to say about

marriage and the family, we must first understand the

*'Sitz Ira Leben*' to which this teaching was addressed.

The Mesopotaialan Milieu

The Hebrews were Semites, and their social

organization, in its origin, did not differ from that of

the Semites in general. In order therefore to observe

those elements which in time came to be specifically

Hebrew, it is necessary to have some knowledge of the

early Semitic family, and to determine the position and

statue of the Hebrew family in its Mesopotaraian milieu.

The cradle of the Semites is said to be the Arabian

Peninsula,^ from whence they penetrated northward,

towards Mesopotamia, forming, in course of time, the

various Semitic groups known as Babylonians, Assyrians,

Aramaeans, Phoenicians, Edoraites, Moabites, Ammonites,

Hebrews and Abyssinians (Falashas).^ However, in time,

no one knows how and when, the Hebrews cut themselves

adrift from the larger body and established themselves

as a unique entity in the .Semitic world. The Hebrews,

continuing to practice a nomadic existence as opposed to

the stationary way of life of other Semitic peoples, soon

developed customs and ideologies that were different from
iwwwwwwwaww mm

3. W.O. Oesterley and T.H. Robinson, Hebrew Religion.
its Ori.;ln and Development. London, 1930, p. 3, Cf.
also J\ Kastein,"'"'history and Destiny of the Jews.
Hew York, 1939, p. 6.

4. Cf. Oesterley, Ibid, p.3»
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their Semitic relatives, and though connected to the

Semites by descent and language, they chose a totally

different path regarding customs and religion. While

we will attempt to outline the general development of

the marriage institution in the Middle East, our attention

will be focueaed more particularly on the development of

Hebrew marriage insofar as it forms the background to the

teaching of the Hew Testament on marriage and the family.

The Law Codes as Sources of Information

Our knowledge of family life in most of the Ancient

Hear East is derived from legal documents such as the

Hammurabi Code, the Assyrian Laws, and the Nuzi Laws.

However, the question always arises as to how far these

documents reflect current practice. Lome laws are

conservative and attempt to sustain customs that are

falling into disuse, while others are radical and seek to

introduce reforms. Examples of both these aspects of

the law can often be found in the one law code.^ However,

we must bear in mind that laws only provide the framework

of society and do not express or enforce the total life,

in that they do not always regulate the 'mores* and

5. The Deuteronomic law of the levirate is a good
example of an attempt to sustain a custom that has
fallen into disuse —— With the change from a nomadic
to an agricultural society the law seeks to limit
the practice to instances where brothers are living
together. This is without doubt an effort to
revive what had fallen into abeyance. Cf. Deut.
25:5. The introduction of reforms can also be
detected in the Deuteronomic law code, especially
where the authority of the father is limited by
requiring the sanction of the elders - Deut. 21:16-21.
This shows a definite change in authority. Cf. J.R.
Bartlett, 'The Use of the Word £j/V'7 as a Title in
the Old Testament," VetTest. 19 (19&9) pp. 1-10.
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'folk-ways* of a society. Thus when laws assume

polygamy and permit divorce this in no way indicates the

extent of either of these practices in that particular

society. Therefore what we find in the legal documents

of the ancient world is an ordering of social practices

that have proved acceptable over a period of time by the

majority of its citizens, and not necessarily a reflection

of current practices.

a. The Hammurabi Code

According to the Hammurabi Code the Babylonian

family was basically monogamous in character. Para. 167

implies monogamy when it states: "If, when a seignior

acquired a wife and she bore him children, that woman has

gone to (her) fate (and) after her (death) he has then

married another woman This is further reinforced

by the fact that the children of both wives shall share

equally in the inheritance of their father, whereas in a

polygamous situation the children of the chief wife would
7

get a greater share of the inheritance. Only in

exceptional cases may a man marry a second wife or take

a concubine while his first wife is still alive. These

are: (1) if his wife is incurably ill (para. 1h8)j (2) if
she is of a reprehensible character, neglecting her duties

and belittling him in public (para. 1hl); (3) if she is

6. Cf. J.B. Pritchard, Ancient Near Eastern Texts,
relating to the Old Testament, Princeton University
Press, Princeton, 1950, p.

7. Ibid, Assyrian Laws (Middle) para, hi» p« 183»
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sterile (para. Ib6-7)j and (1) if she is a priestess and

is forbidden by religious law to bear children (para 1bb-

5). In all these cases the inability of the wife to

provide her husband with children is deemed sufficient
Q

ground far taking a second wife or a concubine. Thus

the whole problem of childlessness in Near Eastern law

and among the patriarchs of Israel is of paramount

importance when we consider the practice of taking second

wives and concubines. The importance attached to the

wife's fertility, and to decendants in the masculine

line who would ensure the continuance of the tribe and

the handing on of the inheritance, explain these legal

provisions. To the nomadic Hebrew, whose strength lay

in a large family, the begetting of children, especially

male, was of paramount importance. And further, the

consummation of the marriage may be argued to have taken

place at the birth of a child rather than at the signing

of a contract, or at the deflowering which took place on

the night of the couple's marriage celebration.

Sterility was considered to be a defect <d;a ) in a

woman, and according to Ketuboth 7* 7 was grounds for

annulment: "If he married her, making no conditions, and

defects were found in her, she may be put away without

her Ketubah ... ." However, the defect of sterility

was overcome in hear Eastern society, and especially

among the Israelites, not by the putting away of the wife,

8. I. Mendelsohn, "The Family In the Ancient Near East,"
BibArch., 11-15 (19U8-52) p. 2b.
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but rather by the wife providing a 'handmaid' for the
9

husband for the purpose of ensuring legal descendants.

9. To the Hebrew the giving of handmaids to the husband was
not considered to be a violation of the rule of monogamy.
If we follow the theory of 'extended personality'
developed by P.(Pi)* Dhorme, J. Pedersen, and II. Wheeler
Robinson, we can grasp the thinking behind this whole
practice of giving handmaids to the husband for the
purpose of ensuring legal deoendants.
In Hebrew thought a man's personality is thought of as

extending throughout hit it ">TL , i.e. 'house' or 'House¬
hold', The father, of course,""is the headj and next in
order of importance are alternatively the wife (or wives)
and the sons, then the sons' wives and the daughters.
Thus a man's personality is felt to exist within his
household, and what is more, to extend to the whole of
his property. As Pedersen puts it, "In the eyes of the
Israelite also property is a living thing, and is part
of his soul" (Gf. Israel: Its Life and Culture I-II,
1926, p,170.)Thus the household in its entirety is
regarded as a psychical whole the extended
personality of the man at its head. The prime example
of this is the story of Achan in Joshua 7:2hf Gf. for
example, also Gen. hh:bff» and Judges 11:12-13, where
'messengers' are considered an extension of the
personality.
In the case of the Hebrew wife the same principle

applies. Her personality is extended in her property
and possessions such as her dowry and servants which
she brings from her father's house, and over which her
husband has no rights. This property brought from her
father's household is an extension of her personality
which forms a psychical whole — making up the total
personality of the wife. Should the wife find herself
barren after marriage she could give her husband a hand¬
maid, which is essentially extending the husband's right
over an additional part of her personality over which
previously he had no Jurisdiction. In this sense no
other personality is involved apart from the husband and
wife, as the handmaid is considered a part of the wife's
'extended personalityThus the marriage as far as the
Hebrews are concerned remains unchanged. This idea is
brought out quite well In the case of Rachel and Jacob.
When she found that she was barren she gave her handmaid,
Bilhah to Jacob in order to ensure legal decendants. After
the birth of Bilhah's son Rachel says "God has Judged me,
and has also heard my voice and given me a son" (Gen.31 :
6f), According to the concept of 'extended personality'
the son is Rachel's and not ilhah'a as the marriage is
between Jacob and Rachel with Bilhah considered a part
of Rachel's personality.
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Thus the desire for providing a son who is to be heir,

is not only linked with the religious motive of the

promise, but also reflects the social feeling of the

timej and, according to our observations in note 9 above,

the practice of providing handmaids' may be seen as a

safeguard against polygamy, as the husband loses the

right to take a second wife if his legitimate wife

provides him with a slave as concubine for the purpose
1 0

of ensuring legal descendants.

However, as a consequence of this practice in the

Hear East there developed a sexual ethic in which men and

women are placed on different levels, Valves and

concubines have certain well-defined rights, but the

husband retains a wide freedom of action; no one

reproached Judah for sleeping with Tamar, although he

Now while there is much evidence of polygamy, even in
the case of Jacob mentioned above, the concept of
'extended personality* seems to have governed the
practice of taking concubines, and by so doing, helped
to retain the concept of monogamy as the basic ideal.
From the period of the Monarchy onward the practice

of polygamy among the Hebrews was confined very much
to the aristocracy and royalty whose extravagant
harems and plural marriages were motivated by politics
and a conspicious display of wealth. However, the
ordinary Hebrew in keeping with his concept of
•extended personality' kept his marriage monogamous,
with his wife providing a handmaid, if necessary, for
the purpose of providing legal decendants, Gf, A.R,
Johnson, The One and the Many in the Israelite
Conception ofHTo'dT Cardiff, 1 9621 J, Petersen,
Israel; Its Life and Culture, I-II, 1926; H. Wheeler
Robinson,"""Hebrew Psychology" in The People and the
Book, ed, , A,8. Peaice (1925), pp. 353ff•

10.P, Orelot, "The Institution of Marriage; Its
Evolution in the Old Testament," Cone, Vol, 5» No, 5
(1970), p, ho, Cf, also the Hammurabi Code, para,
1US-7.



6o.

mistook her for a prostitute (Gen. 33:15-18).

Furthermore, only the man could take the initiative in

connection with marriage: the wife was the subject of

a contract between the bride^s future husband and her

father (Gen. 2ii:58f). He is as the West Semites called

him the 'Ba'al* ("owner") of his wives and children.

Thus in Babylonian society, a man could have as many

slave concubines as he wished. The Code explicitly

reco. nizes this fact when it decrees that a slave

concubine and her children shall be set free after the

11
death of the master.

The Hammurabi Code indicates that marriage in

Babylonian society was a civil affair with no religious

sanctions necessary. Marriage was based on a written

contract. Para. 128 of the Code stateB this clearly:

"If a man takes a wife and do not draw up a contract

(rikistum) with her, that woman is not a wife". The

marriage contract usually contained four or five clauses:

(1) the names of the parties concerned and the

declaration of marriage; (2) the amount of the '"tiVHatu* ;

(3) clause concerning the settlement in case of divorce;

(h) oath of the parties; and (5) the names of the
12

witnesses and the date.

11. Hammurabi Code, para. 170-71*
12. I. Mendelsohn, op. cit. p. 25, Cf. also T. J. Meek,

"Mesopotamian Legal Documents", in Ancient hear
Pastern Texts, ed., J.B. Pritchard. Princeton,
1950. pp. 217ff.
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Carriage in the ancient Near hast was very much an

economic arrangement and naturally marriages were

arranged, for the whole family was concerned with the

new member of the group or the loss of one of its own

members. Before the actual marriage took place it was

the custom for the bridegroom to present to the bride's

father a sum of money or its equivalent in goods. This

sura of money is called in Babylonia, Assyria and Kuzl

'tirhatu', in Ugarlt 'tirhatu' and 'mohar', and in the
13

Old Testament 'raohar'. It Is not necessary to explore

all the sociological implications of the paying of the

"tirhatu-mohar" here, suffice it to say, that there exist

two schools of thought as to the definition of the

"tirhatu-mohar". One school interprets the "tirhatu-

mohar" as 'bride-price' and hence concludes that the

Ancient Hear Hast marriage was at least originally

"purchase-marriage". The other school explains it as a

"compensation gift", and hence concludes that marriage
1L

never was "purchase-marriage". Evidence can be
1 *5

gathered in support of both positions.However,

13. Cf. Gen. 3U:12j 1 3am. 18:25; Ex. 22:15:16.
1h. For a full debate on this issue see M. Burrows,

Basis of Israelite Marriage. American Oriental
Society, Hew Haven, Connecticut, 1933.

15. As against the argument presented by M. Burrows in
favour of the 'tirhatu' as a 'compensation gift', a
record from Nuzi supports the marriage by purchase
theory, Here a man declares after receiving the
'tirhatu' from his daughter that "I have received,
I am paid". It appears also that among the
Canaanites and the Hebrews the 'mohar' or its
equivalent in labour, was regarded as a 'price' for
the girl (Cf. Gen. 2§; Ex, 2;21),
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according to paragraphs 138-39 of the Hammurabi Code,

which deal with the case of divorce, if a man divorces

his wife, who has not given birth to children, he shall

give her back the equivalent of the 'tirhatu', but if no

'tirhatu' was given at the time of the marriage, he shall

give her one 'maneh* of silver "for a divorce", which

Indicates that marriage was not necessarily purchase

marriage. On the other hand, we find that the giving of
16

a 'tirhatu* is taken for granted in the Hammurabi Code,

In the matter of divorce the Babylonians differed

from their Semitic neighbours, in that a more humane

attitude toward women seems to be expressed in their

law codes, and further, In some cases the woman's status

is the same as that of a man, namely, she can divorce her
1 7

husband at any time on paying a fine. ' However, the

Hammurabi Code accepts the attitude of the Ancient Near

East that a man could divorce his wife at any time by

pronouncing the formula "you are not my wife". The only

exception to this general attitude in the code is in the

case of a sick wife, who may not be divorced against her
18

will, otherwise a husband may do as he pleases.

Nevertheless, divorce was not a simple natter of saying

"you are not my wife", the laws put an obstacle in the way

of divorce by prescribing a fine to be paid by the

16. Hammurabi Code, paragraphs 16h, 166.
17. H.C. 1U2-U3.
18. H.C. 1h8-49.
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husband. In the case of a first wife (hirtum) who has

not given birth to children, the husband must pay her a

sum of money equivalent to the ,tirhatu* and must also

return her dowry which she has brought from her fatherfe
1 Q

house. * The fine varied according to the status of the

wife, and in the Hammurabi period this fine varied from
20

ten shekels to sixty shekels of silver.

Adultery was a crime only when committed by the

betrothed girl and married woman but not when committed

by the husband. The penalty for such a crime according

to the Hammurabi Code was death by drowning. However,

punishment varied depending on the circumstances of the
21

crime, and the parties involved.

While the Hammurabi Code prescribes a set of laws

favouring monogamy, it still shares the basic

characteristic of the Ancient Near East, in that its

social and economic organization calls for a family

structure that has as its priority the providing of sons

for the continuance of the tribe and the handing on of

the inheritance. Thus the problem of childlessness gave

rise to the practice of concubinage and second wives, and

consequently contributed to a sexual ethic which put men

and women on different levels. On the other hand the

long history of tradition and practice gathered up in

19. H.C. 136.
20. H.G. 137ff. also I. Mendelsohn, op. cit. p. 31.
21. H.C.
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these codes indicates a shift in attitude which allowed

women a higher degree of equality than their surrounding

Semitic neighbours.

The asSyrian Code:

In contrast to the Babylonian family structure the

Assyrian family was basically polygamous, as a man could

have as many concubines as he wishes in addition to his

chief or veiled wife, regardless oi whether he had

children by his chief wife or not. C.H.'w, Jonns, in his

an Assyrian Boomsday Booh, notes that the liarran census

22
lists many xuen with two wives. The interesting

difference to note here between the Babylonian and

Assyrian societies is that the Babylonian practice of

concubinage seems to be directly connected with the

problem of childlessness, with restrictions placed on the

husband if the wife can provide him with progeny, whereas

the same practice in Assyrian society is permitted

regardless of the fertility of his chief wife. Therefore,

while childlessness is at the root of both practices, the

unprohibited practice of the Assyrians allowed the husband

a much wider range of sexual freedom, while at the same

time reducing a woman's rights considerably, so much so,

in faot, that in the Assyrian Law Code she becomes a

mere chattel.

The institution of marriage, apart from the practice

of polygamy, was basically the same in Assyria as in

22. p. 64
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23
Babylonia. Marriage was based on a written contract,

with basically the same terms as those contained in the
24

Hammurabi Code. However, marriage in Assyrian society

was more easily dissolved, since women were not as well

protected under the law, and had far less rights than

Babylonian women. A man was absolved from any

responsibility in divorcing his wife, and was not required

to pay alimony of any kind. The Middle Assyrian Law

(para. 37) merely states that if a man desires to give

his wife something he may, but if he does not "she shall

go forth empty". Unlike the Babylonian woman who had
25

some rights regarding divorce, an Assyrian woman could

under no circumstances divorce her husband. The

pronouncement of the simple formula "She is not my wife,

I am not her husband", was sufficient to dissolve the

marriage. Thus an Assyrian woman who became a party in

a divorce suit was left with only her personal belongings,

and presumably her dowry, as a means of livelihood.

Mendelsohn describes the position of the Assyrian
j <&- 26

woman as "worse than that of a b^/st of burden". As a

girl she was under the strict control of her father and

as a married woman under the merciless power of her

husband. She was held responsible for the misdeeds of

her husband; his sins were visited upon her. Thus if a

23. Assyrian Law, para. 36.
24. H.C. 128ff. Also page 56 above.
25. H.C. 142-43.
26. I. Mendelsohn, op. cit. p. 36.
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man strikes another man's wife and thereby causes a

miscarriage, his (the offender's) wife is treated in the

same manner.2"^ That is to say, as he has deprived the

other man of his child, so shall he be deprived of his.

The offender's wife and unborn child are of no concern

to the law. Equally a married man who seduces a virgin

must surrender his wife to the victim's father to be
Ofl

treated in like manner. In this situation women were

regarded as property, and any crimes involving women were

treated as a crime against the proprietary rights of the

husband or father.

While there are other Ancient Near Eastern

documents2^ which give other modifications of the

institution of marriage in Near Eastern society, the

above material is sufficient to provide a background for

our analysis of the Hebrew marriage Institution.

The Hebrew Family

The Hebrew family as it appears in ancient biblical
xn

tradition is patriarchal,-' However, whether it was

27, Assyrian Law, para. 50.
28. Assyrian Law, para. 55.
29, other legal texts which treat regulations are The

Laws of Kshnunna, the Hittite Laws, The Nuzi Laws,
and the Liplt-Ishtar Law code, which may be found in
J.B, Prltchard's Ancient Near Eastern Texts. 1950.

30. References to matriarchal and fratriarchal family
organization are found both in the cuneiform sources
and in the Old Testament. Of. P. Koachaker,
"Pratriarchat, Hauagemelnschaft und Mutterrecht in
Keilschriftrechten," 2AW, 7 (1935)» PP. 1-89:
C. H. Gordon, "Pratriarchy in the Old Testament,"
JBlbLlt. 5k (1935) pp. 223-31 ; D. Mace, Hebrew
Marriage. 1953, pp. 76-95#
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essentially monogamous or polygamous is difficult to

determine, as the history of the Hebrews go^back beyond

recorded history. That polygamy was practiced in Hebrew

society there is little doubt,but the origin of the

practice is open to interpretation. The biblical

records seem to support two basic interpretations of the

Hebrew family. One interpretation is that the Hebrew

family was essentially monogamous, and it was only due to

foreign influences that polygamy was tolerated as a

deviation from the standard. The other Interpretation

claims polygamy was the norm and standard but that

certain internal cultural developments operated toward
xp

the ideal of monogamy. However, regardless of the

essential structure of the Hebrew family, what we meet in

the records of biblical tradition is a polygamous family

structure. And It appears that the evidences advanced

in support of the theory of polygamy are more compelling

than those offered to prove monogamy.^ As Epstein puts

it,

"a polygamous society also permits monogamous
families, while a monogamous rule generally
excludes polygamy altogether. Polygamous records
in some biblical families, therefore, do offer
refutation of the theory of monogamy, but
instances of monogamy in no way refute the theory
of polygamy",3U

31. Cf. Gen. 29:15-30, 2b, Gen. 26.3b; 28.9
32, Gf. Leopold Loew, Gesammelte Schriften, Szegedin,

1889-1900, III, pp.3^f; also L.M. Epstein, Carriage
in Bible and Talmud, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1 9a2,
P. 3-11 J D. Mace, Hebrew Marriage; 1933» pp.136-1 h-1 •

33* Of. L. Epstein, Ibid, p. 6.
3b. Ibid, p. 6.
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The question of native origins in a group as old as the

Hebrews cannot be solved. The records, which are the

only sources of reliable information, do not go back to
55

origins.-^ Thus our safest starting point is to

recognise polygamy as an established institution in

Israelite society, and to treat monogamy as representing

a superimposed morality on a polygamous foundation.

This monogamous tendency grew, as we shall see, with the

progress of Hebrew history under the influence of

lav/giver and preacher.

It is necessary, however, to seek the reason for

polygamy. Here we might make a vital distinction between

the general practice of polygamy among the rank and file

Hebrews, and Solomon's harems which expressed the

extravagant wealth of the oriental monarch. The

narratives of the Old Testament stress the desire for

providing a son who is to be heir. This raay be seen as

part of the religious motive of the promise, but it also

reflects the general social attitude of Near Eastern

society to the problem of childlessness, as we have seen

expressed in the Assyrian and labylonian law codes.-'

Polygamy is thus linked to reproduction, and is

considered proper and permissible while the desire for

progeny predominates. The prestige which bearing a son

gives to a wife and even to a 'handmaid* is eloquently
57

brought out in the biblical narratives.-"

35. Ibid, p. 7.
36. See page SB p. above.
37. Gen: 24:60; 29:31; 30:1;24.
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In the early stages the Hebrew family was baaed on a
XA

Babylonian pattern^ with Abraham the patriarch and Sarah

the matriarch as required by Babylonian law,-^ Thus

Abraham and Isaac have only one wife in the formal sense

of the term, and in accordance with the Hammurabi code,^
their marriage follows a definite pattern. Sarah

provides a 'handmaid' for Abraham when she is found

childless. To take concubines in addition to the

'handmaid' given to him by Sarah would be a violation of

Babylonian restrictions. However, a relaxation of these

Babylonian restrictions can be discerned in the second
) t

stage when we find Jacob taking two wives, and Esau
Ll2

three wives. From this stage onward the course of

their history, presentmigrations, economic changes,

cultural influences from without and cultural progress
-JLci

from within, all contributing- to the development of

Hebrew family structure.

The migrations brought the Hebrews into contact with

other customs, especially the polygamous practices of the

38. The Babylonian laws are based upon a concept that
3ust as there is a single male head in the household,
the patriarch, so should there be a single female
head, the matriarch. It is the special dignity of
the matron that stands in the way of full, free
polygamy in Babylonia. Abraham, being a product
of Babylonian culture, followed the same marriage
pattern, and accepted only 'handmaids' given to him
by Sarah. Of. L. Epstein, op. cit. p. 7.

39. H.C. 1bh, 167.
bO. H.C. 1bb.
b1. 29s15~30, 2b.
b2. Gen. 26.3bj 28.9
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Canaanites, which exposed the Hebrews to unrestricted

polygamy. Further, the changes brought about by the

settlement in Palestine are significant in forming a

new pattern of family life. The most significant

changes were: (1) the change from a pastoral to en

agricultural and town economy; (2) the formation of the

tribal confederation (the amphictyony) and its

dissolution with the introduction of the monarchy; and

(3) the collection of the laws into a series of codes.

Some development in Hebrew family structure can be

detected when we compare pre-Mosaic and ^oat-Mosaic times
on the basis of the picture in the historical books. We

find that decisive changes have taken place in the

traditional ancient Semitic law of marriage. For

example, the law of marrying two sisters simultaneously,

which obtained in the pre-Mosaic period no longer
obtains in the po3t-Moaaic period.^ Also such laws as

those introduced against selling one's wife to pay off a
||C

debt show a refined feeling for the value of marriage#

However, despite these developments, Hebrew marriage was

still a long way from reaching the high standard that we

find in Babylonian society where the wife had many

i+3. C.S. Rodd, op.cit. p.21|.
14w Compare Lev. 18:6-23 and 20:9-21, with Gen. 29:15-

30, Fx, 6j20, Gen. 20:12, 2 Gam 13:13#
1,5. FX. 2i:7f; Cf. Deut. 21:11*.
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rights of which the Israelite's legislation appears to

know nothing.^
Towards the end of the Monarchy religious law began

to play an important role in influencing the kind of

relationship that was to dominate as the 'ideal' in

Hebrew society. Thus, while polygamy appears to have

been the norm, it was by no means accepted wholeheartedly,

and while Deuteronoxny seems to endorse polygamy (21 • 13—1 7)*

and concubinage (21:10-114), it reacts strongly against

royal polygamy (17:17). In actual fact, polygamy tended

to accentuate the difference between social classes, with

the aristocracy practising polygamy, while the ordinary

Hebrews, because of economic factors, practised monogamy.

However, nothing in the law forbade a man from having more

than one wife, provided he could support them. Therefore

the nature of Hebrew marriage generally was that Rulers

permitted themselves plural wivesj bigamy was not

infrequent, but the people as a rule practiced monogamy.

The Old Testament gives us very little information

regarding divorce. However, it appears in the early
rtUc-('

stages/a Hebrew could divorce his wife at will, and was

not obliged to make provisions for her future maintenance,

46, 8uch measures as the right of the wife to divorce her
husbandj provision by the husband for the divorced
wifej and the right in the marriage contract to
refuse to give security for debts contracted by the
husband before marriage (Cf, ff.C. 142, 151, 137-140,
171, 172) indicate the superiority of Babylonia to
Israel in the external details of civilization.
Cf, V*. Biehrodt. Theology of the old Testament.
Philadelphia, 1961, pp. 80-81 .
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As is evident from Hosea 2;2, it was enough for the

husband to pronounce the simple formula "She is not my

wife, I am not her husband". The only legislation in

Deuteronomy about divorce concerns the prohibition

against taking back a repudiated wife who remarried

(24:1-4); the reasons justifying divorce are rather

vague.^ However, the husband was compelled to give

his wife a bill of divorce.^ This situation helped to

maintain the tradition of the two moralities, one for

men and the other for women. And, as in Assyrian society,

it weakened the social position of women considerably,

reducing them to the level of disposable property.

However, in marriage itself, the husband had certain

obligations to fulfil, which a wife could demand before a

court (b.Ket.77a, 107a). He had to provide her with

food, clothing, and shelter, and to fulfil his connubial

duty; and furthermore to redeem his wife in case of her

later captivity (m.Ket.IV.4, 8-9j t.Ket.IV.2, 264). In

case of illness he wae to provide medicine for her, and

at her death to provide a funeral. The right to divorce

wae exclusively the husband's.^ However, through the

47. This is evident from the fact that a great deal of
discussion wae carried on in Rabbinic literature
concerning the phrase "some unseemly thing". Deut.
24:1ff#

48. See Gen. 24:1-4.
49* However, the woman could divorce her husband if he

engaged in certain trades such as iung collecting,
Tanning, and Copper smelting (T.Ket. vii.11, 270).
These trades were repugnant because of the foul
smell connected with them. Cf. J. Jeremias,
Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, London, 1967,
p. 308ff.
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religious influence against divorce, and the restrictions

placed on the husband's freedom such as having to pay a

sum of money to the wife as prescribed in the marriage

contract, a stigma and obstacle was placed on any hasty

divorce.-*0 These restrictions improved the statue of

women within the marriage relationship.

what becomes apparent in viewing the Hebrew family

against its Mesopotamian environment is that it shares

certain basic characteristics with the ancient emitic

world, which may be summed up as follows: (1) marriage

serves primarily as a means of begetting offspring:

(2) marriage 1b patriarchal, the father is the 'ba'al*,
the provider and protector of his wives and children; and

finally (3) a woman attains the highest station in life

when she becomes a mother —— motherhood is the glory of

the woman, for it is only then that she becomes a

"berakhah1 a blessing (Gen. 49:25) ."*1
However, the Hebrew people had a religious factor

working to change its institutions, and through the

influence of lawgiver and preacher the monogamous

tendency grew and developed with the progress of Hebrew

history. Epstein notes this religious Influence when

he writes:

50. b. Yeb. 89a, 63b; b. Pes, 113b — Gen# P. 17.3 on 2.
18 (banh, 133* is significant).

51. I. Mendelsohn, p. 39.
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"The lawgiver, finding polygamy at the root of
Hebrew life did not or could not eradicate it
by outright prohibition, but sought to eliminate
it gradually by such laws as required purification
after contact with women (Lev. 15:18)» or the
command to treat all wives alike (Ex. 21:8-11),
or the prohibition against castration, by the
censure he offered Solomon for his plural
marriages (Deut. 1 7:17)» by prophetic
utterances in favour of monogamy, 52 and by
the subtle apologies for the polygamy of some
prominent biblical personalities. 53

Marriage in Hebrew society took on theological

implications when it was linked with the creation

stories in Genesis,^ Gen. 2:1 8-21* written in an

environment where polygamy, concubinage, and divorce,

were legally admitted, was interpreted by the prophets

to be the fundamental plan of God in that the 'mia sarx'

union of man and woman was meant to be basically-

monogamous. Thus monogamy became the ideal in the

preaching of the prophets. However, two factors were

recognized in the history of the Hebrew people which

prevented this 'ideal' from becoming the accepted

practice. First there was the corning of sin into the

world (Gen. 3)» which is said to have blinded men to

God's fundamental plan in creation^ and, secondly, the

appearance of a new cultural phenomenon — unrestricted

52. The prophetic references to monogamy as the ideal
are: Isa. 50:1; Jer, 2:2; Ezek. 16:8; Prov, 12:4;
18:22; 19:14; 31:10-31; PB. 128:3.

53. L. Epstein, op. cit, p. 5, Cf. also L, Loew, op.
cit. pp. 33-35.

54. Gen. 1:27ffJ 2:18-24.
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polygamy, which the Hebrews borrowed from neighbouring

cultures. Once Israelite legislation adapted itself to

the practice of polygamy it created a gap between

practice and the divine intention - the divine intention

being interpreted, on the basis of Gen. 2:18-24, to mean

monogamy.

The prophets, in addition to making monogamy the

ideal, introduced a new element into the Hebrew

conception of marriage. The marriage relationship was

used by the prophets allegorically to show the

relationship between God and His people, Israel, This

relationship between God and His people was seen to be

personal, redemptive, loving, forgiving and reconciling.

In the preaching of the prophets the marriage

relationship itself was seen to contain these same

Qualities, For the prophets, marriage became an *1-

Thou* relationship, and not merely an 'I-It* relationship.

The wife was now seen as a 'person* rather than a piece

of property belonging to the husband, Hosea's own

personal experience and ministry is illustrative of the

new element of redemptive love and reconciliation which

begins to emerge in the marriage relationship of Israel

for the first time.

The marriage symbolism is used by the different

prophets with slight variations due to legal arrangements

then in force. For example, monogamy is seen to be the

ideal as Jerusalem becomes the only bride of Yahweh and
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other cities become her daughters.^** Thus by displaying

to believers the ideal couple formed by the God-

Bridegroom and Community-Bride,-^ this symbolism not only

influenced religious thought but in many ways helped to

make the monogamous ideal a practical reality in Hebrew

society.

The ideal in the prophets and wisdom literature^
of post-exilic Judaism definitely favoured monogamy, which

eventually resulted in the development of new attitudes

toward divorce; God stands as witness between the man

and "the wife of his youth"} the man is not to break

faith with her "for Yahweh hates divorce".However,

while this ideal had no force of law, it is interesting

to note its emergence in Hebrew society, as it

illustrates the presence of a new conjugal morality,

which no doubt marked the Hebrews off from the rest of

the Semitic world.

By the time of Jesus, however, the monogamous ideal

had made great inroads on Jewish practice. While the

55. Ezek. 16:53-63.
56. I sa. 5*it61-1-16.
57. Cf. Prov. 5:15-23; Sir. 26:13-16# Job. 31:1, 7:12,

Tobit. - passim.
58# Cf. Mai. 2:lb-l6. Some recent scholars argue for a

*cultlc interpretation* of Malachl, showing that in
its prophetic context the statement, "let none be
faithless to the wife of his youth, for I hate
divorce", refers not to the actual breakup of
marriage but rather to infidelity to the religion
of Yahweh. Cf. A. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry
in the New Temple: Lund, Oleerup; Copenhagen,
1965#'p.Tlf.
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Rabbinic legal literature still provided for the

possibility of polygamy, the ordinary Hebrew to all

intents and purposes was monogamous,-"5-^ However, we must

bear in mind that the kind of marriage to which Jesus

directed his teaching included the permission of polygamy,

the subjection of women, and the sole right of the

husband to divorce. Furthermore, what Jesus had to say

about divorce and the monogamous ideal had no force of

law. Like the prophets before him, he could only appeal

to the moral consciousness of hie hearers. Thus we find

that, understood in the context of Hebrew marriage

customs and laws, the *3itz lm Leben' of Jesus' teaching
is vastly different from our own.

Marriage as a Process:

The idea that boy meets girl, falls in love, and

after a romantic love affair gets married is totally alien

to marriage as understood in first century Christianity,

There was no one moment of time that can be accounted as

60
deciding its full institutionalization, Jewi3h marriages

occur as a process over a long time, and often over

several years. Only with the gradual payment of the

59. Cf. J, Jeremiaa, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus,
London, 1969, pp. 36Sff, among others,

60. This is also the case with marriage in Greek and
Roman society, Cf, P.E. Harrel, Divorce and
Remarriage in the Rarly Church. Austin, Texas, 1967,

61. Gen. 29:15-30, 2h.
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bridewealth, the accompanying ceremonies, and the birth
go

of a child is the bond generally confirmed and a stable

marriage thought to develop. This is not to say,
63

however, that romantic love was completely absent. ^

The marriage process begins when the father can

afford the 'bride-price' for his son, with the family,
6It

not the son, selecting the prospective bride. The

consent of the son to the partner is not important ?

however, it is usually obtained without difficulty, as

the son realizes that it is well nigh impossible for him

to marry without the payment of the 'bride-price' by the

father, who controls all the property. Further, this

initial arrangement may well be his only opportunity to

have a family of his own.

The consent of the daughter is not necessary, and

very often the daughter is disposed off with nothing to

say at all in the matter of her marriage. ^

62. The Rabbinic saying that a woman "... is acquired by
money# by writ, or by intercourse" (M, Kidd 1j1)»
does not establish the fact that a wiarriage is
stabilized by any of these actions, Marriage ia
actually what takes place after the acquisition of a
woman, and it depends very much on the birth of a
child whether the marriage is to continue as is, or
undergo change or possibly dissolution. Thus the
birth of a child appears to be the crucial factor in
the Middle Fast which confirms and stabilizes the
marriage bond.

63. Cf. Gen. 3^.3» Judg. 1U.1-3# II Chron. 11.20-21.
In the Fear East 'cross-cousin* marriages were
preferable, that is, marriage with the child of the
aunt or uncle. This arraugment serves to keep the
'bride-price' within the larger family group, and
lurther strengthens that group through progeny.

65. However, there are varying customs throughout the
Middle East regarding the consent of the daughter,
one such custom of asking the girl's permission is
contained in Genesis 2i4:3"i-38.
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The period which elapses between the agreement for

the couple to marry and the payment of the * bride-price'

is difficult to determine, but all indications are that

once the agreement for the couple to marry is reached,

the two families settle down to a long and protracted
66

period of negotiations until a bargain is struck.

However, as noted earlier, the amount agreed upon is

not paid in full.^ As a rule, only two-thirds of the

bride-price is paid over prior to marriage. The

remainder is retained by the husband to be paid to the

wife only if and when he divorces her. This is, in a

way, a safeguard for the wife who would find herself with¬

out financial support if divorced by her husband, and on

the other hand, it is an obstacle to the husband against

a hasty divorce. It is not easy to come up with a

third of a 'bride-price' in a subsistence economy.

The next stage in this long process of matrimony is

the betrothal. The betrothal is the ceremony which

begins the transfer of the girl from her father's power

to that of her husband's. Prom this point until the

wedding ceremony the bride is to avoid being seen by her
68

prospective husband. Should she meet him by accident

66. Gf. S* Greengus, "Old Babylonia Marriage
Ceremonies and iUtes!i, JCuoT.20 (1966), pp. 55-72.
In this article Greengus' describes an account of a
groom's visits to his wife's father's house which
took place over a period of four months.

67. Sometimes the 'bride-price' is paid in kind, e.g.
Gen. 29:68,

68. Cf. Gen. 24:65.
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in the course of her daily work she is to veil her face.

The marriage itself is the climax to the successful

negotiations carried out by the parents of both partners,

whose consent is more important than that of the

prospective partners, who often express their readiness

for marriage purely symbolically. A close look at the

biblical records tguld suggest that there may have been

little fanfare or ceremony in a Near Eastern marriage.

However, closer scrutiny shows that wedding ceremonies

were held, and that they followed a general pattern.

After the agreement had been reached by the two families,

the wedding took place soon after. A small tent was

erected by the women and the bridal bed made ready, A

number of the groom's female relatives went to the

bride's parents' tent to fetch the bride and bring her to

the prepared tent where the marriage would be

consummated,^^ This practice of escorting the bride to

the marriage tent became the nucleus of community

celebration, as others Joined in the procession, making

it an occasion of pomp and festivity. In Hew Testament

times the wedding ceremony had taken on other

embellishments such as a festive meal to which many guests
70

were invited,' However in the earlier period only the

69* This small tent is called by different names in the
Bible, for example, 'qubbah' Num. 25j18j 'ohel', II
Sam. I6s22j 'huppah' Ps. 19:6? 'heder' Joel, 2j16j
'eras' S. of Sol. 1sl6»

70. Mt. 22:2ff,
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71
menfolk took part in the festivities,' with the bride

absent, or having a feast of her own in her father's

tent.

The ultimate test of the marriage came at the time

of the consummation. With the great emphasis placed on

virginity in biblical times, some proof had to be given

to show that the bride was a virgin. While there are no

records of a ritual or ceremony marking this important

stage of the marriage, there is evidence from a legal

passage which refers to the preservation of the blood-
72

stained garment worn by the bride during her defloration.'

The blood-stained garment which was the 'token of

virginity' was carefully preserved by her parents. For

the garment to serve as a conclusive proof of the bride's

virginity it had to be delivered into her parent's hands

immediately upon the consummation of the marriage and

under public surveillance; otherwise the parents could

produce at a later date any blood-stained garment when

confronted with an accusation of lack of virginity in

their daughter.^ Usually two relatives of the bride and

groom stationed themselves outside the bridal tent and

when the garment was brought forth, and the girl was found

71. Gen. 29:22, Judg, 14:10-11.
72. Cf. Gen. 22:13-19.
73. This practice is still carried on among the nomadic

Arabs of the Middle East. See R, Patai, Family hove
and the bible. London, 19^0, p. 60ff.
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to be a virgin, it was announced to the public and the

celebrations began. Thereupon the blood-stained garment

was taken to the bride's father's tent for safe keeping.

However, lack of virginity was considered (and still is)
a disgrace for her father's family which can be expiated

only by her death.

Most scholars are prepared to accept the fact that

the act of defloration on the wedding night consummates

the marriage. However, there are strong indications

that the marriage is not fully consummated until the

birth of a child. The Old Testament demands that a

bride be pure before marriage, this not only means that
she be a virgin, but that she has no blemish or defect.^
If, after marriage a defect was found in her, the husband

had the right to put her away (&et* 7i7). Thus the
basis for divorce not only included adultery but other

reasons which included sterility. Barrenness in a woman

was considered as the greatest of calamities, and every

possible avenue of escape from such a disastrous condition

was sought by the Middle Eastern wife. The practice of

magic, the taking of folk Medicines, the making of

religious prayers and vows were among some of the means

resorted to in an effort to achieve conception. However,

if the wife remained barren for a certain period the

husband was left with two choices. He could send her

7b» For example, the same purity that was required of
the priest was also required for the bride, which
meant also that she was to have no physical defects.
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back to her father's house with her 'xnohar', or else he

could take a concubine in order that he might have sons.

The second choice was often facilitated by the fact that

the barren wife often provided the husband with a

'handmaid' as did Sarah and Rachel. This practice

prevented divorce, and at the same time did not violate

the monogamous concept of marriage as the Hebrews

understood it.^
While the interpretation of (/7?"?y ) in Deut,2ii:1-4*

is normally understood as some 'indecency* or 'improper

behaviourIt may well be understood to mean in

addition to indecency or Improper behaviour some blemish

(IJ7/3 ) which might give the husband cause for divorcing

her, as is made clear in Ketuboth 7:7t

"... (If he betrothed her) on the condition that
there were no defects in her, and defects were
found in her, her betrothal is not valid. If
he married her, making no conditions, and defects
were found in her, she may be put away without
her Ketubah."

Therefore, divorce in the Old Testament is not only

based on moral issues, but also Includes divorce for such

physical defects as sterility, and other possible blemiSoes

such as leprosy and physical deformity. In point of fact,

the same degree of purity was demanded of the bride before

marriage as was demanded for those entering the priesthood.

In view of these facts, it can reasonably be argued that

7b* See note 9 above,

75. For the various Interpretations on Deut, 2h:1 in
Tannaitlc literature, Cf. H.L. Strack and
P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aua
Talmud und Midrasch.' 1 9^2«-67"on fct. 3.3if.
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the final requirement for a stable marriage is the birth

of a child.

Even today in the Middle East a barren woman will

prei'er her husband take a second wife in order that the
' house may have sons',^ In our analysis of the New

Testament material on divorce, it will be necessary to

consider this additional basis for divorce, and to try

and determine if it has implications for the teaching of

Jesus and the rest of the New Testament#

The Giyeco-Roman World

Jesus and the early Church had, for the most part*

to deal with the marriage laws and customs of three

nations — Jewish, Greek, and Roman, The Roman Empire

at the time of Christ was supreme over the whole world

as then known — with communication made easy by their

tremendous road and caravan routes, and the acceptance

of the Greek language as the medium of communication in

both learning and commerce. However, the policy of the

Roman Empire was, to a large extent, one of toleration

and non-ixiterference with the marriage as well as other

laws and customs of the nations who had been conquered.

Therefore, both the Jews and the Greeks were allowed to

continue with their own marriage customs and laws.

However, despite this toleration by the Romans,

'acculturalizatlon' took place, with each nation

borrowing customs and practices from another,

76. Cf, R, Patai, op, cit, p,71«
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To complete the background for our study it is

necessary to look briefly at Greek and Roman marriage
/[y-ckw-

customs, noting their differences/and similarities with
the customs and laws of the Jewish nation ;just

considered#

The Greeks;

Marriage in early Greek society was originally a

religious event. It was not based on interpersonal

relationships# Nor was marriage based directly on the

procreative act, leading to the foundation of a family,

or on marital and paternal authority, but on the

"religion of the hearth" (Demosthenes, Pros Makartaton,

51 )• The "hearth" was the symbol of deceased ancestors,

and the place of the household gods#^ Therefore eaeh

family had its own household liturgy with its own rites,

prayers, hymns, and sacrifices. The father was at the

same time the head and the 'priest* of the domestic

household religion# Ancestor worship and the care of the

household gods was passed on from father to son# Thus

the continued existence of the household religion was

assured by marriage ^through procreation. A barren

marriage meant that there was a danger of the domestic

religion becoming extinct; as a result, barrenness

dissolved marriage. In a real sense, the ancient Greek

77» E. Schillebeeckx, Marriage: Secular Reality and
having Mystery# London, 1965# Fart II, p. hff.
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family was a religious community which perpetuated the

worship of ancestors and individual household gods.^
Greek society being patriarchal?marriage meant0 for

the woman(D a transference from one religion to another —

from the religion of her father's household to that of

her bridegroom, with its different rites, prayers, and
79sacrifices,' ^ This transference from one religious

community to another was marked by a series of rituals

which had to do with consecration and initiation. This

transference consisted of three essential acts. The

first took place in the house of the bride*3 father, and

was called the 'ekdosls', the handing over of the bride.

The second step was the conducting of the bride to the

house of the bridegroom. The final ceremony, was the

'teles', which took place in the bridegroom's houBe.

Marriage for the Greeks was therefore originally a

religious act, an initiation of the woman into a

different religion. This underlying religious principle

in Greek marriage is said to be responsible for the

monogamous and essentially indissoluble nature of
SO

marriage in early Greek society. However, as the

society became more secularised, absorbing the social

influences from other cultures, it lost sight of the

religious principle underlying its basic concept of

78. Ibid, p. 5
79. Ibid, p, 6f
80 Gf, «,J, ..oodhouse, "Marriage" (Greek), in

Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethios, ed,, James
Hastings, Vol, vTTruWST^pTTWf.
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marriage, and marriage became not so much a means for

continuing the household religion which was falling into

disuse, but an institution for the purpose of
On

procreation. However, the need for descendants was

often interpreted in the context of the 'household

religion', with a son being hailed as "the saviour of the
p.*

paternal hearth". ^ Thus marriage, in earliest Greet

society, was not by mutual consent (consensus) but by the

initiation and consr ' •' on, on the wife's part, into a

religious community. Any union which did not comply

with the religious requirements of the family was not

considered marriage, and any child born to such unions
ah

was, according to Demosthenes, "not born by the hearth."

However, from the fifth century B.C., marriage

gradually became dissociated from its original religious

foundation becoming, in course of time, a totally secular

institution. With this total secularization of marriage

a number of changes took place with regard to the

institution itself. The monogamous and indissoluble

nature of Greek marriage, which was founded on the ancient

'household religion', was, by the time of Christ, lost.

Divorce, polygamy, and concubinage, introduced to the

Greeks through intercourse with neighbouring cultures, was now

common practice.

81 , This disuse was largely caused by three developing
factors in the people's doctrine of Godj (1)
Monotheism. (2) Universality. (3) Transcendence.

82. Cf. Demosthenes, "Kata Neairas," 122.
83. Aeschylus, "Khoephoroi", 26lu
8b. "Pros Makartaton", 51.
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Marriage among the Greeks took the form of an

agreement or contract (egguesis) between the bride's
'Lord' or 'Master* and the bridegroom. This Lord or

Uaster (usually the father) gave the dowry (bride-price)
in the presence of witnesses. The contract included

"both the 'ekdosis' — the handing over of the bride, and

the 'gaxnoa' — the wedding feast. These ceremonies,

according to Attic Law, were purely a legal matter and

had little religious significance. •/ However, in the

Hellenistic period these ceremonies came under the
ft6

influence of Eastern customs. The marriage Itself

included, in addition to its social and economic aspects,

a religious dimension in that a priest took part in the

marriage ceremony, blessing the marriage and giving
87

instruction to the bride and bridegroom, '

It was also in the Hellenistic period that marriage

became depreciated as an institution in favour of

asceticism. Asceticism was seen in this period as a
a o

means of delimitation from the world. This negative

attitude towards marriage had two basic causes; first,

the general breakdown in moral standards in the society,
89

and secondly, the rise in Heo-Pytha gorean philosophy

8$, Cf, H.J, Wilkins, The History of Divorce, and
Remarriage, London, 1910, pp. 1ff•

86. E. Schlllebeeckx, Marriage: op. cit, p, 17.
87. Ibid, p. 17.
88» Gf. R. Bultmann, Theology of the hew Testament, I,

London, 1952, p. 103.
89» The Neo-Pyth agoreans considered sexual intercourse

a contamination of the spirit under any
circumstances, even within marriage. Cf, J.J.
Woodhouse, "Marriage (Greek)", op. cit. pp. IMQtt*
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of the idea of spiritual and ethical personality. Sexual

intercourse was, in the light of such spirit/flesh

dualism, considered a contamination of the spirit, and

was only allowed, and then by only some of the

philosophical schools such as the Stoics, within
90

matrimony and for the sole purpose of procreation.

Hence the spirit/flesh dualism contributed to the spread

of asceticism and the general decline of marriage as an

acceptable vocation in life.^
With marriage suffering from such a low estimation

in Greek society divorce became easy, with pre-marital

and extra-marital relationships serving as an alternative

in satisfying man*e natural passions. All of this, of

course, was linked to the decline of the "family cultus*

and the subsequent secularization of the society, which

as a consequence brought sweeping changes, one of which

was the emancipation of women. E. Sehling notes that,

"The principal duties of women lost their
significance when degeneration of the family
cult and of economic production took place.
As the power of the head of the family became
restricted, women became legally more
independent," 92

QX
Athenian law-7-' recognized this new independence of women

by granting the right of divorce to either spouse.

However, the benefit accrued mainly to the husband, since

90. Ibid, p. h50.
91, Cf, H. Preisker, Christ entum und She jm den era ten

drei Jahrhunderten. Berlin,1927, p. 2Off.
92• The New Bchaff-Herzog Encyclopaedia of Keligioue

Knowledge, Vol. "7, Hew York, 1910. "p.' 1'^3.
93. H. J. wilkins, op. elt. p. 2.
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to begin proceedings for a divorce the wife was required

to present in person to the archon a written state::.ent

of her desire, whereas the husband could dissolve the

marriage simply by repeating the divorce formula:

(T«v<xi -ryxtfTV th. era. Avtf)} 7rp&rri to. of
. 7
7*0 crsclvriys ir/xx-rrt -rx cr*vo r*u 7t^o <x -t-t£

and the marriage was broken off. However, the right of

divorce to either spouse was recognized in law, and if

Mark 10:11,12 is a true reflection of Hellenistic

society, the practice appears to be common.

To sum up, it might be said that the history of

Greek marriage shows that originally marriage was a

religio-social institution tied closely to the 'household

religion' which provided, in earlier times, the

governing principle for social organisation, including

marriage. However, the social and religious influences

of neighbouring cultures contributed to the decline of

the 'family cult* with its ancestor worship and family

gods, and as a consequence, marriage, which was originally

a religious act — monogamous and indissoluble — began

to break down, and in the Hellenistic period was openly

depreciated. Thus divorce, concubinage, and illicit

sexual relationships became common practice in Greek

society. Therefore, marriage for the Greeks in the time

of Christ was a secular undertaking which had little

religious significance, and, was, for the most part, a

combination of various cultural practices that had been
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V£,Ksl-«-C.
brought together as a res.lt of the synchronistic nature

of the Hellenistic environment, where Jew, oman, and

Greek, exchanged not only the things of commerce, hut

social, cultural, and ethical practices.

The omans

Roinan marriage customs and laws have many

similarities with the Greek and Hebrew conception of

marriage. In fact, their origin, like those of the

Greeks, is said to be based on a 'family cultus', where

the marriage ceremony was as much a transference of the

bride from one religion to another as it was a social
qh

institution in its own right,

In early fOman marriage the duty of the wife was to

serve the husband and his tribe as 'mater families',

provide him with children, and to take part in the

'family cultus' of the family or tribe into which she had

been received. The continuance of the line, especially

the production of male heirs, served among other purposes

to foster the cult of the family, which could, if there

was any danger of its dying out, be guaranteed survival,

ii. need be, by adoption from other families.

This religlo-cultic sensitivity was responsible for

the development of very xully evolved wedding customs at

the very beginning of marriage. These customs were

maintained in Roman society even when secularization had

9U« Cf, E, chillebeeckx, op, cit. p, 12ff,
95. Ibid, p. 7ff.
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Qg
introduced other for/as of marriage, which enabled the

wife to continue to belong to her previous family circle;
thus she was no longer subject to her husband's

97
protective power.The Christian marriage ceremony,

as we know it today, can be traced to these pagan Roman

marriage rites. For example, much of the wedding

ceremony giving of a ring, the wedding dress,

wedding cake ('far'), taking of oaths before witnesses,

and prayers and blessings are derived almost directly

from the pagan ceremony of the Romans.

Now while there are no major differences in the

marriage systems of the period under discussion, there

were differences of degree, ana it is to these

differences that we shall turn in our discussion of

.Roman marriage.

Marriage in Roman society could take three forms

called 'confarreatio', 'coemptio', and 'usus'. However,

only 'confarreatio' marriages involved the concept of

'manus', that is, the situation where the wife passed

from the authority of her father into the hand of her

husband who exercised authority over her.

9£>• In the beginning only 'confarreatio' marriages were
known in Roman society. These marriages were
closely connected with the 'family cuitus' and were
totally religious in essence. However, with the
demise of the 'family cult' other forms of marriage
appeared that were totally secular and less
permanent. These different forms are discussed in
this chapter.

97* bee 'coemptio' and 'usus' marriages below.
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The 'confarreatio' was, In fact, the oldest and moat
<58

solemn form of ioman marriage,? It was performed before

ten witnesses in which the couple exchanged vows, and ate

'far* -- a kind of wedding cake. This union was

'indissoluble1.

The 'coemptio' (mutual mock sale) was a fictitious

sale of the bride by the father.^ in this sense the

bride was considered nothing more than a piece of

property that was transferred from the father to the

husband. It should be noted, however, that a faulty

conveyance would allow a woman to escape from under the

'manus' of her husband by breaking the cohabitation for

a certain period. She had, in fact, only to return to

her father's house three successive nights in a year and

her husband's rights by prescription were gone.

The 'usus' form of marriage amounted to what might

be called common-law unions. However, the relationship

was consummated if the couple lived together for a year,

100
This loose relationship, called by some 'free marriage',

had serious consequences for both husband and wife. In

this situation the wife had no right to compel her

husband to maintain her. The husband, on the other hand,

had no real power over the wife because the wife did not

98. Cf, Arthur T« Macrnillan, What is Christian Marriage?,
London, 19M+, p, 27,

99. Galas, Inst, I, 113 (writing about the middle of the
second century A.D,),

100. Cf, b.A. Leathley, The History of Marriage and
Divorce, London, 1915, p, £3ff.
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pass 'in manum' to him. Furthermore, apart From the

pre-nuptial contract, the husband was powerless over the

wife's property,101
The prevalence of these two later forms 'coemptio'

and 'usus* in Roman society around the first century is

not known, but Judging from the literature of the period,

it appears that such unions contributed both to the moral
102

laxity of the time and to the rejection of marriage as

axx acceptable institution.

Like marriage in Jewish and Greek society, Roman

marriage was contractual, with the wife passing, upon the

payment of a bride-price, under the paternal disposition
of her husband, apart, that is, from the special forms of

marriage mentioned above in which case the woman remained

either under the 'pater families' of her father, or
1G3 10h

maintained her own independence, ^ Roman law'^"

required only the consent and delivery of the bride for

consummation of a marriage. The three conditions for

'Justae nuptiae' were (1) Puberty, males ih years,

females 12 years, (2) consent (both of the parties and

the heads of their families), (3) 'Connubium* i.e, the

general ability to take a lawful wife. In the beginning

101. Ibid, p. 28.
102. Cf. H. Preisker, op. cit. p. 20ff.
103. For a full discussion of how a woman claimed

independence in Roman society, see B, Schillebeeckx,
Marriage: Part II, pp. I2ff.

10h. Cf, S.A. Leathley, op, cit. p. 29,



95.

'eonnubium' applied only to citizens, but was later

granted to plebi&ns. The consumation of 'Justae nuptlae*
entailed specific obligations on both parties. It meant

that the wife raust be maintained by the husband/®^ and

was to be sharer in hie honours and dignities. In

return she owed him respect and obedience, and his

domicile was hers. The children born during the marriage*

and within ten months after the husband's death, were

presumed to be legitimate and were tinder 'patria

potestus'.^0^
The purpose of marriage in Roman society went

through a similar evolution to that of Greek marriage,

Carriage was first conceived as a means of continuing

the 'family cultus*. However, as the 'family cult1 lost

its popularity, marriage came to be understood as a means

of begetting offspring for the continuance of the family,

tribe and nation. Cicero, among others, gave voice to

this view when he wrote:

"For since the desire to beget offspring is the
natural property shared by all living things,
the roots of society are in marriage, its
growth is the begetting of children; its
consummation is the unity and community of the
home,''

Apart from the lawful marriages mentioned above

there were other forms of inferior union, which were more

105, Cf. S.A. Leathley, op. cit. p. 29ff.
106. Ibid, p. 32.
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a Q7
or leas recognizee, among them concubinage.

Concubinage, as understood in Roman society, was a union

between a free man and a free woman formed without the

intention of constituting marriage, 'affectus maritalis'.

Concubinage received partial sanction in the 'Lex Julia

et Popia Poppaea (A,D. 9}'# & law designed to prevent

misalliances and to force men and women of certain age

to marry and have children by imposing certain

penalities,^^
The decline of the 'family cultus' and the

•secularization' of Roman society contributed, as it did

in Qreek society, to a general decline in morale and

marriage standards. In early times v/hen marriage with

'manus' was common, the wife, being subject to her

husband's authority, had no freedom, and therefore no

say in matters of divorce. The husbands, too, were

restricted by way of pecuniary penalties if they
1 09.

divorced their wives without good reason. However,

by first century B,C» the 'manus' marriages had become

107, It might be noted here that a man could have only
one concubine at a time and could not have a wife
at the same time as a concubine. In this regard it
mu3t be accepted that the ancient Romans,
throughout their history, were monogamous. Of,
A.T. Macmillan, What Is Christian Carriage?,
London, 19kk, p#""3l ,33, Also 2,A, Leathley, Ibid,
p, 3b, 1,

103, Gf, Macmillan, Ibid, p, 31,
109, J. Muirh ead> in his Historical Introduction to the

Private j^aw of Rome, 2nd, ed.,"revised and "e'Sited"™
edin, by Henry Goudy, A, & C, Black, 1399* cites a
case where in 206 B.C. the censors removed L, Annus
from the senate because he had divorced his wife
without laying the matter before the Council, p, 23b,
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obsolete, and a woman now married by 'coernptio' or 'usus',

and therefore could dissolve the marriage by a simple

repudiation (rexrudium) and compel her husband to
11Q

emancipate her. Two factors are said to be

responsible for this easy divorce and emancipation of

women, one, the introduction of new legislation that gave

greater equality to women/ and two, a change in the

attitudes of toman women themselves. The Roman woman,

aware of her legal emancipation, was no longer attracted

by the old strictness and sanctity of marriage, but opted

for a laxer form of relationship such as lususir.

Marriage in this period, around the first century

A,D,, lost its appeal, becoming distasteful to the ordinary

citizen. Thus asceticism became popular and sexual

licentiousness widespread. So much so, that Romulus

(EflSjafPfijr Augustus) is said to have forbidden husbands to

repudiate their wives, unless they were guilty of
-4-4-4 1 1 2

adultery or drinking wine. Other laws were also

introduced to check the growing trend of easy divorce.

However, despite these efforts to set standards for

marriage, asceticism and licentiousness became common

110, Cf, Gaius, Inst, I, 137a» in Institutes, Boste's
Edition, Oxford, 1904,

111, Cf. 8,A. Leathley, op, cit, p, 34,
112, For example, fLex Julia et Fopia Poppaea (i.e. the

*Les Julia de adulterils' B.C. 18 as amended by the
Lex Popia Poppaea A,D, 9). Cf, S.A, Leathley, op.
cit. p, 30ff,
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11 ^
feature© of Roman society.

The Ltatus of Women

The status of women In the ancient world, and

especially in the three nations just considered, can for

the most part be gathered from what has already been said.

In Jewish society women were considered inferior, occupying
11 Ll

a position of subordination. No laws were designed to

liberate them from this position of inferiority, but in

"traoral consciousness had become more
sensitive towards women, and as a result many of the old

laws and penalties designed to punish or disgrace the

erring wife, were either abandoned or ignored.

Nevertheless, the Jewish woman still suffered from grossly
inferior status, and her position, despite the little

freedom gained through a more humanitarian attitude,

changed very little. In the time of Christ her status

was still accurately summed up in the familiar phrase
1 \ 6

"women, slaves and children", which meant that the

woman like the slave and child has over her a master, and,

while she may h ;ve marginal rights in addition to those of

113. Paul, for example, makes numerous references to the
licentiousness of the Hellenistic world, Cf. Romans
1:29, I Cor. 5, Gal. 5:19.

11 i+. Cf. pp. above. Also chapter 5 pp. on the
idea of subordination and submission in Jewish ethics,

115. A good example of old laws and penalties being
ignored is found in John 8:3-10, where the scribes
and Pharisees bring to Jesus a woman caught in the
act of adultery which was, according to the law of
Moses, punishable by death. However, in this
instance Jesus challenges the moral integrity of her
accusers, resulting in the woman's escaping the letter
of the law,

116. Cf. M. Ber. ill, 3.
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the slave and child, her status in law is practically the

same*

Women in Greek and Roman society were, in the

beginning, equally subordinate to their husbands, being

considered as property exchangeable between father and
H7

husband# 1 However, in course of time the social and

religious origins which gave rise to this situation

changed, with both societies adopting new customs and

attitudes towards women. Marriage became for the Greeks

and Romans a totally Secular' Institution, and, as a

consequence new laws and customs combined to give women

greater freedom, and in eosie instances, an equality with

men#^ ® By the time Christianity came upon the scene

this new status of women was a recognized fact in the

Hellenistic environment, with the author of Mark's gospel

taking cognisance of the fact that women as well as men

had the right of divorce (Mk, 10:11, 12)#
The teaching of the New Testament regarding women

can only be understood when we seek the meaning of what

is said about women In particular texts in the context of

its own historical, and sociological environment. It is

only against such a background that we can assess the

teaching of the New Testament regarding the status of

women both within and outside the marriage relationship,

117# Gf, A.T. Macmillan, op, cit, pp. 23-36, This fact
can be gathered from the contractual and totally
economic nature of the marriage in both Greek and
Roman society#

118, This point is well illustrated in Mark 10:11,12,
where women are acknowledged as having the right of
divorce, a Roman law, Cf, D. Daube, Roman Law#
Edinburgh, 19*>9» pp» 65-117»



CHAPTER III

THE TEACHING OF THE SYNOPTICS ON MARRIAGE

INTRODUCTION

Critical to our analysis of tihe teaching of the

Synoptic Gospels on marriage is the question of

authenticity. How are we to determine if the 'sayings'

attributed to Jesus on marriage and the family in the

Synoptics are in fact what He himself actually said or

taught, or if they are merely sayings or teachings from

other sources that were attributed to him and

circulated in response to the practical needs of the

Christian community, that is, in response to homiletic,

apologetic, didactic, liturgical, or ethical needs?

Form-critical analysis has shown the magnitude and

complexity of the problem of authenticity by pointing

out that "the Gospels are witnesses primarily to the

faith of the first — and second — generation

Christians, and only secondarily to the events in the
A

ministry of Jesus." The early advocates of Forra-
2

criticism, while pointing out the difficulties

involved in determining authenticity in the 'sayings'

1• Harvey K. McArthur, "From the Historical Jesus to
Christology," Interp, Vol. 23 (1 9^9)» P» 1 91 •

2. M. Dibelius, R. Bultmann, K.L. Schmidt.
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x
of Jesus,were equally pessimistic about overcoming

these difficulties, concluding that it was virtually

impossible to be certain as to what is the 'authentic

word' of the Lord. Many scholars have been overwhelmed

by the magnitude and complexity of this problem, while

others have taken refuge in the pessimism of earlier

Porra-critics seeing the problem as virtually insoluble,

therefore turning away to other New Testament problems.

However, the importance of authenticity to sound

exegetical research has commanded, either willingly or

unwillingly?the attention of scholars, not the least

among them the disciples of Form-criticism. These

scholars, while underlining the basic character of the

problem now confronting New Testament exegesis/1 have

3» Some of the difficulties in determining authenticity
in the 'sayings' of Jesus are: first, the ministry
of Jesus is an event of the distant past; secondly,
it was essentially a private as over against a
public event (public understood here as an event
which affects the public life in such a way that
many lines of evidence converge to corroborate the
facticity of the event); thirdly, in the case of
Jesus we are interested in the inner quality of
life, which is the most difficult aspect to verify;
fourthly, the sources nearest to the ministry of
Jesus are anonymous documents, with little likeli¬
hood of consensus concerning the author or their
precise relation to the events they describe; and
finally, these earliest sources are Christian
sources and as Christianity existed this side of
Easter and in circumstances quite different from the
original ministry of Jesus. Cf. H.K. McArthur, Ibid,
p. 195* also R. Bultmann, "The New Approach to the
Synoptics," JRel, (1926) pp. 337-62.

if. The problem accentuated by recent Form-critical
research is the 'element of uncertainty' in all our
knowledge of the historical Jesus. This problem,
however, is essentially the basic problem of
historical research, as historical research itself
can only lead to probability results. Under certain
circumstances the probabilities may be so high as to
constitute practical certainty as distinguished from
absolute or philosophic certainty. In the case of
Jesus, the nature of the sources makes it extremely
difficult even for practical certainty to be
achieved.
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also developed a new set of criteria by which a higher-

degree of probability may be reached regarding the

authenticity of the 'sayings' of Jesus. It is by

employing this new set of criteria in our analysis of

the teaching on marriage in the Synoptics that we hope

to reach a higher degree of probability as to what Jesus

taught regarding marriage and the family. The criteria

and method chosen for our analysis here have already
•5

been indicated in Chapter One. It is the set of

criteria developed by Norman ferrin in his book

-cediBcovering the Teaching of Jesus. Perrin's method

is based on the premise that the burden of proof always

lies with the claim to authenticity, and he lays down

the following criteria of authenticity:- (a) the

criterion of dissimilarity, (b) the criterion of

coherence, and (c) the criterion of multiple attestation.

The criterion of dissimilarity is most important, and

what it means is that we can be reasonably sure of the

authenticity of' any 'saying' ascribed to Jesus only if it

is unparalleled in the early Church or in rabbinical

tradition. For reasons which we shall see later, we

shall add to this criterion of dissimilarity a further

qualification, which attributes authenticity to any

'saying' ascribed to Jesus if, in addition to the early

Church andmbbinic literature, it is unparalleled in

earlier apocalyptic and sectarian tradition, e.g., Qurnran

and Gnosticism, The criterion of coherence comes into

5• Cf. Chapter 1, pp. 9,10 note 1i+.
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play when a body of material has been authenticated by

the criterion of dissimilarity. Once the 'ipsissima

verba' of Jesus in the Gospels are established then we

go on to identify units which are 'coherent' or

consistent with these. The principle of 'multiple

attestation' means that the caselbr recognising a saying

or incident as primitive, if not authentically located

in the ministry of Jesus, is strengthened if it is
6

attested in two or more independent lines of transmission.

By putting the sayings of Jesus to the test of these

criteria one can show "that the saying comes neither from

the Church nor from ancient Judaism ... . There is no

other way to reasonable certainty that we have reached

the historical Jesus."' This set of criteria provides

the most suitable methodology for our analysis and

exegesis of the different marriage logia attributed to

Jesus in the ynoptic Gospels, One other factor may be

mentioned before we go on to consider the different logia

on marriage in the Synoptic Gospels, and that is the

contribution made to our understanding of the ministry of

Jesus by recent studies in the sectarian literature of

Qumran and Gnosticism. The results of these studies

have helped, as we shall see, to rediscover the

authentic teaching of Jesus,

6. Cf. N. Ferrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus,
hew York, 19&7» Chapter ,1. Also F.F, Bruce,
Traditions Old and New, /Devon, 1970, pp. U7-57; / (Dcenue
also C.E. Carlston, WA Positive Criterion of
Authenticity," BibRes. 7 (1962), p. 39ff.

7. N. Perrin, Ibid. p. 39ff.
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Re-evaluation of Sources;

Up until recently the ' ynoptic Problem', that is,

the problem of finding an explanation for the

correspondences and differences existing in the Synoptic

Gospels,were explained on the basis of either the "two
document" or "four document" theory. The "two document

theory" holds that two basic documents underlie the

Synoptics: (1) The Gospel of Mark, and (2) a non-extant

source of Jesus' sayings, designated as Q (Ger, Quelle,

source). The "four document theory" on the other hand

holds that in addition to material from these sources,

Matthew and Luke both add matter peculiar to themselves.

Streeter designates these sources as (1) ; , Matthew's
source of sayings from Jerusalem, and (2) L, the

material peculiar to Luke (L+Q being combined into "Proto-
O

Luke" before inclusion into Luke) • However, with the

recent discoveries at umran and the discoveries of

other contemporary sectarian literature such as the

Gnostic Gospel of Thomas^ a re-evaluation of early

Christian source material is called for. This is not

to deny the validity of the "two document'' or "four

document" theories as valid methods of analysis, but at

the same time we must be open to the possibility that

8. B. H, Streeter, The Four Gospels: A study of
Origins. London, 192h, Part II.

9. Especially those of Hag Hammadi in Upper Egypt. Cf.
for example, a. Bauer's Rechtglaublgkeit und
Ketzerei lm altesten Christentum, 1 93h, 2nd ed, , c~A e .t.
19^* For a review of this book see G. Strecker,
JBibRel 31 (1965)* pp. 53-56, For a fuller positive
evaluation see Arnold Lhrhardt, "Christianity before
the Apostles' Creed," HarvThR. 55 (1962), pp.73-119.
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other documents in either written or oral form, contributed

to the collection of writings that we call the Synoptics.

The Marriage 'Logia' in the Synoptics

Our approach to the marriage 'logia' in the

Synoptics will be three-fold: first, we will consider

the basic conclusions of scholars concerning the marriage

logia as found in the Synoptics; secondly, we will deal

more specifically with the 'crux interpretum' of the

Matthean passages relating to the exceptive clauses; and

thirdly, we will attempt a solution to the problems

raised in our consideration of the logia material. It

is in the third stage, a re-examination of the 'login',

that we will test the authenticity of the words attributed

to Jesus by employing the criteria mentioned in the

introduction to this chapter.

The marriage and divorce logia attributed to Jesus

can be found in four places in the Synoptic Gospels:

Luke 16:18; Mark 10:1-12; Matthew 5:32f; 19:3-12.

These 'logia' are considered by most scholars to be

different modifications of the one 'logion', where Jesus
10

makes a pronouncement on marriage and divorce. However,

if the authors of the Synoptics were confused as to the

exact teaching of Jesus on marriage and divorce,

commentators are equally divided as to what in the

Synoptics should be accepted as the authentic teaching

of our Lord.

10, Cf. H. Baltensweiler, "Die Khebrucksklauae bei
Matthaus, Zu Matth. 5:32,19,9," ThZ.15 (5, *59)
5b0-356.
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The whole problem arises as soon as scholars attempt

to determine which version of the 'logion' is closest to

the actual words of Jesus, realizing, of course, that the

logion has undergone modification to meet the needs of

the early church. This lack of consensus on the part

of scholars as to what may be considered the original

form of the * saying' is illustrated in the literature by

the defence of three classic positions.

(1) Mark 10:1-12 as the Original Form

According to the "two document" hypothesis, Mark is

considered the earliest Gospel, written about A.D. 65

(Luke about A.D. 80, and Matthew about A.D. 85). The

theory suggests that at first the 'saying' was isolated

(suggests Luke 16:18J), and later given a definite setting

following a form frequently used in Jewish sources where

controversies dating from the first few centuries A.D.

are recorded. This form has four parts (1) a question

by an outsider — the Pharisees, (2) a retort good enough

for him but not revealing the deeper truth — Jesus'

reply alluding to God's will in creation or the

Androgynous Adam, (3) the request of the disciples — in

private the disciples ask for further information, (b) the

full explanation in private — there can be no valid
11

divorce.

The original prohibition of divorce according to this

theory is Mark 10:1lf which reads:

11. D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism.
London, 1956, Chapter 6, pp. 1^1ff.
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However, the phrase eV' xo-ryv (against her) was dropped,

and the 'logion' evolved independently into Matthew 5:32

(the exceptive clause being added as in Matthew 19:9).

This makes Matthew's version a secondary adaptation of

Mark's, especially since Mark's version has Jesus

contrasting one scripture text with another, which is

said to be a typical feature of the 'ipeissima vox Jesu'.

D.VY. Shaner argues that,

"Mark's account without the exception is
consonant with Jesus' previous argument for
the permanence of marriage, "V.hat therefore
God has joined together, let not man put
asunder" (Mark 10:9j cf. Matt. 19:6). For
the above reasons the genulness of Mark must
be acceptedj original teaching is:
"Whoever shall divorce his wife and shall
marry another is made a committer of
adultery." 12
If we accept Mk. 10:11 as the oldest version of the

divorce logion the additions and modifications made by

the early Church can be easily detected. The first

notable addition, apart from the exceptive clauses in

Matthew, is found in Mark 10:12 where we have mention of

a woman divorcing her husband. This is understood as

an adaptation of our logion to Hellenistic-Roman

12. A Christian View of Divorce. Leiden, K.J. Brill,
1969, p. 53.
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conditions, where under Roman law women were granted the
1 ^

right of divorce as well as men, J

The Matthean versions of the divorce logion (5:32,

19:9) are not only secondary in form, but also secondary

in their contexts. Their fSitz ira Leben* is to be

found in the Judaeo-Christian communities where the

Pharisaic dispute about the interpretation of Deut 2h:1

was still a living issue. The ' clauses in

Ratthew, in this view, are also best understood as

secondary additions.

The original logion (Mark 10:11) seems to go back to

Jesus who forbids divorce as contrary to the will of God
1 h

who established the unity of marriage in creation. ^

(2) Luke 16:13 as the Original Form of the 'Logion*

Rudolph Bultmann in his History of the Synoptic

Tradition, holds that the original form of the

prohibition is found in Luke 16:18 and Matthew 5:32(19:9)

without, however, in the latter instance the exceptive

clause, and that Mark 10:11-12 is a development of the

more primitive teaching, expanded to cover the case of a

woman divorcing her husband. Bultmann comments as

follows:

13# P.K, Corbett, The Roman Law of Marriage, London,
1930, p. 222ff.

1B. /or a full development of this argument and its
proponents see G. Belling, "Das Logion Mark XII
(und seine Abwandlungen) ira Neuen Testament,"
LovTest, 1(h» *56) pp. 263-27^ .
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"The original text of Mark forbida a man to
divorce his wife, and his wife to marry again;
while (Lk 15:18 and Mt 5:32) forbids a znan
to divorce his wife or to marry a divorced
woman. I believe the latter to be original,
and account for the form in Mark by
supposing that a legal ruling was wanted not
only for the man, but for the woman too." 15

T.W. Manson comes to the same conclusion in his analysis

of the marriage logia. Manson views the formulations

given in the different logia of divorce by comparing

them with Jewish legislation about the offence of

adultery. Pointing out that the essential point is that

in Jewish law adultery is always intercourse between a

married woman and a man not her husband. The man could

only commit adultery against another married nan.

Sanson's first observation is that the principle that a

man cannot cor/irdt adultery against his own wife is

flatly contradicted in Mark 10:1 if, where the words

ltj can only refer to the first wife.

Another significant difference noted by Manson was

that Matthew in borrowing the dictum of Mark 10:11 made

two significant changes (1) he introduced the exceptive
*

•> 7
clause and (2) he omitted the words £71 clot^\/ —

against her. This brought Matthew's Gospel more in line

with the Jewish doctrine of adultery, and fits the theory

that Matthew's Gospel was addressed to a Judaeo-Christian

community. Further, Mk 10:12 where the wife can divorce

her husband flatly contradicts Jewish law, and must

therefore be considered an addition by the early Church,

brought about by Hellenistic influences.

15. R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition,
Oxford, 19£>3» p. 132.
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Turning to the Lucan Logion 16:18 Manson suggests

that it may well be the correct rendering of an original

Aramaic which has been misunderstood and mistranslated

in Mark 10:12. Thus his conclusions are "that the Q

form of the saying (Lk 16:18) is the original."1^
In contrast to the conclusions of Bultmann and

Manson, other scholars are of the opinion that the logion

in Luke, though thematically connected with the logion

found in Mk 10:11f and ft. 5:32 and 19:9» is historically

independent and predates those found in Mk and Mt.
1 7

E. Bammel ' attributes it to a source other than Christ's

tradition going back to John the Baptist, and contends

that Luke or the community before him may have found in

... or Mt. a similar saying attributed to Jesus, and

therefore assumed the same source for the logion preserved

in Luke 16:16-18. H. Baltensweiler holds a similar

opinion, contending that the logion in Luke can best be

understood in the context of the umran milieu, and could
18

quite possibly be a saying of John the Baptist. 'We

shall return to these new developments in our re-examination

of the marriage logia.

I2LMatthew 5:32 and 19:9 as the Original Form of the Logion

B. Vewter in arguing for the priority of Matthew 5:32,

19:9 states:

16. T.V*• Manson, The Teaching of Jesus. Cambridge, 1963,
p. 138.

17. "Is Luke 16,16-18 of Baptist's Provenience?," HarvThR
51 (1958), pp. 101-106.

18. Die Ehe im Keuen Testament. Zwingli Verlag, gurich,
1*967» PP. 78-81. ~~
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"It is hard to see how anything short of a
doctrinaire prejudice in favour of the total
priority of the second gospel can account for
the defence of Mark's version of the logion
as the more primitive, when it is so obvious
that his entire chronicle of the Pharisees'
encounter with our Lord is an adaptation," 19

The priority of Matthew 5:32, 19:9 appears to be the most

difficult to defend, and a cursory glance at the

exegetical conclusions of some scholars practically rules

out any possibility of establishing priority for these

two passages in Matthew.

In the first instance Mt, 5:32, 19:9 is argued to be

a modification of Q and Mark, As indicated earlier,

Bultmann considered Mt. 5:32, 19:9 along with Luke 16:13

to be the original form of the prohibition of divorce,
20

without, however, the exceptive clauses. Most

scholars, assuming Mark to be the earliest Gospel, written

about A,D. 65 at Rome by Mark, conclude that Matthew

written about A,D, 85 was dependent upon Mark 10:11, but

modifies the logion by adding except for fornication"

and deleting eV' to meet the needs of the Jewish-

Christian community for which he wrote. Further, because

of the close similarity between Matthew 5:32 and Luke 16:18

it is generally agreed that these two passages are
21

dependent upon the one source Q, In addition to this

19# "The Divorce Clauses in Mt, 5»32 and 19»9" CathBib ,.

16 (195*0* PP* 1^7#
20* The History of the synoptic Tradition, p. 132.
21. D.'vV. Shaner, A Christian View of Divorce. Leiden,

1969, P» 53* also A.M. Perry, "The Growth of the
Gospels," The Interpreter's Bible. VII, Lew York,
1951* P« A.H. McNeile. An Introduction to the
btudy of the Lew Testament. 2nd Ed., Oxford, 1953,
pp. 82-$3» For an opposite view see Bammel, HarvThR.
51 (1958), P. 10U.
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the authenticity of the exceptive clause in these

passages has always been called into question, partly on

the evidence that Matthew is secondary, and partly because

the 'exceptive clause' itself appears to create a

contradiction in the teaching of Jesus on marriage and
22

divorce.

However, despite the overwhelming evidence against

the Matthean passages some scholars have attempted to

establish both the passages themselves and the 'exceptive

clause* as authentic sayings of Jesus. The moat novel

argument in this regard is that of M.K. Lehmann,2j who

contends that a thorough knowledge of the Talmudic

literature is necessary for our understanding of the

Matthean logion concerning divorce, and that the

*3xceptive clause* 77<yjXoyou tto^ve/ols' (,£:3z) and
'yU7 i-rrc itopyaM' (i9:9) can be explained in the light of the
Talmudic background of the divorce laws. Lehmann notes

that the Talmud makes a distinct differentiation between

divorce laws as they apply to Jews, and as they apply to

non-Jews (Including Noahides, i.e. Jews prior to the

revelation at Mt, Sinai). The basis for divorce for

Jews depended on the legal opinions of the schools of

Hillel and Shammai which were founded on varying

interpretations of Deut. 2bt1. However, regarding the

22. This is the basic argument in most Protestant
exegetical literature.

23. "Gen. 2.2b as the Basis for Divorce in Halakhah and
Hew Testament", Mw, 72 (3» *60), pp. 263-267#
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Noahides and non-Jews the basis is entirely different.

Here the law must be based on Biblical references

applying to all of mankind universally, prior to the

selection of the Jewish people as carriers of the law.

Gen. 2:2k offers the most obvious foundation for such

lav/s. Therefore, according to Talmudie tradition

Gentiles are not allowed divorce at all. Thus Jesus'

reply "from the beginning it was not so refers to

the Noahides period, and not to man's original bi-sexual

nature. In this view Jesus gives the practical legal

answer that expresses the view of Shan-mai, but He points

out to the Pharisees that "In the beginning it was not

so" - a reference to "They shall become one flesh (Gen.

2:2k)". Clearly then the clause "except it be for

fornication" is not an interpolation or scribal gloss, but

the cardinal point in the Jewish law discussions of the

time, and their omission in Mark and Luke may be

considered the scribal gloss. This is further emphasised

when Paul addresses the Gentiles in Corinth. For in

1 Cor. 7:10, he gives the law unequivocally, as he knows

that the Jewish legal code considers non-Jews Incapable

or divorce. Therefore the non-Jewish divorce laws are

2h
codified not in Deut. 2U:1 but in Gen. 2.2k.

25
A more familiar argument for the authenticity of

the 'exceptive clause' in Matthew suggests that the phrase

2k. The danger with this interpretation is the dating of
the Talmudic sources.

25. This is the view of Augustine which will be
discussed in full later in this Chapter.
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t 1

tin -rro^v^ioi. (19:9) means "not because of adultery"
and -Tryexro} Aoyou rro^vtiocs (5:32) means "apart from

adultery". In both cases Jesus is saying "I am not
26

speaking of the case of adultery," According to this

argument Jesus rules out other causes but refuses to

discuss the case of adultery. Other claims to

authenticity will be cited for these passages in our

separate discussion of the 'exceptive clause'.

Conclusions

The conclusions reached by scholars on the marriage

and divorce logia in the Synoptics differ widely as to

what the 'ipsissima verba' of Jesus were on the subject.

Those working within the framework of the conventional

picture of early Christian writing, that is, on the basis

ot the "two" or "four" document theory of the sources for

the Synoptics,are generally agreed that the "exceptive

clause" in Matthew, and Mark's mention of a woman

divorcing her husband are interpolations by the authors

of these Gospels, While there is no consensus as to which

form of the logia in the ynoptics is authentic, it is

generally agreed that Jesus taught total prohibition of

divorce on the grounds that it was contrary to the will

of God who established the unity of marriage in creation.

In this way the contradiction of Jesus' teaching raised

by Matthew's 'exceptive clause' is overcome. On the

26. T.P. Fleming, "Christ and Divorce", ThSt,2k (1 , '63)
pp. 106-120.
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other hand scholars working outside this conventional

documents theory', and drawing upon information supplied

by the discoveries of new texts, such as the teaching

about marriage in the Qumran scrolls, have come up with

strikingly different conclusions. Among them is the

conclusion that the different logia in the Synoptics are

not modifications of the same logion, and while they may

be thematically the same, come from independent sources,

sources other than Christ's tradition going back possibly

to earlier sectarian teaching* Further, that the

teaching of Jesus may v/ell have included the 'exceptive

clause'. These new conclusions challenge the older

more accepted conclusions based on the 'documents theory',

and might offer, at long last, some solution to the

confusion we find in the exegetical literature on Jesus'

teaching on marriage and divorce. However, the task

before us is to examine the different logia on marriage

and aivoffie in the light of both the old and new

developments, and to test the soundness of the conclusions

against our selected criteria.

The 'Crux interpretum' of the Matthean Passages

The greatest insight into the problems of the marriage

and divorce logia of the Synoptics may be gathered from

an examination of the exegetical literature dealing with

the 'exceptive clause' passages in Matthe?/'s Gospel,

These passages (5:32, 19:9) continue to excite both

Catholic and Protestants, and in this way serve to give
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us the views of both sides of western Christendom.

What is more interesting, the interpretation of these

passages has lost its polemical interest, and has given

way to sounder exegesis on the part of both Catholic and

Protestant, This 'neutral* treatment of the text has

contributed tremendously to the search for biblical

truth.

Probably the best approach to our problem is to

state the traditional interpretations both Catholic and

Protestant, outline their shortcomings, and then go on

to outline the recent attempts to overcome the

inadequacies of these earlier theories.

1• The Classical Protestant Position

In Protestant circles the Matthean passages are held

to express an exception to Christ's pronouncement against

divorce i.e., because of adultery dissolution of a

marriage is allowable, together with the remarriage of at

least the injured party.^ However, almost without

exception it is maintained that the true logion of Christ
2A

is found in Mk 10:1 if, Lk 16:18 and I Cor 7s10f; in

other words, the exceptive clauses in Matthew are

27. Alfred Plummer, An '■.xegetleal Commentary on the
Gospel According to St. Matthew. London, 1928,"
pp. 8if, 259ff; W.C. Allen, A Critical and
.xegetical Commentary on the Gospel according to
St. Matthew. New York. 1907-ICC. 52. 2Oh.
G.B. Stevens, The Theology of the New Testament.
Edinburgh, 1901, p. 1l6f.

28. Cf. J. Klausner, Prom Jesus to Paul. Tr, by William
P. Stinespring, New York, 19h3, p. 572 and note.
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29
interpolations. Since the codices do not support the

hypothesis of deliberate scribal corruption (the
variants in the text appear to be quite innocent), it is

concluded that the interpolation is made by the

evangelist himself, inserted either on his own authority,

because he felt that this was an exception that the Lord
"50

would have made, or as a reflection of the

interpretation of the primitive Church, which "had to

legislate for hard caBes."^
The basic exegetical reason for this position has

been outlined in our earlier consideration of the logion.

However, there are grave reservations about this popular

Protestant position not least the arbitrary way in which

it accuses the evangelist of not only adding to the

teaching of Christ, but by this very addition

contradicting it. B. Vawter notes that,

"for laudable theological reasons they do not
permit Jesus to contradict himself, thus they
lay the blame on his recorder." 32

29. Practically all commentators at the turn of the
century considered the exceptive clauses to be
interpolations. However, among the older
commentators who held that the exception was original
with Jesus was Alfred Edersheim, The Life and Times
of Jesus the Messiah. New York, 1910, II, p. 335.

30. T.W, Manson believed that Matthew makes explicit
what was implied in Mark, therefore Matthew la merely
interpreting the mind of Jesus. Cf. The Teaching of
djesu|», p. 200f.

31• Cf* Sherman E. Johnson, in the Interpreter's Bible.
Vol. 7» p. 299# And for a complete review of the
Protestant view see, B. Vawter, "The Divorce Clauses
in lit*. 5:32 and 19:9," CathBibQ 16 (195^) p. 159.

32. B. Vawter, Ibid. p. 159.
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This effort to lay the blame on the evangelist has

not proved that a contradiction actually exists and a

more critical approach rray well be to try to determine

whether the alleged contradiction exists in fact.^
The interpretation suffers from other shortcomings,

especially the uncertainty of the meaning of -rro/ovccol. .

VMit 77"cy? vcot. can mean adultery, it is scarcely
conceivable that the evangelist would have preferred

this vague term to express whatsays exactly,

for in the immediate context when he certainly means

'adultery' he has used the precise word in its verbal

forms ( yUocyoicr&<xL and f* o c yj* -ron in 5:32;
twice in 1 9:9) • However, we will be

looking more closely at the meaning of -roplater
in this Chapter.

Recent Protestant Scholarship?while defending the
s

traditional interpretation of Matthew 5:32, 19:9>hav«
also attempted to answer the criticisms levelled against

it. An example of this is found in an article by

H, Baltensweiler"^ who attempts to answer the two

criticisms ^ust mentioned. Baltensweiler holds that the

clauses which are exceptive are due to Matthew, for he

says "it is not conceivable that the other Synoptics and

Paul eliminated a traditional element". On the other

33» B, Vawter, Ibid, p. 159#
"Die Khebruchsklauseln bei Mattaus. Zu Matth. 5s32;
19:9," ThZ 15,5 (1959) PP. 340-356.
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hand, how can Matthew's procedure be explained, since

normally he makes the demands of the Torah more rigid?

The additions, according to Baltensweiler, reflect the

historical situation of Matthew and his circle, — that

of the Judaeo-ChrIstian community. 'Porneia' in these

clauses means the same thing as in Acts 15:20, 29, i.e.

'incestuous marriage', forbidden by Lev. 18:16-18. The

decree of Acts came from a community in which Jewish and

Gentile Christians lived together; it gave the

indispensable minimum of ritual law which the latter had

to observe. Now Matthew's Gospel was formed within a

similar group. The logion with its exceptive clause

means that divorce is forbidden except when a marriage

is against the prescriptions of Lev. 18. The reason

for Matthew's addition was that Jewish practice allowed

proselytes to contract such marriages or to remain in

them if they were with relatives on the paternal side.

However, the new Christian teaching did not allow such

marriages, and among the Christian converts there would

be some of these proselytes who contracted such

marriages, therefore Matthew insists that such marriages

are prohibited and must be broken. This, argues

Baltensweiler, was the case with which the prohibition

was primarily concerned, but it also applied to Gentile

converts who had contracted such marriages and had passed

directly from paganism to Christianity.

This development in the traditional argument still

holds that the logion i^ Matthew as well as its parallels
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is an absolute prohibition of divorce and goes back to
35

Jesus, However, it attempts to minimize the

difficulties of the interpretation by explaining more

fully Matthew's addition and his use of 'porneia'

In this way, too, it accounts for the contradiction in

the Matthean passages.

The Traditional Catholic Position

The traditional Catholic interpretation of the
37

Matthean passages goes back to St, Jerome, ' although he
3A

was not the first to propose it. It holds that the

texts do not constitute an exception to the Lord's words

35* This view that Jesus excluded divorce, even in cases
of adultery,is not uncommon among Protestant
scholars, and indeed underlies the basis of the abcve
theory. Cf. the New Commentary on Holy Scripture,
ed., Bishop Gore, 1929, p. 17*L» Also C.H, Dodd,
Gospel and Law, Cambridge, 1951. p. 79.

/ "Tt-
36. Cf. P. Gavin, "A Further Note on -7rop>v€i»c »"/l6 ~~

(1928) pp. 102-5. Gavin points out that in Acts
15:20, 29, 'porneia* (translated in the Gospel
prohibitions as divorce or 'fornication') may mean
'incest' i.e. marriage within the forbidden degrees:
so does Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar zumN.T.. Vol.
11 , P. 729.

The difficulty with this view is that while
'porneia' may mean 'incest' it commonly has a wider
sense, *unchastity', and an exception to the rule in
the terms -rr^ptKros Aoyoc ~7ropvti«.$ (5:32) and
a' /ty cut rroAvti* (19:9) would not naturally mean
"unless the marriage is incestuous", especially to
any one familiar with the differences between Sham-
maites and Hillelites concerning the interpretation
of Deut. 21+ s 1 • Cf. St. Luke, The Clarendon Bible,
Oxford, 1930, p. 2h2.

37. In Matthaeum, 3* 19 (PL 26, 135)« Other supporters
of the traditional Catholic Position may be found in
T.V. Fleming, "Christ and Divorce", ThSt,2k (1963)
p. 115» note 22. Also in J. Dupont, Marlage et
divorce dans l'evangile, Bruges, 1959» p. 138, note 1-2

38. A. Tafi, "Excepts fornicationis causa", VerbDom. 26
(19^-8), pp. 18-26, suggests in note 1 that this
teaching can be found in the Shepherd of Hermas
(II Mand.), h,1: PG 2,919.
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recorded in Mk. 10:1if, Lk.l6:l8, and I Cor. 7:1 Of. It

interprets Mt. 19:9 as follows: "Whoever puts away (i.e.

separates from 'quoad meneam et torum, non quoad vinculum)

his wife, except for adultery (in which case alone it is

licit), and (after separation) marries another, commits

adultery In other words, in a case of

fornication (i.e. adultery) there may be separatio tori

et mensae but without freedom to enter a new marriage.

This interpretation, like the Protestant one, is

fraught with inadequacies, and seems to many commentators

to introduce too many 'sub voce' explanations. Probably

the biggest difficulty with this interpretation is the

fact that the Pharisees, who asked our Lord about a

complete divorce (a vinculo), had no conception of a

lawful repudiation of a wife in such a way that a

marriage bond would still remain.^0 Since, then, they

asked about a full divorce, how could Christ have

inconsequently answered about a mere separation which

they could not have understood?^ A further difficulty

arises in giving two different meanings to the phrase "to

put away" ( oc-no a ojmv ). When the Pharisees asked

39. T.V. jSleming, "Christ and Divorce", ThSt. 24(1 963)
P. 115.

hO. Some scholars argue that the mention of separation
without remarriage was known in the early Church,
earlier than Matthew, as Paul makes mention of it in
I Cor. 7. Of. T. Pahy, "St Matthew, 19:9 — Divorce
or Separation?" IrTh . 24 (3* *57)» PP. 173-174.
Also A. Albert i/' * II Divorzio nel Vangelo dl Mattio,'"
DivThom 60 (4, '57) pp.398-410, In KTA 3(58-59) No.72.

41. T.V. Fleming, Op. Cit. p. 115.
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about "putting away" a wife (v.3)# they evidently meant

divorcing her completely. It is, therefore,

unsatisfactory to say that when replying, Christ used

the same word in a different sense, that is, signifying
ho

mere separation. Like the Protestant interpretation,

the Catholic one also has difficulty in being clear as to

what 'pornela' means in this particular context. And

while it can mean adultery in a given context it does not

seem that Matthew intends it to mean adultery here. It

is argued that if he intended 'adultery* he would have

used the more precise word * yUe<-)Ls-<«- *, Further,
this interpretation seems to ignore the context of

U2, For a full discussion regarding the use of ocnoAoti^
and the word for 'separated* St«.o-r«irc* f see
D, Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism,
London, 19^5, 3^5ffI also J, Duponti Ma riageTet
divorce -ef dans l'^vanglie, Bruges, 1 yb9* wtyo
follows the traditional interpretation of *01770»
as signifying a separation which leaves the
marriage bond intact, a meaning which the verb does
not have elsewhere in the New Testament, Cf,
F, Neirynck, "Huwelijk en echscheiding in het
evangelie (Marriage and Divorce in the Gospels)",
CallBrugGand, 6(1, 1960), pp. 123-130, Neirynck
interprets the verb 'apolyein' as a repudiation
with the possibility of a second marriage, Cf,
also E, Lbvestam, "Apolyein — en gammalpalesti-
neneisk skelsmaaosterm (Apolyein — an Old
Palestinian Divorce Term)", SvenskLxeg, 27 (1962)
pp. 132-135, NTA 9 (196^-65) No. 562.
"In Greek literature apart from New Testament,

the word 'apolyein* does not occur with the meaning
"to divorce". But the meaning is found in the
corresponding Hebrew terms or in terms influenced
by Hebrew thinking."
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Matthew 19:3-9f where the question of the Pharisees

involves the grounds for divorce according to Deut. 2i+:1,

and where a pronouncement on the justification of a

simple separation is completely irrelevant.

There iB no end to the attempts at resolving these

difficulties in Catholic exegesis. The first real

attempt may be said to have begun with Augustine, who

mentions this interpretation,^ but apparently did not

favour it, offering an alternative interpretation of his

own, Augustine considered the exceptive clauses in

Matthew as preteritions, i.e,, they are exceptions to the

proposition itself, not simply to the verb 'apoluse*

(apoluon), Therefore^y im iropvu*. is a negative
adverbial phrase which modifies, again, not the verb

'dismiss* but our Lord's entire assertion. In this case

they mean (5s32) "apart from adultery" and (19:9) "not

because of adultery". This interpretation is said to

put the logion in its proper context, that is, in the

context of the question asked by the Pharisees —— what

were the lawful grounds for divorce according to the Law?

Or more specifically, they were asking whether the views

of Shammai or Hlllel represented a sound exegesis of Deut,

2L:1, especially the interpretation of 'erwat dabar*

*a shameful thing', Jesus' reply in Matthew 19:9 takes

cognizance of this text, and while He refuses to

interpret it, or accept its provisions, the exceptive

U3» De conjugus adulterlnis I, 9ff.: PL LO, li56ff.
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clauses are His answer to the Pharisees. Thus He

answers the question proposed to Him, reflecting the lax

opinion of Hillel who allowed divorce for some moral

defect, and the stricter view of Shammai who permitted

divorce for something morally shameful (but not

necessarily adultery). However, while refusing to

discuss the subject of adultery in public, Jesus later

and in private reveals the full truth to the disciples

(ilk 10:10-12), which proclaimed the indissolubility of

marriage.

However, while this explanation answers some of the

criticisms of the traditional interpretation, it also

raises criticisms of its own. Probably the greatest

criticism against this explanation is the arbitrary way

in which Augustine gives * -rfofvvLOL » the meaning of

adultery. While ' rr o/> \rs.( <x- 1 in a given text can mean

something akin to adultery, it seems strange that the

Evangelist used this rather ambiguous term to say what

*/'otXtL<L ' says exactly. Recent scholarship, as we

shall see, is not at all sure that ' ^o^ktscol * in
Matthew 5:32 and 19:9 signifies adultery. Other

critics have rejected this explanation on the ground

that Christ here contrasts His teaching with that of

Moses: "but I say to you This implies that he

is rejecting the Mosaic legislation instead of merely

prescinding from it. Still others feel that the

interpretation contradicts Christ's previous rejection

of all exceptions to the indissolubility of marriage,£er
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e.g., "..hat God has put together, let no man put

asunder"•

All of this indicates that this "preteritive"

interpretation fails to satisfy the critics and from here

onwards a spate of theories has been put forward that

attempt to overcome the objections raised by both the

traditional interpretations and that of Augustine,^
The most popular of these we will examine here, and move

on to the more novel interpretations of recent exegesis.
liR

U. Holzmeister ^ has summarized the literature on

these texts (Mt. 5:32, 19:9), collecting the opinions

y/hich have been expressed into some seven different

theories. While this summary and categorization is

valuable to our study we will not attempt to outline all

the theories here, or to emulate Holzmeister by adding

more theories to the list. V e will focus our attention

only on those theories which have commanded the most

attention from biblical scholars. Therefore, in

addition to the three theories already discussed mention

should be made of three other popular theories,

kk» Augustine's interpretation Is commendable for its
linguistic simplicity, taking 'parektos* to mean
"outside", "without", "apart from"j 'me' is
considered a negative particle, which is used in
this sense to nullify the force of the preposition
'epi', Therefore, fme epi porneia' is considered a
negative adverbial phrase which modifies our Lord's
entire assertion and not just the verb 'apoluon*.
"Die Streitfrage uber die Ehescheidungstexte bei
Katthaus 5, 32", 19,9" B£b 26 (19^5), PP. 133-1U6.
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(1) The'Rabbinic" Theory

Indirectly mention has already been made of this

theory, as the work of R. Baltensweiler is representative

of this point of view. However, the theory has received

new momentum in recent years through the work of the

Catholic exegete Joseph Bonsirven, and especially through

his penetrating study of rabbinical literature in

relation to the meaning of 'porneia'. This theory has

shown that marriages held to be invalid because of the

laws of Lev. 18:7-18 or otherwise, were called in

rabbinic Hebrew 'zenut « porneia'. Bonsirven outlines

it as follows:

"We understand fornication in the sense of a null
or false marriage; 'dimittre' in its ordinary
meaning of complete divorce with freedom to
marry again. Jesus would then have said, first
in 19t9 (which is probably the original form)
"Whoever puts away his wife, 'rue epi porneia1
(=not in the case of a false marriage) ..." and
in 5:32 "whosoever puts away hie wife, 'parektoe
logou porneias' (=except in the case of false
marriage)

This interpretation proposes to understand our Lord's

words, therefore, in this sense: "Whoever dismisses his

wife, except in one of these cases which are simple

concubinage, causes her ....."^ The scriptural

evidence for this is drawn from I Cor., 5:1* where it is

argued by Bonsirven, that 'porneia' is used by Paul when

speaking of "an incestuous union" of a Christian with his

L6. J. Bonsirven, S.J., le divorce dans Le Nouveau
Testament, Paris, 1 9W» p.2'2'. "

U7» T.V. Fleming, op, cit. p. 11 7.
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stepmother, hence the word 'porneia' means "null or false

marriage", as many commentators think that there was a
J, Q

question of a marriage ceremony. On the other hand,

Baltensweiler contends that 'porneia' in these clauses

means the same as in Acts 15:20, 29 i.e., incestuous

marriage, forbidden by Lev. 18. The reason he gives

for Matthew*s addition, as was noted earlier, is that

Jewish practice allowed proselytes to contract such

marriages or to remain in them if they had already

contracted them before becoming proselytes, provided the

marriages were with relatives on the paternal side.

However, Matthew, abiding by the Jerusalem decree,

insists that such marriages are prohibited and must be

broken, and further, that Gentile converts who

contracted such marriages and had passed directly from

paganism to Christianity must dissolve such marriages as

well.

While Bonsirven and Baltensweiler support the same

theory there are subtle differences in their

interpretation which ought to be noted. The most

important is the fact that Baltensweiler considers the

exceptive clauses of Matthew to be an interpolation by

the evangelist, whereas Bonsirven treats the clauses as

authentic 'sayings' of Jesus but xaakes them refer to false

L8. Bonsirven follows the suggestion of H.W. Meyer, who
comes to this conclusion in his exegesis of I Cor.
5:1-13» Cf, H.W. Meyer, Critical and Kxegetical
Commentary of the New Testament. I Corinthians.
Vol. I, Edinburgh, 1881-2, p. 138ff. Also C. K.
Barrett, A Commentary on the First Snis.tl.e,„to the
Corinthians. London. 19B8. p. 126.
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or null marriage. The operative word in both

interpretations is 'porneia'. For Baltensweiler

'porneia' in these clauses means the same thing as in

Acts 15:20, 29 i.e., incestuous marriage, forbidden by

Lev. 18:16-13, However, for Bonsirven, 'porneia' not

only means 'incestuous marriage', but also concubinary
hq

unions. ^ Thus his whole thesis rests on the meaning

of the word 'porneia' which, he argues, does not

correspond to the Hebrew word meaning adultery (Gr.

'moicheia') but to the words whose root is 'znh',

notably 'z-eneut', which designates prohibited and

irregular unions.Therefore, in Mt. 5»32;19»9 Jesus

prohibits every matrimonial brealc-up, but He makes an

exception in the case of incestuous marriages (Acts 15j2CV

h9* Gf. B. Vawter, "The Divorce Clauses in Matthew 5»32,
19t9"t CathBibv 16 (195U) p. 163. Also B. Leeming
and R.Ii. Dyson, "Except it be for fornication",
Scripture 8 (*58) pp. 75-82. This article following
the opinion of Bonsirven, Zerwick and Vaccari,
interprets 'porneia' to mean 'concubinage', thus
rendering the Matthean text "Whosoever dismisses his
wife - unless she is not really his wife - and
marries another, commits adultery".

50. J. Dupont, Marlage et divorce dans 1'evangile Bruges,
1 959» P»111t commenting on Bonsirven's attempt to
prove that 'porneia' translates the Hebrew word
'2 nut', signifying 'a null marriage' says: "It is
correct that 'porneia' normally renders the Hebrew
Zenut, correct also that in certain cases these
terms designate an illicit union ..... But 'porneia'
has not always this precise sense; it must even be
recognized that it is not even its habitual meaning

According to available evidence, it is not
the meaning of the word in the only Synoptic passage
in which it is found, Mt. 15:19 (=Mk 7:21); nor is
it the ordinary sense of the word in St Paul; cf.
I Cor. 6:13, 18; 7:2; 2 Cor. 12S21; Gal. 5:19; Hph.
5:3; Col. 3:5; I These. h:3".
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29; I Cor. 5:17) and concubinary unions: these shall be

broken up.

The interpretation given by jonsirven, while

presented with much erudition and insight into the

rab;inical literature, presents many difficulties

especially when the whole theory hangs on the meaning of

the uncertain term "porneia". As will be noted, "porneia"

is not a technical tern for specific marriages such as

Bonsirven or Laltensweiler describe. On the contrary,

it has many other meanings. "or example, 'porneia' in

the context considered by Bonsirven can carry its Hebrew

equivalent of zenut but may also mean apostasy from God
51

and covenant violation. Further, if understood

co-rectly, the discussion with the Pharisees is based on

the implications of Deut 22;: 1, which is certainly being

used by the Pharisees as the legal sanction of divorce in

the strict sense, considered by them as a privilege which

God had accorded his people to the exclusion of the

Gentiles. In declaring the revocation of the Mosaic

concession, why should Christ be imagined to have

introduced gratuitously a matter governed by entirely

different legislation, concerning which there was no

controversy, and about which the Pharisees were seeking

no advice.

51# Cf. A. Mahoney "A New Look at the Divorce Clauses in
Mtt 5:32 and 19:9", CathBlbj 30 (1, *68) pp. 29-3S.
Also T.V, Fleming, "Christ and Divorce", Thft 22^(1963)
p. 117, T. Considine, "Except it be for fornication",
AusCathRec. 33(1956), suggests that 'fornication' in
Mt 19,9 likewise means 'adultery'.
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In addition to these criticisms Vawter asks:

"To what purpose, moreover, would our Lord have
confirmed the invalidity of 'zenut* marriages?
Surely not to make the law of Lev. and its
derivatives normative for his Church. In Acts
15,20,29, the prohibition of 'porneia* and the
observance of the kosher laws are imposed on
the gentile converts by the Apostles to avoid
forcing an issue by giving needless offence to
Jewish sensibilities. The very fact that such
a decree was formulated should tell us that
there was no logion of Christ relating to this
matter."52

In this sense 'porneia* could not mean a null marriage,

because when the Pharisees asked about "putting away*

( <x-rroAus.tv ) a real wife, it is inconceivable that

Christ would reply to their query with a ruling regarding

the putting away of a false wife. The criticism

levelled against Bonsirven*s interpretation of 'pornela*
can be applied to Baltensweilerfs Interpretation as well,

in that the whole argument rests on the specific meaning

attributed to it, that of "incestuous marriage".

Bonsirven and his followers seek further support

for their argument by pointing out that this

interpretation does not put any contradiction into the

mouth of Jesus, However, all other explanations make

the same claim. In fact, one of the greatest

arguments against Bonsirven's position derives from the

simple sociological facts of the situation. He argues

that the consideration of adultery on the part of the

woman alone does not represent the perfect equality of

man and wife in face of the requirements demanded by the

52, B, Vawter, op, eit. p. 163.



131.

unity of marriage. This may not reflect the Christian

concept of marriage as we understand it in modern

V.estern society with its equality of women, but it

certainly reflects the sociological situation of Jesus'

own time, and represents adequately the situation of

inequality that existed between man and wife.-^ In

fact, nowhere in the New Testament is there explicit

teaching on the practice of concubinage and it is

inconceivable that Jesus is attacking this custom here.

Counter-arguments have been made in defence of this

interpretation by both the followers of Bonsirven and
54

Baltensweiler, however, the difficulties still remain,

especially regarding the precise definition of 'porneia'.

V<hile this interpretation solves some difficulties it

inevitably creates others. Thus it remains to be

determined if there is a better solution to the "crux

interpretum" of the Matthean passages,

(2) The 'Casuistic' Intepretatlon

This theory was proposed in the last century by

J, Griram-^ and revived by J, Sickenberger (1942),-^ It

53» Cf, J, Delarme, "Sens du Texte de S, Matthieu (V.31-
32) sur le divorce", AmiCler 16(51, '56) pp,772-774,
See also J, Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus
trans, by F.H. and C.II. Cd-ve, London, 1967* (Chapter
IV).

54, For a history of the development of this theory see
U. Holzmeister, "Die rtreitfrage uber die
Lhescheidungstexte bei Matthaus 5»32,19»9"» Bib,
26(1945) PP» 133-146, For a brief outline of
Bonsirven's theory see D,W, Shaner, A Christian
View of Divorce, Leiden, 1 969> p# 25-27,""

55* Die Christliche Ehe, Schaffhausen, 1852, S,14» 57ff•
56. U. Holzmeister, Bib 26(1945) P» 134.



132.

claims that our Lord having stated the absolute

indissolubility of marriage from the divine law,

proceeded to interpret the Mosaic concession of Deut.24:1

in favour of the teaching of the School of Shammai.

J.J. Murphy summarizes this theory as follows:-

"It suggests that they (the divorce clauses)
were not intended to abrogate there and then
the Mosaic permission, but (a) to answer the
Pharisee's question by condemning the lax
opinion, (b) to teach tue Jews the true nature
and condition of the Mosaic permission, (c) to
give such an authoritative declaration of the
divine law as would leave no doubt about the
indissolubility of marriage in the minds of
his followers, when his death should have
abolished the whole of the Mosaic law,
including the permission for divorce, and the
original law of marriage should have come
back into force once more."57

According to this interpretation our Lord draws himself

into the rabbinic disjmte of the schools of Hillel and

Shammai, condemning the lax opinion of Hillel and

supporting that of Shammai. The explanation for this

lies in the assumption that he intended to clarify a Law

which was to remain operative for the chosen people until

the definitive promulgation of the Gospel. This makes

Christ's teaching on the subject a kind of 'interim*

ethical teaching, for which there is no evidence.J

Against this interpretation stands the unconditional

rejection of divorce by our Saviour, when lie proclaimed

57. J.J. Murphy, "The Gosoels and Divorce", ClerDcv.
23(1942) pp. 441-49*

53. Lven if we took this interpretation in the broadest
eschatologieal sense, the fact that in the 'eschaton'
"they neither marry nor are given in marriage" would
make the conclusion drawn here meaningless.
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in the 'present' tense the indissolubility of marriage,

"Whoever puts away his wife and marries another, commits

adultery", (ilk.10:11) • The proponents of this theory

argue that this latter statement "concerned the future

and prescinded from the present in which the Mosaic

permission still held good."~^ However, this

presetssion is not mentioned in the text, and it would

be difficult to read this interpretation into it without

doing an injustice to the text itself. Apart from this

major criticism the casuistic theory is unacceptable in

that it not only assumes a position for Jesus within the

context of the rabbinic controversy for which there is

no evidence, but also holds that 'porneia' a adultery,

which in the view of current exegetes, is no longer an

acceptable interpretation of the term.

(3) The 'Inclusive* Interpretation

The 'inclusive' theory.first expounded by
>

J.N. Oischinger (died 1876),^° interprets Matthew 19»9 in

the sense "He who dismisses his wife, even in the case of

adultery In other words, Jesus is saying in the

exceptive clause of Matthew 19»9/ that whoever divorces

his wifeleven inclusive of the case of adultery, causes

her to commit adultery. This theory has been revived

recently by M. Brun«(e,01 who attempts to avoid the

59. Cf. J.J. Murphy, op.cit. p.bb.2.
60. U. Holzmeister, op.cit. 134ff.
61 . "Tertio de clausulis divortif', erbUom 27(1 9^9)

PP. 3-16. ii
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defects of earlier proponents of the theory by

interpreting "porneia" in the sense of Deut 2i+:1, thus

making the clause read "not even in the case of

uncleanness", Brunec is supported in this
/*Q Cy 7

interpretation by M» Zerwick, and J,B. Bauer, J who

supports Zerwick in confirming that •porneia' cannot

mean adultery, and that the text of Matthew 19»9 is

closer to historical reality. The renewed strength of

this theory rests very much on the linguistic evidence

gathered in support of it by Brunec and others. In

Brunec's view 'epi* is used to mean "over and above",

"outside" (the case), while 'me' = "even not". Thus *me

epi porneia1 is to be understood as "even not outside the

case of uncleanness * even inclusive of the case of

uncleannese". The operative word in this theory, like

the others before it, is 'porneia', Brunec argues that

in order to grasp the meaning of "porneia' in the logia

of Matthew, it is necessary to study it in relation to

Beut, 2its1« Thusyuy dm iropvtLtL is a reference to the
1erwat dabar* of Deut 2kf\, ana has a close parallel to

the "logos porneias" of Matthew 5*32, which seems to

62, VerbDom. 38(U, *60) pp. 193-212, Of. also HTA 2
T55-S7T no, 201 ,

63, "De conuigali faedue quid edixerit Matthaeue?"
(wtt 5#31;1 9:3-12) VerbDom hk (2,66) pp,74-76.
However, from the literary point of view Matthew is
purported to have amplified the text to meet the
needs of his Church, he answers the question, what
is to be done when a Gentile catechumen is 'involved
in an Incestuous marriage?1.
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confirm the link with Deut,, especially if it is

observed that "logos porneias' exhibits the same

transposition as Sharamai's formulation "debar erwa*.

However, there are many difficulties with this

linguistic interpretation, not the least trying to

establish the meaning for 'epi' and "me" that Brunec has

attributed to them. 'Epi" with the dative sometimes

takes a transferred sense, this is, however, because of

a context in which a second term is expressed, as in the

examples which Brunec cites (Luke 3»20; II Cor. 7:13#i

Eph.6:l6). However, in each instance the sense "outside

of" is derived from the logic of the relation of the

terms and is not inherent in the word 'epi'. There is,

in fact, nothing to show that 'epi* used absolutely can

mean "over and above". The same difficulty occurs when

one attempts to make 'rue' = "even not". It is

inconceivable that Matthew could have chosen such an

improbable locution to say what Brunec thinks he has said

in 5:32, which would read: "whoever dismisses his wife,

besides the unclean thing (which he found in her and

because of which he decided to dismiss her), makes her
6h

become soiled by adultery**.^

Holameister, in commenting on these propositions,

says:
"Theseformulas can take on an inclusive
significance only when they introduce a
phrase which has, either before or after

For linguistic analysis of this theory I have
depended on the work of B, Vawter, op.cit. 161,2.
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it, a co-ordinate phrase which by logical
necessity presupposes something "in addition
to" the first. But both the Matthew passages
lack such a co-ordlnate."°5

Holzmeister goes on to point out that if such a meaning

had been there in the beginning, it could have been

signified by the addition of a simple 'kai': Acoa

l 66
ziri Aoyou TTopv £_(^5 •

The single contribution made by Brunec lies in his

taking 'porneia* in the sense of Deut. 2b:1, thus avoiding

the defects of earlier proponents of the inclusive

interpretation, who wished to read: "He who dismisses

his wife, even in the case of adultery ..." Apart from

his analysis of ,epit Brunec's interpretation approaches

those of Anton Ott (1960, 1939) and P. Vogt (1936) who

also supported an inclusive theory.^
I'iew uxegetlcal Ifforts:

Apart from these long-staxiding theories, there have

been developed in recent exegesis, both Catholic and

Protestant, some new theories in an effort to solve the

fcrux interpretum' of the Matthean passages. ivhile it

is not possible to give a full inventory of all the new

developments on this problem, we will make mention of

some in order to show the direction in which exegetieal

thinking is moving.

65. Bib. 26 (1945) P« 138.
66. Ibid. p. 138ff.
67. See review of Pr. Vogt, las Khegesetz Jesu, Freiburg

1936, in B££. 20(1939)
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Probably tae best starting point for a review of
68

these new developments is with the work of H.J. Richards,

Richards is a supporter of the 'rabbinic theory'

mentioned earlier. However, in his treatment of the

material he combines both the 'interpolation' idea of

Baltensweiler and the 'incestuous-irregular unions' of

Bonsirven into the one theory. Richards contends that

the clause "except it be for fornication", cannot mean

that Christ is here giving an exception; that would make

nonsense of the whole scene and of the teaching of the

Epistles (fiph 5:21-33; 1 These U:i|-8; I Tim 2:15»U:1-11 ;

Heb. 13si+ 5 I $eter 3:3-7). The most satisfactory

solution to the long-disputed phrase is that in view of

the legislation made at Jerusalem (Acts 13:7-20; cf. 1

Cor 3:1) Matthew has added a clause to Christ's teaching

in order to tell the readers that marriage contracted

contrary to the Jerusalem decree is net included in

Christ's prohibition. The use of the word 'porneia'

would have recalled the Jerusalem decree to the minds of

his original readers.

This may be considered a development of the

'rabbinic theory', as it follows very closely the idea

of Baltensweiler and Bonsirven. However, at the same

time, it abolishes some of the draw-backs from which

Bonsirven's theory suffers. The criticism that Jesus

draws into his reply to the Pharisees^ a matter

68. "Christ and Divorce", Scripture 11 (13 *39) p.22-32.
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(concubinage) governed by entirely different legislation,

is overcome in Richards* interpretation by treating the

clause as an * interpolation* by the evangelist for the

purpose of reminding his readers that Jesus' total

prohibition of divorce did not include *porneia* ——

"incestuous, irregular marriages", contracted contrary

to the Jerusalem decree. Further, this development

also puts the logion in its proper context, that is,

within the context of the question directed by the

Pharisees to Jesus what were the lawful grounds for

divorce according to the Law? Jesus reply, apart from

the interpolation by Matthew, is clearly that marriage

is indissoluble. However, Matthew later includes the

'exception* to remind his readers that the

indissolubility of which Jesus spoke does not include

those marriages contracted contrary to the Jerusalem

decree, and that the use of the word 'porneia' is the

cue to his readers for recalling this decree. While

Richards* theory, like the 'rabbinic theory* on which it

is based, rests on the specific meaning attributed to the

term 'porneia', nevertheless, it offers to this idea a

greater degree of acceptability and leaves open

possibilities for further development.

The 'Porneia* Interpretation:

In recent exegesis the interpretation of these

passages has focussed not so much on the "exceptive

clauses" themselves, but more specifically on the term
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'porneia*. Therefore, any shift in opinion or viewpoint

usually has at its base the different shade of meaning
go

attributed to this term. * This is the case with the

70
view put forward by A.M. Dubarle. He argues that the

Matthean sayings on divoroe should be interpreted in the

light of Matthew 5:17-19 where Christ says that He has

come not to destroy the Law but to fulfil it. It is

understood here that Christ was referring to the Mosaic

Law, which in three specific cases regarding the

legislation on divorce allowed the innocent party to

remarry (Sx. 21:7-11J Deut. 21:10-1*+, Deut. 24.J1-4).
Viewed in the light of this background, Matthew 5:32 and

19.9 permit divorce and remarriage in the case of 'porneia'.

However, this term is not to be interpreted with Bhammal

of a single act of adultery. Rather the word means

grave and continued infidelity#
71

P.J. Leenhardt, while working from a different

premise, comes to the same conclusion regarding the

meaning of *porneia*. Leenhardt argues that the

cultural background of Jesus* teaching on divorce lies

in the rabbinic interpretations of Deut. 21+:1, and Lev.

20:10. He says that while Deut. 2i+:1 was originally

designed to protect the rights and dignity of the wife,

69. For a discussion of the term *pornela* cf B. Malina
"Does Porneia mean Fornication?" KovTest 14(1972)
pp. 10-17.

70. Mariage et divorce dans l'Evangile," OrBy 9(1, *64)
PP. 61-73.

71. "les femmes ausei .... A propos du billet de
repudiation," levThPhil. 1 9(1» '69)» pp. 31-40.



1U0.

the term "indecency" was extended by Hillel to include

almost all careless, frivolous behaviour (Gitt. 9:10),

including the burning of a husband's dinner. Further,

in Lev. 20:10 the prohibition against committing adultery

with one's neighbour's wife was understood to include

only Israelite women and to exclude all others (Sifra on

Lev. 20:10). It was against these interpretations that

Jesus was reacting. Therefore in Matthew 5:31-32 there

is no mention of a man repudiating his wife to marry

another woman, and the husband takes the full

responsibility for adultery upon himself ("makes her an

adulteress"). Yet the case of 'porneia' is seen as an

exception. 'Porneia', therefore, is not adultery but

rather a wilful and continuing misconduct on the part of

a stubborn woman who resists all efforts of her spouse to
t

turn her from her aberrations and to save the union.

Therefore, while Jesus' basic teaching on divorce is

found in Matthew 19:6 and Mark 10:9 -— "what God has

joined ", He does not say that a marriage still

exists when the will of the partners has ceased to unite

them together into one flesh. And, although Jesus

condemns divorce as contrary to the original plan of God,

he does not suggest a real marriage can exist independent

of the partners. Therefore, divorce and remarriage is

permitted in the case of 'porneia'

If Dubarle and Leenhardt are considering

"prostitution" as the grave and continued misconduct,

72. cf. NTA 1U (69-70) Ho. 12*0.
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they have plenty of support from the Lexicons,"^ which

almost invariably give 'porneia*, in the first instance,

the meaning of prostitution.

Dubarle's aim, presumably, is to bring some

consistency to the teaching of Jesus, attempting to show

that Jesus* teaching on divorce is in keeping with Mosaic

legislation, and more x^rticularly in keeping with Jesus*

own statement that he had come not to abolish but to

fulfil the law (Matthew 5:17-19). However, this

interpretation encounters difficulties on two fronts: it

is unable to account for the antithetical teaching of

Jesus that we find in such passages as Matthew 5:21-48 *~""-

"It was said to you of old but I say ...."; and secondly,

v/hile it attempts to overcome the contradiction in the

teaching of Jesus regarding marriage and divorce, it only

results in revealing similar contradictions in both the

Mosaic legislation, which Jesus himself notes,^ and in

73. e.g. Moulton & Milligan (London, 1949) "originally
meant prostitution, fornication, but came to be
applied to unlawful sexual intercourse generally."
Arndt & Gingrich (Chicago, 1957); "prostitution,
unchastity, fornication, of every kind of unlawful
sexual intercourse." Liddell & Scott (Oxford, 1963)
"fornication, prostitution, unchastity",

74. In Mk. 7:9-13 Jesus points out a contradiction in
Mosaic law -— "B'or Moses said, 'Honor your father
and your mother; and, "He who speaks evil of father
or mother, let him surely die" (11) but you say, 'If
a man tells his father or his mother, what you would
have gained from me is 'corban* (that is, given to
God) - then you no longer permit him to do anything
for his father or mother, thus making void the word
of God through your tradition which you hand on
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75
the synoptic teaching'-' which are not so easily-

reconciled by reference to Mosaic legislation, or as

Leenhardt suggests, to rabbinical interpretations.

The interpretation of 'porneia' given here finds

much support in the history of form and redaction

critical considerations,^ and supports their basic

conclusion that 'porneia' does mean sexual misconduct

which, by its nature, demanded divorce.

The 'Mew Temple' Interpretation

The most Interesting approach in recent exegesis
77

comes from a Swedish theologian, Abel Isaksson, who

seeks a solution to the crucial New Testament passages

on marriage in the idea that in Jesus' mind His Church

was to be the New Temple. The holiness of life expected

of the priests of old because of their service in the

Temple was often presented as an ideal for lay Israelites

as well. This tendency to extend the ideal was well

represented in Pharisaic and Lssene currents and it

influenced Jesus and the early Church in His and its

teaching on marriage.

75. E*g. compare Luke 14:26 with Mk. 7:9-13.
76. Cf. A. band, "Die Unzuchtsklausel in Mt. 5,32 und

19,3-9", MunchThSeit 20 (2, *69) p. 118-129 for an
examination of the data, of the history of exegesis
and of form and redaction criticism on these texts.

77. Marriage and Ministry in the New Temple; A Study
with Special Reference to Mt 19:3-12 and I Cor 11:
2EHV Trans, by N. Tomkinson, Acta seminarii neo-
testamentici Upsaliensis 24, Lund: Cleerup;
Copenhagen 1965*
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Xsaksson lays the foundatioxi for his argument by

summarising the Old Testament teaching on marriage and

divorce* in particular the meaning of Oen. 1 :27j 2:24j
and utal. 2j20-16. He draws from his analysis of these

passages several interesting conclusions — first, he

interprets Deut. 24:1-4# regarding the bill of divorce,

as regulating man's relations with his divox-ced wife

after she has been married to another man:

"The background to the rule in Deut, 24:1-4 is
thus the Israelite view that a man must not
have sexual intercourse with his wife aftex1 she
has had it with another man. If her
intercourse with the other man took place before
the consummation of the marriage, she was to be
stoned to death (X)t. 22:21) and the same was the
case if it took place after the consummation of
the marriage (Deut. 22:22), Even when the
intercourse took place after divorce (Dt. 24:1-4)
or under duress (2 Bam. 16,21-22, 20.3), the wife
became so unclean that further sexual
cohabitation with her was inconceivable."'

Secondly, Isaksson presents a strong argument for the

'cultic interpretation' of Malachi, showing that in its

prophetic context the statement, "let none be faithless

to the wife of his youth for I hate divorce," refers not

to the actual breakup of marriage but rather to

infidelity to the religion of Yahweh.^ This makes the

only Old Testament text which was commonly cited by
OQ

exegetes as proof of a critical attitude towards divorce

78. Ibid, p. 23.
79. Ibid p. 31f, cf. also C.C. Torrey, "The Prophecy of

Malachi", JBlbLlt. 17*1898) pp. 4-11.
30. Gf• for example, J.M.P, Smith A Critical and

Exegetical Commentary on the Book of kalachi. (ICC).
Edinburgh, 1937:



irrelevant to any consideration of human marriage, as it

does not envisage it as such. This brings him to the

conclusion that:

"Nowhere in the Old Testament do we find any
polemics against divorce as such. On the
other hand, we can see from the rule in Lev,
21,7 that, on account of the sexual
relations she had had with another man, the
divorced woman was not considered to be
suitable to be the wife of a priest. Thus
the Old Testament does not pronounce any
negative judgement on divorce itself. On
the other hand, as is clear from this rule
in Leviticus, the divorced woman was judged
unfavourably; she could not be the wife ofA.
"a man sanctified to the Lord" (Lev, 21,7),

Therefore, the wife of a priest could not be a harlot, a

woman defiled, or a divorced woman. It is this holiness

of life expected of the priests that Jesus presents as

the ideal for his followers, following the trend of
Qp

extending the ideal to the whole community, which was

fashionable among other sectarian groups such as the

Essenes,

Working on this premise, Isaksson turns to a full

analysis of the Synoptic divorce texts. Here he niakes a

plausiDle case for an independent source for Matthew
&x

19:3-9» a source independent of Mark 10:2-12 or Q,

81, Isaksson, op, cit, p.37.
82, Epstein notes that the idea of monogamy for priests

was quite possibly borrowed from Egyptian religions,
and that during the Nev/ Testament period, especially
among the sectarian groups such as Quraran, it was
extended to the whole community. This may have
something to do with Paul's idea of the "priesthood
of all believers", cf. L. Epstein, Marriage Laws in
the Bible and the Talmud, p. 1h8ff,

83, Isaksson, op. cit. p,39f'f.
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By co. .paring I Cor 6-7 with Matthew 19:3-9» he comes to

the conclusion that Matthew 19:3-9 is not simply an

improved and re-Judaized version of Mark 10:2-12, as is

often maintained,®^ but that Matthew had access to an

older marriage catechism of the early Church, of which

Paul was also aware. He sums up his argument as

follows:

"Thus Matthew did not derive the context of
this pericope from Mark nor from any-
hypothetical source called in every
Christian Church there must at an early stage
have been teaching about the Church's
radically new view of marriage. To
facilitate this teaching, the sayings of
Jesus on marriage must have been collected
very early on into a marriage catechism in
an oral or written form. It is therefore
most likely that Matthew took over the
content of Matthew 19.3-9 from the
tradition of the Church of which he himself
was a member and from which he also received
the wording of the logion on divorce in Mt,
5:32."85

Isaksson further argues that Mt. 19.3-9 represents an

apophthegm derived from what Jesus Himself said about the
36

indissolubility of marriage. In his presentation of

this point of view he sets forth a strong argument

against the idea that the teaching contained in

Matthew 19:3-9 is a creation of the early Church, He

concludes his survey of the arguments presented in

favour of 19:9 being an 'interpolation' by saying:

8k. Cf. "MK 10:1-12 as the Original Form" p.l06f above

85. Isakeson, op, cit. p,H3»
36, Ibid, p.91.
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"None oi the answers given so far to the questions,
by whom, when and why was the clause inserted, have
proved to be satisfactory. In fact it would seem
to be easier to explain satisfactorily why it
dropped out of a number of logia that have been
preserved than to explain why it was inserted in
Mtt. 5s32 and 19:9 at a later stage in the
formation of the tradition."®'

However, his treatment of the origin of the passage (19:

3-9) does not suffice to show that the crucial 'exceptive

clause' goes back to Jesus Himself and is not a 'halakic*

interpretation of the original prohibition of divorce

uttered by Jesus and amplified by Matthew or the
OO

community he represented.

Hov/ever, Isaksson's real contribution comes from his

analysis of the 'exceptive clause', and especially the

meaning he attributes to 'porneia'. After a review of

past and current interpretations which he finds inadequate,

he suggests the translation "premarital unchastity" for

the term 'porneia'. This term does not mean 'moicheia'

(adultery), but is closely related to the use of 'porneia'
in Deut. 22:21. It refers, according to Isaksson's

reasoning, to a sexual offence committed by a betrothed

virgin whose marriage had not yet been consummated. This

interpretation fits in perfectly with the sociological

process of marriage outlined in Chapter Two of this

87. Ibid. p. 91 f.
88. Cf. p.115 "In the exegesis of this passage in

Matthew we can start by saying that we are dealing
here with a tradition which derives from what Jesus
Himself said about marriage being indissoluble and
why it was indissoluble."
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thesis, and comes closest to historical reality.

Isaksson concludes that Jesus, in the Matthean form of

the saying, is insisting on the impossibility of divorce

except in the case of the premarital unchastity of a

virgin betrothed to a man who had paid the higher bride-

price for a virgin and was deceived; he was obliged by

the law to put her aside,

The absolute indissolubility of marriage set forth

in the Matthean pericope testifies to something more them

Jesus' attitude to an isolated ethical question.

According to Isaksson:

"His utterance on the indissolubility of marriage,
which is undoubtedly authentic, gives us in fact
a glimpse of his consciousness of his own role.
According to the First Book of Enoch, a new
Temple is to be established in the Messianic age,
Jesus taught hie disciples that they were chosen
for and consecrated to the service of God. But
they can only achieve this close relationship
with Qod if in their relations with the other sex

they live according to the rules governing the
Hew Temple in Ezek, 44:22."9°
Some critics will admit that Jesus may have given

prominence to the idea of a new Temple in his preaching,

but will be hesitant to agree that His remarks on

marriage were inspired by Rzek. 44:22 rather than Qen.1:2,^
However, Isakason's approach, while different from

traditional interprets!ions, has much to commend it. It

89. Of. Qen. 22:13-19, where there is recorded the custom
of proving the girl's virginity on the night of the
wedding, Cf. Chapter Two, p.78ff. Isaksson uses the
case of Joseph's doubts about Mary's virginity to
prove his point (Mt. 1;19).

90. Ibid, p. 147.
91. Cf. a. Delling, ThL. 92(4 *67) pp. 276-77.
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takes into consideration the hew Testament social

environment both the orthodox and sectarian attitudes

which played such an important role in the shaping of

ethical behaviour. oithout having to distort either the

historical situation or the pericope in Matthew, he iB

aoie to show that the teaching of Jesus fits into the

pattern of first century social life. The understanding

of it. 19:9 can be seen as the contracting of a marriage

on the understanding that the virginity of the woman was

an essential condition. However, if she was guilty of

'porneia' (pre-marital unchastity), the husband was duty

bound to divorce her since the marriage was null and

void,

Some of the more startling conclusions of Isaksson

may be summed up as follows: (1) that the 0.". has no

polemic against divorce. However, a divorced wonxan is

discriminated against in that, for example, she is not

allowed to become the wife of a priest; (2) that the

origin of Matthew 19:9 has an independent source —

possibly an older catechism of the early Church; (3) that

Matthew 19:9 represents an apophthegm derived from Jesus

himself about the indissolubility of marriage; (h) that

'porneia' in the exceptive clauses means 'prexnarital

unchastity*.

Conclusion

The interpretation of the exceptive clauses, as we

have seen, has been dealt with in the following ways:

(1) the establishment of traditional theories, both
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frotestant ana uatnolic; (2) the development of

variations on these traditional theories to account for

inherent weaknesses in the explanations; (3) the

development of alternate theories to the traditional

ones; (k) new attempts at re-interpretation of older

theories; and (5) new exegetical efforts such as

attempting to interpret the meaning and purpose of the

'exceptive clauses' through an understanding of the terra

'porneia', or analysing the passages in the light of a

totally different set of criteria, for example, against

the background of hzekiel hh:22 and the 'New Temple'

idea found in the New Testament.

All of these theories offer insights into the

problems presented by the 'exceptive clauses' in Matthew,

yet none are free from serious criticisms and weaknesses.

Thus the search is still on for a solution to the 'crux

interpretum' of the watthean passages, and in fact, for

an understanding of Jesus' teaching on marriage and

divorce in the New Testament. What is called for now

is a radically new approach to the texts themselves and

the methodology used to interpret them. However, this

approach, like any other, must be bounded by the criteria

of sound exegetical research, and must rely on those

exegetical principles that have proven their value over

timer»

A New Approach

The 'crux interpreturn' of the Matthean passages has

to do with overcoming an apparent contradiction in the
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teaching of Jesus on marriage ana divorce — That on the

one hand Jesus teaches an absolute indissolubility or

marriage, and on the other hand He allows for an

exception "except for 'porneia'". However, if we look

more closely at the bynoptic teaching of Jesus on the

subject of marriage and the family we will notice that

this "contradietional element" is not only confined to

the Matthean passages on marriage ana divorce but is to

be found throughout the bynoptics. It may be said that

Jesus' teaching calls for the ruin of the family as we

know it. V.hen we compare Luke 1hi26, "If anyone comes

to me and does not hate his own father and mother and

wife and children and brothers and sisters, yes, and even

his own life, he cannot be my disciple", with Matthew

19:19s "Honour your father and mother, and, you shall love

your neighbour as yourself", it would appear that while

Jesus is upholding the traditional Jewish honour of the

family, he is also proclaiming a philosophy of division

such as we find further developed in Mark 13:l2f and

parallels (Mt. 10:2if, Lk 2lsl6f). How do we account

for this contradictional element in the teaching of

Jesus about the family and especially on the subject of

marriage? In dealing with the exceptive clauses in

Mt. 5:32, 19:9 exegetes have attempted to do away with

the contradiction by treating it as 'apparent', ox* by

interpreting it as an 'interpolation' by the evangelist,

or by minimizing it in some other way. As Vawter puts
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It, "for laudable theological reasons they do not permit

Jesus to contradict himself". However, no amount of

ingenuity in explaining the contradiction away can solve

the problem, since contradiction runs through the whole

teaching about the matter of the family and is not

confined to the subject of divorce. A more logical

explanation is therefore necessary.

To find a solution to the 'contradictions! element*

presented in the Matthean passages, and the divisive

passages on the family in the ynoptics generally, we

must return to the question of authenticity, and more

particularly to a re-evaluation of the sources which

make up the "canonical texts". In this respect

Isaksson has already broken new ground by suggesting that

Matthew had derived the contents of his pericope (19:3-9)
QX

from a source independent of Mark 10:2-12 or Q. If

this is the case, (and Isaksson makes a good argument for

it), it calls into question the conventional method of

looking at these texts — that is, analysing thern on the

basis that the sources of information may be traced to

"two" or possibly "four" basic documents which stand

behind the canonical texts. This opens up the

possibility that there may have been other documents, in

either written or oral form, which contributed to the

93. A. Isaksson, op, cit. p. 93f.
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collection of writings that we call the Synopt ice.^"
Therefore, by freeing our analysis from the "documents"

theory we are in a better position to establish the actual

origin and "Sitz im Leben" of the sayings on marriage and

the family.

By treating this contradictions! element in the

teaching of Jesus in its broader sense, it can be shown

that the 'sayings' attributed to Jesus regarding the

family, and possibly those regarding divorce, are not

necessarily authentic, but find their origin in earlier

Jewish apocalyptic and sectarian writings.

Let us look more closely at the family sayings in

the Synoptics v/ith a view to solving the 'contradictional

element' in the whole teaching hy tracing the origins of
these sayings in the documents that are available to us.

»e may begin our inquiry with Mark 13:l2f and x>arallels

(Mtt.10;2lf, Luke 2l:l6f).

"And brother will deliver up brother to death,
and the father his child, and children will rise
against parents and have them put to deathj and
you will be hated by all for my name's sake.
But he who endures to the end will be saved."

These words fall within the context of the so-called

"Little Apocalypse" of Mark, and give a description of

the "tribulation" or "woes" in store for the elect prior

to the end of all things.

9U. This is not to deny the validity of the "two
document" or "four document" theories as valid
methods of analysis, but at the same time we must
be open to the possibility that other documents in
either written or oral form, contributed to the
collection of writings that we call the ynoptica.
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However, Judaism knew of similar eschatological

"woes of the Messiah", and thus of the division which

faith or unbelief would bring to a man's household,

I Enoch, a Jewish Apocalypse from the first century after

Christ, describes the tribulation before the end in this

fashion:

"/aid in those days in one place the fathers
together with their sons shall be smitten and
brothers one with another shall fall in death,
till the streams flow with their blood. For
a man shall not withhold his hand from slaying
his sons and his son's sons.

And the sinner shall not withhold his hand
from his honoured brothers from dawn till
sunset they shall slay one another,"95

The Mishnah, the collection of the traditional oral law

of Judaism, describes the "footprints of the Messiah" in

a similar ways

"With the footprints of the Messiah presumption
shall increase and death shall reach its height
,,,, Children shall shame the elders, and the
elders shall rise up before the children, for
the son dishonoureth the father, the daughter
riseth up against her mother-in-law: a man's
enemies are the men of his own house. The
face of this generation is as the face of a dog,
and the son will not be put to shame by his
father,"96 (Sotah or The Suspected Adulteress,"
9:15).

Q7
Hoy H, Harrisville^ notes that:

"the similarity between the discourse in Mark
and in Jewish literature is striking enough to
suggest to source critics as well as
historians of the oral forms lying behind the
Gospels that the words here attributed to

95, I, Enoch 100:1,2 - Apocrypha and I" suedepigraphs of
the Old Testament, (R,H, Charle's)"Vol, II, p, 271,

96, The Mishnah, trans, by Herbert Danby, London: 1933,
P. 305,

97, "Jesus and the Family", Interp. 23 (1969) p. 427,
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Jesus are not altogether unique with him, but
actually have their origin in Judaism".

Rudolph Bultmann, for example, believes that the source
QA

underlying Mark 13:5-27 is a Jewish Apocalpse.

Therefore the saying on the division of the family i**

Mark 13:12f and parallels turns out to be a teaching

borrowed from early apocalyptic Judaism rather than the

'ipaissima verba* of Jesus Himself. Thus Mark 13:12f

and parallels dr not measure up to the criterion of

dissimilarity since it is paralleled in earlier

apocalyptic literature. The same may be said for the

other passages referring to divisions in the family.

Take, for example, Luke 1h:26. This passage finds a

parallel in the (Gnostic) Gospel of Thomas:

"He who will not hate his father and hie mother
cannot be my disciple. And he who will not
hate his brothers and his sisters, and carry
his cross as I have, will not become worthy of
me. (56 cf 98)"99

In this case some form-critics and historians^^ argue

for the secondary and heretical character of this Gospel

98# The History of the ynoptic Tradition, pp. I2f>f.
99. R.M. Grant and D.w. Freedman, The ecret hayings of

Jesus, London, 19&0, p. 129.
100. Among those who argue for a secondary and heretical

character for this Gospel are: R.M. Grant and
D.N. Freedman, The Secret Sayings of Jesus. 196O;

Turner, "The theology of the Gospel of
Thomas", in H. Montefiore and H.E.W. Turner,
Thomas and the Evangelists (Studies in Bib. Theology

(19^2), H.K, MacArthur "The Gospel According to
Thomas", Hew Testament Sidelights. (1960) pp. lU3-h7.
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on the hypothesis of its dependence upon the canonical

texts. This assumption is based largely on the later

and uncertain dating of Thomas, which fluctuates anywhere

from the latter part of the second century (ca 180 A.D.)
to somewhere in the fourth oentury. However, a

101
considerable number of scholars have come forward with

substantial evidence showing that the origin of Thomas*

Gospel tradition comes from a more primitive and

independent source than that of the canonical texts.

G. Quispel, argues that the * sayings' of the Gospel

of Thomas must have "come from a different and independent
102

Aramaic tradition." This view is upheld in the

detailed and careful study of H. Montefiore who concludes

"that Thomas's divergences from Synoptic parallels can be

most satisfactorily explained on the assumption that he

was using a source distinct from the Synoptic Gospels.

Occasionally this source seems to be superior. The

most substantial support for this position comes from the

confirmation through form critical analysis that that Pap.

Ox. I15 ("no prophet is acceptable in his fatherland, and

101. Of. R. McL. Wilson, "Thomas and the Growth of the
Gospels," HarvThR 53 (1960) pp. 231-250; idem "Thomas
and the iynoptic Gospels", ExposT 72 (1960-61)
pp. 36-39; idem, "Studies in the Gospel of Thomas"
(I960); E.Vv. Saunders, "A Trio of Thomas Logia",
BibRes 8 (1963)» 43-59? R. North, "Chenoboskion and
Qa. CathBibi, 2h (1962) pp. 154-170.

102. "The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament", ViaChr
11 (1957)» PP. 189-207; of, also his article "Some
Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas", NTSt 3 (1958-59)
pp. 276-90.

103. "A comparison of the Parables of the Gospel according
to Thomas and of the Synoptic Gospels," in
H. Monteflore and H.E.W. Turner, Thomas and the
Evangelists, (Studies in Biblical Theology 3511962)
P. 78. ~
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no physician performs healings amongst those who know

him"), which is a part of the Gospel of Thomas, is more

primitive than the present narrative in Mark 6:1:6.10^
Thus the evidence, although not conclusive, does seem to

suggest the derivation of the entire (or almost entire)

tradition contained in the Gospel of Thomas is from an

independent early stage of the sayings tradition, and

would seem to confirm Quispel*8 original suggestion that

the sayings in Thomas "come from a different and

independent Aramaic tradition".

In view of the evidence presented for both sides of

this argument in the literature the v/riter is inclined to

support the claim that the origin of Thomas,s Gospel

tradition lies in a more primitive and independent source

than that of the Gospels. This position, while assuming

no more than the other view, enables us to consider the

Gospel of Thomas in our analysis, and to make use of

material that may be contemporary with the Gynoptics in

an effort to understand and analyse the concept of

marriage in New Testament times. If this view can be

sustained, then we must do a "re-think" regarding the

authenticity of ouch passages as Luke lii:26 as their

origin and "Sitz im Leben* becomes even more uncertain.

Turning to the passage under discussion (Luke 1L:26)
we may note that this command to discipleship is not

paralleled in either Jewish apocalyptic or rabbinic

literature, nor in fact do we find anything like it in

10iu History of the Synoptic Tradition, p. 31 "I believe
that ¥<endling*s view is right, that the dominical
saying preserved in Pap. Ox. I, 5» is the more
original than Mark 6, Lf."
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the Qumran literature. For the Jews the family or

•mishpaha* is the source from which life springs, and

thus those who are of the same kin have community of

life —~ the term 'haya* or "life" is actually used

interchangeably with ^ishpaha* in the Old Testament

to be cast out" of one's family or to "perish from the

family" is tantamount to losing one's life, to being

"blotted out". To desire such can only be interpreted

as self hate. This appears to be the force of the

concluding phrase in Luke 1h:26 "yes, and even his own

life". Therefore such a call as we have in Luke 1L:26

is foreign to normative Judaism. For Judaism, love for

parents, care of the family, was second only to love for

God and TorahJ Furthermore, this attitude toward the

family is even foreign to the sectaries of Qumran. The

Qumran community, while practicing a separation through

celibacy or sexual abstinence, never concretely conceived

the separation of a man from his family. Qumran seems

only to have known separation in general terms ——

separation of the community as over against those outside.

In the light of the Jewish concept of the family,

Jesus* call to discipleohip in Luke 1<U:26 suggests

another allegiance which supersedes that due to the

family, and to the Torah, at least as hie contemporaries

construed it. Furthermore, this allegiance carries with

it a demand that is more akin to the esehatological hopes

of the earliest Christian community than that of the

preaching of Jesus who rejected any speculation
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concerning the last days, A passage in Rev, 1 may

well help us here. We note in this passage that the

moral qualities attributed to the 1LI>,000 mark them out

as distinguished for their holiness, especially their

asceticism; they are celibates ( , v.ij).
The practice of aaceticism, it is argued, was encouraged

by the early Church (mtt. 19:12, 1 Cor, 7: 23-^0) and in

the time of John's writing of his Apocalypse the practice

of celibacy seems to have been widespread, as the strong

eschatological emphasis favoured celibacy as the

legitimate and honourable way of living the Christian

life, and viewed marriage as belonging to that form of

the earth which was passing away.

This passage, however, has caused endless

difficulties to scholars. The opening phrases in verse 4

"It is these who have not defiled themselves with women,

for they are chaste; it is these who follow the Iamb

wherever he goes", appear totally enigmatic. The idea

presented here, that the very elite of the Christians

consists of ascetics, and that, too, male ascetics,

appears to be totally un-Jewish and un-Christian.

Therefore some scholars, despite the fact that these

phrases are supported in earlier textual evidence, argue

that they are at best a "monkish interpolation", which

has been added by a Christian redactor, and ought,
105

therefore, to be eliminated from the text, ^ Others

105. Cf. T,W. Crafer, A New Commentary on Holy ; crfpture,
C, Gore, et al, eds,, London, 1928 p. 698,
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have interpreted the passage as referring neither to a

particular state of life in the Church nor to the

unmarried, but understand the statements in the

historical prophetic sense of those who have succumbed
j f\(~

to false worship, as in Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Hosea.

However, despite the difficulties of this passage

neither of the above explanations is satisfactory. While

there may be hesitancy in talcing this passage literally,

owing to the apocalyptic nature of the text itself, there

is need for a second look at what John was trying to say

either literally or symbolically to the Christian

community for whom he wrote. Firstly we must ask if the

idea of celibacy expressed in Rev, 1h:h is as un-Christian

as commentators make it out to be? In the

eschatologically oriented Church for which John wrote,

great emphasis was placed on the moral purity of its

members, with the cardinal virtues of Christianity —

chastity, trust, ready following of the Lord, and

blamelessness —— fully stressed. Those virtues were

sought by the true believer, with chastity, as Rev, 1h.<U

indicates, a pre-requisite to fulfilling the other

demands of discipleship. Therefore, if this statement is

taken literally, it would imply that the elite of the

Christians were celibate. However, we are here dealing

with part of an apocalypse written in symbolic language,

106, Cf, John J. Scullion, in A New Catholic Commentary
on scripture. London, 1969, p. 1297* (9t0a).
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The source of John's symbolism is not, however, that

of false worship, but rather the idea of 'holy war* which

is found in several places in the Old Testament (e.g.

Deut. 20:23; 9-10; 1 Samuel 21:5; II Sam. 11 s 11) • What

John appears to have done is to take this 'holy war* idea

with its ceremonial purity which was required of the

soldiers who were 'consecrated for war', and turn it into

a moral purity for those who would follow the 'exalted*

Lord. It ia not difficult to imagine John using this

imagery as the context of his message is indeed one of

'holy war* in the sense that his church is being stormed

by the forces of evil from without.

It has been suggested that John may have been

drawing on the literature and practice of the Qumran

community, and that he is here setting up demands of

discipleahip for his Church similar to those at Quraran#

This cannot altogether be ruled out, especially since the

concept and ideas expressed in John's writing bear

striking similarities to the practice of Qumran. It

would be difficult to prove whether John relied on Qumran

or some other sectarian source in forming an ascetic

attitude toward Christianity, but one may well argue that

both John and the sectaries at • umran found in the

symbolism of the 'holy war* a basis from which to express

their ascetic ideas.

What John succeeds in doing through his 'holy war*

symbolism in Rev. 1h:b is to give impetus to an already

present trend in the post-ressurection Church —— that of
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practicing celibacy or sexual abstinence as a Christian

virtue. What is most significant about the whole

passage is that the 'following* is in the context of the

'exalted Christ', which puts this demand of discipleship

in the period of the post-ressurection Church rather than

that of the ministry of Jesus,

Returning to the saying in Luke 14:26j we have

already seen that it is not expressed within the frame¬

work of Jewish apocalypticism which largely determined

the content of Jesus* preaching, but appears to be a

product of the post-resurrection Church, If we

understand the passage in Revelation correctly, the

saying In Luke 14:26 is in line with the eschatologlcal

perspective of the earliest Christian community which

considered family relationships of only secondary

importance — superseded by one's allegiance to Christ,

Given our Lord*s understanding of eschatology as

realized — as the Kingdom of God already present ,^7
statement in Luke 14:26, (and indeed in Luke 18:29:30)
where it states quite plainly that some disciples have

already left ( ) their wives and children for

'the sake of the Kingdom', that is, in anticipation of

the Kingdom, reflects the belief of the early Church,

not of Jesus, The sayings regarding divisions in the

family in both the canonical texts and the non-canonical

107* Cf, C.H. Dodd, The Background of the New Testament
and its Eschatology.'' Cambridge. 195^. see also Van
A, Harvey, A Handbook of Theological Terms. New
York, 1964, pp. 140, li+1 .
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Gospel of Thomas can best be understood as a product of

the poet-ressurection Church which made Chastity* a

cardinal virtue for those who followed the Lord.

harsh sayings, therefore, regarding hatred for

one's father, mother, sister, brother, and the general

rejection of family relationships in favour of

discipleshlp can be more logically traced to an origin

other than Jesus. Furthermore, the contradictions

which appear to be so real dissipates as soon as the

statements attributed to Jesus are restored to their

original sphere of influence. What becomes clear is the

fact that the Synoptics are composed of teachings drawn

from many sources — Jewish Apocalyptic, Rabbinic, the

early Christian Community, and other Sectarian sources,

which have been compiled and attributed to Jesus who

becomes a kind of magnetic field for the teaching of the

various popular logia. Therefore the only way out of

the 'contradictional dilemma* in the Synoptics regarding

marriage and the family is to re-examine the individual

sayings with a view to establishing the authenticity of

each statement in the light of the new evidence made

available in nev/ly discovered documents and by new

advances in exegetical analysis.

If the 'contradictions' on the family can be

explained by tracing the origin of the sayings attributed

to Jesus to apocryphal, rabbinic, or sectarian sources

then the possibility is that the "crux interpretum" of
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the Matthean passages results from similar attributions

to Jesus of materials that contradict each other. This

calls for a re-examination of the divorce logia in the

Synoptics, with a view to establishing their origin.

A ae-Examlnation ox' the Divorce 'Logja*

Luke 16:18 is considered by most scholars to be the

least modified of the original sayings of Jesus on

divorcej and for some this passage represents more than
jt no

any other the *ipsissima verba* of Jesus. However,

priority or authenticity cannot be claimed for the Lucan
109/

version on the basis that it is the least modified 7 of

the original saying of Jesus on divorce, on the contrary

the nature of the saying in Luke may well prove that it

is not an authentic saying of Jesus at all, but that its

origins may lie soiriewhere beyond Jesus in an earlier

sectarian tradition.

Scholars have been puzzled by the loosely connected

sayings in Luke 16:16-18» experiencing great difficulty

in connecting them with what precedes and with one

108. Cf. for example, R. Bultmann, History of the
Synoptic Tradition, op.cit. p."l32, Als'o T.W, Manson,
The Teaching ~ *of Jesus, op. cit. p. 138ff.

109. That is, it contains none of the accretions of the
early Christian community such as we have in Mark and
Matthew where we find the influences of the early
Church has modified the teaching to suit particular
needs. It is interesting to note, too, that Jesus'
prohibition of remarriage after divorce is without
any reservations and contrasts with the laxity of
one school of Pharisees, but is, oddly, not made
relevant by Luke to a Gentile society in which
either partner could divorce the other, as in Mark
10:12. cf. V .R.F. Brownirg, The Gospel According to
Saint Luke. Torch Bib, Com. ~
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11 0
another. Some have suggested that the arrangement

we find in Luke 16:16-18 is most likely the work of an

111
editor, or, as the Dutch Theologian Van der Palm

suggests, that Luke was merely utilizing a spare fragment
11 2

on the page hy inserting isolated words of Christ.

The stock answer of the older commentators was that

"these verses (16-18) are all from Q and owe their
1 1 ^

present position to Luke". However, this answer

does not overcome the major difficulty, that of the

strange setting in Luke, or the obscurity of the Lucan

sequence of ideas, for exanple the retention of the law

with the exclusion of divorce. Those who adhere to the

view of the older commentators are too easily satisfied

that the source of these seemingly 'unconnected sayings'

is Q, and therefore fail to trace the Formgeschichte or

the Redaktionsgeschichte of this key passage. However,
11L

since David Daube has been able to show a continuous

chain of ideas in this previously obscure and unconnected

passage, exegetical analysis has been confronted with a

110. Cf, J.M. Creed, Gospel according to St. Luke.
London, 1930, p. £06f, also Canon F.'.V. Farrar,
3t Luke, The Cambridge Bible for Schools and
Colleges'. Cambridge University Press. 1886'. p. 268;
G,B. Calrd, The Gospel of Luke. The Pelican Gospel
Commentar 1e. & C.'-B^eeek," "London, 19'3, p. 189*

111. J.M. Greed, ibid p. 208.
112. Cf. Canon P.VV. Farrar, St Luke. Cambridge Bible for

Schools and Colleges. London, 1886, p. 268.
113* B.3. Easton, The Gospel According to ot Luke. A

Critical and ^xegetical Commentary. New York, 1926,
114. The New Testament and abbinic Judaism, London, 1956,

pp. 29^ff. Cf also E. Bammel, ''is Luke 1 6,1 6-1 Q of
Baptist's Provenience?", HarvThR 51 (1958) pp. 101-105.
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new situation. And what Is more the historical place

of the passage becomes exceedingly important to our

understanding of the divorce logia in the Synoptics,

Daube assigns priority to Luke on the basis of the

"greater obscurity of the Lukan sequence of ideas", for

he asks "What have the permanence of the Law and the

rejection of divorce to do with one another? Their

association must be pre-Lukan: it is so abrupt."11-*
On the basis of this Daube sets out to "seek its roots

in an ancient layer of development crystallized in our
116documents."11 The connection which he sees in the

passage has to do with the intimate link between the

sanctity of every jot of the law and the condemnation of

polygamy in the teaching of heterodox Jewish groups of the

New Testament epoch, Daube shows this connection by

tracing its relationship in Talmudic and Jewish sectarian

literature, beginning with Simeon ben Johai's story

(about the middle of the second century A.D,) of the book

of Deuteronomy, which went up to heaven to charge Solomon

with annulling a *yodh* in precepts respecting the King.

Instead of *l*yrbh (with vowels lo'yarbe), *he shall not

multiply wives to himself1, Solomon read 'l'rbh* (le'arbe),

'to a multitude of wives for himself*. Such a cancellation

of a 'yodh* in a way amounted to a cancellation of the

115. D. Daube, ibid p. 297.
116. D. Daube, ibid p. 2$U0
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entire law.^!^ For this cancellation God assured the

complainant that "Solomon and a thousand like him will
4 A O

perish, but a word of thee will not perish." This

pronouncement "Solomon and a thousand such' and so on is

fairly close to Luke's "It is easier for heaven and earth

to pass", and so on. Furthermore, Simeon was a strong

opponent of divorce as well as polygamy, and his argument

that "all Israelites are children of kings" led him to

consider as generally binding the law that "the King

shall not multiply wives to himself" a universalistic

tendency similar to that found in Luke.

However, it is in the Zadokite Fragments that Daube

finds the closest parallel to the obscure passage of Luke

16j16-i8. In the section against polygamy, and almost

certainly against remarriage after divorce (CDC 5*1ff),^1^
the scriptural texts adduced are 'Male and female created

he them', 'there went in two and two into the Ark', and

'He shall not multiply wives to himself'. Regarding the

latter we are told that David did not consult the book of

the Law, hence his transgressions of this prohibition.

But the latter is treated as obligatory on any pious

person, not only the King, thus the Zadokite Document,

like Luke, ascribes to it universal validity.

117. D. Daube, ibid p. 298.
118. Pal. ban, 20c, Exod. Rabba on 6,2
119. Cf. C. Rabin, Zadokite Documents. Oxford, London,

195U, p. 18.
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It becomes clear that the rule "He shall not

multiply wives to himself" is a primitive law in the

struggle to ban polygamy and divorce which antedates the

Lukan passage, going back to an ancient stratum before

David, which suffered neglect, and that this neglect in

a sense affected the entire Law. However, this

neglected law was given dramatic expression in the

sectarian teaching of Qumran whose strict observance of

Mosaic law placed strong emphasis on the role of the
A OH

'yodh' in the field of polygamy and divorce.

It is against this background that the perplexing

combination of the Lukan passage — the retention of the

Law and the exclusion of divorce — becomes clear. For

as Daube states:

"Most probably we have before us a connection
similar to that in the Zadokite Fragments and
Simeon's Story —— between the sanctity of
the precept 'He shall not multiply wives to
himself', or rather, the *yodh' in it. and the
rejection of polygamy and divorce,"12'

If this is so, it is quite possible that what we have in

Luke 16:16-18 is a development of this ancient law against

polygamy and divorce, which presupposes an origin that

can be traced to and beyond the Qumran sect. However,

to establish this we must take a closer look at the Lukan

passage and the Zadokite Documents which gave expression

to this ancient and neglected law.

120, Cf, D# Daube, ibid, p. 292f, also, notes on the
passage In C. Rabin, Zadokite Documents, Oxford,
195bt p. I8f.

121, D. Daube, ibid, p. 299,
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Some scholars are of the opinion that Luke 16:16-18
12?

does not belong to the Lukan framework. Its radical

rejection of divorce over against the Christian

"Gemeindebildung" which permitted divorce (Mt. 5:32, 19,9#

I Cor. 7#11f)> and the orthodox Jewish community which

accepted It as a normal practice of the society,

indicates that it may have come from a sectarian source.

Again, its close association with the law passage

(vv. 16,17)# which proclaims an intensification of the

Torah does not fit into the framework of Jesus* theology

of history but is more akin to the Torah-justice found
1 22

in the Zadokite Fragments.'

On the basis of Baube's findings that there is a

connection between the verses in Luke 16:16-18, we must

reassess the passage in an effort to establish, if at all

possible, its pre-Christian background and the possible

lines of transmission of this teaching into the Christian

Gospel.

H. Baltensweller in summarizing the efforts of

commentators to find some logical connection in these

passages concludes that "all attempts to make clear what

Luke had intended by this arrangement, remain

unsatisfactory."12-^ However, he proposes two possible

122. Cf. K. Bammel, HarvThR 51 (1958) p.10i; Also h.
Conzelmunn, Die Mltte der Zeit. 195*4# s.1h» maintains
this for verse 17. C.B. Caird, The Gospel of Luke.
London, 1963, in reference to verse 17 states that
"any Rabbi may have said this, but we cannot imagine
it on the lips of Jesus, especially in view of the
fact that the very next verse contains an alteration
of the Mosaic law of divorce", p. 190

122. Cf. note 121 above.

132. Die Ehe 1m Heuen Testament. Zurich, 1967. p. 172.
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oo2.utio.ris to this problem in Luke, He agrees that Luke

16:16-18 was borrowed from the Q source in its present

form and that the insertion of it in this passage was

the intention of the writer. The reason for this is

that both parables, the Unjust Steward and Dives and

Lasarus, had to do with wealth and the entrance into the

kingdom. Therefore, Luke, by mentioning the "money-

loving" Pharisees of vvs. 1h» 15 illustrates the lesson

of the first parable by showing that in essence they were

more keen about their material than their spiritual

welfare. As the second parable had to do with a

rejection of the .Law and the Prophets because of "Mammon?-

Worship" — "If they do not listen to Moses and the

Prophets •••", Luke found it necessary to insert vv 16-13

which stood in reference to the law. Therefore liUke

16:16-13, like vv 1L,15 is used primarily to illustrate

the lesson of the second parable. In this sense the

passage is not altogether out of place, but is used by

Luke as a 'link' to hold the whole passage together -

Luke 1 6 i 1 -31 *

However, his second proposal seeks a connection in

vv 15-13, not under the key word "Pharisees", but under

the title "John the Baptist", It is usually presumed

that v. 18 has been spoken by Jesus in connection with

John the Baptist. But v. 17 does not seem to fit into

the milieu of Jesus' teaching — it sounds more like the

utterance of a Torah rigorist. However, one is aware

that Matthew furnishes in the Sermon on the Mount

(Mt 5:18) a similar form of the words found in Luke 16:17

••• "so long as heaven and earth endure, not a letter,
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not a stroke, will disappear from the law until all that

has happened has happened," This statement that the

Torah holds absolute sway is in strong contrast to the

new attitude to the law which Jesus expresses in

Matthew 5:21-4)8# Such an acknowledgement of the law,

although many scholars think Jesus made it in as many

128
words, J cannot go back to him, —— certainly not an

intensification cf the Torah as it is proclaimed here

and in the Zadokite Fragments, This passage could best

be understood as the preaching of John the Baptist

possibly transposed to Jesus, Thus what we have in

Luke 16:16-18 is a sequence from "Johnspruchen", which

had been attributed to Jesus by the author of Luke's

gospel,1
The idea that Luke 16:16-18 is of Baptist

provenience has been previously suggested by Bammel
127

in an article cited earlier, ' Working on the theory

that Luke 16:16-18 is a logically connected whole and

not a series of isolated and unconnected sayings of

Jesus, he sees much that would suggest the period of the

baptist, V»e know that the Baptist was a teacher of

Torah-justice (Mt 21, 32), Hie ascetic traits and those

of his closer circle indicate an intensification of the

Torah (cf, Mk, 2:18, Lk.1i:1). It appears too, that In

125, H, VYindisch, The Meaning of the Sermon on the Mount,
Trans, 8, YnacLean Gllmour, 19h2, p. 12^-153.

126, H, Baltensweiler, op, eit. 172ff,
127, Cf. p. no above.
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the field of marital relations he saw the cardinal point

of strict observance, and his objection to a lax

interpretation of the marriage laws brought about his

downfall,128
However, something of this transposition of the

Baptist's words to Jesus may be understood if we take

into account Luke's portrait of John the Baptist, Luke

has retained nothing of John's role as Elijah that we

find in Mark and Matthew, In fact Luke treats John as

nothing more than a forerunner of the Messiah. Yet at

the same time Luke develops a comparison between Jesus

and Elijah, not in order to portray Jesus as the

eochatological prophet of the end time (for Acts 3:21

does not portray this) but in order to establish Jesus'

authority as a "great prophet" (7:16).12^ From this

point of view the theology of history portrayed in v, 16

is attributed to Jes*ue by Luke as the "Elijah redivivus

motif" is transposed from John to Jesus. The

'Aiotivgeschiehte* for this on the part of Luke was to
1 ^50

assimilate all honorific and exalted titles to Jesus. J

Therefore what actually happens in Luke's gospel, is that

Luke conforms John's preaching to the Christian

evangelistic pattern (3:1^-18), where John participates

12Q, Cf. Luke 6:1hff.

129 , «.ink, John the baptist in the Gospel Tradition.
Cambridge, 19£>$# p» k5

130. W. ft ink, ibid, p. kbf.
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in the period of fulfilment even while preparing for it,

and his ethical teaching becomes valid for the Christian

readers of Luke's gospel for successive periods,

This "Christianization" of John is only possible, however,

because in Luke's conception he stands within Christian

times. Therefore the theology of history in v, 1S,

while more reminiscent of a pre-christian period, has

been made a part of redemptive history because Luke

extended the period of fulfilment backwards to include

the Baptist's ' £o«.yysA-iov/ »^ SQ nakes John's

ministry the beginning of the gospel. However, Luke

does not attribute this to John, but to Jesus who has

replaced John as the "Elijah redivivus". Therefore,

what was previously pre-christian ethical teaching has

become in Luke's gospel Christian teaching, and he gives

it authority by attributing the various 'logia' to Jesus,

However, apart from the theology of history which

indicates the time of John the Baptist, can we bring such

a conclusion into agreement with the facts of

'Traditionsgeschichte? *

The opening verse of this pericope appears also in

Mt. 11s12 following Christ's testimony to the Baptist,

which is taken over by Luke with the exception of vv.12-14,

The contents of v, I2f are modified in Luke 16:16 and

those of v,1h in Luke 1,17. However, it is generally

131. W. Wink, ibid, p. 39ff.
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agreed that the sequence of the sayings in Luke is the

more logical.1-^2 This indicates that the Synoptic state

does not presuppose a simple dependence of Luke on a

1
Matthean pattern.

Looking at the details of the passage we find it is

equally unproductive in supporting a development from a

natthean tradition. The order kc-i -rr^ot^y-roic
cannot have been chosen by Luke in opposition to Matthew,

as the problem of the Jewish law becomes of secondary

importance to him, nor is he likely to be responsible for

the abandonment of the * of Lav/ and

1 3h
Prophets. ^ Probably the most telling evidence lies

in the fact that Luke does not like * £oocyysAfo i/ ', but
does frequently use * though usually in the

middle voice. However, Luke 7x22 forms an exception, a

passage in which there is little or no editorial work,

Consequently Luke 16:16 must either also be derived from

the Q-source and so be superior to Matthew 11j12, or have

a different origin.

As Bammel notes, to regard the two passages as

independent revisions of Q material does not get us very

far. Just as Luke 16:16 lacks specific Lukan

characteristics, so specifically Matthean characteristics

are missing in Matthew 11:12,

132. S. Bammel, HarvThRev 51 (1953), p. 103, note 17.
133. The argument presented here follows closely that of

E. Bammel in the article cited above.

13*w Of, E. Lohse, "Lukas als Theolog^e der Heilgeschichte"
Evangel, Theologie 1i; (195*0 PP. 256-275.
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Looking again at v# 16a it is quite probable that

this saying is better preserved than in the Matthean

parallel#"1 The original saying according to L. Jungel,

should read:

"O w oju 05 a ex. TTp 0 J*jToll ^ Jo<x.vvou vino
-fo-rx <?j ^octr/Xttoc /6Lt*<iZfoCl Koil y3L0ilT7°(i
( ■> "

if a.j o ucr/v "
The reason i'or Matthew's alteration of the logion is that

he wants to place John on the same side of the 'change of
■\ •*£ -J TTJ

aeons" as Jesus. ^ However, 0. Barth ' sees the

alteration of Matthew as an effort to combat antinomians

who denied the validity of the law (cf. Mt. 5:17-18;

7:12-27; 2k: 10); henoe the use of ' 1T<X.$ ' in connection

with the law (3:15» 5:18; 23:3; 28:20), Luke's version,

that is Q, or possibly some other source, implied that

the law was valid up until John, and Matthew was therefore

forced to alter it#

However, in v.l6b Matthew's version seems the more

original since it gives the 'connexio difficilior',

whereas Luke's is a simplified 'christianized' version#

The original seems to have referred to a violation of the

135. S.G. Wilson, "Lukan Eschatology", NTSt 16, (1969-70)
P. 33k •

136. E. Jungel, Paul us und Jesus, 1962, p. 191.
137. 0. Barth, Tradition and Interpretation in Matthew.

London, 19b3, pp. 63-h.
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Kingdom by its enemies, who are not defined. Luke

appears to have replaced it with a reference to men who

violently push to get into the kingdom. M, black1^
suggests that it is possible to give Luke a similar

meaning to Matthew by taking *£<5 * to mean against

a possible, though rare, meaning of the word —— or by

taking ' s.t-5 » as the equivalent of an Aramaic

preposition not used in the Greek, but included because

a direct translation was being made,Furthermore,

the "preaching" in v. 16b is something that John does

(Lk kih3i 8;1, 9t11, 60ff), and is also a characteristic

of the early Church in Acts (Acts 8, 12; 20:25, 28; 23:31),
This further emphasizes the strong 'Christianized'

flavour of this passage, and the connection which Luke

makes between John, Jesus and the early Church,

Interestingly enough, Luke, who appears to take pains to

write for a Gentile audience, does not change the

context of v,18 to suit the Gentile practice as does

Mark,1^"0 but retains the saying in its original form.

In the light of what haB already been said, it has

been suggested that Luke may have been here drawing on

another source, and that this source is probably from

138. An Aramaic Approach to the Gospels and Acts, 2nd ed»,

139* Ibid. p,8h. This also fits into >.uispel's argument
for an Aramaic source for the family sayings
mentioned earlier in this Chapter.

1hO, Mark changes the saying to allow women the right of
divorce, a Roman-Hellenistic practice.
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the baptist tradition, as this passage appear*, to belong

to the considerable number or references which nuke makes

■fit*
to John the baptist. out how did this saying get

into Christ's tradition? Bainmel argues that "Luke or

the community before him may have found in „ or Matthew

a similar saying- attributed to Christ, and therefore

assumed the same source for the logion now preserved in

Lk 16|1 6-18" .^|2 Originally the saying (16;16-1Q) may

have contained the message of the Baptist, i.e. his

claim to offer something new with regard to the Law and

the Prophets, in which the past was not suspended but

radically preserved.

This transposition of the Baptist's preaching to

Jesus is understandable in the light of the fact that the

actual Jesus-tradition acted as a magnetic field upon the

most varied logia. Therefore, the 'Christionization" of

John's tradition by Luke conditioned the development of

the logion as a genuine saying of Jesus. However, if

this is so, and we shall assume this for the moment, we

must look at the position of John the Baptist, and

attempt to find out if such a radical teaching about

divorce originated with him or if he is actually the

transmitter of a sectarian teaching, namely that of guraran.

P. P. Bruce In an article in Lev/ Testament studies

enumerates the similarities between the umran community

and early Christianity as follows:

1b1 • K. Bammel, op. clt. p. 101*.
11*2. ... armel, ibid. p. 105.
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- the two movements share a general historical
background and ancestry. We find this general
background and ancestry of both in the pious
groups, the 'quiet* in the land*, the true
remnant of believing Israel, among whom the
•messianic* hope burned brightly, and who had
little confidence in the aria of fleah as the
Instrument of the divine purpose, whether this
was supplied by Judas Laccabaeus and his brothers
in the days of Antiochus Epiphanes or by the
Zealots two hundred years later."lJ+3

A personal link between the two movements has been sought

thro ugh John the Baptist.^' John A. T, Robinson offers

a plausible hypothesis when he states that,

"John was sent (on the death, perhaps, of his
parents?) to be reared in the desert discipline
of the Qumran Community, This community had,
as we know, considerable following among
priestly families (which provided at least one
for every ten or more of its membersj 1 iS 6,3|
1 QSa 2.22; CDC 15,3) add it appears more
likely to have drawn this, not from the
Badducean priesthood it anathematized, but from
those rural circles whose ideals of piety, as
represented in the Lucan birth narratives, are
the closest approximation to those of ,umran
to be found in the New Testament. It would,
moreover, explain why he had come to sever hie
connection with the Temple cult and found
himself fiercely opposed both to and by the
Jerusalem priesthood (Mt 3.7 » Luke 3*7i MJc
11j27-33; and pars; Mt 21.32; cf John 1.19)"1^

This association of John the Baptist with the Lscenes

seems to be confirmed also in the secular writings of

1L3. "Qumran and i.arly Christianity", NTDt 2 (1955-6)
pp. 189f♦

1*4-4. Cf. W.H. Brownlee, "John the Baptist in the Lew
Light of Ancient Scrolls", Interp. Vol 9 (1955)
pp. 71ff. Cf also J.A.T. Robinson, "The Baptism of
John and the Qumran Community", in Twelve Lew
Testament Essays, 1962, p. 16 also C.H. Scobie,
John the Baptist. 1964, P* 33ff

145« "The Baptism of John and the C. umran Community," in
Twelve New Testament Essays, 1962, p. 16,
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Josephus^0 who uses the same words to describe the

activity of the ussenes as he does for the activity of

John the Baptist."'^ ^part from H.H. howley

scathing attach on an easy identification of John's

baptism and ministry with the Qumran community, it is

generally agreed that the Baptist may well be the link

between the two communities.

No doubt John the Baptist, himself the son of a

priest, might have found something specially appealing

in this movement; but when 'the word of God came to John

the son of Zechariah in the wilderness (Luke 3»2)', as

it had come to many prophets before, he learned and

proclaimed the necessity for something more than the

teaching or practice of Qumran. Nevertheless, the
1

Baptist' brought with him as part of his ' £0<x,yy £ A10 V ' *
the influences and teaching of the Qumran sect. How

did this possibly affect his teaching regarding marriage

and divorce?

146. Josephus' account of John's baptismal doctrine is
similar to that of the Essenes: 'he taught that
baptism would appear acceptable to God provided that
they underwent it not to procure pardon for certain
sins but with a view to the purification of the body
when once the soul had been purified by
righteousness (Ant. 18.5.2)'. It has been
suggested by P.P. Bruce, that "in view of the
discrepancy between Josephus's explanation of John's
baptism and that implied in the New Testament, it
may be thought that Josephus misinterpreted it in
terms of- Bssene lustration, which was more familiar
to him". Gf. "Qumran and Early Christianity", NTdt
p. 189» note 3-

147. C.H. Scobie, John the Baptist. London, 1964, p. 40f
148. New Testament Essays, ed. A.J.B. Higgins (1959)

pp. 218-29:
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The yumran community was, as far as can be gathered

from the indigenous literature and contemporary writers,

divided into two communities, one celibate and the other
1 h9

practicing marriage# J The Zadokite Fragments from

which Daube traces the connection in the nucan passage

brings fresh severity and rigour to a legal code already

strict in itself. It tightens up the marriage laws,

imposing new sanctions for the community# Whereas it

is written in Lev, 18:13» 'You shall not approach your

mother's sister, she is your near kin', in the zadokite

Fragments (CD 5s9) this precept is extended to include

a man and his niece within the degrees of forbidden

kinship, with the comment: 'Although the laws of

incest are written for xaen, they also apply to women, *

i#e,, if a nephew is forbidden to marry his aunt, so

is a niece prohibited from marrying her uncle

(CD 5:9-12). Furthermore, the Zadokite Fragments

1h9* Cf. Joscphus. War II 8,2-13> also A.R.C. Leaney,
The Rule of yumran and Its Meaning, London, 1$66
p, £>1 •



180*

1 80
strikes out ig -inst polygamy and divorce, contending

that those who live in polygamy fail to understand the

150. "two wives during their lifetime" (CD 1:21) is under¬
stood by S, Bchechter as not only directed against
polygamy but also against divorce which certain
Jewish sects forbade. Cf. 8. Schechter, Fragments of
a Zadokitc Fork. Vol. 1 Cambridge 1910, p.xxxvif.
R.H. Charles agrees with this interpretation stating
"this is probably right though the suffix i.e. 'their*
is masc. 0 IT *TlD. and if taken strictly would refer to
the men. But not infrequently in the Q.T, the masc.
suffix is used in reference to feminine nouns, e.g.
Ruth 1:11, £7 77 77 U) . Referring to Rachel and Leah."
P.791» Charles' final conclusion is that CD 5:1ff
(7r1f) is "an absolute prohibition of divorce" The
Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament.
Oxford, The Clarendon Tress, ^913» p. 798. George
Foot Moore in his article "The Covenanters of
Damascusj A Hitherto Unknown Jewish Sect", HarvThR IV
(1911)9 pp.330-337* also supports this view, "The
polemic is ... against certain opponents ... (who)
allow polygamy and the remarriage of divorced persona
during the life of the other party;" p.311 also p.3l5
"The sect prohibited polygamy which they stigmatized
as fornication ..." Marriage with another woman while
a man had a divorced wife living was apparently put
in the same category with having two wives at the
same time."
However, this earlier view came under criticism from

other scholars, probably taking a hint from Charles*
observations concerning the masc. suffix, contending
that the Zadokite Document was directed against
polygamy only. Louis Ginzberg was probably the first
to express this opinion when he stated "... gar keine
Rede von einem Verbot der Ehescheidung". Line
unbekannte judische Sekte New York 1922 —'putliBhed in
serials in Honatsschrlft fur Geschichte und
flssenschaft des Judentums. o. 2C. Others tended to
accept" this explanation among them W. Staerk, "Die
judische Geraeinde des Neuen Bundes in Damaskus", in
ThStKr 98/99 (1926) pp. 291-318, particularly p.305
"Auf ^eden .Fall 1st hier Unzucht = yolygamie";
Albrecht Oepke in his article » in
Theologlsches ■-orterbuch sum Neuen Testament. Vol. I,
Stuttgart 193*5t pp.776-790, on p.783 states "Die
Gerneinde des Neuen Bundes vom Damaskus bekampfte die
Polygamic", More recently C. Rabin in his Zadokite
Documents, Oxford, 1951, supports this view (cf. p.17
note ), on the basis of his reconstruction of CD 13s
17.
Recent exegesis has brought the argument full circle

with current scholarship going back to the original
interpretation of Schechter, Charles, and Moore. Among
them are 0. Hoiin, "Die Sohnc des Lichtes" Zcit und
stellung der Handschriften vom Toten Meer. V.ien' 1951%
who" "states cautiously ".. .die Yund'e der Unzucht ...
besteht dnrin, dass die Gegner sich nicht scheuen,
mehrere Frauen su haben (ob gleichzeitig odcr
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true teaching of Moses and in 'taking a second wife

while the firBt is alive commits the sin of fornication,'

The document also reiterates the importance of keeping the

vows that are made between a man and his wife (CD 7:7»8)»

Likewise, speciric mention is made or divorce (CD 13:1 7)«

However, the text is so corrupt as to leave the

interpretation of the passage obscure and open to
1 62

conjecture, Interestingly enough, the intelligible

nacheinanderi Auch das zweite scheint verpont)
p,112j However, waiter Baurngartner is more definite,
Cf, his "Die Bedeutung der Hohlenfunde aus ialastina
fur die Theologie", .Schwejgerische Theo1ogicche
Umschau AXLV, Bern 195^» pp. U9-63, especially p,56.
Also J,L, Teicher, "Jesus' Sayings in the Dead Sea
Scrolls", JJS 5(195-U) P« 38 j K, Schubert, "The
Sermon on the Mount and the Qumran Texts", in The
scrolls ana the I»rew Testament, New York (1957)
pp. 118-128,
For a more detailed account of the development of

interpretation regarding the Sadokite Fragments see
Paul winter's article, "Sadcaite Fragments IV 20,21
and the Exegesis of Genesis ■<:27 in late Judaism",
SAW 67-68 N.F. 26-27 (1955-56) pp.71-8b. Winter-
notes in this article that "if it had been the
writer's intention merely to denounce polygamy, one
would have to ask what is meant by the words
"during their lives" p,77#

151# G-. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English, Fen/ruin
Books, 1.11. dlescx, 19«, p. 32,

152, w, Rabin implies in a note referring to this passage
(The zadokitc Documents, op.cit. p,17» note 21 ) that
"divorce is actually mentioned as permitted 13:17" •
He arrives at this conclusion from his own restora¬
tion of the passage under consideration. However, if
we assumed that his restoration established the
original reading, the passage, like Luke's, would
only contain directions of conduct with regard to a
man "who divorces". The prohibition of divorce is
not explicit in Luke, or the ,,adokite Documents^
however, such limitations Irs" placed upon "he who
divorces" that the strong condemnation of it cannot
be mistaken, Hugh Monteflore states that "In the
Wadokite Fragments 7:1 (Charles' documentation),
probably connected with the Kseene circles, divorce
seems actually to have been forbidden", "Jesus on
Divorce and Remarriage", The Report of the Commission
of the Christian Doctrine of carriage, 1971,
p,80. Also M, Dieklaus, "Mt 19.9 (5:32)" Revlst
^cl.^rus 28(2', *63) pp» U25-U27*
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rendering of what is contained In CD 13*17 "with regard

to him that divorces his wife" is not unlike the opening

of tne statement in Luke 16:18 "everyone who divorces his

wife". One wonders if such a close wording of the two

passages is coincidental, or if there may not have been

originally in the corrupt text of the dadoklte Fragments

a teaching very close to what we have preserved in Luke

16:18? On the evidence at hand one cannot assume that

CD 13:17 is a 'fragment' of the 'whole' that we have in

Luke 16:18, However, the tightening up of the marriage

laws, and the strong stand against polygamy, and divorce

in the other passages,would seem to suggest that the

fragment in CD 13:17 may well be a pronouncement against
1 8ii

divorce similar to what we have in the Lucan account,

The intensification of the Torah that we find in the

Lucan passage (Luke 16:16-18) is very well reflected in

the Zadokite Fragments, especially with regard to

marriage. And it is in this area that John the naptist

saw the cardinal point of strict observance,

153» Cf, for example, CD 7s5t6f 19:6,
15U, The thr>ry of the Roman Catholic papyrologist Jose

0'Callaghan that fragments found in the umran caves
bear resemblance to, and is actually a passage from,
Marks Gospel, opens up a whole new area of
development In New Testament scholarship, Should
his theory prove correct, the question of the
relationship between .umran and the Christian sect
will have ramifications for the whole of New
Testament research. For a survey ofo'Oallaghan's
theory see L. Sabourin, "A Fragment of Marx at
Qumran"?BibThfcull II (1972) pp, 308-312,
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If we accept as historical the account of Luke 3»19»

the attack on the marriage of the tetrarch may be adduced

as the main reason for the arrest of John the Baptist.

Antipas had put away the daughter of the Arabian King

Aretas to take up with Herodias his half-brother's wife,

who was his half-niece. Apparently, Herodias deserted

her husband, and sought a divorce under the Greek-Roman

law whereby female members claimed the independent right
•j 4

of divorce, which was not conceded by the Jev/ish system.

This divorce was apparently granted.^"'' However, even
4 Kg

if no divorce took place, J Jewish jurisprudence

acknowledged legally granted marriage acts (Gitt. 9>2),
thus it would seem impossible to speak of an illegitimate

relationship in this case. What then was the reason for

the attack by John the Baptist? It seems that the two

factors that may have provoked criticism, the fact that

Herodias married the man who was (a) her half-uncle and

(b) the half-brother of her former husband, were not

contentious issues, as the practice of niece-marriage was

acceptable in first century Judaism, in fact it was
A

praised (sa Bar Jeb 62b; Tas Kidd l.h; Tos Jeb. 2).

155. Josephus, Ant. 15 No. 259.
156. However, there were exceptions in the Jewish law. Gf.

E. Bammel "Markus I0:11f und das judische Lherecht",
ZNeutW 61 (1-2, '70) pp. 95-101. See also Chapter
Two "the position of women" p. 79f.

157. Gf. R. Ei3ler " 'Lytro uj /4</tn\ius ", •] 5 footnote 1.
However D. Daube notes that Herodias "did not write
her husband a bill of divorce but simply 'separated' —

% LoLcrT^e-^ . (Josephus Ant. 18 5.^.138). New
Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, op. cit. p. 365.

158. See note 3 above, even if plain err4 roc ', it
was acknowledged by Jev/ish jurisprudence.



1 3h,

Marriage with the ex-husband*s half-brother is hot

evaluated in the sources? Gitt 9.2 and Lev. 18:16 do not

bapply direct information. Therefore if the Baptist

opposed this marriage it was on the basis of incest

seeing the marriage as within forbidden degrees of

kindred according to the Torah-intensified laws of the

Zadokite fragments, which forbade niece-marriage on both

the father's and mother's side.1"'" If this is the case,

and one is at a loss to find other reasons for his attack,

then the connection between John the Baptist and the

Qumran Conanunlty appears the more likely as his attitude

toward marriage and divorce coincides precisely with

that of the umranltes.

However, can we trace an association between the

Lucan passage under discussion (16:18) and Qumran? We

have already identified the passage with John the ap+.ist,

and have thus posited an Indirect connection with umran,

but is there other evidence that might indicate an

association between this passage and the Qumran

Community? Some scholars argue for a direct connection

between this passage and the Qumran community primarily

on the basis that Luke in 16:8 uses umran terminology,

"Sons of Light", which is found nowhere else in the

159. Cf. CD. I,20ff, 5:1-6.
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Synoptics, and only in two other passages in the Hew

Testament (John 12:36; 1 These. 5*5) H. Braun takes

the argument a step further by identifying v<*$ rys

a.* in l.uke 16; 9 as also umran terminology which

is found in 1 QSa 10.1 9» and is used in the same sense

161
that Luke uses it in his Gospel.

In addition to this radical teaching about narriage

and divorce, Luke's whole Gospel seems to echo a strong

ascetic attitude, which might indicate a further
4 gO

connection with the sectaries of ' umran. Q. Quesnell

notes that Luke appears to express a different attitude

towards virginity and celibacy from Mark and Matthew,

Luke, for example, in 28:29 includes 'women', 'wife*

among the list of persons and things which a man 'leaves

160. "Sons of Light" is found in 1Q.8 1 ,9;2,16;3,13.2L.25,
also in 10m. Cf. also H. Baltensweiler, Die l.he im
Keuen Testament, Zurich, 1967* p» Mkff,

161. For a fuller discussion on the Lucan use of "Sons of
Light" see, ... Grossouw, "The Dead Sea .crolls and
the Hew Testament; A preliminary survey", StC 26
(1951) 289-299; 27 (1952) 1-8; F. Ndtscher,
"Judische Monchsgemeinde und Ursprung des
Ghristentums nach den jungst am Toten Meer
aui'gefundenen hebraischen Handschriften", Libel und
Kirche (1952) 21-38; P.M. Braun, RBib 62 (1955) 5-kkl
H. Braun, Bhth 2k, 1957 I, II. 39a.1.; M. Burrows,
Die uhriftroTXen vom Toten Meer, Munchen, 1957* kC
vrmrr - Burrows thinks that the terminology used
here by Luke may not have been drawn from utnran but
from a Jewish circle, he bases his conclusions on
the fact that the apocalyptic outlook of Jesus and
the < umran community were different, so too was their
eschatology, Hotscher, on tbe other hand, argued for
an Old Testament derivation.

162. "Made themselves Eunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven
(Mtt. 19:12)", CathBibO 30 (1968) pp. 335-58.
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for the kingdom of heaven*. Matthew 19;29, however,

makes no mention of the wife and neither does Mark 10:29.

Quesnell suggests that Luke took this idea from 9 while
161

Matthew omitted it. ^ However, it could be that Luke

got this ascetic teaching from a different source,

possibly from the sectarian community of ^umran. The

strong ascetic influence comes through in Luke

especially when we note that Luke has four items to be

renounced which Matthew does not have here (brothers,

sisters, wife, life), but that all these do come up

else?/here in Matthew for explicit renunciation ('leave

brothers, sisters' Matthew 19:29; l6:25f; 10:39)» with

one exception 'the wife'.

Another interesting passage which illustrates this

divergence in attitude is the Lucan story of the great

feast (14:15-20), which is a figure of 'eating bread in

the kingdom of God' (14:15). In Luke, the invited guests

excuse themselves from coming by saying 'I have bought a

field* (v.18); 'I have bought five yoke of oxen

(v.19)j and finally, 'I have married a wife and on account

of this I cannot come' (v.20). Matthew, preserves the

first two items but omits the third, which suggests that

marrying a wife might interfere with following the cull

to the kingdom. uesnell suggests that the redactional

difference is significant when Matthew uses 'gamoe'

163. ibid p. 344.
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(wedding feast) as a fitting figure for the Kingdom of

Mod (Mtt, 22:1-1*0> whereas Luke uses only 'deipnon'

(banquet; Luke 1h:15-2*i ) ^
Probably, the most important observation which

Quesnell makes has to do with Matthew's significant

divergence from Luke in the saying about marriage which

occurs in the dispute about the resurrection (Luke 20:27-

U0; Matthew 22:33-33; Mark. 12*18.27). Luke distinguishes

two classes of men, and describes the two classes in

general propositions: 'the sons of this world marry and

are given in marriage, but those judged worthy to arrive

at this world and the resurrection from the dead do not

marry nor are they given in marriage (Luke 20:3*4-35)?'
*166

the verbs are in the present tense. ^ However, Matthew

follows Mark and simply describes the 'future' situation

at the time of the resurrection, 'In the resurrection,

they do not marry nor are given in marriage, but are as

angels in heaven' (Matt. 22,28,30). Matthew omits, if

he knew of it, the Lucan implication of the two classes

of men 'the sons of this world who are now marrying, and

'those judged worthy of arriving at that world* who are

not (now) marrying. This seems to reflect very much the

ascetic structure of the ( umran community, which

according to the most widely accepted theory consisted

of these two kinds of men — those who married, and

those who do not marry nor are given in marriage.

16L. . fueenell, ibid. p. 3L6 Here uesnell assumes this
to be a parallel passage. This has been questioned.

165. yoLUOOcr/V} z K-yVtJIA l (T K OWracC
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Luke 17:27 (Mtt. 23:38) also seems to suggest a

negative attitude toward marriage, and the phrase

'marrying and giving in marriage' (or 'marrying and being

married'?) was almost certainly a catch-word which

originated among the ascetic Jewish circles older than
1 66

Luke and possibly older than r„ Thus the attitude

toward marriage expressed in Luke generally seems to have

been drawn from a very early ascetic tradition that can

be detected in such ascetic circles as Qumran. The

logion in Luke 16:18 with its radical rejection of

divorce is in keeping with this ascetic attitude, and on

the evidence of the whole Gospel must be considered of

sectarian origin.

The evidence so far adduced seems to confirm Daube's

findings that the Lucan passage may well be a re-

assertion of the ancient stratum of law which was earlier

reaffirmed and emphasised in the sectarian Community of

Qumran, This reaffirmation which we find in Luke's

Gospel may have been transmitted in two different ways -

through the author of the Gospel himself having been

influenced by the ascetic practices of the various sects

operating at that time, or, more probably, through a

disciple of the sect who was familiar with its practices,

and who considered the teaching on marriage a cardinal

point for those who wished to share in the new kingdom#

166. D.L. Balch, "Background of I Cor. VII: Sayings of
the Lord in Q) Moses as an ascetic 'THEIOS AJtXR* in
II Cor 3," KTSt 18 (1972) pp. 351-6U,
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The preaching and actions of John the Baptist are

reminiscent of such a disciple, and most probably it is

he who reaffirmed this radical sectarian teaching in his

preaching in the Jordan, The records (Mark 6:1ltff,

Matthew 11+: Iff; Luke 3s18ff) bear witness to the fact

that in the area of marital relations he saw the cardinal

point of strict observance, and as a result of his

insistence on the matter, especially in the case of Herod

Antipas and Herodias, was imprisoned and eventually

beheaded. However, the desire of the early Christian

writers, (especially Luke who extends the ministry of

Jesus backwards to include the period of John), to

attribute all popular teachings to the Jesus-tradition

conditioned the development of this saying as being

accepted by the early Church as a genuine saying of Jesus#

The connection between Jesus and John the Baptist on

this whole issue of marriage and divorce can best be

understood when we consider the political implications of

John*s preaching, F.C. Burkitt reminds us that fa

curious sidelight can be thrown on the public actions of

our Lord from this point of view. In the estimation of

many the Galilean prophet was first and foremost the

successor of John the Baptist, who had lost his life in

protesting against the loose pagan morals of Antipae and

Herodias.^^
167, F.C. Burkitt, St Mark and Divorce", JThSt. V. (1903-

1902+) pp. 628-30.
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Conzelraann la hiB book The Theology of St Luke,

puts a great deal of emphasis on the geographical motifs

in Luke's presentation of John the Baptist. The ministry

of John the aptist is separated from the ministry of

Jesus in Luke's Gospel according to Conzelmunn, by huke's

schematizing the Jordan as the locale of John, and Judea

and Galilee as the specific domain of Jesus. Conzelmann

concludes, therefore, that 'the Jordan is the region of

the Baptist, representing the region of the old era,

whereas the region of Jesus' ministry - 'Galilee and

Judea', is the region of the new era — the period of

fulfilment. This geographical scheiuatization represents

and emphasizes the discontinuity between the preparatory

work of John and the ministry of Jesus. However, some
4 gq

scholars * see this geographical schematization as

traditional and not in the least a desire on the part of

Luke to separate areas as if they were aeons. What

Luke is doing is merely heightening the discontinuity

which is already traditional with the other synoptic

Gospels, since all three treat the ministries of John and

Jesus as separate spheres tangent only at the point of

Baptism.

Burkitt calls our attention to a more realistic

geographical motif in the gospels than that of

Conzelmann's, and may well account for the geographical

separation of John's ministry from that of Jesus.

168. H. Conzelmann, The Theology of St Luke, London, 1 96O
1c2. CI. «». ink, John the Baptist in ine Gobpei tradition,

op. cit. p, i(4ff•
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Pew scholar's In attempting to understand the

teaching in the New Testament on marriage and divorce

take into account the political and social implications

of what is being preached, ar.d its possible

repercussions. Jesus, as Burkitt notes, was a

successor of John the Baptist, and on the newsof John's

death our Lord returns at once to a 'desert place*

(Mk. 6.31). Soon afterwards we find him and his

disciples takin ; a quite extended journey to the north

away from the dominions of Antipas (Mk. 7s2hff). Prom

there he journeys to the district of Caesarea Ihilippi

i.e., the North Past district of Hergg the Great's realm,

outside Antipas*s tetrarchy (Mk.8.27-9,29). After a

short stay there, he passes secretly (Mk. 9.30) through

Galilee on his way to Jerusalem. This policy of

concealment lasts until He comes 'into the borders of

Judea.' There he is outside the jurisdiction of

Antipas and once more resumes his teaching where 'crowds

gathered to him again; and again, as his custom was, he

taught them.' (Mk,10rl)

Prom these movements of our Lord it can be seen

that he took pains not to get embroiled with the civil

authorities, especially just before the Passover. However,

the question of divorce, which was the means of John the

Baptist's undoing, waB apparently used by his enemies in

an effort to entice Him to make a pronouncement that

would implicate him with the authorities and hopefully

lead to his arrest, and possible execution, since the
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death of John the Baptist had already set a precedent for

such action. However, the ambiguity of the answer given

by Jesus must have been disappointing to his questioners.

Jesus does not condemn publicly the loose Roman

practices of the Herods, but instead calls the

questioners' attention to the will of God in creation

and bases his answer on the natural constitution of man

(possibly androgynous man.) as opposed to the Mosaic law.

Not until later when he is alone with hie disciples in

private does he offer what can be taken as a special

condemnation of Antipas and Herodias. It is then that

he repeats the radical teaching of John the Baptist on

divorce, endorsing what John had said. However, He

does this in such a way as to avoid a confrontation with

the authorities.

Therefore the geographical Motif which ernerges in

the hynoptics is not & deliberate effort on the part of

Luke or Mark to divide the ministries of John and Jesus

into two different periods, but the result of a deliberate

avoidance on the part of Jesus of the territory of

Antipas owing to the fact that Antipas and the general

public considered him a successor to the Baptist and

therefore one who endorsed John's stand on marriage and

divorce.

An interesting connection is made by Burkitt in this

regard. He notes that a few weeks before the utterance

on divorce, just before Jesus started from Bethsaida to

go to the villages of Caesarea Philippi, the disciples
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had come in a boat to the place called Dalmanutha or

Magadan (Mk 8:9-15)» an unknown spot not so very far from

Tiberias# There they were met by some "Pharisees" who

ask for a 'sign', which is refused (Mk 8:10-12). When

they have hurriedly re-embarked to go to the border town

of Bethsaida on the North of the Sea of Galilee, Jesus

bids the disciples beware of the leaven of the Pharisees

and the leaven of Herod (Mk 8:15). Why Herod? The

sudden move to Bethsaida, so sudden that no provisions

were put on the boat, suggests a flight from Imminent

danger. This narrative of Mark is also mentioned in a

separate pericope in Luke 13:31-33. According to this

passage the Pharisees say 'Get away from here, for Herod

wants to kill you*. The answer which Jesus gives

indicates the course of action which he intends to take.

He accepts the Pharisees* warning and leaves the

territory of Antipas, concealing himself and keeping

quiet when he passed through Galilee, because he was

detemined that the inevitable crisis would take place
1 70

at Jerusalem and not in the district of Antipas, '

What are we to make of all this? The movements of

Jesus, and possibly the areas where he preached may have

been dictated by the fact that Antipae, who for political

and social reasons had beheaded the Baptist, was also

seeking his successor — Jesus of Nazareth. Jesus,

being aware of this, avoided the area of the Jordan, and

170. P.O. Burkitt, JThSt. v (1 903-1 90h) pp. 628ff.
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especially the area where John the Baptist attacked

publicly the lax marriage practices of the Herods,

There is little doubt that the attack by the Baptist on

the tetrarch and his wife was of tremendous consequence,

as the whole area registered the feelings of the man who

was their ruler. The situation would be equal to the

furore which occurred in Britain when Kirg :,dward VIII

abdicated to marry Mrs Simpson, The seriousness with

which the incident was taken is marked by the death of

John the Baptist and the curtailment of Jesus' ministry

in the Jordan,

Recapitulation of Luke 1 6:1 6-18

To recapitulate our re-examination of Luke 16:1 6-18

we find that the work of D, Daube has stimulated new

interest in this passage, calling into question the

findings of earlier commentators. Scholars such as

E, Bammel, and H, Baltensweiler, taking Daube's lead

have identified the saying with the period of John the

baptist, and because of the Torah-intensified nature of

the saying (16:16-18), and the radical rejection of

divorce which does not fit into the ,Gemeindebildung, of

the earliest Church which allowed divorce (I Cor, 7:1 Iff;

Mtt. 5:32; 19:9), have suggested that the teaching is of

sectarian origin, probably drawn from the teaching of

umran. The transmission of this teaching is difficult

to determine. The weight of evidence seems to point to

John the Baptist, who is said to have had some association

with the Qumran community. If we can rely on Luke 3:1 9f
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as historical, John appears to have made the Zadoklte

regulations regarding marriage (CD 5:1 ff) a cardinal

point of strict observance. Furthermore, the theology

of history expressed in the passage, especially v 16a,

is, according to most scholars, pre-Christian.

However, the 'logion' is drawn into the Jesus-tradition

by the author of Luke's gospel, who has a tendency to

attribute popular teachings to Jesus. In fact Luke has

extended the Christian period backward to include the

period of the Baptist, thus making his ethical teaching

a part of the Christian gospel. Therefore, what we seem

to have in Luke 16:16-18 is a saying of the Baptist

transferred to Jesus. ThiE becomes the more likely when

we consider Jesus's close association with the Baptist at

the beginning of his ministry, especially regarding the

crisis that caused John's arrest and eventual execution.

It is most likely that Jesus may well have repeated

John's teaching on marriage, but gave it, as we shall see,

a different basis from the Torah-Justlce of Qumran.

The Development of &ark and Matthew

This understanding of the Lukan passage sheds new

light on the whole Synoptic teaching of marriage and

divorce. And on the basis of what has been said, a

logical explanation can now be put forth to explain the

"contradictions" which seem to appear in the teaching of

Jesus in the marriage 'logia' of the Synoptics.

There is little doubt that the radical sectarian

attitude toward marriage and divorce expressed in the
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Lukan logion (16:18) forms the kernel for the different

logia in the other fynoptic gospels. Mark and Matthew

both adopted this radical sectarian teaching and each in

his own way attempts to make it a plicable to the situation

for which they write. Thus, there is evidence that the

teaching in Mark has been filtered through the prism of

the Hellenistic Church in a Roman setting, while that of

Matthew seeks to make itself relevant to Jewish Christians,

possibly in Antioch.

Mark 10:1-12

The teaching in Mark, which still maintains the

radical sectarian attitude, is reconstructed along the

lines of the traditional rabbinic form that was popular

in Jewish sources where controversies dating from the
1 71

first few centuries A. D. are recorded. ' The Markan

1 72
Church in Rome appears to have permitted separation, '

(perhaps following the Pauline Church), but not

remarriage. In addition it extended its warning against

divorce to include women (Mk 10:1 Iff) a change from

Jewish Christian practice made necessary by Rome's

advanced civil law where women were also given the right

to divorce.

In examining the controversy in Mk 10:1-12 between

Jesus and the Pharisees, it becomes clear what Mark

171. D. Daube, New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, op.cit.
p. 1ii1ff.

172. R.N. Soulen, "Marx'iage and Divorce. A Problem in New
Testament Interpretation", Interp. 23(1], '69)
PP. U39-450.
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attempt8 to do in an effort to retain the radical

sectarian teaching of Luke. Instead of presenting the

teaching as a piece of Torah-intensification as it

appears in Luke, Mark gives the teaching a new twist, by

having Jesus contrast the will of God with that of the

Torah (Mk 10:b-9). This is more acceptable to his

Gentile readers, and at the same time enables him to make

use of material from the polemics of the Church, while

retaining the basic teaching of indissolubility, v.1lf.

Mark's whole reconstruction is not hard to follov/.

He attempts to set out the debate between Jesus and the

Pharisees in a unified way. However, the awkwardness of

the construction shows its artificiality, The fact

that Mark 10:2 has to start with a question without any

reference to any act is Indicative of the artificiality

of the setting, and becomes the more glaring when Jesus

replies with the counter-question in v.3s ,"r/ zvzrti'foc
Mujucx^s t. that is, indirectly with a quotation from

scripture, though neither counter-quest ion or quotation
A 7il

i3 in place at this point. As Bultmann notes "the

counter-question is in no sense a counter-argument, and

173. 3. Bultmann, History of the i-ynoptic Tradition, op.
olt• p. 27.

■\7k» Mark's quotation from Bcrlpture Gen. 2.2if follows
the Beptuagint word for word; and it is from this
quotation tuat the statement "and the two shall
become one flesh" is taken, while the Hebrew text
reads only "they shall become one flesh", Mark
makes this Greek rending a constitutive element in
Jesus' reply, cf. • Hoffmann, Cone. Vol,5» No. 6,
May (1970), p.55#
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the scripture reference does not really answer the
1 76

opponents, but is subjected to their criticism;"

Furthermore, v, i4 which in any real debate should have

stated the conditions for divorce, does not do so, but

instead simply states that the Mosaic law allowed divorce,

a fact already understood from v.2. However, the

conditions for divorce are missing because Mark wants to

keep his teaching in line with the teaching in Luke 16;18,

and therefore makes Jesus reject divorce altogether.

Therefore, according to Mark there are absolutely no

conditions for divorce.

Mark makes a transition in v.10 to the originally

independent saying v.11f which is actually the 'log-ion*

which we find in Luke 16;18 with a alight Hellenistic

modification, Mark joins it on to his argument with

\eysL rtVTd<t, • However because Mark's
presentation does not lend itself to the kind of

controversial form for which the tabbinic form was

designed, that is, a discussion of 'conditions* regarding

a particular 'halakah* judgement, in this case divorce,

the form of the teaching suffers from an artificiality,

which in Mark's case cannot be avoided if the end result

is to have Jesus radically reject divorce.

Some scholars1*^ argue for a Qumran origin for the

sayings of Jesus in Mark 10j1f¥ and parallels. J.L.

Tfiltiher, ,far eatteie. argw the 1Q?5
175. Ibid. p,27.
176, Cf. Note 150 on page 180 and 181 of this Chapter.
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for a Christian origin to the Dead Sea scrolls. His

argument runs as follov/s:

"On page k, lines 20-21, of this work (Damascus
ragments), "fornication" (zenuth) is explained
in the following manners -)'J7 T7k/^l"\ TT "TT<bn7
WV72 O"JIM J7f7P) JDH7A/ Ani T7 2P11
The Hebrew must be translated " ornication is
to marry two women while both of them are alive,
but the foundation (or, the first principle) of
the cx*eation is: 'He created them male and
female"' The passage obviously refers to
remarriage after the first wife has been
divorced, which is considered fornication
(zenuth), and the opposition to divorce is
motivated by a scriptural text, Gen. 1.27.
The phrase the foundation (or, the first
principle) of the creation" is, however,
difficult* what does it mean?

Nov/ in Mark 10.6, Jesus motivates his
opposition to divorce as follows: "But from
the beginning of the creation God made them
male and female." The ucriptural proof here
is exactly the same as in the Damascus
fragments, and Jesus introduces the notation
from Gen. 1;27, with the phrase: "But from
the beginning of the creation (apo de arches
ktiseos)". This phrase is again almost
exactly the same as the phrase in the Damascus
fragments: "But the foundation (or, the first
principle) of the creation", 'we can recognize
this at once if we remember that the Greek
word 'arche' means foundation" or "first
principle" as well as "beginning". The passage
in the Damascus Fragments thus reproduces in
Hebrew the Greek of Mark 10:6; only it omits
•apo* of the original." 177

Teicher's observations are important in that they enumerate

the similarities of the two passages. The differences

between the Damascus Pragements CD h, 20-21 and Mark 10:6

become insignificant in the light of their striking

agreement on the use and interpretation of Gen. 1:27.

177. J.L. Teicher, "Jesus' Sayings in the Dead ea
Scrolls', JJS 5 (195*0 p. 38.
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while I disagree with Teicher's theory that the Sadokite

documents are 01 Christian origin, and see little in the

literature that indicates a literary dependence upon these

documents by the writers of the synoptics (apart from a

few isolated examples, of which the text under discussion

is one) I am inclined to agree with Daube'e suggestion

that this teaching is drawn from a common tradition,

which was used by both the Quiaran community and the early

Church,

The Origin of the Common Tradition:

The origin of this common tradition underlying both

the Quraran text and that of the New Testament can only be

guessed at. However, the interpretation of Genesis 1 ;27

in the literature of pre-Christian and contemporary

Judaism gives us some indication as to the origin and

possible developments of this tradition. It is again

the work of D, Daube'that helps to unravel the various

lines of tradition, and to take some of the guesswork out

of such an inquiry, Daube suggests that Gen, 1:27 has

at its base an underlying concept of man ( HIM") having

"in the beginning" been created male-and-female, i.e.

with an androgynous nature. The idea of an androgynous

creature, a man-woman, was expressed in mythical form

from Babylon to Greece. Records of such myths can be

found in Sumerian tablets'^ as well as Aristophanes'

178. "Evangel1sten und Rabblnen", SNeut\J h8, p. 119-126.
179* Cf K.A, Speiser, "Akkadian Myths and Spies" in

Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old
Testament. edited by James Sennet Pritchard,
Princeton, New Jersey 1950, on pp. 99-100.
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discourse on love in Plato's 3ymposion,
1 81

Late Jewish tradition relates a myth similar to
t | I \

that found in Aristophanes' Symposion, and the use of

certain Greek words such as <D?a^")7Tj/V "carved up" seems

to indicate a dependence upon the myth expressed in
4 A2

\ristophanes' writing. However, the use of

ohw AOJ2 nzipj) IP) (Gen. 1:27) occuring in a

place where no mention had yet been made of : ve's

emergence from Adam's sleep is strong evidence that the

Genesis myth itself is permeated with a mythical concept

of the androgynous character of primordial man.

This ancient myth portraying a bi-sexual concept of

man came to be used for various purposes, and in time

its interpretation often became unrelated to its original

meaning, for example when it was given an ethical

interpretation with a social motive, as in the Zadokite

180, "T^Utov yu t\./ yoy> ~rp/< vv th ytvy *~<H. ruv trcuv 1 ouy Pjarrz/
Via/ £UO, /9yXu. &AA*. T/JITOO -rracpfyo kolooo o\j <y
•> - // IT1 1 v ' ' r * l

v too T'Ji/, ou \Zoo omo^i (X Kccrrov, <x.oro S t
<k\J$>a oyovoo y&-/> to tort ^t.0 t/v K<xi oooyutx x'y oCjiCpo-rrfuV
KoU/ov -Too -rL o(j)f)i.oc<> /c«t 0-nA fos."
(SympoBion 189d/ e). 7

181, Of, for e,g., Rabbi Yirmeyah ben ('£) Leazar's
comment "When the Holy One — blessed be He —
created Adam, He created him bi-sexual (byj.i'yTi v" ),
for it is said: Male and -female cheated He them and
called their naxne Adam11, (Midrash Kabbah Genesis 81)
also Midraeh Rabbah Leviticus 1L:1, T,Y. Berakhoth
IX 7» T,B, Berakhoth 6laj T.B, 'Erubin 18a, other
examples can be found in L, Ginsberg's The Legends
of the Jews, Vol, 1, Philadelphia, 1 9h7, pp.52-55.

182, Cf, Midrash Rabbah Genesis 8;1 .
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Fragments and the Hew Testament. Nevertheless there

seems to be, in all periods, a veiled awareness of the

original meaning of the Genesis narrative, and one would

have difficulty in denying that in various Jewish-

Christian circles of the time it was held that man is

properly bisexual, and that there will be a return to a

hermaphrodite type of existence at the *eschaton*, an

idea expressed as late as 2 Clem 12:2, as well as in

section 23 of the (Gnostic) Gospel of Thomas. Paul

Winter observes that in Pseudo-Clement*s Homily III,

liv 2 the quotation occurs with the pronoun in the

singular; S7T O L a OLOTOV • This,

according to Pinter, seems to provide conclusive proof

that even before the time of Rabbi Yirmeyah and Rabbi

Shemuel the concept of Man*s originally bi-sexual

character was fairly current among Jews, and that the
1 83

words from Genesis were used to sanction that view.

There is little doubt that this mythical concept

played an important part in the development of the

monogamic ideal in Jewish and Christian circles, where

one man and one wo.mn were (within the limits of a

temporal existence) permanently united, and represented

an approximation to the euppoeed luaefaetaphyoical model
of the primordial Adam. Only one woman was Individuated

from archetypal man, and this was taken to exclude

183* P. Winter, "Genesis 1:27 and Jesus* Saying on
Divorce", ZAW 69-70 (1957-58) p. 260.
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divorce, polygamy, and prostitution. This seems also

to have motivated the use of the 'one flesh' idea in

reference to extra-marital intercourse in I Cor. 6:16,

and in the other New Testament passages which make

specific reference to the 'henosis' concept of Genesis 2:2i+.

The Genesis passages (1:27, 2:2k) which underlie

both the £umran text and the divorce logia in Mark and

Matthew underwent varying interpretations by pre-

rabbinical, sectarian, philosophic, and rabbinical

exponents who were eager to find confirmation for their

convictions on the authority of Scripture. Therefore

the meaning attributed to the original mythical concept

of primordial man in Genesis 1:27 and 2:2i| was often

remote from its original meaning. This becomes all too

clear when one attempts to find some continuity in the

history of the interpretation of these passages in

Genesis. Three different lines of interpretation can

be discerned. For Philo the Genesis passages explain

an intellectual process, where the general character of

the species ^ comprising both male and female
members, was forecast in Adam even though males and

females themselves had not yet been individually formed.

'Adam' was the prototype created before the actual

specimen. Philo also gave the passage a practical

18k» Mishnah Yebharrioth IV 11, Kethuboth X 1-6,
Qidushin II 7).
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application, interpreting it as clarifying the

relationship of a man to his wife, emphasizing the

authority of the husband ana the subservience or

obedience of the wife»'°^ In rabbinic literature the

interpretation turns on the metaphysical, interpreting

the passages on the idea that originally God conceived

Man as an androgynous creature, from which males and

females had sprung only by a process of separation;

the completeness intended by God could now be restored

only by the union of (one) man and (one) woman. Rabbi

Lleazer ben Pedah is representative of this view when

he says:

CJ1A/ nVAf I'tfLO VTA/ *73
Any man who has no wife is not (yet) a human
being.1°°

What is meant, of course, is that man within himself is

only 'part' of the divine creature, and that man and

woman needed each other to regain the 'completeness* of

the divine image originally expressed in the primordial

Adam. In its practical application the passages were

often used for 'halakhic' purposes, with Genesis 2:21*,

for example, understood primarily as a means of
1 87

specifying what marital relationships are prohibited. '

However, the thread of continuity that interests us

here is the ethical interpretation which is familiar to

185. "Questiones et Solutiones in Genesin" 1, 29. Loeb
Classical Liorary. London, 1919.

186. Cf. T.3. Yebharaoth 63 a.b.

187. Gf. B.T. Sanhedrin 58a PT Quid 1.1.
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"both Qumran and the New Testament. In. both these sects

the passage from Gen. 1:27 was involved to deduce the

permanence of marriage relations, an interpretation

remote from the original meaning of the text. It is in

these sects rather than in Orthodox Judaism that a sense

of moral consciousness and an awareness of social

responsibility persists and subtly changes the meaning

of the ancient myth. This ethical interpretation with a

social motive, is unique with the Qumranites and the early-

Church, which suggests either dependence upon a common

tradition, which emphasized this ethical interpretation,

or, more likely, the adoption of this tradition by the

early Church, who received it froma diiseiple (John the

Baptist) or disciples of the Sectarian Community. And

barring the possibility that Jesus himself was the Teacher
A DO

of Righteousness, it must be acknowledged he embraced

this ethical interpretation of Scripture thus making his

'Gospel' an instrument of social change.

Matthew 19:1-9

However, in the Matthean logion the saying loses

its radical character, as Matthew not only permits

separation without remarriage, but in instances where

the wife had committed adultery he permitted divorce and

remarriage (5:32; 19:9)• However, Matthew has made an

excellent formal correction in introducing wrcx, rroc^v
•)

otL-rtoLv in 19:3. That is, he reckoned the question

188. Some Scholars have attempted to identify Jesus with
the Teacher of Righteousness of the Quxnran Community,
among them is J.L. Teicher, op. cit. p.38.
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about the conditions of divorce to be necessary, and

therefore his addition of /cat* xrxtrvv oiixiM gave the

argument a logical sequence, and enabled him by a

transposition to advance the Scripture quotation as a

counter-argument against the Pharisees (19:7). However,

in attempting to correct Mark*s poorly constructed form

he deprived the discussion of its radical character

that of having Jesus completely and 'unequivocally reject

divorce. For while, in Mark, Jesus radically rejects

divorce, which is entirely in keeping with the teaching

of the original logion preserved in v. 11f, in Matthew

the debate turns on the issue between Hillel, who

allowed divorce -rra.c-<xv ai-rtotv "» and Sharnmai

who allov/ed divorce for "-riopvzi* " only. (19:9).
^Tfop " being understood by Matthew possibly as an

interpretation for 'some unclean thing' in Deut. 2h:1 .)

Therefore, what Matthew has done, is to take the teaching

from Mark, correct its form, and at the same time make

the teaching relevant to the Jewish Christians, possibly

at Antioch. In making these changes he brought the

teaching into line with the conservative view of Shammai

allowing divorce and remarriage in cases of adultery

only.

Matthew in making the addition of "pity z-rri "
(19:9) and "rt^pzxr05 Xoyou -7rop\jZL><.5 " (5:32) in his
accounts of the logion was aware of the fact that the

radical character of the teaching in Mark and Luke (Q,)
was not a law in the Christian Community, as was probably
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the ease in uxnran, and that the early Church did not

make this radical vicv^point a cardinal point of
189

observance, as the Pauline Church had already allowed

separation (1 Cor. 7:11f)• The members of Matthew's

Church, while adopting the new faith, still considered

themselves in the mainstream of Judaism, where the

conventional customs of Jewish culture were still valid.

However, the Mosaic permission to divorce is reduced in

Matthew's Church to one basic reason " 7^^2^-7-05 Xoyoo
-rroy? This in itself was a gigantic step in
tightening up the lax morals of ist-century Judeo-

Hellenistic culture, where divorce, polygamy, and

concubinage were commonplace.

The Authenticity of the Divorce Logia

On the basis of the evidence presented it appears

that the logion in Luke is not original with Jesus, but

is paralleled in earlier sectarian writings, Mark and

Matthew in their own way, and for different situations,

give the original 'logion* a setting, adding the

necessary modifications to meet their particular neede,

However, while Mark retains the radical character of the

saying, Matthew relinquishes it in favour of a formal

189. H, Montefiore points out that in this regard Jesus*
teaching was not 'halakah*, a rule governing conduct,
but 'haggadah*, edifying exaggjsra&ion, appealing to
the heart by way of imagination, and in this sense
the K.T. evidence cannot support a totally rigorist
view. Cf "Jesus on Divorce and Remarriage , from
The ieport of the Commission of the Christian
Doctrine of Marriage.* SPGK. 1971 pp, 90-95*
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correction of the logion, and the necessity to make the

teaching relevant to his circle, The logion in all

three ynoptics fails to meet the criteria of

authenticity selected for our analysis. The first and

most important criterion, that of dissimilarity is not

upheld in either of the versions of the 'logion', as the

original teaching (Luke 16:18, Mark 10:11f, Matthew 5:32,

19:9) can be traced to an earlier stratum of law going

back to and beyond the umran community. And what is

more, the setting given to the saying in Mark and

latthew, and the biblical texts used, are also drawn

from a much older tradition that was used in heterodox

circles, especially Qumran, as an argument against

polygamy and divorce.

The point at issue is the basis on which the Church

is justified in maintaining a condemnation of divorce on

the authority of the scriptural texts examined here,

^or while the texts are attributed to Jesus by the

authors of the Synoptic gospels, it becomes clear that

their authenticity is not so easily established.

Furthermore, the radical attitude toward marriage and

divorce expressed in the logia is not in keeping with

the practice of the early Church, which by all accounts

allowed separation and divorce among its followers (1 Cor.

7:11f; Mtt. 5:32, 19:9). However, the significant fact

concerning the 'logia' in the Synoptics is that the

autnors, while interpreting the teaching for their own

purposes, attribute its origin to Jesus which is a strong
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indication that Jeaus in 3ome stage of his ministry,

possibly at the beginning during the crisis of the

Baptist, made reference to, and used in some way, this

ancient argument against divorce. However, the exact

purpose for which he used it, and the meaning he gave it

has been lost by the filtering of the 'saying' through

the prism of the early Church, which changed the content

of trie 'saying* to meet its particular needs. Therefore,

the Church, or any branch of it, is not justified in

developing a theology of marriage or a doctrine of

indissolubility in terms of the divorce 'Login', The

Christian concept of marriage cannot, and must not, be

confined to a rigid interpretation of the emphatic

attitude expressed in the divorce logia, but instead

must be sought in the wider terras of Gospel. Thus while

the 'gospel' speaks to men in terms of their own imperfect

human structures, of which marriage is one, it calls them

to a realization of the essential meaning of these

structures. Marriage theology is doomed to failure if

it is assumed that the New Testament has a teaching on

marriage that emphasizes the form and conditions of the

contract rather than the essential meaning of the

relationship. For as Schillebeeckx points out:

"(Jesus) did not tell us where the element that
constituted marriage was situated, what in fact
made a marriage a marriage, what made it the
reality which he called absolutely indissoluble.
This is a problem of anthropology, since it is
concerned with a human reality, the essence of
which we must try to clarify in its historical
context. "1 90

190, E. Schillebeeckx, Marriage? Hunan hcality and Saving
Mystery. New York, 19£>5» P* ^07 (Vol. 2). ™"~
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It Is this Essence' rather than the 'form' with which

the New Testament is concerned, and it is in the realm

of 'meaning' that the Oospel speaks authoritatively on

this human institution whose 'form' is dependent upon

those cultural practices which are subject to the

changing circumstances of place and time.

Equally important in a sound theology of marriage

is that our understanding of marriage must be related to

the central proclamation of the New Testament and not to

some peripheral point that emphasises, more than anything

else, a static structure of marriage conditioned by a

particular cultural attitude and outlook. Christians

must take seriously into account historical change of all

phenomena including marriage. The biblical experience

of God has constituted the understanding of our world as

something historical and abiding in history, which does

not consist in timeless cosmic structures, but has its

origins in the will of God, Marriage, like all

historical structures, undergoes change, as can be seen

in the radical changes which took place in the

institution within the biblical context —— a change

from polygamy to monogamy. Under the influence of

Jesus' teaching the marital relationship became

internalised, and for the first time was understood as a

mutual relationship. However, this advance had not

truly come into its own, until the carriage relationship

emancipated itself from the realm of economics,

establishing as its essential motive love for each other.
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The problem of the 'crux interpreturn' of the

Matthean passages which dictates, one way or the other,

the basis of a doctrine of marriage, is the result of a

continuing error in developing a Christian theology of

marriage, that of using a particular peripheral concern

(the question of indissolubility) as its point of

orientation. The end result is usually the major

disaster of attributing some all-embracing principle for

an ethics of marriage. If we are to accept the fact

that marriage, like all other human institutions, is

subject to the changing circumstances of tixae, then we

must treat the biblical understanding of marriage in the

first instance as conditional to a particular period and

place. If we no longer consider the Bible as a text

book on science, why should we continue to consider it a

marriage manual? The major problem of any theology, but

particularly marriage theology, is how to interpret the

biblical experience and translate it into a meaningful

message for modern living.

It would be rash to say that the teaching of Jesus

found in the writings of the Hew Testament had nothing to

say about the institution of marriage, either for his own

time or ours. It had. Jesus cut through all the

casuistry of his day and proclaimed that the attitude of

the heart was as important as the act of the hand,

because all ethics are in essence personal in character.

Jesus, too , in the context of his own time, did not

come to abolish law but to give to it its true meaning as
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the expression of the divine will (cf. Mt, 5:17-20).
The 'essential element' in his teaching is in fact the

emphasis of the will of God over against legalism in

?/ha+,ever form. Bultmann defines the meaning of his

teaching as follows:

"God does not lay claim to man only so far as
conduct can be determined by formulated laws
(the only way open to legalism) leaving man's
own will free from that point on. What God
forbids is not simply the overt acts of murder,
adultery, and perjury, with which law can deal,
but their antecedents: anger and name-calling,
evil desires and insincerity (Mt. 5:21f,, 27f.,
33-37). What counts before God is not simply
the substantial, verifiable deed that is done,
but how a man is disposed, what his intent
is."191

The emphasis that God demands the whole will of man and

knows no abatement of His command is the unique feature

in the teaching of Jesus. And it is this element which

emancipates it from legalism in any age, giving it a

relevancy for all time. What Christ does is to call man in

his existential condition, whether first century or

twentieth century, to a realization that perfect freedom

comes only when his will is in total obedience to the

Will of God. In this sense adultery has just as much to

do with a man's disposition and intent as the outward act.

However, in moving out from the narrower treatment

of marriage on the basis of specific texts, to th t of the

broader basis of 'gospel', we must kmfe in mind certain

developments and tendencies within the early Church which

191. R. Bultraann, Theology of the Hew Testament. I,
London, 1952, p# 13.
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bear scrutiny. The singling out of sex as a special

sinj the legalizing of sexual morality; stress on the

hierarchical relationship between the sexes, and the

emphasis on the static concept of the order of creation

as opposed to the more dynamic order of redemption, are

some of the developments that we will be concerned with

in the next chapters. These developments, however, are

the results of influences such as eschatology, social

custom, and ascetic influences. However, the early

Church caught in the crucible of so many conflicting

tendencies and pressures sought within the context of

its social milieu to make the 'gospel' speak to the human

situation. In this sense the 'gospel' became an

Instrument of change, helping to cleanse the imperfect

human structure of its imperfections, inequalities, and

limitations, elevating it to a higher level of human

perfection.

Conclusion.

The conclusion to be drawn from our analysis is that

the teaching in the Synoptic 'divorce logia' does not

represent a contradiction in the teaching of Jesus, but

Instead is the result of a radical sectarian teaching

having to be tempered by the early Church in order to

make it pragmatically applicable to a social situation

that was in line with the religious and social customs

of traditional Judaism. Neither the radical attitude

toward divorce nor the rejection of it can be attributed

to Christ. However, one must acknowledge the fact that
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at some point, and for reasons unknown to us, Jesus made

reference to this ancient argument in reference to the

problem of divorce. The early Church itself not being

clear as to the exact teaching of Jesus on the matter,

interpreted the 'sayings' for themselves, quickly burying

the actual teaching of Jesus underneath its own

Interpretative accretions. Therefore, because of the

uncertain connection of Jesus with this teaching, and

the use He made of it, it becomes necessary to seek an

understanding of marriage on a different basis. The

basis suggested here is that of the 'gospel', for it is

in the proclamation of the Gospel by both Jesus and the

early Church that we find the bonds of custom and

religious, social, and moral law, broken, and while the

gospel may use the vehicle of custom and law to

communicate its message, it breaks through the plane of

law into that of reality, revealing the reality of a

human relationship in which God lays direct claim to

man's response. The uniqueness of Christ's teaching is

not so much the defence and preservation of human laws,

whether social or religious, but that God lays claim to

man's whole will, thus freeing him for meaningful human

relationships.



CHAPTER IV

PAULINE TEACHING ON MARRIAGE

INTRODUCTION

In the previous chapter we have seen how the

Synoptic teaching on marriage and the family is a mosaic

of various logia drawn from different sources, and woven

into a 'Jesus tradition* by the individual authors,

redactors, or editors of the Gospels in an effort to

meet' the cultural, ethical and religious needs of the

different branches of the earliest Christian community.

The most notable feature of the Synoptic teaching on

marriage, however, is not so much its 'interdependence*

which can be explained, in part, by the 'documents

theory', but its continuity in using the same body of

material consistently in its teaching on marriage and

family relationships. 'While the origin of these

'sayings' on marriage and the family/can^for the most

part, be traced to various sources in heterodox and

apocalyptic Judaism, they are 6aid to be an authentic

part of the 'Jesus tradition* because at some point

these 'sayings' are said to have passed through the

prion of Jesus' ministry thus making them the

foundation of Christian ethical teaching.

This continuity in the use of a common 'Jesus

tradition' underlying the teaching of the earliest

Christian community on marriage and the family is not

confined to the synoptics, but can also be found in the
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Pauline Epistles, which supports C.H. Dodd's theory that

Ha tradition coeval with the Church itself" underlies

both the Gospels and Paul, Dodd is also convinced that

a 'substructure of New Testament ethics* as well as

theology underlies the Pauline Epistles to which Paul was

2
indebted and whose origin points to Christ Himself, von

x n c 6
Campenhausen, Piper, Dun^an,v and Balch, have already
demonstrated that the teaching of Paul on marriage and

the family has many points of contact v/ith the Synoptic

tradition.^

Background of Pauline Thought

P.J, Poakes-Jackson, almost a half-century ago,

warned us that "the study of the world in which Paul

lived is necessary to understand him. Without

acquaintance with the thought of the age much of his
O

writing is unintelligible." This was by no means a

call for scholars to engage in a neglected area of

1. C.H. Dodd, The Apostolic Preaching and Its
Development.' London. 1936. p. 56

2. C.H. Dodd, According to the Scriptures. London, 1952,
pp. 1Q8ff. *"

3. H.P. von Campenhausen, 'Die Aekese 1m Urohristentum',
Tradition und Leben, Krafte der Klrchengeschichte.
Tubingen, i96>0, pp. lhh-6.

If. 0. Piper, The Christian Interpretation of Bex. London,
19U2, pp. 15ff.

5. D.L. Dungan, The payings of Jeaus in the Churches of
Paul, Oxford, 1971, p. I32f.

6. D.L. Balch, "Backgrounds of I Cor. VII: payings of
/ the Lord in A; Moses as an Ascetic In II

''7 Cor. KTSt, Vol. 18, No. 3, April, 1972 p^2377. 3*"
7. J. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, Krit. -exeg.

Kornm u. d. N.T. 7, Gottingen, 1910.
8. The Life of St Paul, New York, 1926, p. 17.
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biblical research, for the pendulum had already swung

several times from Hellenism to Judaism in an effort to

establish the background and sources of Paul's thought.

The question as to whether Paul's thought patterns were

Jewish or Hellenistic was, and still is, a major problem

for biblical exegetes. The history of exegesis show

that scholars have taken widely varying views as to the

source and background of Pauline thought. Those

following P.C, Baur's^ reconstruction of Paul as the

"Hellenizer of Christianity" interpreted Pauline thought

from the standpoint of a modified Hellenistic Judaism,

seeing Pauline terminology such as "flesh and spirit" in

Rom. 6-8 as an ethical dualism, and "dying" and "rising"

as a spiritual transformation - a concept of man which

finds its roots in an anthropological dualism. However,
1 Q

others' were quite certain that Pauline thought was

Jewish to the core, citing as proof that Paul viewed man

in an Old Testament Jewish framework and not in the

Platonic dualism of the Hellenistic world (1 These, L,

9. Symbollk und ...ytholo'-le, Tubingen, 1832, Cf. also
R. Reitzensteln, Die hellenlstischen
PysterienreliRionen. Leipzig, 19277""

10. A. Schweitzer, Paul and His Interpreters, London,
1912, pp. 179-236; H.A.A. Kennedy, St; Paul and the
Lystery Religions. London, 1913; J.O. Maohen, The
Origin of Paul*b"relision. Grand Rapids, 1 9^7,
pp. 2"2>5-90; Cf also R.E.Brown, "The Semitic Origin
of the Pauline 'Mysterion'," Bibllca 39 (1958),
pp. L26-L8, hO (1959) PP. 70-76: Cat'hBib , 20 (1956),
p. hi 7f • ' " "
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1 i
I Cor. 15). Others seeing the dilemma of those who

stuck rigidly to one side concluded that Paul held both

Jewish and Greek views simultaneously, 'side by side',
12

without any thought of their essential inconsistency.

Twentieth century studies of Pauline thought have

built on the exegetical efforts of earlier scholars, such

as Baur and . eisB, and may be considered a further

development of the above three positions. Recent

studies, however, have moved away from a strictly

Hellenistic background, viewing Paul^ thought as a

development arising out of the failure of the

apocalyptic hope which caused him to shift his

anthropological view toward that of Greek dualism. In

this sense Paul is pictured somewhere between Jewish

apocalyptic and fully developed Gnosticism, a man who

started out with a Jewish world view, but exchanged this

in the process of his ministry for a more pragmatic

Hellenistic view of man. However, the question arises

as to whether Pauline thought is an amalgam, gathered

here and there, or the expansion and application of a

central tradition rooted in the mind of Jesus Christ and

the earliest Church?

11. 0. Pfleiderer, Paulinjsm. London, 1891 $ p. 261+ 5 Cf.
also E.E, Ellis. Paul and His Recent Interpreters,
Grand Rapids, 1961, Note $1, p.""'2£# 1"

12. E.E. Ellis, Paul and His Recent Interpreters, Grand
Rapids, 1 9^1 , p. 26,
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The work of such scholars as W.D, Davies has shown

the close relationship between Pauline thought and

Palestinian rabbinlsra and apocalypticism, and has

demonstrated that Rabbinic Judaisxa forme the background
13

of many Pauline concepts formerly labelled Hellenistic.

The Dead Sea Scrolls with their ethical dualism have

also demonstrated the close relationship of Pauline

thought with heterodox Judaism."'*4
The more compelling proof of a continuing Jewish

tradition in Pauline thought comes from the recent
1 3

studies of specific Pauline concepts ^ which have

confirmed that Pauline anthropology is in line with the

Old Testament view of man and not the Platonic dualism

of the Hellenistic world, Paul's 'corporate body'

terminology is seen as a reflection of Jewish corporate

solidarity rather than Stoic dualism. His thought on

man can be more logically related to rabbinic

speculation on the body of Adam, especially in his use

of the "one flesh" idea of Gen, 2:2b. Therefore in line

13» W.D. Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism. London, 1955
pp 1-8. Cf. also, P. Daube, The Hew Testament and
i'abblnic Judaism, London, 1956, pp. bb2fi% - —

1b. K. Stendahl, ed,, The Scrolls ana the New Testament,
New York, 1957, pp7 9b-103, 157-82; P.P. Bruce,
hiDllcal Kxegesls the ^uraran Texts, Grand Wapids,
1959, PP* 66-77; S.K. Johnson, "Paul and the Manual
of Discipline," HTR bS (1955) pp. 157-65.

15# Vr.R, Kelson, "Pauline Anthropology," Intern 1b, 1960
p. 15 R« Bultmann,Hew Testament Theolory I, London,
1952, p. 209ffJ u.X.T. 'Robinson. The :oay» London,
1952, R. Jewett, Paul's Anthro r-o1ogleal Terms.
Leiden, 1971 • * "" — —
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with hie Jewish heritage Paul stresses the totality of

man over against a dichotomy or trichotomy of Hellenistic

thought. He thinks of man as a unity, so that physical

and mental and spiritual life are regarded as different
16

manifestations of the same self, or ego. This

affinity of Pauline thought to a Jewish background is

consistent with the findings of those scholars who see

1 7
in Paul a close relationship with the ynoptic tradition.

Therefore what we seem to have in Paul is essentially an

expansion and application of a central tradition rooted

in the mind of Jesus and the earliest Church.

The Pauline Milieu

While the source of Paul's thought may well have

been rabbinic apocalyptic Judaism one cannot deny that

Paul was influenced by the various philosophical,

religious and political forces that were operating in the

Hellenistic milieu where he conducted his ministry.

Paul, 3ust as much as twentieth century man, lived in a

time of revolutionary and rapid change. The simpler

patterns of an old world order were overthrown by the

changes brought about by the great Roman Empire.

Political, religious and social changes came with earth-

shaking suddenness, setting men adrift in search of new

16, R. Nelson, "Pauline Anthropology", Intern ih (1960)
p. 15*

17. £>ee notes 3, 5» 6, and 7 in this Chapter.



life styles to fit the rapidly changing society, Kee

and Young observe:

"The old worship of local gods had been disrupted
by attempts to make all men worship Universal
deities, or at least to give new and unfamiliar
names to the old ones. Politically, a man's
allegiance to his city or to his petty Prince was
irreparably shaken! religiously, the world
revealed by his widening horizons was too vast to
be controlled by local gods,"18

Into the vacuum created by the revolutionary changes

of first century Roman domination came first of all the

decline of public and private morality. Men were left

with no sense of religious certainty or moral direction.

The strict moral philosophy that the Romans had borrowed

from the Greeks had withered away and men searched for a

religion that would deliver them from the evils of this

world and would provide a promise of new life in the

next.

Religious and moral revival received Impetus from

the current philosophies of the time. Stoicism,

Epicureanism, and Platonism were among the most

influential. Eclectic philosophers such as Seneca and

Philo were able to combine ideas from various

philosophies and use them for moral teaching. In

Phllo's case he was able to combine Stoic and Platonic

philosophy in interpreting the Old Testament, thus

joining religion and philosophy (together) in a

meaningful way,

18, H.G, Kee & F,W. Young, The Living World of the New
Testament. London, i960, p, 1b,
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Philosophy was not the only basis for religious

revival, the growth of cults, mystery religions, magic,

astrology and gnosticism, all indicate the strong desire

for religious identity in this time of change and

revolution. No society was exempted from the influences

brought about by these movements, and all registered in

some way the influences of a changing world order.

Judaism, too, felt the strain of such eatastrox>hic

changes, and within its own structure bifurcation

occurred. Sectarian groups arose that expressed

certain differences in the interpretation of the faith#

The spectrum of belief and behaviour was now expanded by

the sects to include such beliefs as resurrection and

eschatology on the part of the Pharisees, and asceticism

on the part of the Essenes. Thus a man's faith even

within Judaism could have different ethical and religious

orientations.

This was the world of Paul —— a world of

transition and change. It was Into this environment

that Christianity was born and developed. It would be

naive to state that Paul or the earliest Apostles were

impervious to the influences exerted by these movements#

A more logical argument is that early Christianity, Paul

in particular, was able to borrow the symbols and terms

of these movements to communicate the faith, and thus

launch Christianity unto the world scene#
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Pauline Anthropolop:y and I Cor. 7

If we are to accept the results of much recent New

Testament scholarship and deny completely any Greek

influences in favour of a Hebrew understanding of nan in

Pauline theology, we shall be faced with a difficult

problem in dealing with Paul's teaching on marriage in

I Cor. 7. R. Bultmann recognizes this difficulty when

he states:

"though Paul shows himself to be influenced in
II Cor. 5:1ff and 12:2-1} by the Hellenistic-
dualistie depreciation of the body conceived
as physical corporeality, this influence
goes still deeper in his treatment of the
marriage question (I Cor, 7:1-7). For here,
in keeping with the ascetic tendencies of dualism,
he evaluates marriage as a thing of less value
than "not touching a woman" (v.1); indeed, he
regards it as an unavoidable evil ("on account
of fornication," v.2, tr.).'"19

Bultmann, however, is quick to remind us that it would be

"an error in method" to unfold the Pauline anthropology

from this base. For while there appear to be definite

signs of Hellenistic dualism in this passage, the

evidence is quite convincing that Paul*a anthropology is

grounded in rabbinic Judaism. Pome scholars have

attempted to account for this dualism in Pauline

anthropology in I Cor. 7 by suggesting that Paul is here
20

confronting a group of Corinthian gnostics, and in

19. Theology of the New Testament. I, London, 1952, p.202
20. Cf. R. Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,

1971, p. 255f; u. v.ilckens, Weishelt und Torheit.
Bine exeKetlsch-religionsgeachichtliche Untersuchung
zu "i,' Kor. I und 2, Tubingen. 1959. Against a
gnostic"influence in Corinth see N.A, Dahl, "Paul and
the Church at Corinth According to I Corinthians 1:10-
L:21," in Christian History and Interpretation. Studies
Presented to John Kn©x, ed, W.'k. Farmer, C.F.D. Moule
and R.R. Nietuhr, Cambridge, 1967, p. 333; J.C. Hurd
Jr., The Origin of I Corinthians. New York, 1965;
R. Scroggs, "Paul: Co <p 6$ ana tw " NTSt
XIV (1967-68) PP. 33-55. 7
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communicating with them he repeats some of their slogans,

for example, "it is well for a man not to touch a woman"

(I Cor. 7:1)» in order to refute them. What is more,

Paul takes up as a tool against the gnostics the use of

their own technical terminology, for example, the gnostic

use of 'soma*,in an effort to combat the gnostic idea
that the body being essentially evil is not important.

W.G. Kummel2^ attributes the difficulty in

understanding Paul's anthropology to Paul's "careless"

use of current anthropological terms. S. Laeuchli goes

a step further and suggests that the difficulty may be

due to the fact that Paul himself is not interested in

anthropology, therefore "the Pauline anthropology is not

fully solved, because it is not fully solved in Paul.

And perhaps it is not solved in Paul simply because Paul
2 P

did not intend to solve it." " This is why Paul could

take over some Hellenistic vievss of man into his rabbinic

background because he was not interested in a systematic

view of man but in the salvation of whatever man there

is.«
Paul may have taken over Hellenistic terminology to

combat the anti-somatic views of the Gnostic enthusiasts

at Corinth, or simply to communicate his message of

salvation for whatever man there is, whether he be a

'corporate whole' or a 'dualistic' entity. However,

21. '.v»G. Kuminel, Man in the New Testament, London, 1963*
p. 38f.

22. S, Laeuehll, "Monism and Dualism in the Pauline
Anthropology", Bibles. Vol. 3» 1958, p. 16.

23. S. Laeuchli, ibid, p. 27.
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this does not necessarily mean that Paul had taken over

2k
the original meaning of the terminology which he used.

It is difficult to see how he could possibly communicate

a message of any kind to a group of people by using a

terminology familiar to them but attributing different

meanings to the terms.

Now while Paul uses anthropological terms

promiscuously2^ in his teaching (1 Cor. 7), with shades of

two concepts of man coming through, it becomes

exceedingly difficult to hold him to one definite

anthropology. It can quite plausibly be argued that

Paul,working in a totally Hellenistic mllieu^has come to

appreciate the idea of man as a plurality in the

Hellenistic concept of man, and that in some of his

statements on man he takes cognizance of this fact, by

not always viewing man as a unity. This might well

have been necessary in order to communicate with his

hearers.

Turning to our particular concern, I Cor, 7, we can

approach it in two ways. First we may suppose that Paul

is here engaged in polemics against the Gnostics and

therefore repeats their language in order to refute their

antisomatie slogans. The dualistic tendencies expressed

2k» V.,G. Kummel, ibid, p, k7f»
25# Vv.O. Kummel, ibid, p,
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are then understood not as intentional, hut are

attributed to Paul's careless use of the adopted
26

terminology. Secondly, Paul's attitude could be

taken as the result of a genuine Hellenistic-dualistic

influence which on occasion comes to the surface in

Paul's teaching.2^ On the other hand it may well be

that Paul is coming to grips with the problem of

pluralism in his hearers' concept of man — He is aware

of certain layers, stages, conflicts within nan's self.

There is will, reason, there is 'sarx, there is 'soma',

there are emotions and desires. X Cor. 7 may well be
28

Paul's attempt to formulate the plurality of the body.

However, this plurality of which Paul speaks can

only be understood in the light of a basic monism of man.

As Laeuchli describes it:

"Pluralism exists only 'sub specie unitatisj
under the assumption that man is basically one,
even if he struggles with different parts, and
if the different parts struggle with one
another. The analogy between the organism and
the Church in I Cor, 12 is significant in this
respect. If the organism is originally a unity,
it is not a unity when it comes to the various
struggles within it, the protest against the
performance of the will, the "no" of the
members against the mind. The organism is one
in relation to the created nan: he is 'sarx',
he is fallen, he is a total sinner, not only a
bodily one. And one he is when it comes to the
resui^rection, which is not a resurrection of mind

26. Cf. R. Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,
1971» p. 255f, See also note 20, page 7»

27. Cf. R. Bultmann, Theology of the Hew Testament I.
London, 1952, p. 202-209,

28. S, Laeuchli, op. cit. BibRee. Vol, 3> 1953, p. 23.
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or 'nous* but one of 'soma', of the total self.
But when It cornea to the struggle between these
two, Paul becomes aware that different sides
are at work. He never worked them out
systematically (therefore he can use 'soma* for
'sarx'), and he was probably never conscious of
a terminological change in his writing. He
simply reflects his own struggle," 29

Therefore the pluralism which Paul attempts to formulate

in I Cor. is different in a number of ways from the basic

dualistic or triadlc concept of Man in Hellenistic

thought. The pluralism which Paul seeks is merely to

understand the struggle of the different parts within the

one unity. We cannot ignore the majority of Paul's

statements on man which speak of this basic unity in

favour of a Hellenistic anthropology. Further, Paul's

pluralism has nothing to do with the gnostic concept of

man with its series of different stages, beginning with

the higher 'nous' and ending with the 'aoma-sema', Paul

attributes no hierarchial value to his anthropological

terminology. He is concerned with the 'total self*

which includes both 'nous' and 'soma*. Therefore I Cor

7, and indeed the Corinthian epistles in general do not

Indicate a bland acceptance of a dualistic concept of

man by Paul, but rather a genuine effort on the part of

Paul to understand the dualistic concept of man as a

"plurality within the one basic unity". Paul is not

altogether engaged in a kind of 'careless* use of

terminology, but is struggling here to show, that soma,

sarx, nous, pneuma, kardia, peuche, etc., are different

29. s. Laeuchli, ibid, p. 26.
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sides of man'a total self. In this way Paul is able to

present his rabbinic concept of man as an acceptable

theological teaching to his Hellenistic hearers.

Therefore in I Gor. 7 we move a stage further in

Pauline theological formulation^ Paul is not accepting

dualism, but is accommodating this understanding of man

as plurality to his basic concept of man as a 'total

unity*.

I Cor. 7f despite the introduction of a discussion

of man as a plurality can only be understood in the

light of a basic monism of man. Man is the temple of

the Holy opirit (I Cor. 3.16; 6.19); man's body

glorifies God (6,20); "Christ will be honoured in ny

body" (Phil. 1,20). The understanding of the 'body'

as good in all its parts, a body under discipline, but

a discipline according to the charism" of the

individual, for some the unmarried state, for others the

married, sho.s the non-dualistic and non-ascetic nature

of Paul's teaching.

In our treatment of this crucial passage (I Cor. 7)»

',ve must be aware of this basic emphasis in Pauline

anthropology — the totality of man over against a

dichotomy or trichotomy of Hellenistic thought. V,e

must not seek to develop a Hellenistic anthropology

on the basis of what we find in I Cor, 7* this would, as

30
Bultmann points out, get any exegesis off to a wrong start.

30. R. Bultmann, Theology of the Hew Testament I, p. 209#
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Our exegesis of Paul's correspondence must be

governed by three principles, first, his reliance on a

'common tradition' which he shares v/ith the authors of

the Synoptics and the earliest Church; secondly, the

development of new teaching brought about by new

situations for which tradition sets no precedent;

thirdly, the background from which he develops this

teaching - that of rabbinic/apocalyptic Judaism, Our

next step is to determine what constitutes the authentic

Pauline Corpus,

The Authenticity of the Pauline Epistles

As early as the beginning of last century-'

commentators and exegetes were in disagreement as to what

letters may be considered genuinely Pauline, oince that

time much study has been done regarding place of origin,

linguistic analysis, similarities of expression, subject

matter, adversaries involved, and other factors in an

effort to establish Pauline authenticity or unauthenticity.

While the discussion has made considerable progress since

it was first raised more than a century ago, there is

still a considerable variety of opinion as to w hich

letters are Pauline and which deutero-PaulIne. The

traditional canon of fourteen letters is no longer

accepted in present day scholarship, as even the more

31 • P.O. Baur, (1831) held that Pomans, I, II Coi*,, and
Galatians were authentic with Paul,
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conservative scholars are beginning to treat the Pastorals

and Ephesians as Post-Pauline writings,^2a In an effort

to solve the problem some scholars have sought help from
xp

the computer. A.Q, Morton, using computer analysis,

lias come to the same conclusion that F.C. Baur reached

at the beginning of last century, that the Pauline

letters consisted of Romans, 1, II Cor,, and Galatians.
33

However, H.1I. homers, also making use of computer

analysis, holds that the traditional Canon of fourteen

letters is genuine. Such diverse results indicate

either poor programming, or the fact that tJomputer

Analysis* has not yet "come of age" in Hew Testament

exegesis, whatever its value for the future.

The problem of authenticity becomes particularly

important to our analysis of the Pauline teaching on

marriage and the family. In addition to the various

approaches made to the problem such as linguistic

analysis, Christology, etc., the ethical teaching of the

Pauline corpus may give us some clue not only to its

authenticity but also to the development of ethical

teaching in the early Church. Taking the ?/hole Pauline

corpus (li* letters) into consideration there appear to be

32a. Cf, B* Cuthrie, New Testament Intx-oductlon, The
Pauline Epistles. also A.T. Hanson, siudfes in
the Pastoral Epistles. London, 19^3,

32, A.Q. Morton, "The Authorship of the Pauline Corpus",
in The New Testament in Historical and Contemporary
Perspective, 'Essays ln~Membry of Q.H.C. MacGregor,
1965; Christianity and the Computer, with J. McLeman,
1 96i+»

33* H.H. Comers, "Statistical Methods in Literary
Analysis" in The Computer and Literary Style.
J. Leed, 1966,
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two distinct stages or developments in its ethical

teaching. The first stage consists of ethical teachings

of a highly eschatological nature, where men are urged

to pay little or no attention to the maintenance of human

institutions as these are aspects of the old world order

which is about to pass away, an order to be replaced by

the kingdom of God which was expected at any moment.

Therefore, under this eschatological principle no effort

was made to change the social institutions in which inen

found themselves. Instead, men were urged "to stay as

you are" for the time is short, I Cor. 7 is a good

example of this particular kind of ethical teaching,

where Paul urges those who are single, married, widowed,

enslaved, etc., to remain in the state in which they find

themselves, for the 'eschaton* is imminent. However, in

the same corpus of writings a second ethical development

is discernible. This teaching,while adhering to the
social customs and accepting them without question, \ (in

fact endorsing the institutions of the period such as

slavery, subordination of women, patriarchal idea of
marriage) sought to help the Church to adjust to the

demands of everyday life in an ongoing world. It is

quite clear that the *eschatological scare* is past, and

the Church has come to realize that it needs to formulate

an ethical code in order to define its position in the

world in a positive way for the future. This

development appears to be post-Pauline representing the

Church at the turn of the first century. However, the
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question to be asked and answered is whether these two

stages of ethical teaching are genuinely Pauline — Did

Paul change his mind one way or the other regarding the

coming eschaton? Or do v/e have in the Pauline corpus

writings that represent different periods in the early

Church which show a change and development In its ethical

teaching?

One cannot divide the Pauline corpus solely on the

basis of this one criterion a change in ethical

teaching. However, it is interesting to see how this

ethical teaching divides when the Pauline corpus 5s
xn

divided on the basis of other criteria, G. Bornkamm

in his lucid study of Paul, considers Romans, I, II Cor.,

Galatlana, Philippians, I Thessalonlans, and Philemon as
36

the unquestionably genuine Pauline letters. Bornkamm

comes to this conclusion after carefully weighing the

evidence presented by biblical research. Further,

Bornkamm workB on the premise that the Pauline

correspondence consists of real letters, written for
36

particular situations.-' For Bornkamm the letters do

not contain a systematic theology or a collection of

"universal timeless truths and religious experience"

3b. Paul, trans, by D.M.Q. Stalker, New York, 1971*
p. 2b1ff.

35. Ibid p. XIV
36. Ibid p. XXII
37. Ibid p. XXIII
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38
Other scholars*' are quite willing to consider the

Pastorals and Ephesians as non-Pauline, J, Blank

considers as authentic only Romans, I, II Cor,, I, II

Thes., Galatians, and Colossians. It is interesting to

note that in the most conservative division of the

Pauline corpus only one letter containing the

'Haustafeln' (Colossians) which is representative of the

second ethical development, is considered genuinely

Pauline,Be shall show a little later in this

analysis that the 'Haustafel' section of Colossians is a

later addition. Thus leaving aside the Colossians

problem for the moment, we have a division something

like this:

Genuinely Pauline: Deutero-Pauline:

Romans Ephesians . n
I, II Corinthians I, II ?imothy^u
Galatians Titus
Philippians Debatable:
I Thessalonian8 Colossians
Philemon II Thessalonians
x hi
Acts is considered secondary,

38. C.L, Mitton, The Epistle to the Ephesianst its
authorship, origin, and purpose, London, 1951.

39. Pauline- and Jesus, Eine theologische Grundlegung,
Munich, 1968,

39b. However, we shall see later that the 'Haustafel* in
Romans 13:1-7 is quite possibly an interpolation. Cf,
J. Kallas, "Romans 13.1-7: An Interpolation" NTSt XI
(1965) PP. 365-7*1.

hO, For a full discussion of the question of the
authenticity of the Pastoral Epistles cf. H.
Conzelmann, M. Dibelius, Die Pastoralbriefe,y
Tubingen, 1966, hth ed., p.1, C. Spicq, Les Spltres
Pastorales, hth ed, Vols 1 , 2, Paris, 1969; J.N.D.
Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles. London, 1963; ?.N.
Harrison, '*The Authorship of the Pastorals", ExposT,
67, (1955), PP. 77-81; Id.; "The Pastoral Epistles
and Duncan's Ephesian Ministry," NTSt 2 (1955-56),
pp.250-61; C.K. Barrett, The Pastoral Epistles,
Oxford, 1963; A.T. Hanson, The Pastoral Epistles.
Cambridge, 1966; K. Grayston - G. Herdan, "The
Authorship of the Pastorals in the light of
Statistical Linguistics," NTSt 6, (1959-60) pp.1-15.

hi. Cf. G. Bornkamm, Paul, Trans, by D.M. Stalker, New
York, 1 971 .
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The division that we have arrived at here is on the basis

of criteria other than that of the ethical teaching in

the Corpus, yet we find that the two stages or ethical

developments are divided along the same lines, sho??ing

genuine Pauline writings representing one ethical view¬

point and the deutero-Pauline writings representing

another. However, the question still remains as to

whether Colossians is genuinely Pauline, and as it is

considered Pauline by most scholars we ought to have a

closer look.

W. Munro in an article in New Testament Studies^2
concurs with the majority of scholars, ana especially

with C.L, Mitton's theory that Colosslaxis is Pauline and

that Bphesiane is dependent on Colossians. However, he

contends that Col. 3si3—1+ s 1 is dependents/and therefore
subsequent to Kphesians 5:21-6:9# both being a later

literary stratum added to the original Epistles. Col,

3:13-b:1 is the Bection concerned with the ^austafeln* —

domestic or local "tables of law" which representative

of the second ethical development in the Pauline Corpus,

Munro reviews the history of 'Haustafeln' research

stating the findings of M, Dlbelius and K. beidinger,

which holds that the 'Rauatafeln* were current in

Hellenism and Hellenistic Judaism, and that Col. 3:18-L:1

represents its most primitive form in Christian circles,

2*2. "Col, III. 1S-IV.1 And Kph. V.21-VI.9: Evidences of
a Late Literary Stratum?", NTSt, Vol. 18, No. 2*,
July, 1972, pp. 2*32|-2*2*7»
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with Kphesians 5:21-6:9 representing its more

Christianized version. However, "form-critical analysis"

gave little support to this literary dependence theory,

therefore P. Carrington and E.G. Selwyn attempted to

solve the problem by suggesting that an oral primitive

catechism was behind both Colossians and Ephesians.

C.L. Mitton rejected this idea of an oral catecl^Lcul code

by pointing out that Ephesians is dependent on Colossians^
Monro, upon analysing the 'Haustafel* passages in

Colossians and Ephesians, comes to the conclusion that

both Ephesians 5:21-6:9 and Col. 3:18-i+:1 are of a later

literary stratum, with Col. 3:18-h:1 being dependent/and
therefore subsequent to Eph. 5:21-6:9# The reasons he

gives for the dependence of Col. 3:18-4+51 on Eph. 5:21-6:9
are as follows: (1) While both versions make contact with

Romans 2:11, Ephesians is closer to it in that it

contains "7^0^ 0cori^ " which corresponds with 7to(/>ol
ru OttJ , while Colossians omits it. This is not a

result of expansion on the part of Ephesians but is

omitted in the process of abbreviation on the part of

Colossians. (2) 0010881^6' Xojjatrcroa as compared to
Ephesians' oty<<£>c>v. . . xoyuicrf-r*i ■ ■ . zirt . . . zlrs is
further evidence of contraction on the part of Coloesiana.

(3) Evidence shows that Ephesians Is dependent on

Phllippians 2:12 and that Colossians instead of depending

on this primary source is dependent on Kpheslans,

h3» The Epistle to the Ephesians. Oxford, Clarendon
Press, 1951* pp# 192-h.
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In showing that Ephesians 5:32-6:9 Is a later

literary stratum than the rest of the Epistle, Monro

demonstrates that where rlphesians 5:21-6:9 can be shown

to be dependent on the rest of the (Ephesian) Epistle,
the wording in the main body of Ephesiana is closer to

an earlier source,e.g. Gal. 1:10, 2:20, and seems

therefore to be prior. His conclusion la "that the

signs of the dependence of Ephesians 5:21-6:9 on the

rest of the Epistle and the priority of the latter do in

fact distinguish this passage from its literary context,"^
Turning to Colossians and basing his findings on

verbal parallels Monro comes to the following

conclusions: (1) that Col. 3:18-4:1 show signs of

dependence on Ephesians 5:21-6:9* which seems, therefore,

to be prior. (2) Col. 3:18-4:1 appears to be dependent

on the rest of Ephesians as well as Colossians.

Therefore if his conclusions are correct the order of

writing was as follows, Colossians, Ephesians, Ephesians

5:21-6:9, Col. 3:18-4:1.^ Monro further substantiates

his findings by drawing attention to the following:

confirmation that Col. 3:18-4:1 is later than both

Ephesians and Ephesians 5:21-6:9 is to be found in Col.

3:20 which has the appearance of a conflation combining

Epbesians 5:10 with 6:1. Col. 3:18-4:1 can also be

seen to be an interpolation because it interrupts the

44* W. Munro, KTSt Vol, 18, No. 4, July 1972 p. 439#
45. Ibid p. 440f•
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flow of ideas, style and rhythm of the passage.

Continuity of the passage could only be restored if

Col. k:2f were joined to Col. 3:16f, leaving out the

intervening material. The reason why the passage was

included at this particular juncture in Colossians is

that Colossians 3:17b is very close in appearance to
tUe cXU-TIODY'

Ephesians 5:20, and assuming that he had Ephesians

beiore him 5:21 J-flo-ra^o-a-cyutvoi K\yX0*5 etc. ...
attached to Ephesians 5:20, zby^^taro^rt^. . ,ru fiea K<xt
Tt°LTf>L closely resembles so^^icrrous/TSf ro $£tj ifacrpc ' <*urou in
Colossians 3:1 7b.^

His conclusion is that Colossians 3:18-^:1 and

Ephesians 5:21-6:9 are to be regarded as roughly

contemporary additions to the text, introduced in the

later stages of the development of the Pauline corpus.

Therefore while Colossians may be an early Epistle of

Faul, the passage which concerns us 5s an interpolation

that comes from a later literary stratum of the early

Church. This lengthy analysis by Munro seems to

confirm our earlier thesis that the Pauline corpus

contains two different ethical developments, representing

different stages and outlooks in the teaching of the

early Church. Even if we admit Colossians to be

authentic, Munro's findings suggest that the 'Haustafel'

section contains ideas which are a later development of

ko. Ibid p. iUilff.
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the main Pauline corpus. Having established this fact

we can now go on to examine the Pauline teaching on

marriage as it is contained in the genuine Pauline

Epistles, leaving Col. 3:18-4:1 to be discussed under

the subject of 'Haustafeln'.

The Corinthian Correspondence

The sudden shifts of subject matter, tone and

situation in the Corinthian correspondence (cf. 1 Cor.

6:12, 7:1, 10:23, II Cor. 2:14, 6:14, 7:2, 10:1), as

well as references to letters that do not correspond to

either of the canonical letters to Corinth (1 Cor. 5:9,

II Cor. 2:4) have given rise to much speculation as to

what may have been the original form of the material now

contained in the two canonical epistles. Probably the

most successful attempts at solving this problem have

been made by explaining these incongruities on the basis

of the two canonical epistles as they now stand. Among

the many partition schemes advanced,^ that of J. Weiss,^
liQ

with the modifications of VV, Schmithals, appears to be

the most acceptable. Schmithals divides the Corinthian

materials into six separate letters.

47* Cf. J. Harrison, "St. Paul's Letter to the
Corinthians", ExposT.. 87 (1966) pp. 285-286.

48. Cf. J.C. Hurd, Jr. The Origin of I Corinthians,
London, 1965, p. 45. "

49* '»«• Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korlnth, Line Untersuchung
zu den Korintherbriefen. Gottingen, 1956, 2nd ed. 1965

50. Cf. R. Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,
Brill, 1971, p.~23-51~ri Jewett gives a full outline of
Schmithal's hypothesis and the reasons for the above
divisions in the Corinthian correspondence.
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r-j
When we divide up the Corinthian material

according to subject, tone and situation, I Cor. appears

to be composed of two large letters, with letter A

including 1 Cor. 9:24-10:22 + I Cor. 6:12-20 + I Cor.

11:2-34 + I Cor, 15 <■ I Cor. 16:13-24. Bchmithals also

argues that the warning against mixing with the heathen

in II Cor. 6:14-7:1, a section considered out of place

in that Epistle, fits perfectly as the beginning of

Letter A.-*2 Letter B« would include I Cor. 1:1-6:11 +

I Cor. 7:1-9:23 + I Cor. 10:23-11:1 + I Cor. 12;1-14:40 +

I Cor 16:1-12, In this way we can see how the

references to previous correspondence (e.g. I Cor. 5:9)»

II Cor. 2:4) is accounted for.

Schmithnls* analysis of II Corinthians, which is

supported by Bornkamm, suggests that this epistle as

it now stands represents four different letters. This

is based on the fact that II Cor. 2:14-7:4 breaks up the

continuity of thought in the "joyful letter" II Cor. 1:1-

2:13 and II Cor. 7:5ff» and furthermore that II Cor. 10:
64

13.13 can belong with neither of these sections. The

51. Cf• also G. Bornkamm, Paul, trans. D.M.G. Btalker,
London, pp. 244.

52. Cf. Vi. Ochmithale, Die Gnosis im Korinth.... op.cit.
p. 12rf. " ' -----

53. G. Bornkamm, Paul, op. clt. 244f.
54. Cf, R. Jev^ett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,

Brill, 1971, P.25T.
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sequence and contents of the four letters are as folloY/s:

Letter G consists of II Cor. 2;14-6;13 + II Cor. 7:2-4;

Letter D, the letter of tears, is II Cor. 10:1-13:13;

Letter E contains only II Cor. 9:1-15; and Letter P, the

letter of joy, includes II Cor. 1:1-2:13 + II Cor. 7:5-

8:24.

The time of composition of this material has been

attested by scholars^ as the mid-fifties during Paul's

stay in Epheaus and Macedonia. A more precise dating of

each letter can be worked out when the data of Schmitals'

hypothesis are taken into account. However, the

letters were supposedly written in the sequence outlined

above, with Letter A written first, and Letter B, since

it contains answers to the congregational questions which

arose upon their receipt of Letter A, coming some months

later. The dating of the letters in II Cor. depends

very much upon the detailed reconstruction of Paul's
56

travels. Letter C could conceivably be written after

the short visit to Corinth in 55?» Letter D was written

just prior to his expected 3rd visit to Corinth (II Cor.

13:1*10), Letter E was written a short time later and

possibly brought by Titus to stimulate the collection of

55. Cf. O.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle
to the Corinthians, A. & c'V Black 4tdLondon. 1968.
p. 5f; C.T. Craig, The First Epistle to the Corinthians.
Interpreter's Bible Vol. 10, New York, 1955, p. 13;
also P.V. Pilson, Interpreter's Bible, Vol, 10.
p. 265ff.

58. R. Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, op. citj
p» 27.
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the Jerusalem offering, the final Letter P, was probably
157

written in the following spring. The time for the

whole sequence of correspondence could possibly have been
KQ

a year to a year and a half.

Reflected in these six letters are evidences of

congregational factions, as well as intruding

missionaries of Letter B (I Cor, 9:2ff). while earlier

scholarship*^ has identified from I Cor 1:12 the

existence of three or more factions in Corinth, some

recent exegetes have argued that the congregation was

not divided at all. However, in the light of the

"jealousy and strife" among the groux^s (I Cor 3s3ff) it

is difficult to argue that there were no fundamental

differences within the Church#

Little is Known of the Intruding missionaries of

Letter B (X Cor 9:2ff). However, it has been long

disproved that they were Judaizers as identified by

P.C, Baur last century. Later studies have shown that

they may have been from a Hellenistic circle within the
61

earlier Jerusalem congregation. The Midrash of

57. This order of writing is derived from SchDiithala*
hypothesis.

58. R, Jewett, Loc. Cit, p.27,
59. J.C, Kurd, Jr., The Origin of I Corinthians, London,

1965, PP. 96ff.
60. J. Munek, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, trans.

P. Clarke, London, 1939» p. 187. J.C. Hurci, Jr., op.
cit., p. 106ff, See also H.A. Dahl, "Paul and the
Church at Corinth according to I Cor# 1:10-i+:2l
in Christian History and Interpretation, Studies
presented to John Knox, edited by w,R# Farmer,
C.F.D. Moule, and R.R, Kiebuhr, Cambridge, 19§7#
PP. 313-339.

61. R. Jewett, La-01*3 Anthropological Trme, Leiden,
1971, P. 23ff.



22+2 (

II Cor, 3 which Paul refutes is a Christian Midrash

based on Exodus 3^:29-35, and apparently forms the basis
Co

of his opponents' theology. Paul sets up in

opposition old and new covenants as well as Moses and

Christ, while hie opponents draw very close connections

between these pairs, seeing Moses as the first "Divine

Man" which could possibly be reflected in the ascetic
fix

expressions in I Cor, 7»

Apart from the intruders mentioned above there appear

to have been factional groups who preferred the preaching

and teaching of different Apostles, an Apollos group

(I Cor, 3:6)» a Petrine group (I Cor. 6:1-11, 9:1-12,

10:1 it—11:1), and a Pauline faction (I Cor. 1:12).^
Another group v/hich seems to have caused the most radical

divisions within the congregation may best be described

as a Gnostic faction J which emerged within the

congregation itself. Paul deals with this group and

their libertine attitude towards sex in his first letter

(A), In Letter B. the conflict between the Gnostic

libertines and the conservative ascetic attitude of the

intruding missionaries become particularly visible in

1 Cor. 7» where both attitudes challenge and endanger the

traditional concept of marriage.

62, D.L, Balch, "Backgrounds of I Gor, VII: Sayings of
the Lord in 0: Moses as an Ascetic <Zvrf/> in II
Cor. iii", Wm% Vol. 18, pp. 391 ff. '

63. Ibid. p. 352.
6£?, J.C. Hurd, Jr., The Origin of I Corinthians. London,

1965, p. 9kff.
65. R. Jewett, op. cit, p. H9f» 23hf, 352ft,
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Letter A - I Corinthians 6; 12-20.
Paul deals with Pornlcatlon and Gnosticism,

Letter A was apparently written in response to the

report of the situation in Corinth brought by Stephanas
(if

and his companions (I Cor* 16:15ff)• " What they

reported to Paul was a rejection of traditional moral

discipline (I Cor, 9*2hfT), which expressed itself in

indiscriminate and Impure relationships with unbelievers,

(II Cor, 6:lh:7il) and prostitution (I Cor, 6:12-20), in

open participation of Christians in heathen temple meals

(I Cor, 10:1hff), in disorderly innovation in the

celebration of the Lord's "upper, (I Cor, 1i:17f) and in

a breakdown of the established role of women in the

Church (I Cor, li:2ff).67
Paul saw behind this breakdown of the traditional

order the emergence within the Church of a kind of

Gnostic contempt for the body.u^ Some of the members,

at least, believed that what is done with the physical

body has no damaging effect on the destiny of the soul.

They have separated the physical and the spiritual,

regarding the physical body as having no permanent

significance in a man's life and therefore available for

66, R» Jewett, ibid p. 25k* Jewett believes that
Stephanas was a convert of Paul at Corinth, and is
considered a resident who delivered to him a full
report of the situation,

67, R. Jewett, ibid, 25k,
GQ, Cf, Schwelser, T..IVT, Vol. VII, p, 1061 , lines Iff,
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use in whatever way brings sensuous pleasure. Paul

replies to the gnosticizing Christians at Corinth by

emf)hasi2ing the rabbinic concept of roan as a "corporate

whole", where the body transformed, will be

raised at the resurrection (cf I Cor. Philip.

3:21), therefore it cannot be used indiscriminately for

any kind of sensuous pleasure. In reality the body 13

the temple of the Holy Spirit in this age and will be

the basis of "bodily existence" in the age to come

(I Cor. 15:35-^4? II Cor. h:1h).

Paul's argument against the Gnostics in Corinth is

based on the fact that he chose to use the anthropological

terminology in a traditionally Jewish manner. In the

passage regarding fornication (I Cor 6:12-20) Paul uses

to be a consequence of Paul's return to traditional

ourselves from every impurity of flesh and spirit", is

typically Jewish, being clearly paralleled by CD, Hermes,

the Test.Ies., and Pseudo-Clementine materials where the

As this is only possible within the concept of Jewish

anthropology, v,e must conclude here that Paul is reverting

69, R. Jewett, op, cit, p. 119,
70, Cf. II. .< indisch, Per zwelte Korintherbrlei.

GHttingen, 192h» PP« IffsT*

I

holiness categories.0^ II Cor. 7:1 "let us cleanse

words are generally exchangeable and neutral in meaning.^0
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to ills previous heritage. Paul's concept of

traditional holiness would naturally involve the idea

that 'holiness' was in some way a 'quasi-material

substance' which could be transmitted, and by unnatural

relationships defiled. This can be seen in I Cor 7:1*4

where Paul affirms that a believing husband or wife can

transmit holiness to his or her non-Christian partners,

and also to the offspring of the carnal relationship.

However, regarding as a result of fornication, especially

with temple prostitutes, the body is defiled, which goes

against the idea of keeping oneself pure in flesh and

spirit (II Cor. 7:1)» for the body must be kept

"unblemished" until the parousia (I These. 5:23),

Paul's reversion to the traditional concepts of

holiness was necessary because of the situation at

Corinth. The rejection of the body as evil and in

opposition to the spirit could only be adequately

rebuffed by drawing on the idea that the body as a

"corporate whole" — physical and spiritual, has

significance for the Christian. Paul is aware of the

dangers that this primitive interpretation of holiness

can bring, and in I Cor. 6:12-20 he makes a classificatian

regarding bodily sins, signifying "fornication" alone as

"a sin against the body" (I Cor. 6:18). The significance

of this can be seen in Letter B (I Cor. 7:1ff) where

Paul refutes the Corinthians' unnatural attitude towards

sex as a threat to morality generally, which could

possibly result in worse breaches than have already
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occurred. By making "fornication" alone a sin against

the body in I Cor, 6:18, he could speak positively about

the natural sexual relationships within marriage in I

Cor, 7, In this way sexual intercourse within marriage

is not seen as defiling, but rather as a means of

salvation (I Cor. 7:7).

However, Paul in his initial correspondence

(Letter A) has difficulty with the anthropological
71

terminology. While he argues in the beginning of the

letter (II Cor. 7:1) that the body ought to be kept holy

until the paroueia, he refers to the body as the enemy

in I Cor, 9:27, a totally gnostic attitude.^2 Commentators

are not ready to accept gnostic influence upon Paul's

thought here, and explain this particular usage as a

careless mixing of metaphors on the part of Paul,

resulting in a clumsy handling of both metaphors and

ideas.

It becomes clear that Paul in these early sections

of Letter A is attempting to work out a basis on which

he could counter the Gnostic view of bodily

relationships which found expression in the motto: "The

body is for fornication and fornication for the body"

(I Cor. 6:13).

71 • Cf, v .3. Kummel, fan in the Lew "estament, London,
1 963, p. U7f.

72, Robertson, A, and A. Plummer, A Critical and
..xe>.,etical Uoi.^exitary on the first hplstle 01 Lt
Paul to the Corinthians, 2nd, ed. ICC, Edinburgh,
T91I+, p. 197."

73. Ibid. p. 197, also Jewett, Paul's Anthropological
Terms, op. cit. p. 253,



In the section I Cor. 6:12-20 Paul opposes the

gnostic argument expressed in the formula; "Pood is to

the stomach as fornication is to the body" (I Cor. 6;

I2ff). This argument assumed that all bodily

relationships are irrelevant to the question of

salvation, and that what is done to the physical body has

no damaging effect on the destiny of the soul. Paul

agrees with the first half of the gnostic thesis, but

refutes the second half, arguing that the body is not

for fornication. This argument must have been

difficult for the Corinthians to follow as they would

naturally have considered * *o(Ac<* * as part of the
'

c-ty.i«* However, when we examine Paul's reasoning
we find that he does not argue from the physical and

natural origin, but rather from God's action and

promises. J. Behm in commenting on this passage says:

"In I Cor 6:13, too, the koiAl* , or digestive
system, is depreciated, but with a different
purpose from that of the dominical saying in
Mt. 1:19, To justify sexual freedom the
libertines of Corinth were pleading the moral
indifference of the body and its functions.
Paul takes up their slogan in order to
overthrow it. The belly, as a creaturely
organ which is necessary to maintain earthly
life, is corruptible. When we are
transfigured and the conditions of earthly life
no longer obtain, it will not be needed (cf.
I Cor. 15s50, cf. 35ffJ II Cor 5:1 J Horn. 8:21ff;
1^:17). But the belly ( ) is not
the same as the body. The body ( g-u/lql )
still belongs to the risen and living Lord.
Hence it must not be abandoned to licentiousness
(v.13b.f). ... The point is that the KocA<.x. is
part of the perishing creaturely world, cf.
Mt 23:30. Only because of this, and not because
it is sinful, is it doomed to destructlon."7h

Ik, J, Behm, TDKT. Vol. 3, P. 788.
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Therefore in refuting the gnostics Paul puts forth two

reasons why the body cannot be thought of as belonging

to the same sphere as kolKlh. • First, God will raise

the one and not the other, and second, the body of the

Christian has been incorporated into Christ, (I Cor, 6:15),
and thus in peculiar fashion belongs to his. (I Cor* 6:li|),
It is because God relates himself to the * cru^v. I that it
belongs to a different sphere than the ' KolKi* *«

Paul attempts to show the significance of these

relationships by showing that sex relations with a

prostitute and union with Christ are incompatible (I Cor.

6j15-17)» The use of in I Cor. 6:1h in place of

does not indicate that Paul is substituting a

union of personalities for the corporal union which he

emphasizes earlier,'^ here does not define

cruu<x as a 'corporal entity* (whole person) who enters

into corporal relationship with another person or God,

However, the continuity of Paul's analogy is brought

out in I Cor. : 1 3, where o S? i<\ to c^cov tre^ux <^<y>r<xvtt
relates to v.15, dealing with corporal unity with Christ,

where the destiny of the body is explained in terms of

being a member of Christ. To sin against one's own

body (fornication) is so to act as to hinder or sever

this relationship with Christ, Therefore as soon as

one Joins^oXAv^tn/^) with a prostitute and clings to her
75» Of. E. Best, One Body in Christ. A Study in the

Relationship of the Church to Christ In the fpistles
of the Vpostle Paul, London, 1955. p.* 75• Here
Best takes the view that Paul is speaking of a
union of personalities.
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( /<fo\X.ot<ny<rti ) he severs his relationship with Christ,

for the two relationships are mutually exclusive,

Essentially what Paul is saying is that union either

with Christ or with a prostitute results in corporal

unity, and that the one excludes the other,

Paul drives the point home in I Cor 6:19 by

referring to tradition by means of the rhetorical

formula ^ ook. • However, in I Cor, 6:19 he
combines for the first time the somatic union idea with

an earlier 'temple' tradition, substantiating his

present teaching by reference to traditional teaching

although it was not as yet used in this way for Paul

uses both the 'temple' and the 'body' idea to establish
76

the principle of exclusive corporal relationships,'

Paul's anti-gnostic polemic is discernible in the

use of the 'body'as the temple (I Cor 6:19), as the

*temple* tradition may well have been used by the

gnostics as an anti-somatic argument considering the

body to be the temple of God's spirit. However, by

introducing the 'body' concept into the te, pie

tradition Paul is able to refute the dualism of the

Corinthian gnostics,
r

The use of rrvzou*. in v. 17 does not weaken

Paul's argument for corporal unity, but in a real sense

strengthens it. The linking together of o Kt>k\uMLvo$
c

and iV 7rv£Lyi<* brings out what Paul is saying,
that is, "it is he who cleaves exclusively to Christ who

76, R. Jewett, op, cit, 262,



25C

is one spirit with him". - The implication being of

course, that he v*ho joins himself with a prostitute on

the principle -ttclo-t* ^01 could not by
7

definition be ev 77i/&u*i<x. with Christ.

This teaching of corporal unity in I Cor. 6:12-20

was in sharp contrast to contemporary ideas regarding

the body. Raymond B. Brown notes that,

"Paul's admonition to 'glorifying God in your
body' contrasts boldly with the teaching of
his Stoic contemporary, Seneca, who never
would have suggested that a man glorify God
with his body. He believed that a person
could glorify God with his mind or soul but
not with his body, which he regarded as a
threat to purity of spirit, a shell, a garment
worn only for a while, a prison."77

If Paul, as is evidenced here, based his argument

against the gnostics on a Jewish concept of man as a

'corporate whole', and used the anthropological

terminology in an exclusively Jewish manner, is it

possible that the basis of his "corporate unity" idea

might be the ancient myth of the andrygnous man? In

various Jewish circles of the time it Y/as held that man

is properly bisexual, and that there will be a return to

an andrygnous type of existence at the 'eschaton*, an

idea which is expressed in II Clem. 12:2, and in the

Gnostic Gospel of Thomas 23,^ It has already been

noted that Faul in his argument against the gnostics has

returned to traditional holiness categories similar to

77* Cf. Raymond B. Brown, Broadman's Bible Commentary.
Vol. 10, Broadman Press, 1970, p. jj2i],

78. Cf. R.M. Grant and D.N. Freedman, The Secret
GayInge of Jesus. London, 1960# pp. I3&ff.
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those practised at umran,^ Further, in I Cor. 6:16

Paul quotes the same passage (Gen. 2:2h) as the
AO

Qurnranites in defence of his : corporal unity" theory.

However, the umranites seem to have quoted this passage

as a prohibition against polygamy and remarriage after

divorce on the grounds of man's bi-sexual nature, giving

it, however, a reserved mode of interpretation which was

taken to provide a sort of mythological model for the

ethical justification of permanent monogamous marriages.
Op

Moreover it was held by certain teachers," that monogamous

marriage, wherein one man and one woman were permanently

united, represented an approximation to the supposed

quasimetaphysical model of the primordial Adam. Only one

woman was individuated from archetypal man, and this was

to exclude divorce, polygamy, and prostitution. It is

quite possible that this particular use of the "primordial

man myth" in contemporary circles, may have motivated Paul's

use of the "one flesh" formula with regard to extra-marital

intercourse in I Cor 6:16, where relationships with a

prostitute resulted in a kind of organic existence where

a one-many relation replaces the one-one balance of the

h
79« Gee above p. iH-S'
80. Compare CD h, 20-21 j 5«1-6.
81. Cf. Chapter 3» p# 8hf, also D. Daube, "Evangel1sten

und xabbinen", ZHeut-., UQ (1957) PP« 119-126.
82. J. Hering, The First Epistle of St Paul to the

Corinthians, Trans, by A,v.. Heathcote and P.J.
Alleock, London, The Epworth Press, 19&2, p. 3k



original and ideal nan. Speculation aside, the

evidence seems substantial enough to suggest that Paul

is drawing on a definite Jewish tradition in his polemic

against the gnostics, and that this tradition seems to

be inexplicably linked with both iumran and the

Synoptics, which indicates that all three, umran, the

Synoptics, and Paul, were drawing from the same

tradition whose origin goes back to the Genesis

narrative.

What is important to bear in mind here is that this

initial correspondence lays the basis for his whole

teaching on ethical issues in his subsequent letters.

Here he has singled out "fornication" as a sin against

the body, and as we shall see the dangers and prevention

of "fornication" dictate the type of ethical behaviour

that ought to be practiced in the Churches of Paul.

Letter E X Corinthians 5:1-13 'Pornela' —

General and Particular

In his second letter Paul, in responding to the

questions of the Corinthians, calls their attention to a

particular case of ' among them (I Cor. 5*1).

J. Hering®"^ interprets in I Cor 5*1 in the sense

of 'everywhere' referring to the fact that this

particular case of fornication, that is, of the nan

living with his stepmother, has become general knowledge

83. The First hplstle of Saint Paul to the Corinthians,
trans, by A.W. Heathcote and P.J. Allcock, London,
1952. p. 34.
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among the Churches. However, what seems to make more

sense, in addition to giving some continuity between

Letters A and B, is Meyer*s interpretation of oAwS liHOvs.r<y.c
ymv -rro^t^a. as meaning the practice of

fornication among Corinthians generally, which Paul had

already dealt with in Letter A (cf, I Cor. 5;9),°^ with

/eon -roioLOi+j -rrof\/u<iL signifying a particular case

among them which he is now calling to their attention.

Paul appears to be especially outraged by the fact that

the Corinthians not only ignored his teaching in Letter A

that no f 7*e^t/oj • of whatever kind, has any part in
the kingdom (I Cor. 6:9),^ but is here tolerating a case

of -rroyavitoL within the Church of a kind that was
condemned even by the pagans.

The syntax seems to indicate that the relationship

referred to in I Cor 5:1 is one of incestuous marriage or
ofl

concubinary union. This cannot and must not be

8h, H.A.W. Meyer, Critical and Kxegetlcal Commentary of
the New Testament, I Corinthians, Vol. 1, Edinburgh,
1881-2, p. 130.

85. Hauck/Lchulz, TDNT. Vol. 6, note 82, p. 593*
86. Cf. C.K. Barrett, A Commentary on the First pistle

to the Corinthians. London. 1966. p. 120; H.A.W.
Meyer, op, eit. also notes that the use of
v.2 and wiirci/tf £Vo\s , v.3 to designate the
matter conveys the idea that an incestuous marriage
had taken place; J. Bonsirven, Le Divorce dans le
Nouveau Testament, Paris, 19^-iS, builds his theory
concerning the exceptive clauses Mt. 5:32, 19:9 on
the idea that *roomu* here means an incestuous
marriage or concubinary union.
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tolerated. Paul has already made his decision

(I Cor 5:3), and urges the Corinthian congregation to do

what he has already done, that is censure this act of

immorality by excommunicating the guilty party from the

membership - ktc v,7 = to purge out,

indicating he wants this evil removed entirely. To

support this decision he relies heavily on his Jewish

tradition and the Mosaic Law (Lev, 18:8, Deut, 27:30),
which prohibited such unions. However, he gives aa the

authority for his discipline not the Mosaic law of Lev,

18:8 but the 'power* and 'name' of Jesus Christ (Acts

3:16), The passover analogy and Pascal Lamb symbolism

shows Paul's heavy reliance on his Jewish tradition. His

insistence that the guilty party be "removed" (I Cor,

5:2,13) is not unlike the practice of Quraran where the

erring member is also excommunicated (1 QS V.26-VI,1)

Paul again reinforces his demand that the guilty one

be removed by referring to tradition by means of the

rhetorical formula oOk o<£<*r* _ d0 you not know? A

formula which he uses six times in his teaching on

morality in Chapter five and six (I Cor, 5.6, 6,2, 3, 9,

15» 16, 19)* This formula while sounding rhetorical

strongly indicates that Paul was seeking authority for

his teaching in a tradition that was common to the

earliest Church community, and one which the Corinthians

themselves should have known and followed,

87. Cf, S»E. Johnson in The scrolls and the Hew
Testament, 1958, ed, K, fetendahl, p. 139; see also
C.K. Barrett, loc, eit., who attributes little
Importance to this connection (p. 122,)
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Letter B Marriage Problems
I Corinthians 1

J. Hering notes that the questions Paul attempts to

answer in this section were raised by a group of ascetic

Christians probably of a gnostic tendency, who were

inquiring whether complete continence was not required by

the nearness of the Parousia, or from the general
OQ

circumstances of belonging to the body of Christ. This

conclusion is reached by assuming that the opponents in

I Cor 7 are the same as the llbertinistic gnostics of

Letter A, and the early part of Letter B (I Cor 5)•

However, there is reason to believe that the group Paul

is addressing in I Cor 7 are not the same as those

addressed in Chapters five and six, and that their

asceticism is not the result of their adoption of

gnosticism, but the combination of two factors, their

interpretation of certain sayings of the Lord reported in

Q, and their understanding of a Christian Midrash on

Ex 3^;29«35 which forms the background of II Cor 3:3» 6,

It 10, 13, 16 and 15. The latter is a Moses typology

which a certain group^ of Corinthians have adopted as

the basis of their theology, and from which they draw

their ascetic ideas - a theology with which Paul does not

agree.

88. J. Hering, | Corinthians, op. eit., p. 1(8.
89» This group could quite possibly be associated with

the visiting missionaries mentioned earlier.
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90
James Robinsorr has suggested that there is a

connection between the Q sayings of our Lord and Paul's

opponents in I Cor. Against this hypothesis it is

interesting to note the strong ascetic nature of the Q

sayings in Luke^ and the attitude expressed in I Cor. 7.

It has been suggested that some of the sayings of the

Lord which appear in Luke (and possibly ih Q) were among
92

those debated in Corinth.-7 This probability has been

made the more probable by the following observations; the

verbs y and yoyut^u which occur together in I Cor.
7:36 and 38 also occur together in and Luke (Luke 20:35)J^
This phrase "marrying and giving in marriage" seems

almost certainly to be a catch phrase which originated

in ascetic Jewish circles older than Luke and which Paul

is forced to discuss in I Cor. 7.
9h

Von Campenhausen"-^ is also convinced that Paul in

I Cor, 7 has grounded his advice to the Corinthians in

90. "Basic Shifts in German Theology", Intern.. XVI (1962),
pp. 82-6; and "Kerygma and History in the hew
Testament, in The Bible and Modern Scholarship, ed.
by H.P. Hyatt, London, 1965, P. 127-31•

91 • Cf. Chapter 3, pp. 169 ff.
92, D.L. Balch, Background of I Cor. viii sayings of the

Lord in ; Loses as an Ascetic ^7/ in II Cor.
ill," NTSt Vol. 16, No. 3, April 1972, p. 356.

93. Cf. H. Kugelmann, "I Cor. 7.36-38", CathBibQ. X (19W,
p. 69, also R.H.A. Eeboldt, "Spiritual Marriage in
the Early Church: A Suggested Interpretation of I Cor
7:36-38", Goncor 30 (1959) pp. 103-109 and 176-89.

9U. H.P. Von Campenhausen, 'Die Askese im Urchristentum*,
Tradition und Leben. Krafte der Kirchengeschlchte.
Tubingen, 1960, pp. 1LL-6,
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the Gospel tradition, giving both eschatological (I Cor,

7:26, 28, 29-32) and christological (I Cor 7:32f compare

Luke 14:26 and par) reasons for remaining unmarried.

Therefore what appears to have occurred at Corinth was

that both Paul and the Corinthians were using sayings of

the Lord to support the practice of remaining unmarried.

However, Paul did not like some of the attitudes at

Corinth, especially the idea of married couples

divorcing (I Cor 7i1-7» 12-16), and the attitude that

marriage is an evil and that it is better to remain

single even if one is consumed by passion (I Cor 7:8-9»

36), Therefore the whole discussion in I Cor, 7 is an

attempt by Paul to correct these misinterpretations of

the Lord's sayings by the Corinthians,

Balch^ suggests that the reason for the extreme

attitude of the Corinthians regarding marriage in I Cor 7

stems from their understanding of a Christian Midrash on

Ex, 34:29-35 which forms the background to II Cor 3. (A

Moses typology is here under discussion, which Paul

understands differently from the Corinthians,) The

interpretation of Ex 34 in the Hellenized Judaism of the
96

period apparently always involved some very ascetic ideas,

95. "Background of I Cor. vii NTSt Vol. 18, No, 3•
1972, p. 361.

96, Balch, "Background of I Cor, vli", p, 358,
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Therefore tho;. e who supported the 'theology' expressed In

II Cor 3 would also practice its asceticism, following

the traditional interpretation of this Moses typology as

it appears in umran^ and rabbinism.-^ The idea behind

the asceticism was that Moses withdrew from co-habitation

with his wife in order that he might be in constant

readiness to receive divine revelation. In the

apocalyptic environment of Qumraa the same idea was

expressed in their preparation for 'Holy ,ar', when

normal sexual relations were dispensed with.

These findings suggest that the opponents whom Paul

is addressing in I Cor. 7 are not the gnostic libertines

of Chapters 5 and 6, but a group within the Church who

have based their theology and practice on the ascetic

sayings of the Lord from Q, and the Christian Midrash of

XI Cor. 3. This would account for the ascetic nature of

the questions posed by the group, and the way in which

Paul handles these questions, What Paul appears to be

doing in I Cor 7 is arguing for celibacy on the basis of

the gospel tradition, while at the same time refuting the

Corinthian brand of celibacy which derives its radicalism

largely from the Christian Midrash of II Cor. 3»(a
97. Cf. 0. Betz, "The eschatological Interpretation of

the Sinai-Tradition in Quraran and in the New
Testament", fevue de umran, VI (1967) pp. 89-107.

98. Judah Goldin, The Fathers According to nabbl Nathan,
vol. 13 in Yale Judaica Series, New Haven, 1955>
Chapter 2, pp. 18-19.
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theology ana practice with wnich Paul does not agree,)
This theory accounts lor the ascetic Christians of I Cor 7»

as against the licentious libertines of I Cor 5 add 6,

This would also account for the married couples in I Cor,

7:1-7 wanting to separate, for the unmarried and widows

in 8, 9 wanting to remain unmarried, lor the believing

husbands or wives in 12-16 wanting to divorce their

unbelieving partners, and finally for the 'spiritual

couples' of vv. 25-38 living without sexual

intercourse,

Concerning Marriage; I Cor, .39-^0
I Cor, 7 is a literary unity"100 comprising three

main sections, vv, 1-16 concerns the married, or those

who have been married, vv, 1 7-2L an exhortation for all

to remain in the state in which they were called, and

w, 25-38 concerning virgins, hot only is the subject

matter in these sections closely related but 7:39» <U0,

concerning widows, appears to be an afterthought to

7:8, 9, Paul, having given in 7:8, 9 general permission

to "the unmarried and widows" to marry (if necessary),

added in 7:39» ^0 a special word to widows: they more

than the rest should try not to remarry, but if they

99# Balch, ibid, p, 361,
100, Cf, J,C. Hurd, Jr. The Origin of I Corinthians. S.P.

C.K., London, 19^5, p, 15h»also L, Swain, Paul on
Celibacy, ClerRev. 51 (1966) p. 785-91,
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4 Oi
should marry again, then it must be "only in the Lord,'" '

The central section (vv 17-21+) although apparently a
102

digression, in fact dominates the whole chapter, since

the essence of Paul's advice is that each person should

remain in the state in which he was called (vv, 23, 2i+).

Integral to the structure of Paul's thought and

teaching is a kind of ambiguous attitude towards

marriage which is evidenced by a mutual inter-play

between the section on marriage (vv. 1-16) and the

section on virginity (vv. 25-33), In the section which

concerns marriage predominantly (vv. 1-16) Paul expresses

his preference for the state of celibacy (vv, 1, 5# 7* 8,

15)i and in the section concerning virginity (vv, 25-36)
he insists on the goodness and dignity of marriage

(vv. 27, 28, 36, cf also 39)• This ambiguity may stem

from the same theological milieu that formed the
1 0?>

attitude to marriage at Qumran. "*

101. J.C. Kurd, Jr. ibid, p. 15U.
102. ,.m, p. Orr, "Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor 7#"

Pitts i-ersp. 19&7» Vol. 3» no. 3» PP. 16; Also L.
Swain, "Paul on Celibacy", ClerRev. 51 (1966) p. 785-91 •

103. Cf. P.M. Cross, Jr., The Ancient Library of Qumran.
London, 1958,-^this ambiguous attitude toward marriage
in Qumran and the early Church, according to Cross, is
the result of the combination of two streams in Judaism
which have dualistic tendencies, one the ancient
priestly distinction between ritual purity and pollu¬
tion (Compar. I Cor.6:l8, 7:1^) and the other, the
later developing apocalyptic movement which understood
history as a drama of divine warfare. In umran these
two streams were combined resulting in a way of life
that make celibacy or continence a means of bringing
about victory in the drama of divine warfare. However,
marriage was not condemned, for according to Josephus
(war II 8, 2-13) some of the Bssenes decried celibacy
and thought marriage necessary. Therefore, celibacy
among the Qumraiites was not a general requirement.
Paul too recognises the value of celibacy as 'service
to the Lord' (I Cor. 7:32-35), but has to remind the
Corinthians that, celibacy Is a 'gift' and not an
obligation, Cf, Cross, p. 71ff, also D.L. Dungan,
The Sayings of Jesus in the Churches of Paul, Oxford,
1971 $ p. 115#



261 ■

The history of exegesis show that commentators are

oivided as to the nature of the questions asked by the
10b

Corinthians, Some scholars, ' held that two basic

questions were asked by the Corinthians (1) Is marriage

to be allowed, and (2) Is it necessary to separate from

an unbelieving partner? The reason, it is believed,

that these questions were asked was to settle an

argument between the 'Cephas* group who upheld marriage,

and the 'Paul' group who argued that a celibate life was

better,10-5 A small group of scholars,10^ however, have

argued that the Corinthians' correspondence to Paul

contained no questions but instead demanded that

marriage be made the rule. This suggestion only

Intensified the defence of the traditional position that

the Apostle in his reply to the questions asked (above)

Justifies marriage, at the same time pointing out where
1 07

and when celibacy had its place, ' Therefore the

10h, Cf, J.D. Michael is, Introduction to the hew
Testament, trans, and edited from hth Germ, ed,, of
1788 by Herbert Marsh, 6 vols, Cambridge, 1801, Vol#
IV, p.6h; J, Weiss, Per erste Korintherbrlef,
Qotti^gen, 1925, p. 1o9» 1723; E-B'a!lo, ..'aint Paul:
Premiere Epitre aux Corinthlens. "Etudes iiliques",
jparls, 1935# pp« 153-h, V*# Meyer, Per erste
Korintherbrief, 2nd ed,, Zurich, 19E7, p, 105»

109# G.G. Pindlay, Letter of the Corinthian Church, p.hGh,
iVra, M. Ramsay, "Historical Commentary on the Epistles
to the Corinthians", The Expositor, her, 6j1 (1900)
p. 28.

106# Cf, Wm. M. Ramsay, ibid, p. 381; P. Goclet, Commentary
on Paul's First Epistle to the Corinthians, trans.
A. Cusin, 2 vols. Edinburgh, 1893#

107# J. Massie, "Did The Corinthian Church Advocate
Universal Marriage? A Ctudy in Interpretation",
JThSt II (1901) p. 527, 538.
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presence of an ascetic tendency in the Corinthian Church

was acknowledged by a large number of scholars.^*"5®
However, the problem which seems to divide scholars

most is whether the question "is marriage to be allowed?",

included an Inquiry as to whether sexual intercourse

between married persons was desirable for Christiana,

ChrysostoB may have been nearer the truth when he wrote

"They had written to him, Whether it was right ( )
to abstain from one's wife, or not",^°® Other

scholars^have since adopted this view by suggesting

that there were some Christians in Corinth who regarded

all sexual intercourse as improper even within

marriage# This, however, was nothing new in the

ancient world for it was found among the Essenes, the
11 0

Therapeutae, and also in Hellenistic Judaism. The

same asceticism could well have influenced a group within

the Christian community at Corinth#

108# Saint John Chrysostom, Homilies on the Epistle of
Paul to the Corinthians. trans, H.K. Cornish. J.
Medley, and J," Ashworth, Revised by T.W, Chambers,
A Select Library of the Nicene and Post Nlcene
Fathers of the Christian Church, ed. Philip Schaff,
1st Ser. Vol, XII.; New York, 1889, Homily XIX, p.105#

109* H, Lietzmann, An die Korlnther I/II. Tubingen, 19^9,
p.76j K. Lake, The Earliest Epistles of St fault
Their Motive and Origin. 2nd ed. London. 1938.p#180j
C.T, Craig, ''The First Epistle to the Corinthians?
Introduction and Exegesis", in the Interpreter's
Bible, New York, 1951-57, p#76.

110 Lietsmann, op, elt, p. 76.
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Recent exegetes, while acknowledging an ascetic

tendency or group in Corinth which was suspicious of

sexual relations, generally have concluded that the

Corinthians asked not two but four questions:

(1) I Cor 7:1-7# Is it desirable for the
married couples to continue with or to
abstain from intimate relations with
each other?

(2) I Cor. 7:8,9# Is it desirable for
persons not yet married to remain as
they are?

(3) I Cor. 7:10,11# Should Christians divorce?

(i±) I Cor. 7:12-2i|. What about mixed marriage#*
where one partner is a believer and the other
is not? 111

X cort 7*1-7

'It is good for a man not to touch a woman* (v#1),

is apparently the opinion of the Christian ascetics which

Paul quotes here in order to specify what he is about to
112

discuss among the questions they raised in their letter#

111# VV.G.H. Simon, The First Kpistle to the Corinthians:
Introduction and Commentary. (*'Torch")« London# 1959#
p#8o—9CL

112# Cf# J.J. Von Allmen, Pauline Teaching on Marriage.
London, 1903, P#13j D.L. Duncan, The s-ayiy-b of
in the Churches of Paul. Oxford, 1971, p#81ffJThis
phrase poses several" problems in itself, especially
the meaning of <**<*&«* and the implication of /<:o£Am/ •
To 'touch a woman* has been interpreted in the
exegetical literature in two ways, the mean sexual
intercourse and marriage. t<a*.Xov has been given a
variety of meaningB (cf# J.C. Hurd, Jr., The Origin
of I Corinthians. London, 1965, pp# 159ffj. However,
the most acceptable solution to these problems is
(1 ) that in v#1 most probably means *to
touch sen ally' and not *to marry*, and that * a?«Aoi> *
nay best be understood as the goal of morality, the
highest member of a series of lesser 'goals'. For a
full discussion of this problem see J#C# Hurd, ibid,
p. I38ff#
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Paul does no, condeun this opinion bat instead argues on
11 ^

t ie basis or 'yea ... but". J He recognizes the value

o, celibacy for the sake of service for the Lord (vv.32-

35) t and makes of his own personal inclinations and

conduct an example (v.7)» however, he is at pains to

teach the Corinthians that any changes in their marital

relitionships must be dictated only in obedience to what

is clearly imperative in our Lord's teaching. Therefore,

while he is able to agree in part with this ascetic

opinion he feele that it must be qualified. Thus vv.1-7

is an appeal to the overzealous ascetics that the physical

side of marriage should not be rejected. If this group

of ascetics is,as we have supposed, those who subscribe

to the Christian Mldrash of II Cor. 3. they may have

refrained from sexual relations within marriage following

the example of Moses who did so in order to receive

divine revelations, or, in their own case because of

the nearness of the 'eschaton'. Paul did not agree

with their theology or practice, and therefore attempts

to point out where and when celibacy had its place.

Paul stresses the prevelant danger of sexual immorality

(v.2) which could result from wholesale celibacy, and

also reminds them of the conjugal rights of each partner

113. J.J. Von aimen, ibid, p. 13.
11L. philo, Loses II. 66-70 in Loeb Classical Library,

Tr. by Colson, Cambridge, Mass, 1935.
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within the relationship. Traditional Christianity does

not allow celibacy within marriage, nor the practice of

total abstinence by all Christians as suggested by this

group. Therefore those who are married should carry out

their marriage obligations and respect each other's

conjugal rights. Furthermore, Paul points out that

celibacy itself is not a rule, or an obligation to be

observed but a 'gift' — )(<yt(r/iu. — so ^00 £4 marriage#

1 Corinthians 7;8.9
The Unmarried and V>idows

Paul in vv. 8,9# addresses the 'unmarried* and

'widows'. Td5 <*y<yot} is masculine and refers
4 A R

possibly to "unmarried men" or "widowers". ^ However,

widows who can decide for themselves whether to marry or

remain single are apparently also included here, and are

similarly advised in v. 39f. The case of maidens is

discussed later (vv. 25ff). Paul openB his argument at

the beginning of this chapter by maintaining that because

of the danger of sexual immorality, the Corinthians

115* Wm. F. Orr, Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor 7#
PlttsPersp. ept, 1967# Vol. 3# No. 3* Orr
interprets v.8 "Now I am speaking to the widowers
and the widows. It is good for them if they remain
as I". His reasons for this are (1} it retains a
balance "widowers" and "widows"; (2) vv. 25 onwards
discusses people that have not been married; (3)
by translating the term "widower" the difficulty
about Paul's own state is relieved, p. 13f. Cf.
also H. Meyer, Critical and Exegetical Handbook to
the Epistle to the Corinthians, T. & T, Clark,
Edinburgh, 1881-1883# Meyer also argues that <^5

applies to both sexes.
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should not discourage the physical side of the marriage

relationship (vv. 1-7). In vv. Q, 9, he turns to the

"unmarried nd widow". To them he says "It is well for

them to remain (single, widowedJ) as I do, but if they

oannot exercise self-control, they should marry. Hurd

notes that:

"This pair of statements is closely parallel to
the pair in 7:1 ,2. Each opens with a states ,ent
beginning followed by the dative of the
peraon(s,) concerned. Each statement is
immediately qualified with a counter-statement.
In each case the first statement is in
opposition to marriage and normal sexual
relations, and the second advocates both as a
..leans o avoiding "1i6

Hurd goes on to say, "It appears probable, therefore, as

many scholars have suggested, that the Corinthians had

made some statements indicating their general disapproval

of marriage,"11^ This would certainly be in keeping

with the view that the ascetics addressed here were those

who practised the kind of asceticism which resulted from

following the theology of II Cor. It is most likely

that they reinforced their argument by reference to

Paul's own status — "It is best that they remain as

you are".

It must be noted that Paul bases his teaching on

what he has laid down in Letter A, that marriage for both

the married and unmarried must take its normal course

because o^ TTo^vzl^ .

116. J.C. Hurd, Jr., The origin of I Corinthians. London,
1965> P» 166.

117» J.C. Hurd, Jr., ibid p. 167.
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I Corinthians 7;1Q-15

In vv, 10-16 Paul turns to two important questions

put to him by the Corinthians, One concerns divorce

among Christian couples and the other deals with mixed

marriages, where one of the partners is not a Christian

(vv. 12-16). Paul straightway anchors his advice in

the Jesus tradition by way of reference to Jesus tradition

"not I but the Lord", (v.10) and affirms that for
11 8

Christian couples divorce is forbidden. The fact

that Paul rejects divorce with such emphasis seems to

imply that the Corinthians had made some statement in its
11 9

favour, y Some scholars seem to think that the general

disapproval of marriage by the Corinthians eventually led
120

to their regarding divorce as desirable for Christians.

This view, however, makes it difficult to understand why

some of them at least (vv, 1-7) were willing to practice

intra-marital asceticism, where divorce would serve no

useful function. The question of divorce for Christians

may have been a real issue at Corinth but it was not

118. J. Herlng, The first Lplstle of St Paul to the
Corinthians, London. 19o2. p. 51 .

119. J.G, Hurd, Jr., op, oit, p. 167.
120. A, Robertson and A, Plurnmer, A Critical and

Bxegetical Commentary on the First Epistle ox* St Paul
To the Corinthjalns. 2nd ed.. ICC. Edinburgh, 191 h."
P. "Ih6i T. Zahn, Introduction to the Hew Testament,
trans, by J.M. Trout et al, 3 vols, ifew York, 1917.
vol. 1, p. 127; K. Lake, The Earlier Epistles of
St Paul: Their Motive and Origin, 2nd ed,, London,
1914. p. 183; J. Moffatt, The First Ivpiatle of Paul
to the Corinthians. The Moffatt New Testament
Commentary, London, 1938, p, 78.
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embraced by the whole community (vv. 1-7)# as some were

interested in abstinence rather than divorce. The real

problem seei : to have been the differences of opinion and

practice among Christians themselves one party

believing in sexual freedom (6:12-20), another believing

in total abstinence (7:1-9)# with others holding to the

orthodox view of marriage. The difficulty in

understanding vv, 10,11, may well have resulted when a

member or members from one Christian group married a

member of another group within the Christian community

itself. The ascetics who insisted on abstinence within

marriage ?/ould certainly cause problems for a Christian

partner who did not adhere to this particular view.

This may well e the reason for Paul's advice concerning

conjugal rights (w 3#U). Furthermore, Paul attempts

to overcome the factionalism in the Church by calling

their attention to the command of the Lord which insists

on the indissolubility of marriage (v, 10), However, it

must be marriage that allows normal sexual relations,

and not licentious unions envisaged by the libertines

(6:12-20), or the marital ascetici&m of the ascetic

Christians,

(v. 11), which indicates that some separations have

already taken place is not an exception allowed by Paul

from the command of the Lord, but is advice given in

cases where separations have already occurred. If the

□ex>arations were caused by a desire to live a celibate
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life in leeching with the theology and practice of the

Christian Midrash of XI Cor. 3, then the question of a

second marriage does not arise. What the parenthesis

seems to say is that If she does practice celibacy and

later discovers that 3he does not have the •

to continue then she must be reconciled to her husband.

This makes Paul's teaching consistent with traditional

Christian practice, that for Christians there is no talk

of divorce.

In vv. 12—16 Paul deals with a new situation, one

for which there was no precedent in tradition. In this

case the continuance of marriage depends upon the will

of the non-Christian who does not accept the authority of

Christ. If he is a Jew, rabbinic law permits him to

divorce his wife, if a Creek or Roman, Roman law
1 21

permitted either partner to divorce the other. iaul

in answering the Corinthian inquiry regarding Christians

married to unbelievers, makes it quite clear that for

the Christian divorce is out of the question. The only

way in which a separation could occur is on the

initiative of the unbeliever who might exercise his legal

prerogative and divorce his Christian partner.

Paul defends the traditional Christian view that

marriage is indissoluble by resorting to the concept of

'primitive holiness*. The close contact of the

121, Win. Orr, "Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor. 7",
PlttePersp. Sept. 19^7* Vol. 3» No. 3» p. 1U.
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partners proa aces a corporal unity between the two so

tnut tue unbelieving member of tne marriage is

sanctified oy the faith of the believer (7:14)# haul

useci this ancient concept in Letter A (6:12-20) to

snow how relations with a prostitute defiles the body

which may have been misconstrued by the Corinthians to

mean that relations with all non-Christians were

deliling. However, Haul in using this traditional

concept of holiness was careful to classify in Letter A

(6:12-20) "fornication" alone as a "sin against the

body" (6:18), thus making it possible to use these same

categories to show that holiness can be transmitted from

believer to unbeliever, and that instead of being

defiled by their relations with their pagan partners,

the pagan partners are sanctified. He reinforces this

astounding statement by the further claim that if it

is not true then the children of the relationship are

uncleanj but they are holy holy because of their

being children of believers. In the same way the

non-Christian partner being united by the union of the

flesh with the believer is holy.

Paul's saying in v. 15 "the brother or the sister

is not bound' has been taken by Roman Catholics and

some Protestants as well, to mean that where an

unbeliever exercises his prerogative under law to

divorce his Christian spouse the Christian who has
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1 22
teen deserted or divorced is free to marry again.

a 2^5
This is the ground for the "Pauline Privilege" in

Roman Catholic circles and the basis of the estminster

Confession's idea of desertion as a Scriptural ground
s

for divorce. However, the case of second marriages

does not come up here, and can only be implied from the

text.

122. The orthodox Roman Catholic view on divorce is that
marriage is indissoluble, except in the following two
cases, (1) when of two pagan spouses one is
converted to Christianity, if the other does not
consent to live in peace, not only is the converted
party no longer bound to live with the consort, but
he or she is free to contract a new marriage
(Pauline Privilege), (2) the dispensation of a
"matrimonium ratum, non coneuroma turn", is the only
case where the Catholic Church admits the possibility
of a divorce properly so called. Cf, P. Dulou, "The
Pauline Privilege", CathDibQ. 13 (1951) pp.lJ+6-163.
P'or the long list of Protestant exegetes who support
this interpretation see note 30, Chapter 1. p.22.

123. Dulou in commenting on the Bcrlptural grounds for the
"Pauline Privilege" remarks, "It is possible that
later St Paul, acting as an authorized interpreter of
the will of God, granted to the Christian who was in
this situation permission to remarry, but we cannot
affirm this with certainty, it seems to me. e
cannot be sure that such a permission is granted in
this passage of the First Corinthians", The Pauline
Privilege, CathPib . 13 (1951) p. 1U7J J.B. Bauer
also states, "certainly the earliest and also some
of the most recent exegetes find in I Cor 7:15 an
expression of the so-called Pauline Privilege (in a
broader sense the privilegium fidei), namely that in
a marriage between a Christian and a non-Christian
the bond can be dissolved (ou dedoulotai » Is not
bound like a slave) is in that case interpreted as
applying to the married bondj but against this
interpretation is the fact that in I Cor 7:39 and
Rom. 7:2 Paul uses 'dedetai nomo (i) * 'for is
bound b the lav/', and furthermore refers the freedom
of which he is there speaking explicitly to the
admissibility of a second marriage, all of which is
not stated in I Cor. 7:15" J.B. Bauer, Ed.,
Encyclopaedia of Biblical Theology. 3 vols, London,
1970, Vol. 2, p. 553.
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In summary, section 1 appears to come to grips with

the ascetics at Corinth, Paul accepts their objections

regarding intra-marital asceticism ana the marriage of

single persons, but in each instance he added a

limitation, .abstinence within marriage, he said, is to

be only for short periods "lest Catan tempt you through

lack of self-control"' (7:5)» In each case he based his

exception on tne danger of the contagion of irofvs.ec ,

In his previous Letter A, we are reminded of his

argument on the subject of immoral men. This is Paul's

strongest denunciation of ffofvttx (6:12-20) wnich still
forms the basis for his teaching in the present Letter B#

Thus the reason which he gives for practicing marriage,

is that it is a bulwark against immorality ( -r<*j

srf p V Zi otj ) #
Hard puts forth a very plausible argumeiit regarding

the question of divorce among the Corinthians, He

contends it arises not so much from their own desire to

sever marital relationships in order to practice

asceticism, but is a reaction to Paul's exaggeration in

the previous letter of the dangers from -TTofvttoc and
1

from olttiitto <. , This stems from his strong statement

in Letter A forbidding contact with immoral men (6:12-20)#

Therefore, the Corinthians statement concerning divorce

is actually an objection by the Corinthians to Paul's

prohibition of association with unbelievers. The

Corinthians protest was "what of those married to

unbelievers? Do you mean that they should be divorced?"
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haul's reply "oilowe n turally: (a) there must he no talk

>f divorce among Christians (I Cor 7:10, 11}, and (b)
Christians married to unbelievers should not separate

unless, that is, the ''peace" of the marriage is

threatened (I Cor 7:12~16).12^ "his could well be the

case, as the question on divorce would naturally arise

oat of the state ent concerning relations with unbelievers

in Letter A, However, this would only concern the

question of divorce among those married to non-Christians

(w. 12-16), and not divorce among the Christians. The

latter would, as already suggested, come from within the

Christian community and would have resulted from a

difference of opinion regarding sexual relations and

marital unions.

j Corinthians 7:17-24
The r.schatologlcal Influence

Some scholars1"""1 consider w. 17-2h as anterior to

the discussion of marriage. The collection of statements

about retaining the circumstances in which you existed

before you became a Christian seems at first sight to be

totally unconnected with the subject of marriage.

However, a closer look will show that this statement

"let each person remain in the state in which he is

called" (I Cor 7:20), is the overriding theme of the

12b. J.C. Hurd, Jr. The Origin of X Corinthians. London,
1965, P. 22b.

I2f>. Cf. Wm. Orr, "haul's Treatment of ferriage in I Cor 7"
PittsPersp. Sept, 19^7» Vol. 3> No* 3» p* 16.
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whole section (vv, 1-40), and that it expresses Paul'a

whole eschatological outlook. For Paul the paroueia

was imminent —- the time was short — that during the

lire-time of those who now embraced the Christian faith

Christ would come and establish his kingdom. In this

kingdom the old social order would be done away, and His

new order would be established. Thus for Paul there

was no reason to change one's social status, nor to

caange the social structures which were so much a part

02' this present age: '» Therefore, if you were married

remain married, if circumcised remain so, a slave

continue in your slavery, for very soon the 'old order'

with its inequalities, shortcomings, and anxieties will

be suspended, and the "new order" of the kingdom will be

ushered in. Under this highly charged eschatological

principle we can understand v/hy Paul is able to advise

the married to remain as they are, likewise the widows,

widowers, and unmarried men (vv, 8, 9). It is this

overriding eachatological principle that conditions hie

advice to all concerned. Had Paul been confronted with

the possibility that the kingdom was not imminent, his

advice may have been somewhat different. However, as

it stands the only reason for change on the part of those

contemplating changes in their marital status is to

avoid what Paul considers the deadliest of sins —

• Other than this, one should "remain as he

is" due to the impending distress.
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a, Corinthians
Concerning "Virgins"

The mean in/: of -n*/) (Pzi/<>s in this section has been
the centre of controversy among scholars. Some take it

to mean both 'young men* and 'young women' who have not

previously been married. Most scholars, however,

believe that noLp&mo*, in I Cor 7:55-35 is used in a
general sense to mean "those women who have never been

married", and that the word takes on a narrower meaning

in 7:36-38. It is the interpretation of 7:36-38 which

divides commentators. The traditional opinion is that

Paul's cryptic remarks in 7:36-38 concern the problem of

Christian fathers who are anxious to know what to do

127
about their unmarried daughters. Recent

126. dm. P. Orr, ibid p. 17 Orr argues that by taking
ir>ip&zvo<, to mean unmarried persons of both sexes we
discover that Paul is actually dealing with a
different group from those he has discussed before.
According to Orr's reasoning this is the fifth group
Paul addresses in his letter concerning marriage.
The first group involved a discussion as to what is
proper for married people; next, what is proper for
those whose marriages have been or will be dissolved!
thirdly; what is proxjer for those who are thinking of
divorce; fourthly, what is proper for whose who are now
involved in a marriage of mixed religion; and finally
vv 25 considers previously unmarried people whether
male or female.

127. A Robertson and A. Plummer, A Critical and Kxegetical
Commentary on the First Kplstle of Ct Paul to the
Corinthians. 2nd ed.. ICC. Edinburgh. 191b, p. 158J
J.B. Lightfoot, Notes on the Epistles of St Paul, ed
J.R. Harris, London, 1895» p. 2^b; R. "3t. John Parry,
The First fpistle of paul the Apostle to the
Corinthians in the devised Version with Introduction
and Notes'. (The Cambridge Bible for"'School's and
Colleges, Cambridge, 1916, p. 78.
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scholarship believes that the "virgins rei erred to is.

this section are women who have entered into "spiritual

marriages' with men who have vowed themselves to celibacy,

h.H.A. Seboldt translates vv. 36-38 as follows:

"But if any man thinks that he is acting
improperly toward his virgin in his spiritual
marriage, if his passions are strong ... let
him do whit he wants — let them be married;
he is not sinning. But the man who has
decided in his own mind to keep his virgin in
her present state will be doing the right
thing." 1*9

This is probably the most popular view a.uong commentators

today, as it presents no philological difficulties and

QLVO<; t.

However, a third view is that the "virgins"

mentioned in this section are "engaged couples who were

12Qh
wondering whether to go ahead with their wedding plans, *"

in view of the shortness of the time,

Kurd has outlined the points o. disagreement between

the two most divergent theories that oi' "fathers id

daughters" and "spiritual marriages", pointing out that

the exegesis favours that of spirit 1 mar -luges, In

the case of "engaged couples" Kurd points o t that there

128. For a list of scholars who hold this view see J.C.
Hurd, The Origin of I Corinthians. London, 1965*
p. 170, note 2.'

129. R.H. . Seboldt, "Spiritual Marria e in the Early
Church; a suggested Interpretation of I Cor. 7:36-38,
Concor. 30 (3, *59*) PP. 176-189.

l29b.W.G, Kummel, "Verlobung und Heirat bei Paulus (I Cor.
71 36-38" in Peut' stamentliche dtudien fur uuolf
Bultmann. Berlin, 195h p. 277.
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is no evidence against such a theory, however, he

concludes that "the ascetical relationships wnich had

arisen in the Corinthian Church were probably marriages

in every respect save marital intercourse and the

resulting parental responsibilities."^0
The exegetical base upon which the "spiritual

marriage' theory is maintained argues that the whole

section deals with a single problem.^1 This is

accomplished -when we set aside the ather and daughter

theory, ana treat the two passages (vv. 25-8, 36-8) as

referring to the roan and what his actions should be

toward his virgin. In this case the use of the woi'd

carries a single meaning in the whole section (vv. 25-3S),
and refers to the .an and woman who have entered into a

"spiritual marriage", and not in the first instance

(vv.25-8) to the 'unmarried daughter' of the father.

This reasoning also implies that a special relationship

or vow appears to be involved in 7:36-38 as well as

7:26-28.

Looking at the section in its totality (vv. 25-38)

we note tiiat Paul's construction follows very much the

pattern of the whole unit (vv. 1-1.0), with w 29-35 being

130. J.C. Kurd, Jr., The Origin of 1 Cor., op. eit.
p. 178.

131. J. eisr , Per erste Korlnthcrbricf. ("Kritisch-
exegetischer Kommentar uberdas Heue Testament",
begrundet von H.A.?/, Meyer, 5* Abt., 10. Aufl.)
Guttingen: Vanaenhoeck und Uuprecht, 1925, p.19U
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a digression much like vv. 17-24 — The whole unit itself

having a tripartite structure (7:1-16; 17-24; 29-40). In

each case the middle section is a digression which sets

the argument in a larger context, with the first and

last sections having the same or similar subjects. It

puears that the speci-l relationship which lies behind

7:36-38 is in fact the subject of the whole passage

concerning virgins , and that the digression of vv 29-35

is but a re-emphasis of what we have already encountered

in vv, 17-24. Here Paul puts the whole issue in a

broader context — that of the esch.t.io ;ical principle

which rules his whole teaching - because "the appointed

time has grown very short" (v. 29) it is well for a person

to regain as he is, Paul opts for the "status quo'1

regarding the institution of marriage at Corinth.

However, it appears that someone, or some group had found

it advisable to dispense with normal marital relations

and to practice a type of marital asceticism, Paul

does not openly object to this view but cautions them to

be careful about such relationships as such an exercise

requires a special 'gift' y^nn/cyioc > and not merely the
taking of a vow or the acceptance of some regulation.

Paul favours celibacy not on theological grounds,

but as a pragmatic means of service to the Lord, since

it frees one from earthly responsibilities. However, in

his favouring celibacy he is careful not to weaken the

dignity of the matrimonial state. Thus he emphasises

that celibacy is not a command, but a counsel for those
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who have a special grace or char lax.. Others who do not

poesesE this gift should marry, and he is anxious to

stres: when talking of celibacy (vv. 21*-38) that i arriaga

is not a sin, but a gift in itself. The two sections

(vv* 1-16) and (vv, 21J.-38) seem to be interrelated, one

section complementing the other in that in speaking of

one state, e.g, marriage (vv, 1-16) he also apeakB

positively of the other, Paul's favouring of celibacy

is solely on the basis that it gives the individual a

spiritual advantage, since it facilitates the striving

for perfection by freeing the individual fro the cares

of the world". The tension between marriage and

celibacy throughout the discussion in Chapter 7 is

dominated by the eschatological principle that the end

of this age was imminent, and what tips the scale, if

anything, in favour of virginity is Paul's principle that

everyone should remain in the state in which he was

called.

This brings the whole chapter into focus. If our

suggestion is correct? that the celibates whom Paul is

addressing here are members of a particular group at

Corinth who have accepted the theology of the Mldrash of

II Cor, 3» and consequently its practice, then we can

understand Paul's cautiousness in treating the subject of

marriage and celibacy, Paul, unlike his opponents, has

grounded his teaching on an early Church tradition that

goes back to Jesus. 'ft'here this teaching can be applied

Paul applies it, and where new situations arise that have
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no precedent in tradition Paul gives his own opinion on

the matter, considering himself to be judged worthily to

deliver counsel in these situations.

.better L> II Corlntulans 11; 1-6
The Christ-Church *hieros Karnes*

In this letter Paul appears to be on the defensive,

and the purpose of this marriage imagery is not so much

to say something about Christ and the ;hurch, or about

marriage in particular, but to establish his own

threatened authority. Paul is anxious to show to the

Corinthians that he is not interior to these 'superlative

apostles' (1155» 12:11), and thus he seeks to illustrate

his superior position by using the marriage imagery, H#

begins by asking the readers to bear with him in a little

foolishness (2 Cor. 11:1).

The short statement concerning the imagery of the

marriage of Christ and the Corinthian Church is

contained in II Cor, 1is2b:

i/ yo/y si/t Pzvov
-ft <Y> <* C5 "f*J t * l -rcj yt^LGTCJ.

"For I betrothed you to Christ to present you
as a pure bride to her one husband".

A great deal is packed into this short statement. It

recalls first of all Paul's unique relationship with

both the Corinthian Church and Christ, for according to

Paul he was "the friend of the bridegroom" who presented

the bride (the Corinthian Church) to the bridegroom

(Christ). In the marriage customs of New Testament

times the 'friend of the bridegroom' was the most
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Important person outside the couple themselves, and it

was his responsibility to put the bride at the groom*s

lisposal ( ir*p<rfvj crdi ), and to supervise the betrothal
and actual marriage to insure that no deception is

practiced by the bride. This role v;o Id be readily

understood by the Corinthians, and would be sufficient

to illustrate that Faul held a superior status to his

rival apostles (II Cor. 11:5, 12:1

Probably the most important implication of the

77 /rf-yyx'
(II Cor, 11:2), for it pertains primarily to the formal

131 a.The metaphor of Christ as bridegroom end the Church
as his bride is based upon the Old Testament
prophetic image of Israel as the pouse of Yahweh
(Isa. 5b:5-7, 62:bf; cf also Hosca 2:7; Amos 3:2).
Moreover, Israel's lapses into idolatry are referred
to as adulterous union with stror.gers (e.g. "izek#
16:15-J.i3j Hos. b:10-15)« The days of Covenant
making In the wilderness of binai are spoken of as
the time of Israel's 'espousals' (Jer. 2:2, b3, 60,
cf also Exek 1 6: 60-63). The rev; Testament writers
think of this prophecy as having been fulfilled in
the marriage-covenant between Christ and the Churoh*
The metaphor of the husband-wife relationship, it
would seem, was accepted teaching in the early Church;
we find it in the Pauline correspondence, the post-
Pauline letters (e.g. Ephesians S:22-33)> and in the
Apocalypse ( ev. 19:7-9; 21:2, 9). This metaphorical
usa, e will have been suggested by Jesus himself in
sayings and parables which represent his parousla as
the coi in of the Brldegroo; (it 25.6; Luke 12:35-^0),
and the blessedness of the redeemed as a marriage
feast in the age to co. c (lit 2 r: 1 -1 b). Hov/cver, this
metaphor can only be said to have a specific sexual
ethical context in Ephesians 5:21-33, where the
metaphor of Christ and the Church is used to show the
meaning and significance of the marriage relationship.
Cf. A. Richardson, An Introduction to the Theology
of the New Testament. London, "l"95a» pp. 25G-53;
C*.L. Chavasse, The Bride of Christ, London, 19b0, p.60
J. Jeremias, \/v/^T( , TLITT. "?-rand Pa: ids,
Michigan, 196b, PP« 1101 -1~0b; S* Stauffer,
r^T>7 ^ v* ~ V", r? • > o ■ 4 a * * a r*4 - -o r * r-f * -r. f r 7 f*

■ - f Ui InU I ywttj y» •
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presentation ol the bride to her husband.'-' Paul is

apprehensive that i-ue bride ^the Corinthian Church) will

be deceived by these intruding apostles into insincerity

and lack ox' dedication to Christ, and he uses a general

reference to fve'e deception by the serpent (Gen. 3:h)

as a means oi giving voice to this fo ,p that the Church's

fate ./ill be the s.me as .ve's. Gere again Paul calls

on his Jewish tradition and heritage to make his point*

'his 'hieros games' imagery is ta .en over later by

the author of Gphesiane and applied more s: ecilieally to

Christ and the Church, and to the marriage relationshipl^^
It may be well to consider one other passage in the

Corinthian correspondence at this point, and that is the

passage in Letter A where 1 aul uses for the first ticte

the analogy of husband and wife to describe man's

relationship to Christ (I Cor. 11:2-6).

One of the questions raised in considering this

typology of Paul's is the way in which he supports the

social hierarchy of his day in his actual presentation

of the Gospel. The most pertinent verses are 2 & 3*

"I commend you because you remember me in
everything and maintain the traditions even
as I have delivered thern to you. But I
want you to understand that the head of every
man is Christ, the head of a woman is her
husband and the head of Christ is God."

132. J.i . ~ampley, '.mad the Two Chall .^ecome One flesh*.
Cambridge, 1971 » p. 83*

132b*Cf, Chapter 3 above, also J.P. Sampley, Ibid,,
p. 1h8ff,
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Paul believes firmly in this teaching because it has its

1*00 s in the customs (crvvy) 0f the Churches, and
further it is an element which constitutes apostolic

'traditions' {i7<y ocSWf15 v,2). The Apostle's teaching
apparently is in agreement with that of the Twelve, in

that within the marriage relationship the man has

precedence over the woman, since this was Cod's decision

in creating him first (vv. 8-9)* and it is not for the

Church to contradict the will of the creator. It is

interesting to note that in this typology Paul describes

Christ as KKfltky of cxvfyof t not the "head" of
the Church, and that God is the head of Christ. Prom

this analogy Paul states that man is the ",

the "head" of the woman (v. 3)» in the same way that

Christ is the of every man. Leaving aside the

question of the veiling of women which appears to be the

subject of this passage, we learn a great deal of the

social 'mores' which were current at the time, and of

Paul's acceptance of this hierarchial relationship in
1 3^5

its social reality. However, while Paul sees

marriage in its traditional historical context with the

man being the 'head* of the woman, it has been argued that

he does not view the relationship as one of

133. M.S. Enslin, The Ethics of Paul. Hew York, 1930,
pp. 13Uff C.A, Scott, Christianity According to
St Paul, Cambridge, 1927* p. 22L-5} R. Schnackenburg,
The Moral Teaching of the Hew Testament, London,
19p. 250 "In I Cor. 11:3* however, it is clear
that St Paul was attempting to explain the place of
the sexes in the divine plan of creation without
making value judgements".
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1 3k
submission, but like that of Christ's headship, the

husband's headship is always understood in the context of

love, and the wife's submission and subordination is in

response to the husband's love. Love becomes the

foundation of the marriage relationship just as it

becomes the foundation of one's relationship to Christ,

Further, it was a special kind of love that required a

special word to comprehend its meaning — agape. Thus

in a sense, while Paul adheres to the social customs of

his day in his teaching regarding marriage, it can be

argued that he cut through the customs and laws of the

historical situation and revealed the meaning of a

relationship that finds its source, stability, and

strength in a mutual love for each other.

Other Correspondence

Letter B in the Corinthian correspondence seems to

be the only place where Paul deals specifically with the

subject of marriage. However, in his other

correspondence to the Gentile communities there are

references made by way of analogy, example, and

13k» K, Kahler, Die Frau in den paullnlschen Briei'en.
Zurich/Frankfurt am Main, 1 9&0, pp. 109* 165» 201,
Dr Kahler examines the places where Paul discusses
the relationship between woman and man, paying
particular attention to the concept of submission
\6iDT<*-<rtM )• In her study of I Cor. 7, 11, 14
she notes that the concept of submission occurs in
none of these chapters. The word itself occurs only
in Ch. 1i| and there it does not refer to submission
of man. What has been misunderstood is that
submission has been Identified with obedience.
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admonition, that help to determine more precisely Paul's

position on marriage, divorce, and celibacy.

Romans 7:1-6

In this passage (Rom. 7:1-6) Paul proceeds to show

that the old bond to the law is dissolved by way of an

illustration from the marriage laws. This illustration
1 35

has been considered by some scholars as an important

contribution to the understanding of marriage in New

Testament times, and what is more it confirms Paul's own

1 36
position regarding second-marriages. v The

illustration, as understood by these scholars, confirms

Paul's stand as expressed in X Cor. 7:10 that marriage

is indissoluble with death alone dissolving the

relationship. Hence this text is frequently used by
1 37a

scholars refuting the biblical evidence for the

'Pauline privilege' (I Cor. 7:15)» by attempting to show

that this reference confirms the evidence that Paul

believed only in simple separation and not in dissolution

of the marriage bond with a view to re-marriage. Hov/ever,

if we loolc more closely at this illustration (vv. 1-6) we

135. J.B. Bauer, Encyclopedia of Biblical Theology. 3
vols, London, 19?0, Vol. 2, p. 5^f.

136. Cf. R. Schnackenburg. The Moral Teaching of the New
Testament, London, 1§6l+, p. 250 "The Pauline
Privilege, therefore, is an extension of the
Pauline concession of separation, developed by the
Church's teaching authority in favour of the
believing partner. For the Church's decision in
this, however, the point is of the Importance that
the Christian partner in such a case is abandoning
a natural marriage in order to contract a Christian,
sacramental marriage".

137a.Cf. P. Dulou, "x'he Pauline Privilege," CathBibQ
pp. 12+6-163.
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notice that Paul says nothing of the husband divorcing

his wife. Under Jewish law, especially Mosaic law which

is under discussion here, the man only has the right to

divorce and the woman has no right under law to divorce

her husband —- death alone being the only possible

means of dissolving the relationship for her. Therefore

Paul's illustration is in keeping with orthodox Jewish

practice with the question of divorce not being ruled

out because Paul says nothing of the rights of the

husband, he merely comments on the rights of the woman

who is by lav/ bound by the marriage until her husband's

death. Thus from the point of Jewish law the above

illustration (Rom, 7:1-7) confirms, more than anything

else, Paul's orthodoxy in his view of women and the

social institutions of his time,

I Thessalonians 4:1-6
The Theme of Immorality

In I Thess, 4:1 ff we are^ain confronted with Paul's

major theme in combating immorality among the believers,

and once again he imparts his teaching of I Cor, 7:2

"because of fornication, let each have his own wife".

Writing from Corinth, Paul is especially aware of the

sexual immorality of the Gentile world, and he loses no

opportunity in giving a warning in this matter to his

other Churches, To the Jew, idolatry, fornication, and

murder were the three cardinal sins, but to the Gentile

immorality was lightly regarded. In Acts 15:29 the

Council of Jerusalem decided that less could not be



287.

required of Gentile christians than that they abstained

from fornication. As we have already observed this war

against fornication underlies Paul*s whole teaching on

marriage. He lays the foundation of this teaching in

Letter A (I Cor, 6:12-20) of the Corinthian correspondence,

by making n -TfopviaL * alone a sin against the body, a
sin which severs the relationship between Christ and the

believer (I Cor. 6:12-20).
Paul is aware, however, of the fact that immorality

is lightly regarded among the Gentiles, and that

adherence to his teaching required a radical and

difficult change in standards for them. Therefore he

constantly and persistently returns to the theme of

immorality always holding before them the consequence of

such sins. (Cf. Rom. 13:13? I Cor. 5:1# 6:13# 7:2,

Gal. 5:19ff, and Col. 3:5). The passage in I

Thessalonlans Utlff sums up very well the teaching of

Paul in combating""• It runs as follows

(1) Christians must abstain from all extra-marital sexual

relationships (v.3)» (2) each must know how to take a

wife for himself, understanding the difference between

Christian and heathen marriage, marriage being a part of

his santification, (3) the believer, above all, must

honor his wife, and consequently, there must be no

selfish invasion of a brother*s rights, that is, by
1 37

adultery or fornication in marriage. *"

137. Cf. W.B. Harris, I and II Thessalonians, London,
19^8, p. 6lffj A.L. Moore, I and II Thessalonlans,
New Century Bible, London, 19^9# P. 62ff, ~
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S ummary

In reconstructing the sequence of events according

to the work of recent exegesis we find that Paul in his

letter (A) to the Corinthians warns them against the

dangers of immorality (6:12-20), suggesting as a means

of avoiding -rryv&i*. that Christians should marry. It
1 7>8

has been suggested J that on his founding mission Paul

may have by way of inclination and conduct encouraged

celibacy, and that the slogan "It is best for a man not

to touch a woman" may have been part of his preaching

against sexual immorality. This statement, if Paul's,

would have encouraged extra-marital asceticism,

discouraged marriage for single persons, and would have

suggested to the Corinthians a type of "spiritual" (i.e.

celibate) marriage. If this was the case the advice of

his first letter would have raised serious questions

among the Corinthians. Margaret E. Thrall points out

this problem by saying:

"If we suppose that II Cor, 6tl2*-7t1 is part of
the earlier letter referred to in I Cor. 5:9 we
might suggest that the warning found there
against marriage to unbelievers had caused some
Christians already married to heathen partners
to wonder whether divorce was not only
allowable but a positive duty. In any case the
question would arise quite naturally. The
early Christians were conscious of the fact that
as God's people they were in some way separate
from the rest of the world and that it was their
duty to remain so."139

138» J.C. Hurd, Jr., The origin of I Corinthians, London,
1965, P. 96ff.

139* The Cambridge Bible Commentary, I and II Corinthians.
Cambridge, 1965, p» 52»
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Paul's advice is that Christians should not talk of divorce.

Only if an unbeliever desires it is a separation possible.

Paul in responding to this query also corrects their

misinterpretation of this teaching by making it clear

that he did not"mean avoid contact with all immoral men,

but that believers are to shun immoral Christians.1*1®
In view of the factions at Corinth the questions

which Paul attempts to answer in I Cor, 7 must be seen

to come from a particular group of Christian ascetics at

Corinth, who, like Paul, have based their asceticism
11+1

partly on tradition, partly on the teaching and

example of Paul, and more probably on the theologyy
introduced by the wandering missionaries, who in the

intervening period introduced into the Corinthian Church

the theology and practice of the Christian Mldrash on

Ex. 3*+:29-35 in II Cor. 3, which they interpreted in the
41x2

same manner as we find in Philonic exegesis. Paul

while agreeing in part with their ascetic ideals seeks

to curb their radicalism, which resulted from their

association with the Christian Midrash on Ex.3l+» by

11+0. Cf, C.K. Barrett, The First Epistle to the
Corinthians. London, 1963, pp. 122f, w.C.H, Simon,
The First pistle to the Corinthians. Torch Bible
Paperbacks, London, 1959* p. 50.

1!+1. Cf. D.L. Balch, "Backgrounds of I Corinthians VII",
NTSt Vol. 18, No. 3, PP. 351ff.

1h2, Cf. Philo, Moses II .66-70 in Loeb Classical
Library, Tr., by F.W. Colson, Cambridge, Mass 1935.
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recalling them back to the traditions of the earliest

Christian community, and pointing out that celibacy is

not the object of a human choice, not even a vow it

is itself a * » <£| jjy given to some and not to

others (I Cor. 7:2, 9). Morton Scott Enslin^s remark

is pertinent in this regard when he stated:

"Christianity did not make the world ascetic;
rather the world in which Christianity found
itself strove to make Christianity ascetic".'**0

The one underlying factor in his whole teaching on

marriage, and the reason why he advised it was to combat

the sexual immorality of the Gentile world. In writing

to the Churches at Rome, Corinth, Galatia, Colossi and

Thessolonica Paul reminds them of the danger of u/koc *,

and advises them that marriage is the best means of

fighting against this cardinal sin,

Paul*s eschatological outlook dominates his whole

ethical teaching with two factors uppermost in hie mind

(1) the nearness of the *parousia* and (2) that because

of the care of marital responsibility the unmarried

person may be better able to serve the Lord. However,

Paul is under no illusions; that the present situation at

Corinth or in any of the Gentile communities is, as it

were, ripe for the parousia* In point of fact he sees

the present practices as a hindrance to the kingdom, where

the breakdown of the social order gives Satan a foothold

1*+°- The Ethics of Paul. Hew York 1930, p. 180.
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by making men vulnerable to natural passions. Despite

his eschatological outlook Paul is still saying to the

Corinthians we are still living within the context

of the old order where there is marrying and giving in

marriage, and we must as best we can adhere to the

practices of the existing institutions.

This teaching may best be described as "situation

ethics", in that the teaching in the Corinthian

correspondence deals specifically with a particular

situation in Corinth which has its own peculiar

characteristics. Likewise, his advice to the gentile

churches seem to be geared to combating the sexual

immorality which posed a major threat to the high ethical

standards of the early Church,

Paul's teaching offers little that can be

practically applied to the concept of marriage as we

understand it today, apart from his restatement of the

Christian ideal that marriage is indissoluble (I Cor,

7:10), However, his treatment of the subject in this

particular historical context, and hie use of particular

biblical references, analogies, and concepts, help us to

trace the origin and development of the marriage

institution in the Christian community. Three factors

emerge from the study of Pauline teaching on marriage

which help us to understand the Christian attitude toward

marriage in New Testament times: (1) that Paul along with

the authors and editors of the bynoptics draws upon a

body of tradition that has its origin in apocalyptic
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Judaism, and more particularly in heterdox Jewish

circles; (II) that this tradition having been adopted by

the earliest Church community passed through the priam

of Christ's ministry and became the ideal for the

Christian community; and (III) that this teaching

underwent modifications in the everyday living of the

early Church (cf. Mt. 5:32, 19:9» I Cor, 7:12-16), This

modification of the "impossible ethic" surfaces in Mt's

tempering of the total prohibition of divorce as recorded

in Mark and Luke, and is once more tempered In Paul's

teaching regarding mixed marriages (I Cor, 7:12-16),

The difference between the ideal and actual practice

in the Hew Testament literature, particularly in the

communities of Matthew and Paul, gives the whole teaching

on marriage an air of ambiguity, for, while we hive the

Christian ideal expressed in the radical teaching on

indissolubility attributed to Jesus in Luke and Mark, we

have from the earliest records of the Church references

to the practice in some form of divorce and separation.

What is of equal significance in the Pauline

presentation of the gospel is the fact that Paul

reflects in his teaching the social customs and

institutions of his day. To the sociologist the

examples Paul uses are as important as the teaching

Itself, for they illustrate how customs, laws, 'mores',

etc,, were observed in the first century New Testament

world. What is more the examples Paul uses for the

positive teaching of the Gospel indicate that he was



293,

very much a part of the culture he reflected in his

presentation of the Gospel, and very much in support of

the social institutions of his time. Therefore it is

not surprising to find him approving a hlerarchial type

relationship in marriage, the submission of women (II Cor#

11:1-6), the right of the husband over the wife (Rom. ~Ji

1-7)# and the right of the father over his children.

However, while Paul is influenced by the social

structures of Judaism, there are occasions when his

teaching transcends the cultural milieu and speaks

dynamically to the marriage relationship — reminding

the couple that their marriage is an experience of

surrender without absorption, of service without

compulsion, of love without conditions. This he tries

to do while walking a "tight rope" between two factions

in Corinth who Bee no value or virtue in marriage as a

meaningful relationship that can also be a means of
* serving the Lord*.



CHAPTER V

MEW TESTAMENT 'HAESTAFELM' TEACHIMG

IMTRODUCTION:

In the previous Chapter we identified, in accordance

with the findings of recent criticism, the genuine
-j

Pauline Epistles, noting particularly that the division

of the Pauline Corpus into Pauline and deutero- Pauline

letters, on the basis of criteria other than ethical

considerations, resulted also in a clear bifurcation of

its ethical teaching. The genuine Pauline Epistles

represented an eschatological ethic which viewed all

social institutions as a part of the present world order

that was about to 'pass away' because the 'parousia' was

at hand. This teaching resulted in a negative attitude

toward all social institutions with marriage having a

positive value only in so far as it acted as a bulwark

against ' ifMMitoL ', which was prevalent in the Gentile

world. The deutero-Pauline Epistles on the other hand

considered more positively the social institutions in

which men found themselves, and therefore spoke

constructively of the reciprocal obligations and duties

of the different classes of people who participated in

the social institutions of the time, for example,

husbands, wives, fathers, slaves and masters. The

purpose of the deutero-Pauline writers, or those who

1 • Cf. Chapter 4 pp. 229ff
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edited these writings, was to prepare the Church in a

positive way for the future.

The uestion of 1Dates•

The writings we are about to consider here are

representative of the Church at the turn of the first

century. They reflect a church in the process of

constructing, on the basis of existing ethical codes, a

set of guiding principles which will help the believer

in his social relationships. There is strong evidence

that earlier pre-Christian *Haustafelnf were taken over

by the early Christians and gradually •christianised',

first by the additions of some distinctly Christian

touch, like "in the Lord", or "well pleasing to the
p

Lord"jand later were more decidedly altered." These
*Haustafelnf along with distinctly Christian teaching

prepared the Christians for an indefinite period in the

world, as the return of the Lord, while expected, was no

longer considered imminent, or at least happening within

the present generation. Thus rules had to be made and

social institutions maintained in the light of the fact

that the 'parousia1, while always a possibility within
VW \

one* 8 lifetime, may not come for many generations.

2. Cf. M.S. Enslin, The Ethics of Paul. New York, 1930,
P« 162.
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The dates of the letters^ in which the ♦Haustafeln*

are contained are still a matter of controversy among

scholars, with Ephesians and Colossians affording the

greatest divergence of opinion,*1 However, while

controversy rages in the literature regarding the dates

of Ephesians and Coloasians, it is the opinion of the

writer that the 'Haustafeln' sections of these Epistles

are a later literary stratum added to the original or

edited Epistles somewhere ar»ound the turn of the
K

century. Therefore the establishment of a late date

for these Epistles is not important to our argument, if

our thesiscf a later literary addition for the
6

♦Haustafeln* section can be maintained. The dates of

3. The letters considered to include the *!Iaustafeln'
are .phesians, Coloseians, I peter, I Timothy, and
Titus. According to M» Dibellus, Rom, 13: 1-7 should
be listed here as well: An die Kolosser Kpheser und
Philemon, Tubingen, 1927, p. 3bf and 71f. dome
scholars have suggested that Romans 13:1-7 might well
be an Interpolation. Cf. J. Kallas, "Romans 13.1-7:
An Interpolation", NTCt, XI (July 1965), pp. 365-74.
However, it is generally agreed that this passage
(Rom. 13:1-7) may more properly be called
♦Gemeindetafeln* or ♦Staatstafeln1. Gf. J.P,
Sampley, *And The Two Shall Become One Flesh♦,
Cambridge, 197*1, p. 19, note 1. j See also R.
Aciinackenburg, The Moral Teaching of the New
Testament. London, 1964, p. 26b.

4. For a discussion of the argument regarding the date
of Ephesians and Coloesians see P. Guthrie, New
Testament introduction. The irauline Epistles, 1961,
p. 99f» 135f. also IT.F•D. Sparks, The formation of
the New Testament, 1952, p. 72| W. Michaells,
Einleitunp1 in das Ne^e Teatnrnent,2 1954, p. 199.

5. Cf. Chapter 4, pp,234ff. Also W. Munro, "Col. iii.
18-1V.1 and Kphesians v.21-vi.9: Evidences of a late
Literary Stratum?", NTSt, Vol. 18 (July 1972) pp.
434-447•

6. Cf. Chapter 4, p. 234 ff, and W. Munro, Op.cit.
PP. 434ff.
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the Pastoral Epistles, according to the theory of non-

Pauline authorship, are placed around the end of the

first century.^ Some scholars who note the supposed

relationship between the Pastorals and second-century
Q

Gnosticism place the Pastorale as late as A.D. 1h0.

M. Dibelius notes that the Pastorale offer "a bourgeois

ethic in an established Church, from which the dynamic

tension of Paul's eschatological gospel is absent."^
bourgeois' is to be understood here in the primitive

sense of an ethic of the members of the people of God,
1 o

of the "citizens" of the new priestly people. These

letters constitute an important stage in the development

of a code of Christian morality, and focus more on a

series of advices for Christian practice than on a truly

distinctive theology.

7. The late date of the Pastorals has now been generally
accepted by most scholars^T.ae late date i or the
Pastorals has been largely confirmed on the basis of
the "fragments theory". Cf. J. Moffatt, Introduction
to the Literature of the New Testament. 1912, p. h1&;
ri.'p. Scott, Literature of the Hew Testament, 1932,
p. 19*U C.K. Barrett, The Pastoral Epistles. Oxford,
19^3; and A.T. Hanson. Studies in the Pastoral
Epistles. London, 1968. In Hanson's view if we accept
about 20 verses which are authentically Pauline
fragments, the Pastoral Epistles were written "about
the year \,D, 105 probably in Asia Minor".

8. Cf. P.D. Gealy, I and II Timothy and Titus (IB) 1955,
PP. 351if among others,

9. Die Pastoralbriefe. Tubingen, 1931, p. 3.
10.Cf. R. Pesch, "Christliche Burgerlichkeit (Tit. 2:11-

15)", ran Tiscu oes Wortes 1h (otuttgart 1966) pp.
28-33.
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I Peter is considered by most scholars to be a

pseudonymous writing under the name of the Apostle

Peter.^! The style and content of the Epistle make it

quite clear that it was not the work of the Apostle, but
1 2

was written at a later date. The generally accepted

view is that a Christian presbyter wrote to the Christians

in Asia Minor around the year A.D. 95» to encourage them

in the face of persecution. H.C. Kee and F.V*. Young

commenti

"In seeking to strengthen the persecuted Christians
in Asia Minor (1:1), the presbyter called to mind
the teachings they had received at baptism. He
added a formal epistolary introduction (1:1-2),
and a letter (4:12-15:11)» in which he dealt with
the immediate threat of persecution and with more
general natters, and concluded with the salutation
(5:12-14). He wrote in the name of Peter to give
his writing the added authority of the famous
apostle,"13

lit
E.J, Goodapeed assigns the Epistle to the end of

Domltian's reign (A.D. 90-95).

11. Cf. K. Aland, "The Problem of Anonymity and
Pseudonymity in Christian Literature of the First
Two Centuries5!, in the Autaorship and Integrity of
the New Testament, London, 19^5» p. 4•

12. Cf. H.C. Kee and F.W. Young, The Living V orId of the
ffew Testament. London, 19&0, pp. 42>3f. T'ke' authors
outline' the argument for a late date.

13. Ibid p. 434.
14. New Solutions of New Testament Problems, p. 1 5j

Cf. also V.'.G. Kumme'l. Introduction to the New
eotament. London, 1 §65, p. 299; P.A. leare, The
First Epistle of Peter, oxford, 19k7t pp. 9-19.
Beare gives a lucid account of the problem of date
and place of I Peter.
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The 'Haustafeln* in the New Testament

The New Testament 'Haustafeln* material is considered,

on the basis of recent exegesis, J a product of the

established Church around the turn of the first century#

This stage in the development of Christian ethics

indicates that the Church has freed itself from the

dynamic tension of Paul's eschatological gospel, and is

seeking in its present circumstances to lay down some

fundamental principles to guide the social behaviour of

its members in a positive way for the future. In the

first instance Christianity's eechatological message was

not a teaching about the responsibilities in society.

The message of the Inbreaking of the Kingdom and the

imminent return of Jesus generally caused Christians to

withdraw themselves from social responsibilities (of#

Luke 18:29-30; I Cor# 7:29), which left them unprepared

for everyday practical ethics# However, when the need

arose for a practical ethic they adopted the moral

instructions they already knew from their Hellenistic

and Jewish environment. This need came when the

Christian community realized that they would have a

protracted history, and that the second coming of Christ

might not occur in their lifetime. Thus general

theological truths were no longer adequate for resolving

15# The 'Haustafcln* sections as found in the Epistles
under discussion are considered by most exegetes to
be written around the end of the first century#
This includes the accounts in Colossians and
Ephesians#



300,

practical ethical problems. It was in this circumstance

that the community turned to the familiar household codes

for guidance,1^
It has been generally agreed that the following

passages constitute the New Testament 'Haustafeln': Col,

3i18-h:1; Eph. 5:22-6:9; I Peter 2:18-3:7; I Tim. 2:8-

15?5i3-8 (widows) 6:1-10; and Titus 2:2-10. Similar

Christian household codes also figure in early Christian

literature of the first post-New Testament period:

I Clem, 1,3; 21:6-9; Epistle of Barnabas 19:5»7: Didache

Ut 9-11; Polycarp ad Phil h. The presence of these

'Haustafeln' forms in the post-New Testament non-

canonical writings testify to their popular currency in

this period,1^
New Testament 'Haustafeln' studies have taken two

forms in the exegetical literature: (1) a study of

'Haustafeln' origins, which attempts to trace the pre-

Christian origins of the Hauetafeln in earlier Qreek and

Jewish sources, showing the New Testament 'Haustafeln' as

a development from earlier ethical codes found in

Hellenism, Stole philosophy, Hellenistic and Palestinian

16, M, Bibelius, An die Kolosser, Epheser, und Philemon,
Tubingen; J,C.B, kohr, iaul biebeck, 1912, Brittc
Auflage, 1953* pp. L6-50, K, Weldinger, Die
Haustafeln. ||a otLlek, urchristlichen ^aranese,Leipzig: J.G.' Kcinrichc Tsche Ruchhandlung, 1928•

17» Bee note 3 above.

JQ'
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Judaism,1® and (2) a synoptic study of the New Testament

'Haustafeln' texts themselves in order to define the

fundamental components of the tradition. This synoptic

comparison of New Testament passages/ not only identifies

the common characteristics — words and motifs of the

underlying tradition, but also shows how the individual

authors adapt this traditional material for their o?»n
1 9

purposes, and build upon it more elaborate instructions#

The synoptic study of the 'Haustafeln' texts suggested

by P. Carrington and E.G. Selwyn seeks to provide an

alternative to the 'dependency theory', which suggests

that the many points of contact between the different

'Haustafeln' texts were due to one author depending upon

the written works of another# Carrington and Oelwyn

suggested that by the year A.D. 60 there were already

established in common use throughout the Church

liturgical formulae and catechetical codes which exerted

considerable influence upon the different N.T. writers.

They argue that the different authors wrote their

18. Cf. P. UaknjAlfred, Seeberg**, Per Katechlsraus der
Urchr-ict•--.-..helt# A:jehen: Chr, Kaiser, 1 A reprint
of Seeberg" s 'first contribution to Haustafeln study
in 1903; K# Dlbelius, An die Koloaser, Npheoer# und
Philemon, Tubingen, 1 91*2: K. 'feel^lnger, Die
Haustafclr,. Tin Gt'ack urchristlicher iaranesc,
Leipzig, 1928; P. Daube. The New Testament and
Rabbinic Judaism, London, 1958; and "A. Kamlah,
" l-ynOToL<rcr£cr0«.c. ' in dem neutestamentl ichen 'Hau.eta-
feln'", Verborum Veritas, ed., Otto Bocher und
Klause Haacker, Wuppertal, Rolf Brockhaus, 1970,
pp. 238ff#

19* Cf. P. Carrington, The Primitive Christian Catechism,
Cambridge, 1 91*01 E.G. oelwyn, The" first ■otliJu.e of
St Peter. London, 19^9#
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Ipistles independently of each other, and explain that

the similarities of form and style are due to the

reproduction of the thought and phraseology of the

standardized affirmation of the primitive Christian

catechism which underlie the author's own innovations and

instructions. The acceptance of Carrington's and

Selwyn's hypothesis does not rule out the possible

dependence by one author on another in his reproduction
20

oi such a catechetical code.

By way of survey we can say that these two

different approaches to the study of N.T. 'Haustafeln*

show that the N.T. 'household codes' consist of three

layers of material ; (1) the pre-Christian elements from

Greek and Jewish sources, (2) the Christian elements which

are common to the tradition — possibly a catechetical

code in use throughout the Church, and (3) the additions

made by the individual authors of the Epistles.

Since this study is concerned more with the Christian

elaboration through the influences of a common tradition

and the individual innovations of the authors themselves,

only a summary sketch of the pre-Christian elements from

Greek and Jewish sources is possible.

Pre-Christian Origins
21

Seeberg, Dibelius, Weifllnger, Daube and Kamlah,

have attempted in their own way to trace the prc-

20. Cf, C.J,. Mitton, "The Relationship Between I ^eter
and Epheaiana" JIhut. n.a. 1, (1930) pp. 67ff.

21, Gee note 18 above, p. 301.
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Christian origins of the New Testament 'Haustafeln',

emphasizing the influence of Greek and Jewish moral

traditions on the 'household codes' as they presently

exist in the New Testament#
22

Alfred Seeberg was the first to recognize the

'Haustafeln' passages as traditional material. In his

analysis of the N.T, 'Haustafeln' texts he identified a

moral teaching (Sittenlehre) and a formula of belief

(Glaubensformal) as general catechetical instructions

with pre-Christian origins. This catechetical

material in the N.T. was seen by Seeberg to have Jewish

antecedents. He believed that after the death of Jesus

a Christian catechism was created, the content of which

was passed on by missionary preaching and was learned at

baptism by converts. This teaching produced an early

Christian "way" of moral teaching for social

relationships,2-* and followed very closely the pattern

of the "Two Ways", This early Christian "way" which

was learned at Christian baptism was embodied in a

tradition known by Jesus and Paul. This tradition of

Jewish baptismal Instruction was later borrowed by the
24

early Church and used for its own baptismal teaching.

22. Cf. P. Hahn, Alfred Seeberg, Per Katechlsrnus der
Urchristenheit. Munchen: Chr. Kaiser, 1956, a'
reprint of Seieberg's first contribution to
Haustafeln study in 1903» pp. 1-44.

23. Ibid p. 38.
24. Ibid p. 42, 21iff.
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G.H. Dodd considers this catechetical instruction as a

channel through which the sayings of Jesus were

transmitted, thus maintaining that despite the late

Christian development of the "Haustafeln*, the Jesus

tradition is still present*2-*
M. Dibelius disagreed with deeberg's hypothesis,

seeing the 'Haustafeln* as the end product of

catechetical practice which different circumstances

within the Churches have altered, and not an instant

codification or borrowing of pre-Christian material from

an identifiable source such as the "Two Ways". The

'Haustafeln*, according to Dibelius, were not the

exclusive work of the early Christian Church, but had

been borrowed from earlier Greek and Jewish moral

traditions. Dibelius argued that the decisive impulse

in the Christian usage of the 'Haustafeln* schema was a

waning interest in the fparousia* and a growing

awareness on the part of Christians that they had to

come to terms with the world. Therefore, Dibelius

suggested a Greek origin,2^ pointing out that Christians

borrowed from the oral popular ethics of Hellenism,

Stoic popular philosophy, and propaganda literature of

Hellenistic Judaism, maintaining in their 'Haustafeln*

25. Cf, C.H. Dodd, "The Primitive Catechism and the
Sayings 01 Jesus , in Lore hew Testament studies.
Manchester, 1968, p. 15.

27. Ibid p. 36.
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form the Hellenistic schema of popular ethics.
28

K. weidinger supported and expanded Diheliua'

theory that the 'Haustafeln* were derived from popular

moral co es of the Hellenistic world, and supported the

idea that a waning Interest in the 'parousia* and the

growing awareness on the part of Christians that they

had to come to terms with the world, was the decisive

factor in the Christian usage of the "liaustafeln' schema.

However, Weidinger, in his analysis, noted the existence

of a number of Stoic 'Haustafeln* in addition to the

29
material gathered by Dibelius, and, as a result, he

shifted the emphasis from the 'Haustafeln' of Hellenistic

Judaism to those of the popular philosophy of the toman

period,^5 Therefore the ^Tauetafeln* schema, according

to Weidinger, was essentially Stoic in nature and was

based on the Stoic concept of duty ). The

Stoic tcoL&yKoyT* in turn were adaptations of the ancient
' >' /

Greek vo/ty** <*y^>o{<pot • fear of the gods, honor towards
parents, proper care of the dead, love of friends and

fidelity toward country. The Christian *Haustafeln*

differ from their non-Christian parallels only in the

additions with which they vrere "Christianized".

'Weidinger, however, not only shifted the emphasis with

28. K. Weidinger, Die Haustafeln. Ein St5ck
urchristiicher~Paranese. Leipzig. 1 9^£i.

29. Ibid p. 23, 25, 26 — For example, Epictetus,
Dissert*. 2. 1h.8, Seneca, Splat. <&•!# and Stobaeus.
Antholc'gla, 1.3.53, are especially typical,"'l"tiie
last named* expressing the Stoic doctrine of civil
duties.

30. Ibid p. 30.
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regard to origin, but also shifted the emphasis of the

argument to a different dimension. He saw the

transistion from an interest in the 'parousia' to the

formulation of a Christian ethical code on the basis of

the non-Christian 'Haustafel* in terms of the adjustment

of the convert to life in this world: a gradual

weakening of his original enthusiasm in which he felt that

all problems were solved ev -rrvivjaoltl , Practical
problems arose which demanded concrete, practical

solutions for which the 'HauBtafeln* provided guidelines,

therefore Christianity made use of these non-Christian

codes in meeting the need of everyday practical ethics.

While Weidinger's theory has received wide

acceptance the evidence is not conclusive, and so the

debate continues. The most recent piece of 'Haustafeln*
32

research"' attempts once again to establish a

Palestinian Jewish origin for the New Testament

Haustafeln. However, before discussing it, it may be

profitable to note the earlier contribution made to the

Jewish source theory by David Daube. Daube has

suggested in an essay entitled "Participle and Imperative

31 • Vseindinger's theory has been generally accepted by
most scholars today, which is evident from the
majority of commentaries that accept eindlnger's
evidence as conclusive.

32. Gf. K. Xamlah, "yTror^a<re&£<*(. in dem
neutestamentlichen 'Haustafeln'", Verborum Veritas,
ed., Otto Boeher und Klause Haacker, Vvuppertal,
Rolf Broc&haua, 1970* PP* 238ff,
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XX
in I Peter" ^ that certain linguistic features of the

•Haustafeln' were directly translated from Hebrew codes.

The particular use of the participle as an imperative in

the Haustafeln is seen by Daube as evidence for this

Jewish influence, Daube thus rejects the view of
Vj.

J.H, Moulton,-^ who affirmed that the participle as an

imperative is a Hellenistic development.^ However, in

refuting Lloulton's theory Daube had to reckon with the

fact that there were no Haustafeln-like codes in the

Rabbinic literature which use the participles as

imperatives. Paced with this initial problem he

suggested that the Haustafeln codes used by the Hew

Testament writers are best understood by combining the

style and content of three distinct Rabbinic writings:

(1) the Demai, containing special obligations (tithes

and cleanliness) expressed in the participle; (2) the

Aboth, containing personal forms of advice on the right

mode of living; and (3) the Derek Eres literature,

containing social duties which use the participle as an

33. In E.G. Selwyn's book The First Epistle of St Peter.
London, 19k9» PP. h67-hQ8: Also Daubers, 'liew
Testament and Rabbinic Judaism. London, 1955,
pp. 90-7. Here he discusses why the participle
was used as an imperative in the Tannaitic
literature.

3*4. J.H. Moulton, A Grammar of Lew Testament Greek. I.
pp. I80ff and 232ffj A.T. Robertson, A Grammar of
the Greek New Testament, pp. 9^5f.

35. Cf. D. Daube, "Participle and Imperative in I Peter",
in E.G. helwyn, The First f.pislle of c>t Peter.
London, 19^9* p. hsV.
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imperative to some extent. In other words the style of

the Aboth and the Demai Is combined with the content of

the Derek Eres literature to produce the Haustafeln

tradition. Daube strengthens his argument by noting a

second linguistic feature of the Haustafeln which suggest

that they were translated from Hebrew codes, that is, the

use of the 'nominative of address'. In this case the

article and nominative of the persons addressed is used

instead of the vocative. Eaube notes that the

"nominative of address" occurs in other places of the
36

New Testament where Hebrew is translated. These

'Hebraisms' suggests that the Haustafeln were translated
37

from Hebrew codes.-"

36. Ibid p. h82f'f, also The New Testament and Rabbinic
Judaism, London, 195&V pp. 90-7#

37. Cf. H.a. Meecham, "The use of the Participle for the
Imperative in the New Testament", ExposT 57 (May,
19^7)i pp. 207fJ Nigel Turner, Grammatical Insights
into the New Testament. Edinburgh, 1965, pp. 1SjftJ
Kenneth Dupar, Haustafeln in the few Testament,
unpublished thesis', University of Edinburgh, 1970.
pp. 17^-180. Dupar gives the following criticism of
Daube's theory: (1) The Rabbinic material cited by
Daube may be too late for evidence of possible
Hebrew Codes during the formation of the Haustafeln
tradition, (2) Although the participle imperative
is a rare idiom in Hellenistic Greek it is still
present. (3) It is not necessary to assume a text
of Hebrew codes from which N.T. Haustafeln
tradition was translated in order to explain the
presence of a Hebraism In the New Testament
Haustafeln, for it is quite probable that such
Hebraisms were generally assimilated into N.T,
Greek from Semitic influences and employed in the
Haustafeln.
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X* Karalah, on the other hand, working from a

sociological perspective rather than a linguistic one,

sees a Jewish background to the predominant Haustafeln
38

instruction:- to be submissive. Kaalah recognizes

that the command "to be submissive" to the state, to

husbands, and to masters is customary, but is absent in

comparable Greek and Jewish codes cited by Y.eidinger.

Therefore, it becomes obvious that the Hew Testament

'Haustafeln' reflect the conservative, patriarchal

structure of state and household. However, when these

Instructions are placed within a Christian context, they
39

acquire new meaning, ^ This new meaning is derived from

the new motive attributed to these 'codes* by the

Christians. Thus, submission to the state, husbands or

masters no longer stands by itself, but takes on new

implications for the Christian. The idea of submission

on the part of the slave, wife, child, may well reflect

the customs of the day, but the author of I Peter, for

example, gives them a new meaning. The patient

suffering of the slave and the quiet modesty of the wife

are forms of submitting to God. Therefore, submission

in the Haustafeln tradition is to be interpreted as
' <

38. K. Kamlah, " ywo-r«.cr£cr0«i in dem neutestamentlichen
Hauetafeln" Verborum Veritas. ed.f Otto Bocher und
Klaus Haacker, fluppertal Rolf Brockhaus, 1970,
pp. 233ff.

39. Ibid p. 2h0ff.
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reflecting not only the conventional social customs of

the day, but also the Jewish sense of humility.^0 This

Jewish sense of humility, which is fundamental in the

Christian's relationship to God and a prominent motif in

early Christian paraenesls, is expressed by the Christians

submission to others. Therefore, Kamlah argues "to be

submissive" is a Christian command which is rooted in the

Jewish sense of humility: to be humble before God^"1a is

to be submissive before others. Carrington, also notes
f

that u77oroLcnrziv and -fi-rrtw/ouv which belong to the

tradition have the 'appearance of being derived from
hi

Jewish Torah.Carrington further notes that the

verb r«.TT£tvot/v - to be humble is closely associated

with 6 irc>T*(<rerei\/ in I Peter, James and I Clement, and is

used in connection with vipe>j - exaltation, in other New
Testament passages, a connection which may refer to a well

LlP
known 'aphorism of Jewish Torah (cf Ecclus i.30)',

Carrington's synoptic analysis of the New Testament

Haustafeln led him to support eeberg in stressing Jewish

origins. He suggests that the Haustafeln tradition is

one component of a broader scheme of baptismal teaching^
hO. Ibid p. 2U2
h1a. The influence of these codes a-re evidenced in the

Jewish world (e.g. Toblt iv,2-23; Sir vii,20-39)'»
here they are intermingled with Jewish elements,
showing the Jewish element of "The Fear of God",

hi• P. Carrington, The Primitive Christian Catechism.
Cambridge, 19h0, p• 30

h2. Ibid p. 50
b5. Ibid p. 81 ff.
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Therefore he sets out to reconstruct this more

comprehensive baptismal catechism by investigating the

common teaching from Col., Eph., and I Peter, following a

four point catechism with the 'household tables* taking

their place in a section he terms 'subleeti'.^1
Therefore drawing on evidence bearing on oral

instruction in the religious-social community, both

Christian and Jewish, Carrington indicates in what

respect apostolic and post-apostolic Christianity

developed on the same lines as Rabbinic Judaism, Edward

0, Selwyn^ took up Carrington'e theory and developed it

into a five-fold schema which included a broader compass

than the field of Haustafeln study, Selwyn intends to

prove that I Peter is not dependent on the Pauline

Epistles at a number of points, as is sometimes supposed,

but instead is representative of traditional teachings

widely known in the early Church. He distinguishes

three levels of material in the Haustafeln of I Peter, an

analysis which also applies to other Haustafeln passages

in the New Testamentt

hh. The four points, which follow a similar sequence and
vocabulary in each letter are designated by phrases
which come from the passages e.g. (1) Wherefore
putting off all evil *Deponentes', (2) Submit
yourselves 'Subiecti', (3) Watch and pray 'Vigilate',
and (h) Resist the Devil 'Reslstltei ibid.,
Chapters U and 5» pp. 31-65*
E.G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St Peter, London,
191)9, P* U37ff.
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"At the top are the superstructures of theology
which t Peter builds on the teachings about
slaves and St Paul on the passages about wives
and husbands and civic obedience. These are
products of the thought of the inspired writers
individually. Below these, and occupying the
middle part of the scene, are outstanding
elements of common teaching which are
indisputably Christian ... (and) what appears
to be the original substratum, a fusion of
Jewish and Gentile thought,

Regarding the pre-Christian origins of the Haustafeln,

the most reasonable conclusion to be drawn is that they

are in their pre-Christian elements a combination of

both Jewish axid Greek practices. Whether this fusion

of Jewish and Gentile thought came about in the

compilation of a primitive catechism underlying the New

Testament Haustafeln will not be pursued here as the

investigation of such a possibility is beyond the compass

of this thesis. However, as far as can be established

on existing evidence the New Testament 'household codes'

are based on both Hellenistic and Jewish practice which

are combined and used by the different New Testament

authors for their own teaehixig purposes.

New Testament 'Haustafeln'

Our purpose in looking at the New Testament

Haustafeln is to determine how these 'domestic codes'

helped to lay an ethical foundation on which the

Christian community was able to develop its own ethical

principles, and more particularly to try and determine

H6. Ibid p. H37«
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how these household codes, with their Christian

development, influenced the institution of marriage#

Because of this particular interest we will be focusing

upon those aspects of the Ilaustafeln that deal with

domestic duties#

Even though there is a recognizable minimal

conformity between all the Mew Testament 'Haustafeln',

there is at the same time no evidence that the

traditional duties were transmitted in one fixed order#

Indications are that the 'Haustafeln' do not constitute

a rigid tradition that must be taken over in a fixed

fashion, but that the form and order may be adapted for

the particular purposes of the author#

The 'Haustafeln* in Ephesians, Colossians, and I

Peter are considered to be the most complete forms,^
and are illustrative of the common characteristics of the

Haustafeln tradition as well as of the modifications and

additions made by the authors of the Epistles. In

Ephesians and Colossians, for example, three sets of

classes are involved: wives and husbands, children and

fathers, slaves and masters (Eph# 5:22-6:9; Col, 3:18-4:1)#

However, in I Peter the situation is somewhat different,

the same sets of classes are not maintained, and new

additions are made. For example, I Peter is introduced

by an additional injunction calling for submission "to

i+7# Cf. J.P. Sampley, And the Two Shall Become One
Flesh, Cambridge, 1971, p# 19#
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every human, institution'' (2:l3ff) and succeeded by

commands addressed to servants, wives, husbands, and

"all of you" (2:18-3:7). Thus it becomes clear that

the 'Haustafeln* form acted only as a nucleus for the

author*3 own teaching, being adaptable with regard to

the total number of classes addressed and with regard to

the order of their presentation. However, it did offer

a list of classes, some of which served the purpose of

one author, while others, with some overlapping, best
J.O

suited the needs of another.

In the Kphesian and Colossian •housetables* which

are identical in form, (that is, regarding the classes

of individuals and seta of relationships in order of

occurence and number,) there are significant differences.

For example, the expansion of the admonitions to one class

does not necessitate a similar development of the

injunction to the corresponding class (cf. Col. 3:22-25

regarding slaves and b:1 regarding masters). Very often

the expansion by the individual author may be identified

by the sv Kvpcu addition, indicating that submission
to the master, husband, state, is in a way serving the

Lord.

The brevity of the aGlossiaus* form of the

'Haustafel* has contributed to the assumption that it is

the most primitive 'Haustafel* in the Hew Testament

U8. Ibid p. 19.
h9. Cf. P. Carrington, The Primitive Christian

Catechism. Cambridge, 19h0, pp. 92-3. Cf. also
H.J. Holtzmann, Kritlk der Epheser - und
Kolosserbrlefe. Leipzig: Wilhelm Engelmann, 1872.
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50
However, recent biblical exegetical analysis has shown

that this is not necessarily the case. J.F. Eampley,

for example, states:

"Though the Haustafel in Colossians is concise,
it is highly stylized and systematically
arranged. Brevity of form is not unambiguous
as a canon for early dating of a tradition;
formalization sometimes serves a limiting and
refining function. Such observations
caution against a too facile declaration that
Colossians contains the most primitive NT
Haustafel,"51

On the basis of the late literary stratum theory for the

Haustafeln sections of Colossians and Ephesians outlined

in Chapter Pour, we believe that Colossians rather than

being the most primitive Haustafel in the New Testament,

is an edited edition of the much longer version in

Ephesians, the author making his own changes according to
52

the purposes he has in mind.-

These characteristics in the Haustafeln form in

Ephesians, Colossians, and I Peter furnish guidelines for

a look at the other NT occurrences of the form, all of

which are to be found in the Pastoral Epistles (I

50. Supra p. 229 ff» Chapter h. The conciseness and
refining function of the Colossians Haustafel is
considered to be the result of editing by a
redactor who edited the Ephesians account and added
it to an already existing Colossian Epistle.

51. J.P. Sampley, loc. cit. p. 2<U.
52. Cf. Chapter Pour above, pp 23hff. 2ee also W, Munro,

"Col III. 18 iv.1 and Eph. V.21-VI.9; Evidences of
a Late Literary Stratum?" NTSt. 18 (1972) pp. h3h-
Ub7.
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Timothy 2:8-13# 5:3-8 (widows) 6:1-10; Titus 2:2-10),

The first notable difference between the Haustafeln in

the Pastoral Epistles and those in Ephesians, Colossians

and I Peter is that the forms in the Pastorals are not

as complete in classes addressed; for example there is

no address to masters, nor is there an admonishment to

children. Furthermore, the corresponding classes are

not always mentioned, for example slaves are to be

admonished (1 Tim 6:1 ff, Titus 2:9-10), without any

accompanying directions for the masters. It seems that

the Pastorals are not so concerned to maintain the

integrity of the Haustafeln, but in fact use them in a

fragmentary fashion, and for different purposes, A good

example of this is the Haustafeln form found in the

letter of Titus, The duties here deviate from the usual

'Haustafeln' structure because they are not written to

the people for whom the Haustafeln are intended. In

this instance they are written to Church leaders who are

to teach young wives, young men, slaves and all

Christians to be submissive to their superiors and the

state. In Titus the classes of people in the

'Haustafel' are written in the accusative case, as those

to be taught, and the instructions are in the infinitive

form. However, the traditional Haustafel duties must

have circulated in the structure most common to the

Haustafeln texts: a nominative of address, instruction

and motive. This change from direct address of the

classes to an individual, such as to Timothy or Titus,
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prescribing requirements to be placed upon the Christians

that are his congregation, indicates the pretence under

which the pastorals were written as Pastoral letters

addressed to individuals.-^
Another significant difference may be found in Titus

2j2-6 where we find a division within groups of men and

women on the basis of age. The classes encountered are:

ifpecr/l {2\2) -rr/)t<ry6vTi§c(<)(2\-i) (2:2+) and
(2:6),

With this acknowledgement of the common

characteristics and differences we my move on to

consider in greater detail the implication of each

Haustafel passage for the question of marriage.

Common Tradition
Kpheelans 5;2^-j3

P~^J. Sampley describes the Ephesian Haustafel as a
mosaic made up of different traditions extant in the early

CJl
Church, which the author of the Haustafel section has

skilfully incorporated into the Haustafel form. The

fact that these different traditions are already present

in the early Church and are drawn together here lends

support to a late origin for the Haustafel section,

53. Cf, E. Kamlah, Die Form der Katologlschen Paraneee
im Neuen Testament, Tubingen: J.C.P. Mohr (Paul
Siebeck, 19^# 'p* 199. n. 3, also J,P. Sampley, op,
cit, p. 23,

5U. K. Kasemann considers the entire Epistle as a mosaic
composed of extensive as well as tiny elements of
tradition, with the author's skill displayed in the
way he selects and orders the material available to
him, Cf. E, Kasemann, Lelb and Leib Christ!,
Tubingen: J.C.B, Mohr "(Paul Siebeck) 1933, p, 288,
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It is sigxxiX icaxit to note Uiat the adxnonition to

wives and husbands (aph. 5:21-33) is disproportionately

expanded in the Epheaian Haufltafel, consisting of nearly

60 per cent ox' the total Hauatafel —— ^ust one third of

the form. This expansion by the author is made in

three waysi first, by the author's own coxumonplace

expressions, e.g., 'no man ever hates his own body'

(5:29) t and 'Masters ... lorbear threathexxingj' (6:9).

Secondly, Christological references anu reminders of

some aspects of Jesus' ministry are to be found rather

oltexx (cf. 5:29, 6:6), Thirdly, the use of Old

Testament both implicitly axid explicitly is greater in

Lphesians 5:21-6:9 than in any other Haustafel in the

hew Testaxueiit.

Kphesians 5:22-33 is best understood as a unit in

itself as it deals with reciprocal duties of wives and

husbands and is developed by the author aecordix:ig to

the thexue of the unity of Christ and the Church which

permeates all of the Epistle. However, while the

author of the bphesian Haustafel expands the traditional

Haustafel form disproportionately regarding wives and

husbands, he holds true to the original Haustafel form

as i;jay be evidenced by a comparison of the basic

Haustafel elements regarding wives ana husbands which

are:
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(1) Mention or the class ox1 individuals
in question — wives and husbands#

(2) One main verb that specifies the
action or posture that the class of
individuals should undertake or
assume e.g. u-rrorxtnrt^L

(3) A direct object that mentions the
other class of individuals
constituting the set, e.g., the
address of the wives will mention
in its object the husbands, and
vice versa.

Upon this basic Haustafel framework the author of the

Kpheeian Haustafel has added a considerable amount of

traditional material which he has gathered,for the
most part, from what appears to be Important OT

tradition.

Sampley traces the origins of the traditions

used by the author of the Sphesian Haustafel back

beyond the New Testament into the traditions of

early Judaism based on Old Textament texts and ancient

Jewish practices,^ which the Haustafel author has

55. Sampley traces the origin of the traditions contained
in Ephesians to two important Old Testament texts,
Lev. 19s18 'Love your neighbour as yourself', where
he points out that is used in the LXX as a
term of endearment for the bride, and therefore, the
injunction to the husbands 'love your wives' (v.25a) -
is in part expounded by the author in the light of
Lev. 19s1Q 'Love your neighbour as yourself'. This
use of Lev. 19:18 is consonant with his second OT
quotation from Gen, 2:2hb (5:31b), which identifies
man and wife as one flesh. Sampley traces the range
of Interpretation of Gen. 2s2h in (1) Ihilo, (2)
Tannaitic literature, and (3) Intertestamental
literature, and finds that the intertestamental
literature (especially the correlation of Lev. 19:18
and Gen. 2:2L in Sirach 13:15-16) affords the closest
parallel to these two OT verses in Ephesians 5:21-33«
This, according to Sampley, raises the possibility
that the author of Kpheslans may be using a
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woven together in a skilfully balanced fashion to provide

instruction for wives and husbands. However, in view of

the late date of the Ephesian Haustafel we must consider

the possibility that the author relied more on existing

Christian writings which, no doubt, derive their origins

from these earlier traditions. The author's reliance on

earlier Christian writings, and quite possibly on the

Ephesian Epistle itself,^ can be clearly demonstrated

from Hew Testament material. All the motifs and Old

Testament references used by the author of the Ephesian

Haustafel are found in earlier Christian writings. The

traditional formulation that he adopts and uses for
his own purposes. The 'heiros games * which permeates
the whole of tphesians 5:21-33 is argued to be
closely related to the imagery used in Ezek. 16:18
and Songs of Songs h:7ff as both reflect a 'hieros
gaiiios' in which the groom cleanses his bride by
washing with water, and in which the result is a
strong emphasis on the beauty and purity of the bride
and the groom's love for the bride, (Cf. C.K. Dodd,
According to the scriptures: The Sub-structure of hew
Testament Theology. London. 19^; " also C.K.
liarrett, Epistle to Romans. Hew York, 1957» These
writers trace this formulation back to Isa. 53» the
last of the Servant Songs). The terminology of head,
body and member, is said to be pervasive in
Hellenized Judaism and rabbinic tradition (cf. W.L.
Knox, St Paul and the Church of the Gentiles.
Cambridge, 1 939» pp. 150-3)• rather than from a
strictly Hellenistic Gnostic source. The traditions
of purity are grounded in Judaism, first in the
requirements of purity for the bride (Ezek. 16, Song
of Songs, Ps, U5)t also requirements for priests
(Lev. 2i), Closely paralleled with the purity
mentioned in Ephesians is the purity pervasive in the
writings of "umran, which speaks of a purity that is
demanded of those who desire to gain or retain a
place in the community. It is significant to note, that
the authors of the New Testament Haustafeln have
transposed the emphasis of purity from that of bodily
blemishes and defects to that of ethical behaviour.
Cf. J.P. Sampley, loc. cit. pp. 16-56.

56. W. Munro, op, cit. p. b3b.
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three passages that bear a close relationship to Eph.

5:21-33* especially v/ith regard to similar formulations

and association of terminology and ideas are I Cor, 6:

12-20; I Cor. 11:3ff and II Cor. 11:1-6.

In the first passage I Cor. 6:12-20, there are some

clear patterns of formulation that are also present in

Ephesians 5:22-33, The quotation of Gen. 2:2hb is

quoted in the same fashion as in Ephesians 5:22-33, and

further the vuyxx -/AtUi terminology is closely related to
Gen. 2j2i| as it is in Ephesians 5:2i-33» This

association is not altogether unusual, but reflects a

possible convention in the early Church which the author

of Lphesians has taken over and used for his own purposes.

The terminology about the body organisms such as

■head* (I Cor. 1li3ff) has also been discussed earlier,^
and while there is some confusion in the understanding of

, creyuot and in Ephesians,it can be
shown that Ephesians is possibly dependent upon the

earlier Corinthian passage. While there are some

notable differences, for example in I Cor. 11:3 it is

stated that God is the head of Christ, this is nowhere

explicitly stated in Ephesians, nevertheless the basic

57. Supra, Chapter U, p. Cf, also K.L. Schmidt,
TDITt, III, p. 509f.J H. Schlier, Christ us und die
Kirche im Epheserbrief. Thbingen, J.C.B. Mohr, Paul
•'iebeck, 1930, "p. 38.

58. See note 57 above.
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terminology is the same and the description of the man as

the head of the wife is identical. The differences here

may be accounted for by the different purposes for which

each author makes use of the o&oo&i-s (I Cor, 11:2).

In the context of marriage it would be unnecessary to

speak of God's headship over Christ, for, in the 'hleros

gamo8* context in which the whole passage is set, such a

reference wculd be out of place.

The third passage which is closely associated with

Ephesians is II Cor, 11:2-3. This reference to Christ

as the bridegroom of the Church, focuses more on the

importance of 'the friend of the bridegroom* whom Paul

considered himself to be, and who presents the bride as

a zvov QLy\jyj\/ to her evt <xv£yj( , than on the
bridegroom himself. In gphesians this imagery is taken

over but is used, as we shall see, for a different

purpose. However, the emphasis on the purity of the

bride in II Cor. 11:3 is present and greatly emphasized

in Eph.5i2l-33*

Now while we can draw these parallels between the

Corinthian correspondence and the Haustafel passage in

Ephesians, noting their close relationship regarding

imagery and terminology, it is not necessarily the case

that the author of the Pphesian Haustafel borrowed these

ideas from this particular source, as both the imagery

and terminology used were in both cases well known and

widely used in the early Christian community. It might

even be argued that this metaphorical usage (Christ as
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the Bridegroom, Church as Bride) may have been suggested

by Jesus himself in sayings and parables which represent

his 'parousia' as the coming of the Bridegroom (of. Mt.

25:6s Luke 35-40), and the blessedness of the redeemed

as a marriage feast in the age to come (Mt. 22:1-14).

The Old Testament texts cited by the author of the

Ephesian Haustafel were also common currency in the early

Church, vith Jesus making Lev. 19:18# "Love your

neighbour as yourself" the very cornerstone of Christian

practice. He also quoted Gen. 2:24 in reference to the

marriage relationship (Mark 10:7# 8j Mt. 19:5)# following

a tradition that may be traced to Qumran and early

Judaism. In a real sense, this Haustafel form may well

be, as C.H. Dodd points out, a channel for the

transmission of the Jesus tradition.-^
It is not necessary for us to attempt to determine

here from what specific source or sources the Kphesian

author may have gathered these pieces of traditional

material which he wove into his Haustafel account; it is

sufficient here to point out the presence of this

traditional material in the early Christian tradition

and its ready availability to the author. Our main task

is to find out the author's motives and the meaning of

the material that he has woven together in hie Haustafel

account, and to determine if in using the Haustafel form

59. Gf. C.H. Dodd, "The 'Primitive Catechism' and the
Mayings of Jesus", in More New Testament studies.
Manchester, 1968, p. 16,
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he retained its original meaning, that is, emphasizing an

ethical teaching or uses it for ehrlstological or

theological purposes.

The best approach to the understanding of the

ethical significance of the Haustafeln in relation to

marriagey is to examine them synoptically, noting the
common instructional themes, and the unique contributions

by the different authors.

The Instructional Theme of the Haustafeln

The Hauetafel form supposedly borrowed from Jewish
60

and Greek sources, was originally designed as ethical

instruction, a guide in matters of social and moral

conduct. This code^before it was Christianized * by the
different NT authors and given definite Christian motives,

had a basic Instructional theme or motive that supported

and maintained social and moral order in society. In a

sense the Haustafeln were the props which supported the

existing social structures — a formulated defence of

what behaviour and moral conduct ought to be, and were

no doubt, worked out on the basis of existing social

patterns, for example, patriarchal family structure, a

master's relationship to his slaves, and a parent's

responsibility to his children. The New Testament

authors had no difficulty in borrowing these social

codes, as they lived In the same social milieu and adhered

60, See above pp^o6-13.
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in principle to the same social order. These codes

were in essence)^ a reflection of their own human
experience and were as natural as the air they breathed.

However, it was on the basis of this human experience,

codified in the long-standing Haustafeln, that the

Christian authors wished to put forward their Christian

teaching and witness, while allowing them to add new

motives to the traditional material.

The main instructional theme of the Haustafeln is

"to be submissive". This is reflected in all the NT

Haustafeln by the use of the verb uwOT*.<rtoj*«i , This
'submission' is expected with regard to civic authority,

and superiors in society, as the authorities are

considered to be instruments of God's justice, I Peter

2:15 advises Christians to 'submit to every human

institution for the sake of the Lord, whether to the

sovereign as supreme, or to the governor as his deputy

for the punishment of criminals and the condemnation of

those ?rtio do right•" The 'submission' is also expected

of subordinates, wives, slaves, and children. The idea

of submission in the Haustafeln merely reflects the

social 'mores' of the period, where women, slaves and

children are considered inferior and therefore subject to

superiors — husbands, masters, parents. The familiar
61

phrase "women, slaves and children", clearly indicates

61, Cf. M. Ber ill, 3 J M,R. Sh. i, 8.
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the social significance of the subordination referred to

in the Haustafeln. The woman, like the slave and child

has over her a master, and while she may have had

marginal rights in addition to those of the slave and

child, her status was practically the same.

This submission is not, however, to be passive, but

entails 'doing good'. For it is by 'doing good* that

the structures of the society are maintained. Now,

while it is not practical to Instruct superiors to be

submissive to their subordinates, superiors are expected

to show to their subordinates reciprocal obligations of

love, kindness and fairness. In this sense the

submissive ethic runs the whole gamut of society, first

of all men to submit to authority, and secondly, to

various classes of people in society to 'submit* to

their superiors.

We shall see how the Christian authors, while

adhering to this basic motif of the original Haustafeln,

add additional motifs that give the Christian version its

own unique presentation. It Is the unique interpretation

of this basic 'submissive ethic* by the various NT authors

that will concern us in the following discussion,

J.P, Bampley, in pointing out the hermeneutical

problems in Ephesians 5*31-2, draws our attention to a

pattern in the treatment of the Haustafeln material by

the NT authors and notes two identifiable elements in it

(1) a basic adherence to the basic motif of 'submission*

regarding women, and (2) a reference to Torah as a means
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ol" supporting the concern with the subordination of

women. In the first element the author is restricted

to this basic concept of 'submission*, however, in the

second, he has the freedom to adapt the form to his own

purposes, the only limit being that the reference he

use8 must, in some way, imply grounding the subordination

in Torah. The author is at liberty to choose whatever

verse, or allude to whatever story in the law would best
62

serve his needs at the moment. This pattern of women

being submissive and a reference to a verse or story in

the Torah can be substantiated in only three of the FT

Haustafeln, In I Timothy 2:8-15# I Peter 2:18-3:7# and

Ephesians 2:21-33, this pattern can be easily discerned

with the authors using a story, example, or text from the

Torah in support of the ethic of submission. However,

this pattern is not followed in Colossians 3:18-4:1, and

Titus 2:2-10. Sampley does not give an explanation for

this, even though he insists on the pattern. However,

the reason why the pattern does not occur in Colossians

and Titus may best be explained by the following factors.

If the Colossians Haustafel is an edited version of

Ephesiana then the Torah reference was left out in the

Interest of brevity. The Titus version deviates from

the usual Haustafel structure in that it is not written

to the people for whom the Haustafeln are intended. In
f W 7

this Instance they are written to Church leaders who are

62. J,p. Sampley, op. cit, p. 97.
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to teach young wives, young men, slaves and all Christians

to be submissive to their superiors and the state.

Therefore, classes of people are expressed in the

accusative case, as those to be taught, and the

Instructions are given in the infinite form. In this

case the Church leader is at liberty to choose whatever

verse, or allude to whatever story in the law would best

serve his needs in his particular situation,^
The Christian Motifs of the Haustafeln

Earlier in this chapter we noted that the Haustafeln

consisted of three levels of material: (1) pre-Christian

elements from Greek and Jewish sources; (2) Christian
elements common to the tradition (Compar. e.g. Eph. 5:22-

33 with I. Cor 6:12-20; 11:3ff; and II Cor, 11t1—6)j and

(3) the additions given by the individual authors of the

Epistles, It is on this third level of material that

we will now focus our attention, endeavouring to determine

the Christian motifs added to the basic Haustafeln

instructions by the different authors of the Epistles,

As the Haustafeln cover a range of relationships such

as a citizen's relationship to civic authority, a slave's

relationship to his master, a child's relationship to his

parents, and vice versa, we will focus only on those

63. This pattern of stating the basic principle of the
submiaslveness of women to men and then having it
supported by a reference to the Pentateuch seems to
have been a widespread early Christian convention
which was applied to the understanding of the
position of women in marriage in early Christian b
times, Cf., for example, II Cor I Cor 1h:33
and in non-canonical literature I Clem, 57:2ff,
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domestic relationships that have direct bearing on the

subject of Kiarriage. Thus the relationship of husbands

and wives will be our chief concern.

Wives and Husbands

The Haustafeln tradition gives mutual obligations to

wives and husbands (Col. 3:18f: Eph. 5:22-33; I Peter

3:1-7; Titus 2:4-5 and, indirectly I Tim. 2:9:15), The

duty of the wife always precedes the duty of the husband,

and the passages give serjarate instruction for each.

However, in the Pastoral Epistles the situation is

somewhat different as the sets of classes are not

treated in the same way the instructions to wives are

not followed, as in Kpheslane 5:22-33, Col, 3:18f, and

I Peter 3:1-7> with reciprocal duties for husbands^

instead the Hauetafel form seems to be used in a more

fragmentary way, with the authors of the Pastorals

deviating from the usual Haustafei structure, largely

because they are not writing for people for whom the

Haustafeln are intended, but to the leaders of the Church

who are to pass on the instruction to the membership.

The emphasis, too, is upon the maintainanee of social

and moral order in both Church and State,

r.phesians 5:24-33

"Husbands, love your wives, as Christ also loved
the Church and gave himself up for it, to
consecrate it, cleansing it by water and word,
so that he might present the church to himself
all glorious, with no stain or wrinkle or
anything of the sort, but holy and without
blemish. In the same way men also are bound
to love their wives, as they love their own
bodies. In loving his wife a man loves himself.
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For no one ever hated his own body: on the
contrary, he provides and cares for it; and
that is how Christ treats the Church, because
it is his body, of which we are living parts.
Thus it is that (in the words of Scripture)
*a man shall leave his father and mother and
shall be joined to his wife, and the tv/o shall
becone a single body*. It is a great truth
that is hidden here, I for my part rexer it
to Christ and to the Church, but it applies
also individually: each of you must love hiB
wife as his very self} and the woman must see
to it that she pays her husband all respect.
Kphesiane 5:2^-33 (N.K.B.)

It is quite clear that the author of Ephesians

develops the instructions for submission according to a

major theme of the letter: the unity of Christ and

the Church. There is much discussion as to whether

the author of the Ephesian Haustafel eclipsed the

meaning of the original Haustafel by bringing the

relationship of ChriBt and the Church to the fore.

However, while Christological and theological motifs

are much in evidence in the Ephesian passage dealing with

wives and husbands (5t22-33) one niust see it as a two-

pronged effort by the author with both ethical and

ChriBtological significance. ^
61*, This ^oaage is often interpreted with emphasis on the

theological aspect of covenant relationship, which is
well illustrated in the passage by virtue of the
illustration the author chose to use. However, the
author is equally concerned, if not more, with
exhortations to Christians in connection with their
married lives. In the light of the total context of
the Haustafel, we must give priority to ethical
considerations on the part of the author. However,
there is no doubt that he is attempting to show by use
of the Christ/Church imagery the covenant relationship
between Christ and His Church. By way of theological
considerations see, G. Bornkamm, 'rausterion', in
Theologisches Worterbueh zum Neuen Testament, Vol iv,
Ed, G. Kittei, Btuttgart:, pp, 809-3^+J H. Batey, "The
mia sarx Union of Christ and the Church", J|TBt, 13 (3»
67) PP» 270-5, Cf, also Eonald Guthrie, Hew Testament
Introduction, London, 19^6, pp. 519 who comments: "The
Christian approach to the marriage relationship is
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Wives

As already noted, the Haustafeln reflect the

sociological patterns of the era in which they were

formulated, in which wives were to be submissive to

their husbands and were thereby relegated to a secondary

role.

V. 21 "Be subject to one another out of reverence

for Christ", Is not itself a part of the Haustafel, but

acts as a counter-balance to what we might consider a

'sociological injustice* regarding the position of women

that we find in the Haustafel itself. 5i2l may best be

understood as the author's critique of the basic stance

of the Haustafeln form wherein one group is ordered to

be submissive to another group vested with authority over

it. By introducing the Haustafel form in this way the

author qualifies the absolute submission and the

absolute predominance of one or the other class by way

of a mutual submission —£v yj,L<rTThis
innovation by the author is of ultimate significance

because it immediately affects the social relationships

of the classes involved in the traditional Haustafeln.

The author wishes to make clear at the beginning that

based on the analogy of the relationship of Christ
to His Church. In this section the purely
practical issues become an opportunity for an
exposition of Paul's doctrine of the Church. (1) It
is the body of Christ, who is its baviourj (2) it
is the special object of His love; (3) it is made
clean through His self-offering and will be
presented to God without blemish, and (h) it is
nourished by Christ. The relationship between Christ
and Hie Church becomes, in fact, the jattern for
Christian homelife". p. 519*
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while submission and dominance is a part of the social

order, Christ iane themselves are to share a "duty of

reciprocal humility" in their relationships one with

the other and with the pagan world. Already we see the

influence of the Christian faith moving against the

social inequalities that were inherent in the social

codes based on the sociological patterns of the ancient

world. While submission was still an aspect of the

teaching, it was to be viewed in a different light, seen

on a new plane -— the absolutes of submission and

dominance were to be subsumed under a new humility*

which is expressed in one*a relationship to his fellow

man and which becomes itself a duty of humility towards

God.65
With this basic stance toward the social structure

of his day the author of the Ivphesian Haustafel goes on

to put the human relationship of wives and husbands in an

entirely new context - one of Reciprocal humility*. He

manages this without doing violence to the Haustafel

structure which he takes over and upon which he builds

his 'hieros-gamoa* theme. It is not practical when it

comes to the role of husbands to instruct them to submit

to their subordinates, this in effect would result in

total chaos within the family relationship and would

contribute to the breakdown of the social order which the

codes themselves were designed to maintain. However,

while the wife was to be submissive it was to be in

65* Cf» P, Carrington, op, cit. 50ff,
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response to a reciprocal duty of love, kindness and

fairness on the husband's part. Furthermore, the idea

of 'submission' itself was taken out of the strictly-

social sphere as it is understood in the original

Haustafeln, and given a new set of motives. The wife

was to be submissive, not because it was her duty

according to society, but because it was a means of

serving the Lord, Submission becomes a means of doing

good, of exemplifying Christian action and witness to

the whole pagan world, 'Submission' becomes a Christian

missionary motive, a means by which the Christian woman

can influence and attract others to the Christian faith.

The author has developed the original Haustafel

form to include his epistolary motif of the unity of

Christ and the Church, He works out a theme of 'unity'

which is also a theme of the I^pistle itself, and bases

the wife's submission on the analogy of the Church's

submission to Christ,

The choice of Gen. 2j2b by the author is thought by
67

Sampley ' to serve a double function. It at once

suggests a posture of passivity for the wife. The wife

being the recipient of the action undertaken by the

husbandj she is never the actor. This is consistent

with the admonitions to the wives in 5:22-33» and indeed

67. J,P. Sampley, op, cit, p. 111, 112
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with the tone of the whole passage in which the wives

are consistently expected to be submissive.

At the same time it can be taken to support the

basic Haustafel admonition to the husbands — "husbands,

love your wives". 0en,2j2h speaks of the husband leaving

his father and mother to cleave to his wife. It is

this same kind of activity and pre-eminence that is

expected of the husband throughout Ephesians 5:22-33#

In a real sense Gen. 2:2b sets forth in some detail the

reciprocal relations that must obtain between a man and

his wife.^ This interpretation of Gen. 2:2b in the

context of Kphesians 5:21-33 could have these possible

implications. If so, they are used In this way for the

first time. Generally Gen, 2:2b is used in most

contemporary literature to refer to the matrimonial
69

state in the conventional sense, * and while the

ingenuity of the author of the Rphesian Hauetafel may be

at work here, there is evidence that the ideas of mutual

68. Ibid. p. 112
69, Cf. R, Batey, "The Mia barx Union of Christ and the

Church", NTCt, 13 (3» 67) pp. 270-8. The conventional
sense is here understood as those forma of social
relationships that were in force at the time, and
which are reflected in the literature such as the
Haustafeln. R. Batey, in the above article^cites
some of the ways in which the Old Testament''
quotation was understood and interpreted in
contemporary literature, especially noting its
connection with the myth of the andrygnoufl
man, J
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reciprocal relationships are themselves borrowed from

earlier Haustafel forms.

The more logical reason for the inclusion of Gen.

2j2b by the author of the Ephesian Haustafel, is that

it is the basic OT text in support of marriage in the

early Christian tradition, being quoted in the Gospels,

and the Pauline epistles, and readily available to him

through the common tradition of the Church.

The Ephesian teaching regarding wives is based on

the command to be submissive, represented in the

tradition by the participle impex'ativeof\)rro t&boojjloli •

However, the idea of submission is given a new dimension

by the author of the Ephesian Haustafel, by linking it

with the idea of Jewish humility and making it a means of

service to God: to be humble before God is to be

submissive before others.^

Husbands

The reciprocal duties of the husband are not

altogether those of submission, but are rather

obligations of love, kindness and fairness. The use of

the verb *y<KiTd<^ could well have been the main verb
70. Cf. T. Beryh, P&^etae Lyricl Graecl, Pars II, Leipzig,

Teubner, 1 915, p. 82, line"in The Poem of Pseudo-
Phocylldes gives specific instructions for the
marital relationships, and commands husbands to love
their wives. Philo also gives the same instructions,
urging the husbands to love their wives, and
mentions also reciprocal obligations for wives. Gf,
Philo, :.,uoa beus Xmnutabills -.it. IV, 17 and 1 9.

71. loc. cit, p. 224Off K. Kamiah
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72
in the Haustafel form' received by the author of the

7

.phesian Haustafel. This idea of flty<xj7(*£U in the

original Haustafel gave the author of the Ephesian

Haustafel an opportunity to construct his 'hieros gamos*

analogy in order to bring out the depth and extent of

this love. However, the end result of the husband's

humble, Christ-like, love for his wife is a bond of

unity, as Christ is united to His Church.

Colossians 3;15-h:1

"Wives, be subject to your husbands: this is
your Christian duty. Husbands, love your
wives and do not be harsh with them. Children,
obey your parents in everything, for that is
pleasing to God and is the Christian way.
Fathers, do not exasperate your children, for
fear they grow disheartened." w. 18-21,

Working on the premise that Colossians is a

shortened edited version of Ephesians, we expect very

little that might be considered new. Nevertheless, the

editor of the Colossian Haustafel makes some notable

additions of his own.

In his conflation of the Ephesian Haustafel the

editor omits any reference to the Torah, but rather

mentions the submission of the wife to the husband as a

•)

Christian duty. The £v Koptu has an ethical
significance here, meaning what is ethically 'fitting*

for Christian wives who are in the body of Christ, the
1 7 )

Church. The phrase 05 avyKzv tv Kuptu teaches
72, See note 70 above, both the poem of Pseudo-

Phocylides, and the writing of Philo mention a
husband's love for his wife.
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submission as an act complying with the character of

Christian women. As was already noted^the idea of
submissive quietness is a virtue to be sought by women

within the Christian worshipping community (cf, I Cor.

1h:3h). However, the idea of submission, especially

within the context of the Church, may reflect the idea

of woman's sinfulness which would reinforce the custom

of women remaining submissive and silent.^
The only addition to the Ephesian admonition to the

husbands made by the Colossian editor is the phrase "do

not be harsh with them". This also comes up in PhiloI^a
The Haustafel in Colossians appears with very little

elaboration on its original form, with the major emphasis

being put on the 'Christianizing' of the code by the

appropriate phrases such as ev Ku/>to .

73. The idea of women being sinful, and Indeed the
transmitters of sin, is essentially a Semitic
creation going back to the earliest epics. Cf. A.
Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis and The Gilgameah
Epic and 'old Testament Parallels, both Chicago, 19^3This same idea of women being sinful carried on in
the Old Testament tradition, where women are almost
always spoken of disparagingly, cf. for example,
Prov, 21:9, 27:15-16; 31:3; Seles, 7:26-28; lea.
3:16-2Uf Sir 9:2-9; 25:2-25; i|2:9-1h. In Tobit
3:8, 6:11+ we find an echo of the popular
superst itTitian that women attract demonic lust.
This idea that women were in some way the
transmitters of sin into the world "was still
prevalent in the ancient world of the New Testament.

7ha. Cf. Quod Deus Immutabills Sit, IV, 17 and 19.
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A fiytey 3? 1~7

'In the same way you women muet accept the
authority of your husbands, so that if there
are any of them who disbelieve the Gospel they
may be won over, without a word being said, by
observing the chaste and reverent behaviour of
their wives. Your beauty should reside, not
in outward adornment — the braiding of hair,
or jewellery, or dreee — but in the inmost
centre of your being, with Its imperishable
ornament, a gentle, quiet spirit, which is of
high value in the sight of God. Thus it was
among God's people in days of old: the women
who fixed their hopes on him adorned themselves
by submission to their husbands. Such was
Sarah, who obeyed Abraham and called him 'my
master'. Her children you have now become,
if you do good and show no fear.

In the same way, you husbands muet conduct
your married life with understanding: pay
honour to the woman's body, not only because
it is weaker, but also because you share
together in the grace of God which gives you
life. Then your prayers will not be hindered,"

The Haustafel in I Peter 2:18-3:7 may be said to contain

in its Christian elaboration a missionary motive, While

the basic instructional theme of submission is adhered

to, additional motives are given to this same theme.

The author of I Peter 3:1-6 offers the following two

additional motives for the woman's submission and proper

adornments: (1) to make a favourable impression on the

pagan world. The behaviour of the wife must in this

sense be beyond reproach, setting an example of good

morals and attracting the attention of the pagan world

by her chaste and reverent behaviour* (2) the second

motive for such submission is to emulate the women who

have hoped in God. Following the pattern of quoting a

story from Torah to illustrate his point, the author of

I Peter made mention of Sarah the wife of Abraham as an
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example of the 'holy women' who hoped in God and were

themselves submissive to their husbandB, "cuch was

uarah* who obeyed Abraham and called him 'my master'

In his treatment of the reciprocal duties of

husbands he expands the motives for loving the wife on

both natural and Christian considerations. First of all

he points out that a man ought to have consideration for

his wife because she is the weaker sex. More

significantly, he expresses a measure of equality In the

marriage relationship by suggesting that both husband

and wife are Joint heirs of the grace of God. This

recognition of the wife as an equal heir of the grace of

God is a Christian innovation. However, this equality

does not supplant the customary authority of the husband,

but gives the husband the responsibility to respect his

wife as a Christian, and as an equal in the fellowship of

Christ's Church, Furthermore, the husband in showing

consideration, understanding and faithfulness to his

wife, will find that his prayer life is not hindered but

enhanced. In other words, good marital relationships

will contribute to one's religious well being.

The Pastoral Epistles

"Women again must dress in becoming manner,
modestly and soberly, not with elaborate hair¬
styles, not decked out with gold or pearls, or
expensive clothes, but with good deeds, as
befits women who claim to be religious, A
woman must be a learner, listening quietly and
with due submission. I do not permit a woman
to be a teacher, nor must woman domineer over
manj she should be quiet," I Tim, 2:9-liu
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"Let the older men know that they should be
sober, high-principled, and temperate, sound
in faith, in love, and in endurance. The
older women, similarly, should be reverent in
their bearing, not scandal-mongers or slaves
to strong drink; they must set a high
standard, and school the younger women to be
loving wives and mothers, temperate, chaste,
and kind, busy at home, respecting the
authority of their own husbands. Thus the
Gospel will not be brought into disrepute".

Titus 2:2-5
As was noted earlier, the Pastoral Epistles make

use of the Hauetafel form in a fragmentary way, rather

than following the traditional form of addressing sets,

or classes. The Pastorals further deviate from the

Haustafel structure because they are not written to

the people for whom the original Haustafeln were

Intended. In Titus, for example, they are written to

the Church leaders who are to teach young wives, men,

slaves and all Christians to be submissive to their

superiors.

The motif which the author of Titus seems to attach

to the Haustafel form is cW jjty o /Uyoj too 9eoo
/bXw&yjuijrti* It appears that the author of Titus was
concerned with the maintenance of sound doctrine within

the Church (Cf. Titus 2»1b;6ff), Throughout his Epistle

there appears this curious notion that the "word of God"

is to be defended by the good ethics of Christian women.

Wrong ethics Is said to bring blasphemy against God (his

name, his doctrine, and his way) by Gentiles, and, as

a correlative, right ethic6 will defend God's name and

teachings against blasphemy.
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The idea of a woman "listening quietly and with due

submission", not being permitted to teach, nor dominate

man; but be quiet (I Tim. 2;iif), appears from the example

used by the author (the story of the fall, Gen. 3) to be
. 7h

an emphasis on the Jewish idea of women's sinfulness,'

The Haustafeln in the
Apostolic Fathers""""

The Hauatafeln in the Apostolic Fathers are u3ed in

the same fragmentary way as in the Pastoral Epistles. In

all cases only those parts of the Haustafel are used that

best serve the needs of the writer.

I Clement 1«3t 21.6-9

The author of I Clement does not, if he is familiar

v/ith the traditional Haustafel form, follow the pattern

of classes addressed. Instead he reverses the

traditional pattern of addressing subordinates first,

and arranges his lists in a hierarchical order,

following the sequence, rulers, presbyters, (older men),

young men, wives.

The form of the Haustafel in I Clement is also

similar to Titus in that the rules are not addressed

directly to those who are to carry them out, e.g., wives,

children, etc., but instead are addressed to the Church

leaders to be passed on as catechetical Instruction.

The motives given for submission are also similar to

those given in the Pastorals, that a wife is to be

7km Hee note 73 above.
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silent, obedient and of exemplary character as a means

of defending God's name and teachings against the

blasphemy of the pagan world.

Like the New Testament Haustafeln, the Haustafel

idea of submission in I Clement was a means of combining

the social obligations of the day with an active and

positive Christian witness.

Epistle of Barnabas 19:5,7

In Barnabas 19s7 we have a construction that

resembles the Haustafeln form. Subordinates are

addressed followed by reciprocal duties for superiors.

However, this particular section of the Haustafel cited

here has to do with "slaves and masters'' and not with the

relationship between husband and wife. But, the author

gives his own Christian motive for submission -

subordinates are to treat their superiors with reverence

and fear; superiors are to be considerate to their

slaves and servants, because both they themselves and

their subordinates share equally in the one hope; are

equal recipients of God's grace. Because of this

equality before God superiors are to exercise

consideration.

Dldache h. 9-11

This passage contains the same teaching of the "Two

Ways" as Barnabas 19i5»7* However, the Haustafel form

is reversed with superiors addressed first followed by
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subordinates, e.g., fathers, children, masters, and

slaves. The motives for obedience and consideration by

subordinates and superiors are identical with that of

the Epistle of Barnabas.^
i-ol.ycarp ad Phil h

Polycarp uses the Haustafel form in the same

fragmentary way as the author of I Timothy, 3fn fact,
this passage has so much in common with I Timothy that

some commentators^ believe that Polycarp is quoting

from the Epistle, and that the form of the Haustafel

here is little more than a reproduction of X Tim. 5:5#

Prom this cursory glance at the Haustafel tradition

in the Apostolic Fathers, it can be seen that the authors

of the various post-New Testament writings, while

possibly familiar with the Haustafeln form, did not

adhere to its structure, but instead used it in a

fragmentary way for their own purposes. It is quite

possible that some, (Polycarp, for example) relied on a

New Testament Epistle such as I Timothy in his use of the

Haustafeln, All of them, however, express the

traditional social obligation of 'submission* in relation

to subordinates, but at the same time give it a Christian

motive, making it an active and positive means of

Christian witness.

75» For a more detailed commentary on the passages in the
Epistle of Barnabas and the Didache see A. Kraft, The
Apostolic fathers. Vol. t4i, The Didache and /JOT
Barnabas. London, 1965, p« 153ff •

76. Cf. P.V.M. Benecke, "Polycarp", in The New Testament
in the Apostolic Fathers. Oxford, 1905, pp.SLff,
especially p. 95.
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bocial and Religious Implications of the Haustafeln

Form critical analysis of these 'Haustafeln', which

provide ethical standards for all kinds of social

relationships (relationships between husband and

wives, parents and children, master and slaves, rulers

and subjects,) — shows that they go back to the

household codes common in the popular ethics of the
77

Judaeo-Hellenistic world.' These codes summarized the

civil duties of man as a "political being", that is, as

a citizen, or member of a human society. In the

beginning these codes may have had some religious base,

but in time were secularized, that is, they became

ethically based on "human nature" and on the human

conscience. Therefore, these 'Haustafeln' by virtue of

their natural base became the 'universal natural codes'

of the period. When Christianity had occasion to take

over these codes in order to guide its members in their

social existence, it imbued the 'code' with "Christian

motives" and raised them to the level of religious

commandments, where the obedience of the duties were to

be carried out "in the Lord" or "as Christ loved the

Church". Here was the beginning of a more permanent

ethical theology being founded on the basis of an ethical

appreciation already existing in society, and in

connection with the planning and regulation of social

life, both in the smaller community of the then prevajent

extended family and in the greater community of the state.

77. 3l3ff above.
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The question which arises here, especially for our

particular problem of marriage, is this: Are we

confronted here with a Christian confirruation of existing

ethical forms which are thus presented in the New

Testament as an unchangeable norm? Or, are we to suppose

that what we are to experience "In the Lord" are the

ethical values and social structures already present in

society, and that these existing values should be

preserved? This question becomes of ultimate

significance when we consider it in the context of the

New Testament assertion that the husband is the "head of

the wife", and of the wife's subordinate position and

factually inferior social status in the ancient world

which resulted from this assertion. Are we to suppose

from what we know of these assertions, that the authors

of the Epistles under discussion, are merely "sugar-

coating" the old social order with its inequalities,

making it more palatable by adding, as reasons for

adherence, Christian motives?

E, Schillebeeckx^® reminds us that the Christians

shared in both a 'human' and 'divine* tradition^ that co¬
existed in time and were not always explicitly

distinguishable by the believing community in expressing

their convictions. He remarket

78. E. Schiliebeeckx, Marriage: Secular geality and
Saving gystery. p. 2h8, London, 19&5*
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"In the assumptions on which the community of
the faithful lived, and on which it based much
of its thought and action, there was not only
a whole area of convictions that went back to
the revelation of God's word, but also a not
inconsiderable group of convictions derived
from the universally received ideas of a
definite period of time. These convictions
formed the communal property of human
awareness at a given period and were only
replaced when new situations and fresh
discoveries showed them to be outdated,"79

The Christian community did not live in a social

vacuum in the ancient world. Its 'human* tradition was

inherited from the same social milieu that created the

'Haustafel* codes. Its religious convictions went back

to an inner demand made by revelation which they expressed

thematically in conceptual terns borrowed from the

existing view of man and the world. Very often their

religious convictions were expressed in the framework of

the "human tradition", for example in terms of the social

relationships that were prevalent at the time, such as the

relationship between husband and wife. However, when

changes occurred in the social and economic structure,

the believing community was forced to re-examine its

convictions to see whether what they believed was

essentially a religious truth expressed thcmatieally, or

simply an adherence to outdated social structures which

were in the process of being replaced by newer ones,

A comparison of the structure of domestic life in

the New Testament with domestic life in the secular world

79. Ibid p, 21^8,
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of the period shows that the Mew Testament structure

contained the same basic elements, with the wife's

position in the New Testament very similar to the low

social status of the married woman in the whole of the
OA

ancient world. The husband was very much the 'master',

being the head of both family and society. Looking at

the minor details of the historical and social data of

the New Testament we find that the husband "married",

whereas the woman was "given in marriage" (Cf, Luke 27:27,

20:35)* A husband was to "love his wife", but the wife

in turn was to be "subject to her husband" (Col, 3:18f»

Kph, 5j22ff| I peter 3:1ffj Titus 2:5).81 In all

likelihood it appears that what we have expressed in the

New Testament idea of 'submission' is the ancient idea

of 'paterfamilias' expressed in Christian terms.

The New Testament Hauotafeln express the idea,

universally current in those days, of the wife's status

in the 'oikos', that is, in marriage and the family. It

is therefore, not an expression of the general

subordination of women in society, but referred chiefly

to the wife's subordination to her own husband, and

80, Cf, J, Leipoldt, Die Frau in der AntIke una im
Urchrlstentum, cTuter8loh,~1 953#

81# In the Epistle to Titus, the author urges the Church
leaders, "to train the young women to love their
husbands and their children," (Titus 2:h)» This, as
we shall see, is a reflection of the new attitude
which is developing in the ancient world toward
women at this time.
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consequently there ia no direct mention of women*s

subordinate position in contemporary society. This

observation is of particular interest in the light of

the new developments that were taking place regarding

the status of women in the ancient world. To quote

■ chillebeeckx again:

"It is undisputed that human values and social
relationships were beginning to change in the
secular world, both before and during the first
century A,D,, despite the existence and wide¬
spread use of the household codes in the
secular sphere, ... The husband remained the
paterfamilias, but a change was taking place
in the sphere of human feelings, arid husbanc
and wife were gradually corning to treat each
other more as equals. The ancient social
structures were not swept aside as yet, but
they were filled with a new spirit a
spirit of Increasing equality,"82

What we have reflected in the NT Haustafeln is the

feelings and attitudes of a society in transition —- a

movement from the rigid hierarchical social structure of

trie ancient past to a more humane reciprocal social

structure, where women were experiencing a degree of

"female emancipation". Therefore, in the NT Haustafeln

we have reflected something of what was, what is, and

what is hoped for, in the pattern of human relationships.

This spirit of increasing equality is not so easily

detected in the Pauline Epistles, in fact there is

evidence that Paul saw the emancipation of women as

threatening the normal domestic order and harmony that

82, Op, cit. p, 25
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existed in society# In a real sense, Paul can be blamed

for defending an out-dated social order and family

pattern against the threat of a new and freer way of

life#®-* The relationship of man and woman, in Paul,s

view, was threatened by the prevailing spirit of the age,

especially in the case of the Greek Christians.®**
Therefore, it was partially in defence of this

traditional social pattern, in which the man had priority

83* Paul*s attitude toward women was very much in line
with the Jewish orthodox view expressed in Josephus,
"The wife, says the Law, is subject to the husband in
all things", Contra Apionem# 2.2i+# In I. Cor# 11:3
Paul's statement "But I would have you know that the
head of every man is Christ; the head of the woman is
the man; and the head of Christ is God", reflects the
notion that the woman is to be subordinate to nan not
only in the home, but in society and in the Church.
In Corinth, the Women's Liberation Movement, which
expressed itself in their appearing unveiled at
public religious meetings, and in their rising to
speak at these meetings together with the men, was
seen by Paul as threatening the cherished traditions
of the accepted social order. Thus he sought to
defend the traditional social order in which the man
had priority over the woman, by drawing on traditional
arguments in Mosaic law (I Cor# 1i*:35-5)» Rabbinic
tradition (I Cor, 11:16), and Stoic philosophy (I Cor#
11:6, 7-10;# His strong defence of this tradition was
in response to the new spirit that can be detected in
the writings of his contemporaries, for example,
Eplctetus, who remarks on the growing custom of
addressing girls as Kyria "lady" or "madam", as the
counterpart of Xyrios "lord" or "sir"# Cf# J#
Leipoldt, op. cit# p# k7tf#

8h# While this view had not penetrated to the sphere of
legislation, it waayauite clear that in both Greek
and Roman society €ne woman was beginning to
experience a degree of emancipation# Cf. W#J,
Woodhouse, "Marriage (Greek)", Encyclopaedia of
Religion and Ethics, ed., by James Hastings, VIII,
(191b), p. h88ff.
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over the woman, that Paul appeals to the Yahwist account

of Creation (Gen, 2;2i|ff), in which the woman* s position
and function in the social system of the time is one of

subordination,®-* It is significant to note Paul's use

of this particular account of Creation, when the second

account (Gen, 1:27ff) gives no such impression of

inequality. In Gen. 1:26-28 there is no indication

whatsoever of rank between man and woman. The three¬

fold reference to God's 'creating* in v. 27 leaves no

room for any distribution of rank or status. Both man

and woman are equally in immediate relationship to the

Creator and his act. Furthermore, both together

receive (v, 28) the blessing as well as the 'command to

subdue the earth (1:28), In this later account of

Creation (Gen, 1:26-28) the idea of social subordination

on the part of the woman is viewed negatively, if not

attacked, by the author, who sees the social relationship

of man and wife as expressing a reciprocal relationship

that derives its basis from the theological idea that man

and wife are equals before God, and equal heirs to all

that he has ordained, Paul pays scant attention to the

Priestly account (Gen, 1:26-28) with its emphasis on

85* The account given in the second Chapter of Genesis
which is the older of the traditions, known as
Yahwistic, dates from about the tenth century B.C.,
The second account, given in the first chapter of
Genesis (1:26-8), the Priestly narrative, was
written some five centuries later. The Priestly
narrative is not influenced as much by the social
system as it is by the theological idea of equality
before God,
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equality, and instead prefers the xnueh earlier Yahwist

account (Gen. 2;2i*ff) that refers to the actual social

situation in which women occupied a subordinate position.

This social pa ttern,maintained throughout the history of
ac

Israel, became the basis of Paul's theological

formulations —— with the priority of the man over the

woman being used by Paul to illustrate the relationship

of Christ and the Church.

In the New Testament Haustafeln we still have to a

large extent a defence of the social order where the man

is considered "the head of the woman". Yet, at the same

time we have the acceptance of the new spirit of equality

which was beginning to change the social values and human

relationships of the ancient world. The woman was now

seen, in some respects at least, as man's equal. The

absolutes of dominance and subordination which were so

prevelant in the ancient world were gradually being

replaced by a more reciprocal relationship which gave the

woman a degree of dignity and equality. The values of

the old world and the rising expectations of an

enlightened humanity meet in the Haustafeln teaching.

However, the one does not contradict the other but

instead the authors of the Haustafeln attempt to transform

the old values of dominance and submission by attributing

86. In fact this social pattern still exists in Near
i:astern society, with the man being very much the
head of the family. Cf. R» Fatal, Family, Love and
The Bible. London, 1960, pp. 60ffj also H.
ciranqvisi, Marriage in a Palestinian Village. II,
Helsinki, 1935.
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to them new motives^— Motives which bring them more in

line with the secular developments in human society.

There is evidence in the New Testament Haustafeln

that the Church is moving with the times, adjusting and

developing its theology along the lines of secular

developments in human society. However, its ethical

theology is still very much tied to the social patterns

of society, amounting to little more than a theological

substructure that reflects the social system of the

time. Nevertheless the Chriatlcn Church must be seen

in the vanguard of social change, and whether it

borrowed the idea of equality from the Hellenistic

world or from its own convictions, there is ample

evidence that women in the Church obtained a place which

must have caused quite a sensation in contemporary

society. Christ, himself, initiated this new attitude

toward women which was in total contradiction to

contemporary Jewish custom (Cf. Jn 4:7-11*27; Mt 8:14;

Lk 13:10—17S 8:1-3). The Church carried forward this

tradition by permitting women to speak in the community

of believers (Acts 2:17-18),^ and giving them equal

rights with men in the election of the Apostles (Acts

1:14,26). This attitude towards women was alien to the

Jewish spirit, and, although it was to some extent

intelligible to the Hellenistic world, it nevertheless

represented a radical break with the established views of

the time on the position of women in society. This

ethical development in the Christian community did not

come at once, or without complications. bhile Jesus,

87. Compare for example, I Cor 11:34.
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to the consternation of his Apostles, broke the

customary attitudes towards women, Paul defended these

traditional customs, drawing on numerous arguments from

tradition in support of his stand — the priority of man
oo

over woman. At times the community is divided as to

the direction in which it should move, whether it should

go with the current of social change, or hold

conservatively to the existing social order. Paul

chose to do the latter, but the spirit of the Christian

community generally was such that it compelled it to

examine its convictions in the light of social change,

and to test these convictions to see whether they

originated as an essential religious truth, or merely

the reflection of out of date social structures which

had in the meantime been replaced by newer ones. The

Haustafeln in the New Testament are a good example of

the Church's awareness of the changing patterns in

society, and of its efforts to incorporate these social

changes in the Gospel messagej For what we have in the
NT Haustafeln is not so much a condemnation of the old

values as a combination of the old with the new, which

is essential for the Church's survival in the world.

The Christian Meaning of submission

Two questions need to be answered regarding the NT

Haustafeln: Why did the Christian community require to

88. See note 83 above, p. 3I4.9.
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borrow the 'Haustafel form* for its etliical instruction?

And secondly, how did this form influence the different

social relationships, especially marriage, within the

Christian community? The simplest answer as to why they

borrowed the *Haustafeln* as a framework for their ethics

is that expressed by Kenneth S, Kirk who suggests that

"the Jewish and the Greek world ... were demanding clear,

authoritative, and easily remembered instructions on

qq
ethical questions." ^ The Gentile converts were a3king

questions that demanded a clear understanding from the

Church on matters of a practical ethical nature. It was

the Church's genius to be able to combine in its teaching

to its Gentile converts the ethical knowledge and

formulations of the Hellenistic world with the Christian

message. However, while this contact with the

Hellenistic world may be a major cause for the Church's

adoption of the 'Haustafeln', it is, I believe, not the

most important cause.

The 'Haustafeln* as we have seen pre-date

Christianity, having their roots in both Greek and

Jewish society —- being a kind of universal ethical

code for the ancient world, with the different societies

emphasizing those aspects that reflected their particular

social structure and ethical outlook, and deleting those

which did not apply. Thus while it expressed itself

differently in the different cultural settings of the

ancient world, it was always in evidence, like a natural

89. K.E. Kirk, p. 118.
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law of moral behaviour. Christianity, no doubt, was

aware of this ethical code from its inception, either in

its Jewish form or quite possibly in its more structured

Greek formulation. However, why Christians did not

adopt this 'ethical code* at the beginning can best be

explained by noting the unique ethical development of

the early Christian Church. In matters of ethics the

early Church may be said to have passed through three

stages. The first stage of its ethical development was

governed largely by an apocalyptic outlook, where ethical

behaviour was subsumed in a rigorous sectarian practice

similar to that of Qumran. At this stage the whole

community was based on a religious ethic which assumed

the functions of regulating individual piety and virtue,

and also of prescribing a science of social and communal

behaviour. Thus the standard and sanction of morality

were firmly grounded in religious faith. Ethics became

not only the adherence to external laws, but became

internalised to govern thoughts as well as actions (Mt

5:28; Mk. 10:5). Therefore, instead of specific

ethical instructions to guide behaviour, ethical decisions

were handed down through theological generalizations

good ethical behaviour being a consequence of one's

religious practice. However, this apocalyptic approach,

where ethical behaviour was a direct consequence of

religious faith, became no longer adequate when the

Church began to move out beyond its Je?/ish sectarian

boundaries to the Hellenistic world. The need for
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cultural assimilation to the teaching of the Gospel soon

became apparent. Matthew writing to his Jewish-

Christian community found it necessary to bring the rigid

apocalyptic view of marriage and divorce into line with

the cultural practices of his people. (Mt 5:32»1 9: 9f) •

So, too, did Mark when he wrote to his Gentile

congregation possibly in Rome (Mk. 10:1-10). Thus the

early Church in these existential circumstances was

faced with the realities of divergent cultures, and the

need to deal with the practical issues of everyday ethics.

However, in the beginning it was possible to practice a

sectarian type ethic governed by apocalyptic thinking,

as the environment in which Christianity began, that of

Judaism, made possible, and in some ways encouraged such

practice.

Upon the death of Jesus, however, the apocalyptic

hope of the followers of Jesus quickly faded, leaving the

Apostles and followers momentarily faced with the

realities of human existence. I say momentarily, because

almost immediately their attention was diverted from the

circumstances of everyday life by the new eschatological

hope. This hope, that Christ would return in their

lifetime and establish His Kingdom became the over-riding

principle in the Church's life. In this situation there

v/as no need for an ethical code, for the human

institutions in which men found themselves were about to

be replaced by Christ's Kingdom. Those who were to

share in this new kingdom were to stand in readiness,
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living lives that were spiritually and morally acceptable

for membership in the New Kingdom. Therefore, the need

for ethical codes to guide moral behaviour was not felt

as one's moral behaviour was still Invariably linked with

religious faith. The eschatologlcul principle governed

both faith and actions.

When this eschatological hope subsided the community

was once more brought back to a sense of reality

having to face once more the need for a practical ethic.

It was at this stage that the Church proved its ingenuity

by combining the Christian hope of the Second Coming with

the ethical knowledge for practical ethics from the

Haustafeln tradition. This was not an abandonment of

the eschatological hope, but a sober acknowledgment by

the Church that the second corning of Christ, while expected,

may not occur in the present generation. Therefore

there was need to speak realistically and practically to

the everyday human relationships that were now taking on

a degree of permanency for the Christian. This need was

met by the Church's adoption of the Haustafeln, which

provided a basis for the development of a Christian ethic.

By adopting the Haustafeln form as a basis for ethical

teaching the early Church 'christianized' these codes, and

gave them, as we have seen, Christian motives in addition

to the baBie underlying social motives that already

supported the social structures of the society. This

three stage development may best be understood in terms of
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W.D. Davies*^0 idea of the ♦vertical* and 'horizontal*

dimensions of early Christian morality - that is to say

that in the Apocalyptic and eschatological period the

primary stress is on the *vertical* dimension —— that

is, the Church's attachment to the Jesus of history and

the risen Lord, and the expectation of His immediate

return. In the third stage, however, the 'horizontal'

dimension plays a larger role, where the absolutes of

Jesus* teaching are transformed into practical rules of

conduct. In this situation the emphasis is placed not

so much on the *vertical* dimension, but on the place of

the Christian community in the world, and to meet its

ethical needs the Church not only domesticated the

absolutes of Jesus, but took over domestic virtues from

the world#

The worksof recent exegesis help to detect in the

NT literature this three stage development of early

Christian ethics. While the Synoptic gospels were

written later than the genuine Pauline Epistles, they are^

at the same time, dependent on documents which go back to

the earliest Christian conanunlty (e.g.Q), and are

attempts to record the first beginnings of the Christian

Church, and more particularly the ministry of Jesus,

These Synoptic accounts are unanimous in portraying an

apocalyptic outlook in Jesus teaching, and shows evidence

90. Cf. W.D. Davies, "The Moral Teaching of the Early
Church" in The Use of The Old Testament in the New
and Other Essays, Studies in Honor of William Franklin
Stinespring, edited by James M. Efird, Durham, N.C.,
1972, pp 310-332.
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that Jesus and the earliest Christian community were

Influenced by the highly apocalyptic teachings of

heterodox Judaism. Thus the first stage of Christian

ethics is governed by apocalyptic thinking which

expressed itself in a rigorous sectarian practice

similar to that of Qumran. The second stage is clearly

seen in the genuine Pauline Epistles, here the

apocalyptic idea is displaced by an eschatological hope.

In this crisis situation in the Church ethical codes

were considered unnecessary, as one's moral behaviour

was governed by the eschatological principle. However,

when this hope subsided due to the delay of the 'Parousia',

the Church moved to the third stage of its ethical

development, and adopted the traditional Haustafeln

codes as guides for moral behaviour. This was an

important move on the part of the Church as it enabled

it to prepare itself in a positive way for the future.

This stage is clearly seen in the deutero-Paullne

Epistles.

The idea of 'submission* in the New Testament

Haustafeln differed significantly from the idea of

'submission* in the secular household codes. The

difference, however, is not so rauch in the meaning of the

term as in the motives attributed to the concept of

submission as understood by the early Christians. The

Christians in borrowing the idea of submission from the

Haustafeln changed it from a passive social obligation

that was imposed on subordinates into a dynamic and
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positive way of spreading the Gospel. Phile the concept

of submission in the New Testament Haustafeln carries

with it the idea of subordination in the context of social

relationships, it adds three distinctive characteristics

to the idea of submission, which lift it out of its

cultural context making it into an instrument of social

change and Christian witness. First of all to the New

Testament authors of the Haustafeln submission came to

mean 'non-retaliation*. The author of I Peter sets

forth the whole principle of suffering for righteousness

sake by showing Jesus to be our perfect example of non-

retaliation:

"To that you were called, because Christ suffered
on your behalf, and thereby left you an example;
it is for you to follow in his steps. He
committed no sin, he was convicted of no
falsehood; when he was abused he did not
retort with abuse, when he suffered he
uttered no threats, but committed his cause
to the One who judges justly." I Peter 2:21-23*

Life takes on a new quality, it becomes 'a fine thing* if

one is able to suffer for righteousness sake following

the example of Christ. It is by this kind of non-

retalitory behaviour that Christians shall win others to

Christ, whether they be unbelieving husbands or wives,

or any others who disbelieve the Gospel. secondly, the

idea of submission for the Christian did not mean that

the subordinates were to be passive towards the people

under whom they served. Submission was to be a positive

and creative means of influencing non-Christians. To

the authors of the NT Haustafeln the idea of submission
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was very much akin to the Jewish idea of doing good as a

means of changing the social situation, for example the

doing of good as a means of changing one's enemies

(Proverbs 25:2lf). Therefore, submission was not so

much a static concept with them, where subordinates

passively accepted their role in the hierarchical social

structure of the day, but, in actual fact, became a means

of change. The doing of good by the Christian believers

and the acceptance of their position in the spirit of

non-retaliation according to the example of Christ were

important elements in the missionary campaign of the early

Church. The third element which gave a new impetus to

the Gospel message in the Gentile world was the fact that

the basic idea of submission in the Haustafeln tradition

was a means of combining the social obligations of the

day with an active and positive Christian Yfitness. This

factor is of utmost importance in that the success of the

Church in the Gentile environment depended very largely

on its ability to assimilate its message to the

different cultural and ethical patterns of pagan society.

It was here that the Church proved its viability and

versatility by adopting these 'household codes' and

making out of them, not only precepts of moral conduct

for its followers, but a potent missionary tool for the

evangelization of Gentile society.

These changes had an Influence on all the social

institutions of the ancient world, net the least the

institution of marriage. While marriage maintained its
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traditional social pattern with the man having priority

over the woman, the idea of submission in the marriage

relationship was no longer passive on the part of the

wife, in fact it no longer existed in the form of the

old social absolutes of submission and dominance. Man

and wife were beginning to view their relationship as

mutual, with the old servile relationship being replaced

by one of mutual understanding, sharing, helpfulness and

concern. Marriage was becoming a positive and

meaningful relationship among Christians, a relationship

that not only contributed to the individual's well-

being but contributed Importantly to the growth and

well-being of the Church. However, at this stage

marriage was not the old institution of the Hebrews or

the Creeks, it was an institution in a state of

transition, with the new influences of Church and State

combining to bring about changes that helped marriage

develop into the kind of institution that reflected the

teaching of the Qospel#



CHAPTER VI

INTRODUCTION

The swing from an emphasis on a life of virginity

under the tension of Paul's esehatological gospel, to a

positive approach to marriage when this eschatological

hope faded was vital to the survival of the Christian

community. Had the Church insisted on a custom of

'consecrated virginity', which came into prominence

under Paul's eschatological preaching, it v/ould have

turned into a celibate community and might well have

disappeared as a historical reality. However, once the

Church became aware of its role as the body of Christ in

the world, and that its presence in the world was not to

be one of isolation, it made the necessary adjustments

for its survival and mission. One of these adjustments

for its survival called for a positive approach to the

most basic of all human institutions — marriage.

Therefore the Post-Pauline Church became anxious to point

out that this ancient institution was "an honourable

estate, ordained by God", and what is more, an instrument

through which the Church may, by precept and example,
4

make known the Gospel of Christ,

However, was this swing in the Church's thinking as

marked as the 'Haustafeln* teaching seem to indicate? Do

1. Cf. I Tim, 5:10,1hf, Titus 1:6, Also I Tim.2:15;
Heb, 13tk»
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we find thlB positive attitude expressed in the rest of

the Pastorals, contemporary New Testament writings, and

the non-canonical Christian literature of the period?

The purpose of this chapter is to determine if this

positive approach to marriage was a definite character¬

istic of the Christian community at this time, and

whether it was, in part, a reaction to the asceticism

that had crept into the Church as a result of the

earlier eschatological hope.

The Pastoral Epistles

The strongest reaction to asceticism in the

Pastorals occurs in I Tim. h:3-5:

"They forbid marriage and inculcate abstinence
from certain foods, though God created them to
be enjoyed with thanksgiving by believers who
have inward knowledge of the truth. For
everything that God created is good, and
nothing is to be rejected when it is taken
with thanksgiving, since it is hallowed by
Godfs own word and by prayer."

There has been, and still is, considerable discussion in

the exegetical literature as to what group or groups the

writer is referring to in making this statement regarding
2

marriage. Some early commentators believed that the

statement was directed against those who followed the

sectarian practices of the Essenes, who were understood

to have made abstinence from marriage a necessary

2. Cf. J.E. Huther, Pastoral Epistles, in Lleyer*s
Commentary on the Hew Testament. Edinburgh, 1881,
trans,' by David Ttunter, p. 170, See note 1, which
gives the position of some early exegetes.
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* ii
condition of holy life,-' Most recent commenta tore,

however, believe that the heretics mentioned here are of

a Gnostic type, C,K, Barrett is representative of this

view when he states:

"It is clear from this passage that men are
in mind who practice a gnostic kind of
asceticism, believing (it seems) that
matter and everything connected with it
(such as sexual relations) is intrinsically
evil, Thej forbid marriage, so did the
(later) gnostic heretics,

Paul did not do this, though he scarcely
shows the positive attitude to marriage and
child-bearing found in the Pastorals (I Cor,
7), It must be added that Paul's
reservations with regard to marriage rested
on grounds quite different from those of the
Gnostics,"5

3, If we consider the scrolls of umran as the
literature of the Essenes, which is the view of most
scholars (e.g. Y, Yadin, M, Black, k, de Vaux, M,
Dupont-Sommer), we find this view of Essene marriage
is brought into question, Ehile Philo, Josephue
and Pliny the Elder have recorded the abstention of
certain segments of the Essene community from sex
and marriage, the Scrolls themselves, and the
evidence of its cemetery, where the remains of
women have been found, indicate that the community
practiced marriage. In the texts so far published
there is no evidence of asceticism being practiced.
The Manual of Discipline does not mention abstention
from marriage. The Damascus Document recovered from
three of the Qumran caves in two slightly varying
manuscripts takes for granted marrying and begetting
children. Of, IQS A, VII, Vermes, The Dead Sea,
Scrolls in English, Harmondsworth, 1§58, p. 103ffj
CD I, Ibid., p. 119.)

The only deviation from normal marriage relation¬
ships contained in the scrolls is the deferment of
marriage until the age of twenty in a culture that
used puberty as the norm, Cf, The War Scroll. VII,
ibid., p. 133, See also Chapter 3 above.

h# Cf, A.R.G, Leaney, The Epistle to Timothy, Titus and
Philemon, The Toreh Bible Commentaries, London, 1960j
E.K. Simpson, The Pastoral Epistles. Clarendon Press,
Oxford, 19£>3» pp. 65ff> among others,

5» The Pastoral Epistles, oxford, 19^3* p« 5b•
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A few Bcholars are not as definite about the identity of

the heretics mentioned here, or, if in fact they were

heretics in the strict sense of that word. J.N.D. Kelly

states:

"... the discouragement of marriage, as of sex
generally, was a definitely Gnostic trait, and
came to the fore in the great second-century
Gnostic systems. ... This has tempted many to
identify the heretics as Gnostics proper, but
this is to ignore the Jewish background of
their teaching and the fact that all the main
features of developed Gnosticism are absent
from it. There is evidence of a negative
attitude toward sex, not perhaps so radical as
this, in the Corinthian Church (I Cor. vii.lff.:
and Paul had earlier dealt with this in his
sensible way. What we have to do with here
is not so much thorough-going Gnosticism as an
incipient tendency in that direction
manifested b- converted Jews in a syncretistic
environ ment*

Kelly had noted earlier that:

"It is in fact unrealistic to look to the well-
known Gnostic or near-Gnostic systems of the
second century for light on the teaching which
provoked the Pastorals. Everything suggests
that it was something much more elementaryj and
it is significant that much of the writer*s
polemic is directed, not so much against any
specific doctrine, as against the general y
contentiousness and loose living it encouraged."'

It has been suggested that the asceticism referred to in

this passage (I Tim, h:3f) is not altogether the

asceticism of a heretical sect, similar to what was
D

encountered in the Corinthian correspondence, but is,

6. A Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles, London, 1963*
P. 95.

7. Ibid, p. 1l+.
8. Cf. Chapter h above, pp.2h2ff.
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in fact, an instance of over-realised eschatology^ on

the part of some Church members.

The whole problem seems to centre around a

misunderstanding of the resurrection on the part of
1 0

certain false teachers. They believed that by virtue

of the resurrection of JeEus Christ the Christian

11
community has been projected into the Age to come, and

that the conditions of life in that age were now in

force. For them the resurrection lay in the past, and

therefore Jesus* statement that in the resurrection men

neither marry nor give their children in marriage

demanded that marriage cease (Mt 22:30), The whole

difficulty lay in the fact that the false teachers, and

those who followed them, failed to distinguish the

present time of refreshing, which the resurrection of

Jesus had initiated, from the consummation to be

9* Yi,L. Lane, "I Timothy IV*1-3, An Early Instance
of Over-realized EschatologyflTOt, 11 (196^-65)
pp, 164-7,

10, Hymenaeus and Philetus were teaching that the
resurrection was already past, T*]v oLvu<rr\crtv
^7 S -77 y*:yoi/2.v/ou., (11 T im, 2:1 8)

11, It is interesting to note that such a confusion
regarding the resurrection was also entertained by
later Christians, Cf, Iren,, Adv, Haer, I, XXiii,5»
of the Samaritan iienander, a disciple of Simon
Magus (of, Justin, Apol, I, 26); Justin, Dial, 80;
Tertullian de Anima 50, of Marcion, Minucius Pelli,
Octav, II, comments, *By a peculiar blindness they
add faith to that which they have invented. You
would think, to listen to them, that they were
already resurrected!*
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inaugurated by the yet future resurrection at Christ's

second coming. Therefore, what the author of the

Pastoral is anxious to make clear is that the present

experience of the Christian community is an experience

of life in Christ, but is different from the eternal

life promised at the Second coming of Christ.

The key to the understanding of this passage (I Tim.

h:3ff)» and to the author's hostile attitude to this

ascetic practice, is found in I Tim. h:8, which makes

this distinction between the present reality and the

future hope crystal clean

"The training of the body does bring limited
benefit, but the benefits of religion are
without limit, since it holds promise not
only for this life but for the life to come".

This brings us back to J.N.D, Kelly's remark that

"everything suggests that it was something much more

elementary", than the heretical teaching of a Gnostic

faction within the Church. This much more elementary

"something" appears to have been this confusion regarding

the meaning of the resurrection within the Christian

community; and those who interpreted the resurrection of

Jesus as having inaugurated the New Kingdom, believed

also that the conditions of life in that Age were now in

force. This misunderstanding of the resurrection which

resulted in a false conception of the eschatological Age

needed to be refuted In the strongest possible terms.

Therefore, the author of I Timothy is anxious to point

out to all believers that the present circumstances in

which the Church finds itself i& not the eschatological
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Kingdom, but the concrete realities of human existence

to which the Church is called to experience Christ.

This meant, too, that believers were to participate in

those * orders of creation* which God had instituted for

man in his earthly life; therefore marriage, as an

institution ordained by God, was to be honoured and

enjoyed by all believers.

No doubt the author of I Timothy is aware of the

false asceticism of the Gnostic Christians, and the
42

widespread practice of asceticism in the pagan world,

but appears here to be more concerned with correcting

the misunderstanding that has arisen in the Christian

community — a misunderstanding that threatens to

disrupt the harmony of social life by the false belief

that the eschatologlcal Age has already arrived and

therefore there is no need for the basic institutions of

earthly existence, such aa marriage. Aware of the

Church*s historical reality, the author makes plain to

his readers that they are still bounded by the

circumstances of everyday earthly life, and that the

life to come remains a future hope. Therefore, orderly

marriage, blest with children, is the sound order of life

12. Cf. H, Preisker, Chrlstentum und -he in den ersten
drei Jahrhunderten. 1927. p. £lff. Preisker gives
us some indication of the extent of celibacy in the
ancient world when he remarks: "In order to
circumvent Augustus* law against celibacy, mock-
marriages were arranged with poor men, who made
themselves available for this role against a money
payment". On the law itself, cf. pp. 63ff.
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In the Christian community (I Tim. 5:10, lUf; Titus 1:6).

I Timothy 3:2. j2| Titus 1:6

Further light from the Pastoral epistles comes from

the regulations regarding Church officers, contained in

both Timothy and Titus. The phrase Faithful to his

one wife" (I Tim 3:2, Tit. 1:6), is understood by many

recent Protestant scholars as forbidding remarriage
1 "5

after the death of the first wife; this is also the

classic interpretation of the Catholic Church and has
•j h

strong support in the ancient canons'^ and in the
1 g

Fathers, On the other hand, many Protestant exegetes,

and not a few Catholic scholars^ interpret the text as

a prohibition of polygamy.

13. Among Protestant scholars who hold this view are:
Karl Barth, Rudolph Bultmann, Heinrich Greeven, Karl
Miiller, Herbert Frelsker. Cf, Preisker'e book,
Christ enturn und .'he in den erst en 3 Jahrh., 1§27»
■ mi T «i,;hiii.»ii« II. Mil Ill-- HI iummii i » nwi mm» mi «n i *

pp. Ib8ff.
1U. For references to support in the ancient canons see,

. .. Bchulze, in Bischof sei eines ..eibes I.iann ...
Sur .xegese von I Tim 3.2 und Titus 1.6", Aer.ygma
und Dogma. IV (1958) pp. 288, 9.

15. The Fathers most frequently quoted in support of
this view are, Athenagoras of Athens, Apology 33#
Tertullian, *De xhor. cat.. De monogamla; Jerome,
'Adv« Jovinianum'""i.3h, PL 23, 269. Poi* & complete
catalogue of references to the above vie?; see,
"Remarriage after Divorce in the Primitive Church:
A Propos of a recent book", H. Crouzel, IrTh ... 38
(1971-72) pp. 21—hi,

16. For a list of Catholic scholars who hold the view
that the texts refer to a prohibition against
Polygamy, see . . Lyonnet, "Unius uxorls vir (I Tim
3, 2.12; Tit 1.6)", VerDom k5 (1967) P. 6.
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In support of the flrat opinion we have in the

'athers such exponents as Athenagoras of Athens,

Tertullian and Jerome. Athenagoras, in his Apology.

states the case quite plainly:

"A person should either remain as he was born
or be content with one marriage; for a second
marriage is only decent adultery. ... For he
who deprives himself of his first wife, even
though she be dead, is a cloaked adulterer,
resisting the hand of God, because in the
beginning God made one man and one woman."

Tertullian^ works, on the other hand, are a bit more

ambiguous, owing, no doubt, to his later conversion to

Montanism. In his earliest treatise on the subject *Ad

uxorem* (two books, c.203), he asks his wife either to

remain a widow or to marry only a Christian after his

death. However, during his Montanlst period, he

produced two other works fDe exhortatlone castltatla* and
' De raonogamla*. In the first he exhorts a friend who is

a widower not to contract a second marriage, which he

actually calls a "kind of fornication"; in the second he

unleashes a violent attack on the unlawfulness of the

second marriage.

17. Apology 33» Translation by J. uasten, in
x atrolok'y. spectrum Publishers, Utrecht-Antwerp,
1965, p. 235.
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1 8
.. ,A. Lchulze sees no support for the prohibition

of a second marriage in Tertullian's and Jerome's appeal

to the alleged practice of pagan cults which would not

accept for their priesthood a man who had been married

more than once,' in fact he points out that historical
1 Q

study has proved this practice to be non-existent, 7

Furthermore, little value is added to the argument by

18, "Sin Bischof sei eines eibes i.iann ,,, Zur Sxegeee
von I Tic, 3.2 und Titus 1,6", Kerygma una o-:mft, IV
(1958) pp. 295.

19. Ibid. pp. 295ff, While this practice (remarriage)
may have been non-existent in the pagan priesthoods
of the cults, there is strong evidence that
Tertullian and Jerome were basing their arguments
on the monogamy practiced in the Jev/ish priesthood,
interpreting the Christian priesthood to be the
whole body of believers (I Peter 2:5), Ih tills
sense all Christians, and not just the bishops and
deacons were to practice monogamy. To show the
likelihood of this interpretation I need only to
quote a short passage from L. .pstein, carriage
Laws in the Bible and Talmud, 1S&2, showing tne
emphasis on monogamy in the Hebrew priesthood, and
a passage in Tertullian's fDe monogamla '. Epstein
remarks "it is noteworthy that not a single case is
recorded in the Bible of a priestly family living in
polygamy .... The new Testament denies polygamy to
bishops (I Tim 3.2, Tit. 1.6). The bishnah assumes
that the high priest had only one wife (L. Yoma 2a),
and the Talmud reads into the biblical text itself
the prohibition of polygamy for high priests (Yoma
13a, Yeb. 59a on Lev. 16.9,11 ). These facts give
us ground for the suspicion that perhaps older
Hebrew tradition restricted the priestly tribe to
monogamy", Tertullian is aware of this monogamy in
the Hebrew priesthood, and also aware that we are
called to be a priestly people: "The Law (of Moses)
prohibits priests from marrying a second time. The
daughter also of a priest it bids, if widowed or
repudiated, if she have no seed, to return into her
father's home and be nourished from his bread, ,,,
Us moreover Jesus has made "priests to God His
Father" according to John ••• .Priests we are withal
called by Christ; debtors to monogamy, in accordance
with the pristine Law of God, which prophesied at
that time of us in its own priests," (Oh, VII),
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appealing to oman burial inscriptions praising a woman

as 'unlvira', for these epitaphs only reflect the egotism

of the husband who did not wish his wife to remarry after

his death, and, significantly enough, inscriptions are

lacking which praise a nan for not renjarrying after the

death of his wife.

The key figure in support of the argument against a

second marriage is undoubtedly the Alexandrian theologian,

Clement, Clement was the first Christian author to give

a systematic treatment of sexuality, marriage and

virginity, and the principles which he constructed

became commonplace in later centuries, Clement defends

marriage against all attempts of the Gnostic sects to

discredit and reject it. He not only recommends

marriage for moral reasons, he goes so far as to regard

it a duty for the welfare of the country, for the

succession of children and for the perfection of the
20

world. It is on his understanding of the concept of
21

matrimony that he is against any second marriage. For

Clement matrimony is higher than any sexual union; it is

a spiritual and religious union between husband and wife
22

so that he avers: 'Sacred is the state of matrimony'.

So sacred is marriage that even death does not dissolve

20, Paed. 2, 10, 83, 2,
2-j, Strom, 3, 12, 82,
22, Strom, 3, 12, 8h.
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this union completely. It is because of this spiritual
2"5

unity that Clement is against any second marriage, ^

However, this view was not unanimous throughout the

early Church, and one has only to take a cursory glance

at the early Christian writings to see that there was a

wide variety of opinion as to what the authors cf I Tim.

3,2, and Titus 1.6 may have been referring to in their

regulations to Church officers. One of the earliest

non-canonical writers, the I hepherd of Hermas, contrary

to a number of Christian authors, permits remarriage:

"If, Sir, said I, a wife, or on the other hand
a husband die, and the survivor marry does he
sin so doing? He docs not sin, said he, but
if he shall remain single, he shall thereby
gain for hi self more exceeding honor and
great glory before the J.ord; but even if he
marry he docs not sin.

According to J. Pospishil quite a large number of the

Church Fathers permitted remarriage after the divorce of

some persons, and some interpreted I Tim. 3»2 as a

regulation against polygamy in the Church, To take just

23. Ibid, For a full treatment of Clement*s systematic
treatment of sexuality, marriage and virginity, see
Jean-Paul Broudehoux, Marjage et Fain11 le Chez
C1ement D* 41exandr le. Paris, 1970. ~

2b. Mand. b, b, 1-2.
25, Among the Fathers listed as permitting remarriage

after divorce are: Theordoretus, Ambrose, lactantius,
Theophilactus, Hpiphanius, Chromatlus, John
Chrysoeto;;:, Hilary of Poitiers, Tertullian, Basil
the Qreat, and Theordores of Mopsuestia, Cf. "Divorce
and Femarriage in the Karly Church", IrThF 38 (1971)
PP. 338f.

*
For a positive view of marriage in the fifth century
cf, "Theodoret of Cyrrhus on Marriage", a.'V. Ashley,
Theology. 72 (1969) pp. b82-b91 •
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two examples we might look at the interpretations 0f

JiicoVdcrel .ntf Theordore 01 ilopsuestia,

TheoVdoret explains the regulation found in I Tim.

3.2 on the basis of the polygamy practiced by both Greeks

and Jews; and in I Tim 5.9 the author is thought by

Theordoret not to be thinking of a widow who has not

entered upon a second marriage but of a widow who has
26

lived honourably in the married state,

Theoifdore of iiopsuestia, in his Commentary on our
27

texts, ' is in strong agreement with this same view.

According to Theodore's thinking the reference in I Tim

3, 12 of *a woman being the wife of one husband' does not
A ■ *

refer to a worn n who has not contracted a second marriage,

for, as Theo^dore points out, the author himself advised

people to remarry (I Tim 5:14) and therefore could not

have deemed a second marriage quite unsuitable. In

Theodore's view the author of I Timothy is speaking of

a woman who has lived uprightly with her partner whether

she has only one husband or has wed a second, provided

that she has not thought of a second at the same time
2ft

when she had the one partner.

26, Cf. PG. 82, 805.
27, Theodore hopsuestenus, In eplstolaa B. Paull

commentarli. Ed. H.B. Swete, vol. Ill (1^82)
pp. 99-106 (de I Tim 3,2) et p. 1 60—1 (de I Tim
5.9).

28, Cf. 2. Lyonnet, "Unius uxorls, (I Tim 3, 2, 12;
Titus 1,6)," VerDom 45 (1967) P. 4f.
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come scholars*""^ have given a variation to the

traditional i roteatant interpretation, which retains the

idea that the authors of I Timothy ana Titus were

fighting against the polygamy that was prevalent among

the Greeks and Jews, but in addition were guarding the

Church against successive polygany which was a result of

the easy divorce laws of the period. Therefore they

understand the passage to mean that a cleric who has

divorced his wife should not marry again&t as long as

she is living.

From these examples from early Christian and

Patristic literature we can appreciate the divergence of

opinion extant in the early Church on these texts from

the Pastoral Epistles. The question of remarriage

generally in the early Church was by no means a clear-

cut issue for the early Church Fathers, and one only has

to read the very interesting debate between Henri

Crousel,^ and Victor J. i-ospisnil^ on the question of

remarriage and divorce, to appreciate the divergence of

29, Among those who hold this view are J. Jeremias,
xastoralbrieie, Gottlngen, 1 9*+9> pp. 18, 57ff.I

Godet, Introduction au. FT, vol. I, 1893> p*o4i+fj
A. Oepke, tV»NT.' Vol'." I. p. 364.

30. Cf. "Remarriage after Divorce in the Primitive Church:
A Propos of a recent Book," IrThQ. 38 (1971) pp.Sl-in ,
This article highlights the differences of opinion
and interpretation concerning the question of
'remarriage and divorce' among Patristic etegetes.

3l• "Divorce and Remarriage in the Early Church", IrThq
38 (1971) PP. 338-3^7. Cf. Jose Monteerret-Torrents,
The Abandoned Spouse. Bruce, Milwaukee, 19&8.
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opinion that existed aiiiong the early Church /athere, and,

lor that matter, the divergence of opinion among their

interpreters.

In the light of the circumstances in which the

authors of the pastorals were writing it seems unlikely

that the burning issue here is the concern of a Church

member taking a second wife after the death of the first.

If Paul's illustration in Romans 7:1-6 is any indication

of the practice among Christians, then the Christian

community understood the marriage bond to be broken on

the death of a spouse, with the surviving spouse free to

contract a new marriage. There is no reason to believe

that this basic understanding of marriage hud changed,

especially since the author of I Timothy recommends

remarriage (I Timothy 5:14). The positiveness of the

author's attitude toward marriage may be seen in the

practical reasons he gives for the permission to remarry;

it is to avoid the pitfalls of a passionate nature, and

the idleness that a young woman has to contend with when
32

she has no family responsibilities.

P,C, Lattey,"^ points out that there has been

insufficient attention given to the conditions in which,

at the time of the Pastoral Epistles, the Christian

communities were living, R. Cchnackenburg, gives

32, Cf. I Tim, 5:9-15.

33* "Unius uxoris vir (Titus 1,6)", VerDom. 28 (1950),
228-9.
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something of a description of these conditions when he

states:

"In the time of the Emperors (at the turn of
1st Century) the Old Roman strictness had
given way to frightful licentiousness which
spread throughout society, especially in the
cities, and led to an increasing decline in
social life. Consorting with courtesans and
prostitutes was hardly thought of as vice any
longer; adultery and divorce were commonplace
and the reform laws of Gaesar Augustus were
evaded by sham marriages,"34

It was this appalling situation, aggravated by the

practice of polygamy and concubinage among the Greeks

and Jews,-^ which gave the young Church, who had by now

become aware of its new role in hurrian society, cause for

concern.

The Church's reaction to these appalling conditions

in society had two important effects upon the life and

future of the Christian community; first, it demanded

that the Church define for its member'ship what a

Christian marriage ought to be. This it did by recalling

the community to the origin, meaning and purpose of

marriage as revealed in the teaching of the Old

Testament (Gen, 1:27, 2;24), the preaching of the

prophets, and the early Church tradition (10k, 10:1-10,

Mt, 5i32£fJ 19?>-12), To convey this concept of

marriage it 'christianized' the existing moral codes,

34# The Moral Teaching of the New Testament, London,
TSFB27"P. 243, 9.

35, W#A, Schulze, op, cit, 287-300.
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thus giving marriage a deeper meaning and larger purpose

than mere social obligation.D Secondly, the Church

realized that in order to change the decadent moral

situation the Christian concept of marriage had to be

put forward in a positive way, therefore the Christian

community presented the marriage relationship as a means

37
of cleansing society of its moral aberrations. 1

Yihile we cannot be certain as to the exact purpose

and meaning of the regulation in I Tim, 3*2, 12; Titus

1.6, the most acceptable explanation is that this

regulation is, in essence, both a prohibition against

polygamy and the easy divorces of the period. If we

accept the variation of the classical Protestant
33

interpretation made by a number of notable exegetes,

then what is meant by 'the husband of one wife' is not

only that Christian marriage is to be monogamous, but

that a Church official who is divorced is not permitted

to remarry while his first wife is still alive. This

makes the simple regulation a potent weapon against both

36. Cf. Chapter V, which deals with the Christian
motives given to the moral codes, also the concept
of 'subordination' in the Christian ethic.

37* According to Lightf'oot, the early Church fathers
saw compulsory celibacy at once caused the
immeasurable sctindal of the ' subintroductii' and a

state of things denounced by Father after Father as
nothing better than a secret and criminal concubinage
which had to be coped with - and that in vain - even
by imperial laws."

38. See note 29 above. p. 375*
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polygamy and divorce. This interpretation also makg a

sense of the regulation regarding widows that they be

the 'wife of one husband'. widows, in the Church's

estimation, are women who have had only 'one husband' at

any one time, and that before contracting a second

marriage the first husband had died and had not been

divorced. Therefore, 'a real v/idow' (I Tim. 3:3ff) is

one who is made so by death and not divorce.

In this passage regarding widows (I Tim 9:3-13) an

interesting insight is thrown on the social status of

women at this time. The Question undoubtedly comes to

mind as to why widows are mentioned as full participants

in the Christian community, while no such mention is

made of 'virgins', that is, young unmarried women? The

simple answer is that a widow, by virtue of her widowhood,

has been emancipated from the authority of both father

and husband. The father transfers the rights of his

daughter to the husband on the completion of the marriage*

and the husband relinquishes his rights over the wife upon

his death (cf. aom 7:1-6), The young unmarried woman or

the married woman has no such independence, and remains

under the authority of father and husband respectively,

this is why we hear nothing of the young unmarried woman

or the wife .in the affairs of the Church#

Hebrews 13:4

This positive approach to marriage is also expressed

In another piece of contemporary writing, the .pistle to
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39
the Hebrews* v which states:

"Marriage is honourable; let us all keep it
so, and the marriage bond inviolate; for God's
judgement will fall on fornicators and
adulterers." Heb. 13:4-

Summed up in this cogent statement are the three basic

characteristics of Christian marriage, first, that

marriage is an honourable state, and therefore to be

enjoyed by the elect of God's people; secondly marriage

for the Christian is to be indissoluble, a union of 'one

flesh' implying life long togetherness; and thirdly, and

probably the most radical change demanded by the

Christian community, is that marriage excludes all extra¬

marital relationships on the part of each partner. The

husband is no longer permitted unlimited sexual freedom,

as was the custom in earlier times, but like the wife,

his sexual activity is confined to the marriage

relationship, and those who violate this limitation are

indeed fornicators and adulterers.

This short statement in Hebrews not only indicates

that the Church was beginning to think positively about

marriage, but gives us a clear idea of the new shape

marriage was beginning to take in the Christian

community. Apart from the insistence on indissolubility,

39* The Epistle to the Hebrews is purported to have been
written around A.D. 9C~95» However, some scholars
for example E.T. Merrill, date the Epistle as late
as 140 A.D, cf. Essays in Early Christian History,
1924, pp. 217ff• This date, however, is not
usually followed,ffor a complete discussion on the
authorship and date of this Epistle see Donald
Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, London, 3rd ed.
1970, pp.TT&^fS; —
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a traditional Christian trait,*40 the Church demanded a

radical chan.e in sexual behaviour by confining all

sexual rights to the marriage relationship, which was,

most likely, a reaction to the sexual aberrations of the

pagan world*

Contemporary Christian writings

The most substantial evidence in support of a shift

in the Church's thinking regarding marriage comes from

the contemporary non-canonical Christian writings of

this period. It is highly significant to note the

absence of 'consecrated virginity' as a customary way of

life in the earliest Christian writings. J. Macsingberd

Ford, in an article entitled, ft. Paul, the PhilogamiBt

(I Cor. VII in early Patristic Bxegesis). notes:

"... one is immediately struck by the, dearth
of references to -rret/>&sv0j and 'mi/ftirut and
the apparently apposite text I Cor, vii, 23,
36-8 in the earliest Christian writings ...
The scanty references in the first and second
centuries are more marked when they are
contrasted with the many complete works devoted
to the subject in the later centuries. These
works begin in the mid-third century with
St Cyprian's 'Be Habitu Virginum* and Pseudo-
Cyprian's 'Be Bono Pudicitlae, Be Singularitate
Clericorum* and 'De Duplici Martyrio' and from
that time onwards every writer of repute
devotes at least one treatise to virginity,
for example St Athanasius has five and 3t Ambrose
has seven."42

This silence concerning virginity by the authors of the

various non-canonical writings in the latter first and

hO. Cf. Chapter Three above, pp. /o 5 PP.
HTSt# 11 (1964-65) p. 326,
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early second centuries, indicates the trend which we have

been noting in the Pastorals and the Epistle to the

Hebrews,

In fact, where virginity is mentioned by the

earliest Christian authors it is toned down and

attributed no spiritual advantage, or example,

Ignatius of tntioch in counselling virginity states;

"If anyone is able to remain continent to the
honor of the Flesh of the ford, let him
persistently avoid boasting",h3

Clement of Alexandria, writing in the latter part of the

second or early third century, gives voice to the

positive attitude toward marriage:

"Therefore, we must by all means marry, both
for our- country's sake, for the succession of
children, and as far as we are concerned for
the perfection of the world; since the poets
also pity a marriage half perfect and
childless, but pronounce the fruitful one
happy,"kk

Another interesting feature of the earliest Christian

writers is that they make no reference whatsoever to

I Corinthians VII, which becomes for the later econd

and Third century -ethers the basis for their teaching

Pol, 3»2, translation by ;.uasten J,, Petrology,
Spectrum Publishers, Utrecht-Antwerp, 1936, p. 68,
Slchasai declares that he hates celibacy and
continence and required his disciples to become
married, cf, Epiphanius, Adv. Ilaer.. XIX, if.

i+iu Paed. 2, 10, 83, 2. Cf. J. Quaeten, Petrology, op.
cit. p. 3ki Vol. II,
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li5
on virginity. The absence oi this highly suggestive

passage in xavour of virginity, suggests that the Church

at this particular time, saw virginity as a possible

xiindrance to the spreading of the Gospel, viewing it as

a practice that required special gifts rather than an

institution to be embranced by the Christian community.

In the light oi the abuses perpetrated by secular and

eultic celibacy, the Church saw in marriage an

alternative appro ch to the curing of society's ills,

thus they played down asceticism within the Church and

promoted for their own members the new ideal of marriage.

Certain second-century texts refer to married men

among the ministers of the Church, among them rolycarp's

letter to the Pnilippians (11:1+) and Irenaeus' 'Against

Heresies (I, 13,5).

However, toward the end of the second century the

pendulum began to swing once more toward asceticism and

1+5. The following first and second century writers make
no mention oi I Cor. VII, and where they mention
'virginity' the use of the term is explained: I
Clement, Barnabas, Ignatius - only one reference to
virginity (Pol. 5,2). to a man remaining
iolycarp, Pidache (lst~3rd) lack of references to
virginity suggests early date. Diognetus (2nd-3rd
century), Hermas, one reference to I Cor 7, also
mentions 'allegorical virgins'., Justin Martyr, One
sentence in Apol.c.15. Come remain pure up to
70 years of age., Pseudo-Justin, One reference to
male virginity 'De Resurr. c 3. nthenagoras, Makes
one reference to virginity "You will find among us
both men and women growing old unmarried in the hope
of living in closer communion with God" Apol. 33.,
Theophilus, and Clement - much about chastity but
not about virginity.

In contrast to this Clement of Alexandria,
Tertullian, Cyprian and Pseudo-Cyprian, Athanasius,
Basil ox Caesarea, Ambrose and Jerome have numerous
references to I Cor, VII and produce individual
works on virginity.
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virginity. The encratism of this period grew and

developed hand in hand with the growth of Gnostic dualism

and its repudiation of marriage, Tatian, highly

influenced by Gnostic teaching, rejected marriage entirely

and followed Marcion,^ The Pythagorean philosopher

Sextus is also responsible for certain 'hayings', that

is, moral sentences and rules of life which counselled

against marriage.^ However, by the turn of the third

century a definite change in attitude had come about,

Tertullian, Hippolytus and Origen opposed clerical

marriage,^"® with Tertullian in his later, Montanist
Uq

period opposing all marriages. ^

Hippolytus disagreed with Pope Callixtus in

admitting not only married men, but twice married, and
50

thrice married men to the Priesthood. Origen, under

this Encratite influence, departs from his predecessor in

46. Cf. Eusebius, 4,29 quoting Adv. Haer. lib i.e. Other
Fathers who refute Tatian are Hippolytus, fiaeresium
Ret'ut. lib. vii 16; Clement of Rome, Strom, iii,
c.13.

47. Cf. F.C. Conybeare, The Ring of Pope X.ystus, London,
1910; also J. Quasten, Patrology, Vol. I, p. 170.

48. Tertullian's arguments against clerical marriage are
contained in De exortatione castitatis, 13, 4, 8, 3,
7, 1 : Ad uxorem. 1. 7.4.. and De monogamia 8.4-7, 11t
2, 12,3. Hippolytus* objection comes in his
Adversus omnes haereses, 9, 12. 12. Origen Homilies
on LukeTTTT.

49. Cf. references in note 47 from De mono,gamia,
50. Adver. omnes Haer. 9, 12, 12.



the Alexandrian catechetical scnool, Clement, by denying

any fatherhood to priests of the new law but a spiritual

one like St. Paul's.-^ This emphasis on clerical

celibacy haa a negative effect on marriage generally, and

during tne tnird and fourth centuries marriage was not held
rp

in high esteem in Christian circles.

Conclusion

In this brief survey of the contemporary lost-Pauline

literature we have seen how the Church reacted to the

asceticism that had crept into the Church under the

influence of Paul's eschatological gospel, and also its

reaction to the secular asceticism which caused the

major part of the moral problems in the Hellenistic and

Soman world. At this stage the pendulum had swung from

an emphasis on virginity in expectation of the i ... inent

return of our Lord, to a positive attitude towards

51. Cf. reference to Origen in note L7» also ,Hasten, op,
cit. Vol. II,pp. J;6ff.

52. This trend toward encratism was opposed by a number
of the Church Fathers, Clement of Alexandria,
expresses a positive attitude toward marriage in the
early stages. The 'Didascalia npostolorum' (first
half of the third century)supposes that candidates
for the bishopric will be married men or widowers
and stresses the criteria of Timothy for a good
family man (2,2,2-L). Under the persecutions of
Decius, Diocletian, and Maximinian there are
numerous references to married bishops and priests.
Cf. Roger Gryson, Les origlnes du c^libat
ecclesiastiq.ae, Gembloux, 1 PP« 32-36.
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marriage where the Christian was called to share in those

human institutions which were ordained by Ood for the

enjoyment and .veil-being of man of which i;tarriage was

one. The Pastoral Epistles, in particular, sought to

overcome the ascetic influences of secular society and

Gnosticism, and in addition attempted to clarify some

misundei'standings regarding the resurrection and the

expected 'parousia' which had arisen in the Christian

community and contributed to a negative attitude towards

all social institutions, particularly marriage.

This new positive emphasis on marriage required the

Christian community to define what it meant by marriage,

a8 there were many forms of marriage practiced in the

ayncretistic environment of the Hellenistic world. The

Church defined what it meant by marriage by elaborating

on the existing 'household codes' of the Hellenistic

world, injecting into these moral codes Christian motives

that were inspired by revelation, scripture, and the

teaching of Jesus as they understood it. Marriage was

now seen in the light of Christ's relationship to His

Church, and the characteristics of this Christ-Church

relationship were now to be expressed in the basic human

relationship marriage. Love, undex-stanaing, sharing,

equality, responsibility and concern, became a part of

the new ideal of marriage in the Christian community.

fthat Is more, through the influence of the Prophets

of the Old Testament, and the early teaching of the

Synoptic tradition, which held a monogamous view of
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marriage, the Church made monogamy as well as

Indissolubility a characteristic of Christian marriage.

..hile it is argued that there is no explicit teaching in

the New Testament in favour of monogamy or any explicit

teaching against polygamy, it can be reasonably deduced

from the Church regulation in the Pastoral Kpistles

(I Tim 3» 2, Titus 1.6), that the Church favoured

monogamy, and prohibited, at the administrative level at

least, persons who practiced polygamy. Protestant

scholars, however, interpret these passages as a teaching

against polygamy as well as against remarriage after

divorce, - treating the question of remarriage after the

death of a partner in the light of aul*s illustration in

:oxnans 7:1-6 which permits remarriage after the death of

a partner.

In the non-canonical Christian writings of the same

period we found the same positive attitude toward

marriage. Highly significant is the silence concerning

virginity by the authors of the various non-canonical

writings in the late first and early second centuries,

and the absence of any reference to I Cor 7 which formed

the basis for 'consecrated virginity* in the late second

and irx the third century. Furthermore, those who did

speak of virginity in this period such as Ignatius of

Antiooh and Clement of Alexandria, did not attribute to

it any superior status, but saw it as a gift, equal, but

not superior to marriage.

What becomes increasingly clear in the Post-Pauline

literature is that the ethical development in the flew

n
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Testament literature is not a smooth evolution of ideas

based on the teaching of Jesus, but develops as the result

or reactions to different trends within the Christian

community itself. Different ethical principles dominate

the Christian community at different periods influencing

and determining the corimunity's ethical behaviour.

However, when the dominating principle subsided or a

different ethical principle was given priority, the

ethics of the Church changed, because of a reaction to

the previous trend. In the Pauline letters the

pendulum had swung, under the escliatological principle,

to favour virginity. Now, in the > ost-rauline literature

the pendulum had swung back, under the principle that the

Church was called to be a continuing part of the present

world order, to a more positive attitude towards marriage.

It was to swing back again to the side of virginity in

the early third and during the fourth century.

However, it was at this positive stage, —- the

Hauatafeln period that the Church la d the i oundation

for its new ideal of marriage. b terming the cultural

and ascetic tide of the Hellenistic world, the Church

fashioned from the natural 'moral codes' and the

teaching of the Gospel a concept of marriage that has

best been described, by some, as a sacrament.



CHAPTER VII

To, .mix.. A THEOLOGY I^GS

INTRODUCTION

To suggest a theology of marriage presupposes that

we are prepared to think of the institution of marriage
A

in a "religious-ethical" framework, 'or the essential

Thing about theology is that it has to do with GodJ

therefore7if we propose a theology of marriage^ or

moralsrit simply means that God is involved in some way.

However, such a theology is not ;bout . od alone, because

all we know about God, by revelation or reason, comes to

us through human experience, especially human relation¬

ships, including our relationship with the person of
2

Jesus Christ, It is in the context and meaning of our

human relationships that we catch a glimpse of Cod's

creative activity and purpose in our lives. This is why

theologians, of all shades of opinion, can see in

1. It is difficult to think in religious-ethical terms
about marriage even when we are prepared to do so,
because ethical norms in our society have become
separated from the community of faith. Therefore,
when we combine the religious and the ethical for
the sake of theologizing, we are, in fact, speaking
of a relationship that holds true only for a
minority who still believe that ethical norms are
grounded in the community 01 faith, and derive their
validity and authority from the fact that they are
God-,given. Supra. Chapter 1, p. 5*

2. Rosemary Haughton, The Theolo sy of Marriage. The
Mercier Press, Cork, 1971» P* 10.



390

,plieslana 5:2 i-33 a two way illumination^ a teaching

that heightens the basic secular reality9 perfecting it

in some respects, while at the same time expressing in

this secular reality profound spiritual realities. »e

see the human relationship of husband ind wife, parent

and child as mirroring the relationship between Qod and

man, and because we do this v.e have a tendency to speak

idealistlcally of what the secular reality of marriage

ought to be. Carriage theology in this respect helps

to set high ideals for the basic human relationship,

because it chooses to assess marital relationships on

the basis of God's relationship with man a

relationship of perfection. However, a theology of

marriage that is relevant and meaningful does not demand

perfection in our human relationships, as fallen man is

incapable of such perfection; instead it points out how

we might overcome our imperfections by exercising in our

human relationships those redeeming qualities that we

discern in God's relationship with us forgiveness,

love, compassion, and fidelity. These are the qualities

that perfect the marriage relationship because they

diminish our imperfections, raising us and our relation¬

ships to a new level of awareness. It is at this level

that marriage becomes more than a secular reality, it

becomes for the partners involved "a means of grace" in

3. Helen Oppenheimer, ".Marriage and Grace", Theology
72 (1969) P. 536.
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that it exercises within the secular reality qualities

of redemption.

In the following pages we shall outline the three

fundamental approaches tnat have been employed in

arriving at a theology of marriage, and shall, on the

basis of the exegesis arrived at in this thesis, show

the weaknesses of a textual approach to marriage theology

and the possibilities for a theology of marriage on the

broader basis of the Gospel. However, before moving on

to this stage there Is a matter arising out of our basic

exegesis that needs clarification,

Jesus' Concept of Eschatology

In an earlier Chapter^ we outlined a three-stage

development in New Testament ethics, the apocalyptic

outlook of Jesus' teaching, the eschatological ethic of

Paul, and the Post-Pauline 'Haustafeln' teaching, What

is in need of clarification here is the sense in which

the teaching of Jesus is understood as "apocalyptic".

This clarification will, I believe, accentuate the

differences within this three-stage development of New

Testament ethics, and at the same time point out the

uniqueness of Jesus' teaching.

The dominant concept of Jesus' message is "the

Kingdom of God", This message as Bultxnann notes:

U. Cf. Chapter 5, pp. 35Uff.
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"is connected with the hope of other circles
which is primarily documented by the
apocalyptic literature, a hope which awaits
salvation not from a rrxiraculous change in
historical (i.e. political and social)
conditions, but from a cosmic catastrophe
which will do away with all conditions of the
present world as it is. The presupposition
of this hope is the pessimistic-dualistic
view of the Satanic corruption of the total
world-complex, which is expressed in the
special doctrine of the two aeons into which
the world's career is divided: The old aeon
is approaching its end, and the new aeon^
will dawn with terror and tribulation." 5

However, Jesus does not share the fanciful speculations

of the end which are found in other apocalyptic writings.

As R. Bultmann remarks:

"he completely refrains from painting in the
details of the judgement, the resurrection,
and the glory to come."6

Now, while Jesus takes over the apocalyptic idea of the

future with a significant reduction in detail, He adds a

totally new dimension which focuses the apocalyptic hope

not on the future, but on the present. Jesus places the

emphasis on the 'Now* of the Kingdom. "Now the time is

come! The Kingdom of God is breaking in. The end is

here!" Thus for Jesus, the Kingdom of God is not a

historical condition that will be realised by some future

catastrophic event, rather the Kingdom of God is,

"a power which, although it is entirely future,
wholly determines the present. It determines
the present because it compels an to decision;
he is determined thereby either in this direction
or in that, as chosen or as rejected, in his
entire present existence."'

3. Theology of the New Testament, 1, London, 3rd Ed,,
1S59, p. h.

6. Ibld« p. 3.
7. R. Bultmann, Jesus and the ord, London, 1933# P*



393.

Jesus rejects the demand Tor a more rigorous adherence

to Mosaic law^ as a means of bringing about, or ensuring

one's place in the apocalyptic Kingdom,' instead he

contrasts Mosaic law with the actual intention of God,

and calls for absolute obedience to the will of God

rather than to an external formal authority. "Moses",

says Jesus, "permitted divorce by amiking a concession for

"your hardness of heart , but the actual intention of God

was that marriage was to be Inseparable" (LOc 10:2-9),

For Jesus the absolute authority is no longer the

external authority, but complete obedience to the will of

God.

"Radical obedience exists only when a man
Inwardly assents to what is required of him,
when the thing commanded is seen as
intrinsically God's command; when the wnole
man stands behind what he does; or better,
when the whole nan is in what he does, when he
is not doing something obediently, but .is
essentially obedient. 9

This essential obedience to God's will is something which,

according to Jesus, ought to take place now — in man's

present situation, because it is 'now' that man is called

to decide for the Kingdom, and this decision must not be

relative but absolute.

Ghat is understood as the will of God in the

teaching of Jesus is the demand to love. However, Jesus

did not make this love-commandment an ethic of world-

reform. It is not a social ethic, but rather an

8. The sectaries of „isnran called for, and demanded, a
rigorous adherence to Mosaic law,

9# R» Bultinann, Jesus and the ord. London, 1958» p.52#
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to be moulded within this world by plane and sketches for

the ordering of human life. Jesus, too, believed that

marriage belonged to that 'form of this world which is

passing away'. Yet he saw the demand of love as

directing man into the 'now' of his meeting with his

neighbour. It is an ethic that, by demanding more than

the law that regulates human society does mid requiring

of the Individ- 1 the waiver of his own rights, makes the
1 0

individual immediately responsible to God. Therefore

Jesus made plain that God does not lay claim to man's

obedience only in so far as conduct can be determined by

formulated laws, which would leave man's own will free

from that point on. what God forbids is not simply the

overt acts of murder, adultery, and perjury, with which

law can deal, out their antecedents; anger and name-

calling, evil desire and insincerity (ut 5:2if, 27f.,

33—37).'' Therefore, the demand to love claims nan

totally.

Thus the fundamental and radical difference of

Jesus' teaching compared with that of Jewish apocalypticism
a Or

and Pauline eschatology, is that, he conceived the

10. R. Bultmann, Theology of the few Testament, I, p. 19
11. Ibid p. 13.
12a. The difference between the Pauline emphasis on 'now'

and Jesus' preaching may be explained by noting that
the 'now' of Paul's preaching is best understood as
a time of preparation for the Kingdom, whereas
Jesus refers to the Kingdom as already 'realised' in
the here and now.
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Kingdom oi Uod not as a historical reality that will come

in trie future, nor as a state of lire which ran may, by

precept and denial, bring into existence, but as man's

complete commitment to the will of God in the present

moment of his existence.

This amplification of what is meant by Jesus'

'apocalyptic outlook' should not only help to clarify any

misunderstand in.-: that may have arisen earlier, but should

also help in our efforts to arrive at a meaningful and

revelant theology of marriage.

developments in Marriage Theology

There are three distinct levels to the discussion of

marriage in the present literature. The first is the

development of marriage theologies^ which have been
inspired by a variety of new approaches to the foundations

of the Christian faith. The second/ is the lively

discussion, especially in Catholic circles, of Canonical

practice which has come under critical review since

Vatican II shifted the emphasis from the idea of marriage
12

as a contract to that of 'community oi love'. The

thirdy concerns pastoral attitudes, which attempts to
take into consideration individuals in particular

circumstances. However, all three levels of the

discussion are inter-related, with marriage theologies

forming the basis for canonical and pastoral practice,

12. Cf. mgr. Alan Clark, "..hat the Council says about
Marriage," London, Catholic Truth Society, July 19^7»
PP. 6-7.
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and pastoral attitudes seeking support in Loth marriage

theology ana canonical practice. Because of this

interdependence it is difficult to differentiate between

the three levels ox discussion. However, it is possible

to arrive at a theology of marriage without having to

indulge in long discussions of canon law or present day

marriage problems, even though they will determine to a

large extent the outcome of our theology, for the

essential purpose of a marriage theology is to try to

find out what God purposes "marriage" to be for human

society, regardless of legal, social and historical

circumstances. This search for the divine purpose for

marriage has itself taken three different approaches

which we shall outline and illustrate briefly: the

textual approach, the natural law approach, and the

philosophical or conceptual approach.

The Textual :,pproach

The textual approach is by far the oldest ana most

familiar approach to formulating a Christian theology of

marriage. It can be argued that all marriage theology

is textually based, in that scriptural texts are

utilized to illustrate in various ways the authenticity

of the theology expounded. However, as we shall see,

all marriage theology does not begin with a textual

approach to the problem; some begin on the basis of

natural law, while others choose to frame their

theological formulations in the context of a philosophical

or theological proposition.



397.

One eould not attempt to outline here the many uses

and abuses of this approach to marriage theology. At

best we may attempt to show some or the developments in

this more fundamental approach, ana how it has arfected,

and is affecting, marriage theology in the current

literature.

The most serious criticism regarding the textual

approach to marriage theology has been the tendency on

the part of earlier exegetes, and some modern ones as

well, to express a theology of marriage solely on the

basis of the half dozen or so emphatic statements on the

subject found in the Id and New Testaments. xegetes,

of all shades of opinion, have expended much energy in

trying to co-ordinate these biblical texts into a

cohe rent doctrine of Christian marriage. This exercise

always left much to be desired both in the field of

doctrine and exegesis, and, in the light of recent
1 "5

exegetical developments, ^ several factors have come to

light which demonstrate the futility of tills earlier

approach to marriage theology.

The most obvious difficulty in combining biblical

texts stems from the fact that the different statements

in the Old and New Testaments on marriage are drawn from

widely divergent historical anc cultural situations which

makes factual historical coherence on the basis of form,

laws, and practice, virtually impossible, A second

13. Cf. Chapters and 5 of this thesis,
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difficult arising out of this historical divergence is

the fact that many of the statements concerning marriage,

in the New Testament at least, may best be described as

pastoral instruction addressed to a particular social or

religious condition in the believing community that has

no relevance once the social or religious climate

changes. For example, Paul's teaching of marriage and

virginity under the eschatological crisis is a case in
1 4

point,'^ However, not only are the Biblical texts

dissimilar regarding historical and social context, but

are in some instances diametrically opposed to each

other, in that while some texts treat marriage
15 16

positively ^ other texts treat it negatively.

Now when someone attempts to arrange these texts

into a doctrine of Christian marriage systematically, he

is faced with the perplexing situation that the biblical

evidence upon which his doctrine stands is at best

ambiguous. This ambiguity, as VV.J. O'Shea notes,

"is confirmed: by the lack of unanimity on
the question among the Fathers • ••? by the
wide variation found in the practice of the
Christian Churches; and by the maze of
interpretations proposed by biblical scholars '

This ambiguity often sends the exegete off into the

labyrinth of subsequent theories to explain the

14. Cf. I Cor. 7«> Also Chapter 4 above, pp-<273 Pf
15. Compare I Cor. 7, Pev. 14:4? Luke 20:34-35? 17:27

among others, See also Chapter 3 above pp

1C, Cf. Mk, 10:2-10? Also Chapter 5 & 6 above.
17# "Marriage and Divorce: The Biblical Evidence",

AusCath^ec 167 (1970) pp. 89-109#
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ambiguity, and so we get a plethora of explanations and

counter-explanations, in more recent literature,

however, this problem is being approach hermeneutically,

that is, an attempt is made to understand the troublesome

texts in their own historical environment, for example,

the Matthean clauses (5:32, 19:9) are interpreted within

the context of Matthew's own Judaeo-Christian

community.^
Another problem with this approach is that it

tended to revert to 'legalism'. In Chapter 1 we

discussed the problem of legalism in Protestant

exegesis,^ However, legalism was not merely a problem

in Protestantism, it was a problem before Protestantism

came into being, aa the early Catholic Church had long

since translated into absolute juridical laws the moral

imperatives of the Hew Testament teaching. The 'ought

not' preached by Jesus had become in early Catholic
20

exegesis a definite juridical prohibition. Therefore,

v/hile early Protestantism interpreted biblical ethics as

fixed and stereotyped ways of looking at ethical

behaviour, Roman Catholic exegetes were already

burdened with a long-standing canonical tradition that

had hardened itself into a dogma,

18. Cf, For example, the work of Daltensweiler,
Bonsirven, and others, summarized in Chapter Three,

19. Cf. Chapter 1, pp. 2ijff.
20. Cf. P. Bockle, 'Morale Fondamentale', Recherche de

sciences religleuses. 1959 (1971) p. 353.
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Now while the Churches, both Catholic and Protestant,

were content with a kind of legalistic interpretation of

the biblical teaching, little theological development

occurred, apart from the discussions stimulated by the

differences of opinion within the Church, which resulted

from the more obvious ambiguities of the biblical
21

evidence. However, under the stimulus of a new

2?
hermeneutics, * the Church, both Catholic and Protestant,

began to reassess the biblical evidence upon which its

canonical and dogmatic teaching stood, and came to the

realization that the teaching of the New Testament

concerning marriage and divorce has little or nothing to

do with the legal order, but rather pronounces a

judgement of a religious and ethical nature. Once this

discovery was raad^ some seriouB theological

development began to emerge and continues to do so in the

present literature.

Once having freed themselves from the more pronounced

brand of legalism, gxegetes began to interpret the

21. Cf, VV.J, O'Shea, op. cit. pp. 89-107* The
commentary of the early Church Fathers on the various
biblical text8 illustrates the divergence of opinion
and the focus of attention (indissolubility) in early
marriage theology.

22. See Chapter 1, page 2, note U.
23. in Protestant theology the discovery was made with

the discussion of 'Gospel and Law', stimulated by
form-criticism and other hermeneutical developments.
In Catholic circles it arose out of pastoral problems
created by its view of indissolubility, and came into
its own in the Second Vatican Council.



401 ,

biblical evidence in ethical and religious terms,

JesuB' prohibition of divorce is no longer a legal

ruling that can in some way be Judically accounted for

in our own situation, but^ is seen as a moral imperative
that pronounces the sovereign will of God, To some,*-*1'
this meant that Jesus' pronouncements on marriage and

divorce constituted an ideal to be followed —— a kind

of "purposive precept" similar to his sayings concerning

anger, swearing, self-defence and the hatred of one's

enemies. To others,2-^ Jesus' teaching was not an ideal

that men might strive after, but was an evangelical

challenge to the Christian to obey the original intention

of the Creator, This second development found

expression in Protestant theology where the difference

between 'ideal' and 'divine intention' was laboriously

worked out.2u
24» Cf, V, Lteininger, Divorce, Arguments for a change

in the Church's discipline, ^rana. K, Qulnn, Sheed &
i.ard, London", 19£>9> >'• Harrington, "Jesus' Attitude

_

towards Divorce" ,/37 (1970) pp, 206. Among others, jt-rt-g
25» Cf, P, Hoffman, "Jesus* .aying about divorce and Its

Interpretation in the Hew Testament Tradition'1^one
Vol, 5> No, 6, (May 1970), p. 51-66* Mee also A.R.
V/lnnett, The Church and Divorce. London, 1968,
pp. 18ff. Among others,

26, Geoffrey Fisher, problems of Marriage and Divorce.
London, 1955* p» 81 Archbishop Fisher sets the
tone for subsequent Anglican interpretation of
Jesus' teaching when ne stated that, our Lord, in
declaring marriage to be a lifelong union, was not
setting forth an 'ideal' but stating what inarriage
essentially is in the divine intention. Ibid-p, 8.
Cf also A.R. Winnett, The Church and Divorce, London,
1968, I8fj Gordon Dunstan, "Development of the
Theology of Marriage in the Churches of the Anglican
Communion", Cone. Vol. 5» No. 6, May 1970, 133ff*
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It is in the area of interpreting 'divine intention'

or what is more commonly called the 'divine will of the
27

Creator' ' that a difficulty, akin to legalism, creeps

hack into this theological development. Let us take,
OQ

for example, the theory of J.C. Margot on the exceptive

clauses of Matthew. Margot makes it quite clear that

these sayings of Jesus are not to be taken as the laws of

a new legal code, but must be seen in the context of

Jesus' polemics against the casuistry of the Phairsaie

interpretation of God's laws. What Jesus does, according

to Margot'a view, i3 to reject human tradition which

seek to find a loophole in the system of divine laws, and

pronounces the "divine will of the Creator" as an

absolute command (Gebot) of indissolubility. Now while

we have escaped the casuistry of the law on the human

plane, we are still confronted with having to distinguish

between the casuistry of the law and divine command

(Gebot). Very often divine command (Gebot) and God

given law (Gesetz) are not so easily distinguishable.

And probably what creates the most difficulty is that

very often the 'divine intention' is interpreted as a

part of a legal code to which we are called to follow,

27. In Protestant theology 'divine intention' or 'divine
will of the Creator' is understood as the 'demand of
God'. Cf. R. Bultmann, Theology of the New
Testament, I, London, 1959$ PP. 5ff.

28, Cf. J.C. Margot in Wie unauiToslich 1st die Ehe.
edited J. Lavid, P. Schmalz, Pattlock, Aechaffenburg,
1969, PP. 223-37.
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and not, as it is surely meant to be, an evangelical

challenge which can only be taken up by trust and

obedience to the promises of Qod.

A further difficulty in escaping from the legal

interpretation derives from the context of certain sayings

themselves.. If, for example, the Pharisees v/ere

questioning Jesus about the casuistry of the law as it

applied to the social situation of his day, as appears

to be the case in Matthew 5.32, 19:9?> why did Jesus

chose to answer on a different (ethical) level? This

difficulty has helped to maintain an interest in the legal

interpretation of Jesus' teaching on marriage and divorce,

and has, in its own right, made a considerable

contribution to our understanding of particular texts,

A recent article by J.D.M, Derrett2^ illustrates the

validity of this approach (that is the analysis of a

particular text or texts hermeneutlcally, and not an

attempt to combine all relevant texts into a doctrine),

Derrett's article looks at the teaching of Jesus in the

context of law as understood in the New Testament, and

finds that the thorny problem of the "exceptive

clauses" (Matthew 5:32, 19:9)» ceases to exist when

interpreted in the light of Mosaic law,

Derrett's theory is based on the idea that the Jews

have two sources of information, the Law of Moses, and

29, J, Duncan M. Derrett, Law in the New Testament,
London, 1970, pp. 363-388.
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"50
the 'law of human nature* as expressed in Genesis, He

contends that,

"a truly legal mind, in construing the meaning
of the Law of Moses, will go first to the law
apparent in Genesis, and then see what, against
that background, Moses had to tell the Jews#"31

What Derrett attempts to establish is that Mosaic law,

truly understood, does not contradict 'the natural law*

of Genesis, but is in harmony with it# To prove this

he shows that Dt. 2h:1-^, the divorce regulation in the

Old Testament associated with Jesus* teaching in the Lew,

is concerned solely with the fact that a divorced wife

may not be taken back by her former husband# In fact,

he argues that the written Torah has no explicit
ao

regulation for divorce# What it does forbid is

divorce and remarriage — a prohibition which, contrary

to Moses* original intent, Jewish practice contravened#

In this connection Derrett assumes that the emphasis in

Jesus' teaching regarding divorce lies on the prohibition

against remarriage, and on this assumption he sets out to

show that Jesus does not abrogate a provision of the

(written) Torah because the correct interpretation of

Dt# 2iu1-U shov/B this text to be in perfect harmony with

Jesus* own stand#

Derrett shows that the Mosaic Law does not abrogate

the 'natural law* of Genesis, as it does not provide for

30. Ibid p# 366
31 • Ibid p. 366
32. This view has been worked out by Abel Isakseon in

his book, Marriage and Ministry in the New Temple.
Lund, Gleerup, 19&5f See especially p# 23ff. iee
Chapter 3 above, pp#
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'remarriage' which would break the 'one~fleeh' concept

of Genesis 2j2i|. Thus the fundamental law laid down in

Genesis which Jesus repeats verbatim to the Iharisees,

"What God has joined together, let no man put asunder,"

is not, nor can it be, contradicted by Mosaic law,

because Moses while permitting divorce did not contemplate

remarriage, which would violate the "one flesh" union

which alone conforms to Genesis. What actually

happened, according to Derrett, was that Jewish practice

failed to perceive that the "one flesh" union persisted

after divorce, and therefore developed theological views
xx

entitling a husband to divorce and remarry*

On the basis of this understanding Derrett concludes

that the "Incorrect (soft) interpretation"*^1 of the

exceptive clauses, which se© them as a result of change

in the early Christian community - a modification of

Jesus* demands in the light of experience,^ can be

dispensed with. Granted, Matthew is making an 'exception*

but not as facile a one as would be supposed. What

Matthew is actually doing is intensifying the demands of

33« Derrett, op. cit. p. 369ff»
3*+. Ibid, p. 3£>9«
35. What Derrett calls the * incorrect (soft)

interpretation* is the most widely accepted
interpretation in the literature, with wide support
in both Protestant and Catholic exegesis, Cf. e.g.,
Baltensweiler, Bonsirven, Dupont, among others.
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Jesus, by calling for the true interpretation of Mosaic
36

law which states that if a man's wife commit n'f""^ he

cannot resume sexual relations with her without himself

incurring some type of n'f, nor is he allowed to remarry,

for either of these relationships would break the "one

flesh* union of Genesis, and also contravene the Mosaic

law of Deut 2h:1-U,*^ This tightening up of the

divorce regulation, rather than the loosening of it, may

well account for the disciples reaction "If this is what

it is like, then it is more expedient not to marry '

(Mt. 19:10)* The prohibition in Matthew 19:9 is,

according to this Interpretation, disjunctive: "Whoever

divorces his wife, except for unchastity, couriita

adultery; and whoever divorces his wife, and nnrries

another, commits adultery". What appears here to be a

simple prescription consists really of two prescriptions

which are so closely related that one supports and

strengthens the other. Therefore the clause means that

if a man's wife commit some n'f (pomela), he cannot

resume sexual relations with her without himself incurring

36. There is evidence here of Barrett's dependence on the
spade work done by Isakason (of, Chpt, 3# p«lh2ff
above). He argues that the Decalogue rendering of
(lo tlneaf) as adultery is an inaccurate rendering of
the root word (n'f)(na' af) which in other contexts
Is associated with fornication or sexual Irregularity
in general, Cf, Derrett, p, 371* Therefore n'f may
best be understood as 'porneia' in the sense of
Deut 22:21, Of, Isaksson pp, 1Q5ff#

37. This interpretation is in line with that of Quentln
Quesnell, who understands the saying to refer
precisely to the state of a man who has put his wife
away on account of 'porneia' (n'f) — but without
being able to remarry, Cf, his "Made themselves
Eunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven" (Mt 19:12)"
CathBiba 30 (1968) pp. 335-358,
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n'f (porneia)This, too, is precisely the meaning

of the Mosaic prescription. Moses provided a

•concession* for man's natural weakness and permitted

divorce, a concession to his inability to abstain from

intercourse with his adulterous wife, a means for him to

avoid unchastity at home, ^

This interpretation, according to Derrett, takes the

mystery out of the "exceptive clauses", and instead of

making a concession on Jesus' absolute demand, strengthens

it, in that it points out the fact that the "one flesh"

concept of Genesis is upheld by Mosaic law, and must not

be broken by the contracting of a second marriage, even

when the first is broken by n'f (porneia). Therefore,

the only case in which divorce is permitted, is in the

case of n'f (porneia), and to divorce without that

justification is to incur the sin of n'f (porneia).
There are two comments to be made concerning this

legal interpretation of Jesus' teaching on marriage.

First, this legal interpretation differs from the 'legalism'

referred to earlier in that it does not attempt to make

out of Jesus' sayings a legal ruling for our own

situation, but instead seeks, through the exercise of

sound hermeneutics, to understand the teaching in the

context of Jesus* own situation. On this account one

must concede that the discussion regarding divorce took

38. Cf. Deut. 22:21 , 22j 2l±:1-kt 2 Sam 16:21-22, 20:3»
Also Chapter 3» pp. 37ff above.

39* Derrett, p. 372.
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place within the context of Mosaic law as the participants

understood it, with Jeeue, quite possibly, cutting through

the casuistry of the Pharisees and referring them back to

the actual meaning of the Mosaic prescription, dismissing

at the same time their theological accretions that

allowed remarriage. The second comment is by way of

criticism which arises, not from the reasoning of

Derrett's theory, but from the antithetical nature of

Jesus* teaching, which sets Mosaic law over against the

•natural law' (will of God) in Genesis, and shows by this

contrast that it is not the formal authority which is

binding on men; but the insight to recognize what is

demanded by God and to commit oneself to that demand,**0
This contrast is not always to bring out, as Derrett

suggests, the actual meaning of Mosaic law against a

particular scribal interpretation, but very often

opposes whole groups of Old Testament laws, and the Old
ill

Testament itself as formal legal authority.

This new approach to textual interpretation, where

the texts are not lumped together into a systematic whole,

or interpreted as legal prescriptions, but are analysed

individually to determine their meaning in their own

historical, social, and legal environment, demonstrates

that the textual approach has •come of age*, and continues

to contribute to our understanding of biblical truth,

hO, Gf, R. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, London, 1958*
p, 60,

hi. Ibid p, 60.
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The natural Law Approach

We have already outlined, from the Protestant

viewpoint, the approach to a marriage theology along the
L2

lines of natural considerations. This approach is

based on the theory of an order of creation, which is

described by Brunner as,

"those existing facts of human corporate life
which lie at the root of all historical life
as unalterable presuppositions, which, although
their historical forms may vary, are
unalterable in their fundamental structure,
and, at the same time, relate and unite men to
one another in a definite way." h3

This * order of creation' idea is not unlike the Roman

Catholic idea of 'natural law' which may best be

described as:

"the Eternal law as it exists in human beings,
which may be blotted out from the human heart
either by evil persuasions ... or by vicious
customs or corrupt habits,"M*

Now in the realm of sex relationships the natural

factors of sex differentiation, parent-child relations,

and the dissimilarity In functions^ point to a Divine

intention behind the 'existing order' which has been

instituted by God, This created order of God, of which

the existing order is but a form, is, essentially, the

ideal to which we should strive to purify and perfect

the 'existing order' in obedience to his will and

purpose.

h2. Cf. Chapter 1 above pp. i+iff
h3» B. Brunner, The Divine Imperative, London, 1937»

pp. 210.
h4. Cf. Liam Ryan, "The Indissolubility of Marriage in

Natural Law", IrThQ. Vol, 30, No. kf Oct. 19^3, p.299.
1+5* Of. S. Brunner, The Divine Imperative. London, 1937,

pp.212-19.
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The idea of viewing the human institution of

marriage in naturalistic terms is not altogether wrong,

for a meaningful theology of marriage can only come when

we can consider, in the light of all the Information we

can muster, what human nature truly is and therefore

what kind of institutions are suitable to it. fthat

makes the natural law approach to marriage theology

suspect, as Hellen Oppenheimer notes, is when it

"is half-consciously conceived as a collection
of more or less arbitrary divine fiats handed
down by the Church regardless of human
cire urnstances."kS

Oppenheimer suggests, as a corrective, that 'natural law*

"may much more constructively be understood as
a naturalistic ethic in which "oughts" are
derived not from obscure commands but from the
"is" of human nature. Theology comes in, not
in the overt promulgation of laws, but in the
underlying understanding of what human nature
ist to the Christian, created, fallen, and
redeemed nature."U7

Therefore what seems to militate against this approach to

marriage theology is that an idea like an 'order of

creation* presupposes a structure of marriage that pre¬

exists human society itself, and is not tied to the "is"

of human nature. Dennis O'Callaghan points out this

flaw when he states:

"The structure of marriage is really derived
from rational analysis of the over-all human
values which it serves in the family and in
society. It is not as if there were some
pre-existing blueprint written in human nature

h6. H. Oppenheimer, "Marriage and Grace , Theology. 72
(1969) P. 5U2.

k7m Ibid. p. 5h2.
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in a kind of invisible ink which the trained
mind can read. Man does not discover by
following hidden clues what the pattern of
marriage is. He concludes to what it should
be by examining the values which it serves in
the person, in the family and in the community.
Natural values come before structure, they
determine what the structure must be." 1+8

Now, because personal values precede and determine human

structures, it cannot be said that the structure

marriage might take is solely determined by natural

considerations, for as O'Callaghan notes,

"The criterion which will decide whether a

given marriage structure is valid in natural
law will be the extent to which it safeguards
and promotes the relevant human values to the
greatest extent that this is possible in a
given civilization or historical situation of
mankind." *+9

If this is the case, polygamy, as well as monogamy, may

happen to be, (as it is in some existing societies today),
the marriage structure which best safeguards the basic

values in human sexual relationships, and in this sense

we cannot say that polygamy is contrary to natural law,

or that natural law dictates that monogamy is to be the

structure marriage is to take. History has confirmed

that a change in the human situation comes before and

conditions a change in structure. For example, the

emancipation of women in early Christian society brought

about changes in the actual structure of the marriage

relationship.^0
48. "Theology and Divorce" IrTh . 27 (1970) p. 211+
k9. Ibid. p. 215.
50. Cf. Chapter 2 above.



i+12.

Now, apart from this basic criticism, natural law or

the natural order of things plays an important part in

marriage theology, even when this theology is based on

some other principle. To Illustrate this we might look

briefly at the theology of marriage presented by Karl

Barth, who rejects the idea of 'orders of creation* on

the basis that a natural theology cannot furnish a

satisfactory foundation for theological ethics,

Barth defines marriage as,

"the form of the encounter of male and female
in which the free, mutual, harmonious choice
of love on the part of a particular man and a /
woman leads to a responsibility undertaken
life-union which is lasting, complete, and
exclusive." 51

Now, monogamy and indissolubility are essential ingredients

in this definition of marriage. However, they are

arrived at from a different standpoint than Brunner*s

idea of 'ordeis of creation'. Barth argues that we

cannot appeal to "the way the world is" since marriage

often takes different forms, polygamy, polyandry, etc.,

nor can we appeal to biblical ethics, since polygamy is

the rule rather than the exception in the Old Testament,

and it is not expressly forbidden in the New Testament.

In other words it is not natural considerations or

"biblistic" ethics that determine the monogamous

structure of marriage, but "God's election and covenant

which gives unconditional and compelling character to the

51 • Church Dogmatics, Vol. Ill k p. 1^0.
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requirement of monogamy," How if we were to question

how the exclusiveness of monogamy can be derived from

God*8 election and covenant, Barth would contend that

on the one hand the electing God is one — there are

not many Gods, but the one Lord beside whom there can be

no other; on the other hand, the human partner in the

covenant is also singular —— there are not many people

of the covenant, but the one people Israel, and, since

the coming of Christ, not many different communities but

the one Christian community, the indivisible body of

Christ, Thus the uniqueness of God and the particularity

of his election call for the exclusiveness of monogany

as their appropriate reflection in the relation of man

and woman in marriage.

While Barth insists upon an understanding of the

marriage relationship in terms of God's dealings with

man in Jesus Christ, one can detect in his ethics a

dependence upon the very thing which he rejects in

Brunner's approach, —— 'order of creation' or the

natural order of things. For example, speaking about

trial marriages Barth rejects them on the basis that "it

is the very nature of love and marriage which calls for

permanence" and that the whole idea of a temporary

union "can never do justice to this inherent feature of
52

every such relationship,Likewise he considers birth

52. Cf. ££ 111/4 PP 206-7
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control problematical because it goes agalnet the nature

of the sexual act. ^ Therefore while Barth strives

after a Christological interpretation of the marriage

relationship, at the same time he is compelled to draw

upon the "natural'' or as he himself describes it the
kji

inherent feature" of the marriage bond.-^

Because God is not in isolation but God in

relationship, so man-in~relationship reflects on the

crehturely level something of the image of God. This

image of God finds it clearest expression in the

relation of man and woman. Therefore, in order to

understand God*s command as it applies to our marital

relationships we must not only know God *b dealing with

man in Jesus Christ, but must know also the "is" of

human nature, that is, the "oughts" of the human marriage

relationship must be derived also from the actual human

situation itself, and not from some obscure command.

This is why Berth*8 theology of marriage, while proposing

to be Chrietologically centered, is thrown back on

naturalistic Judgements which are derived not from

Chrlstology, but from his cultural understanding of the

"nature" of man,s human relationships. This point is

sufficient to illustrate the fact that no matter what

approach to marriage theology one cares to take, be it

Chrlstology or something else, one cannot escape the

idiosyncratic view that is imposed upon our understanding

53. Cf. CD IIIA PP. 269-70.
5h* cf. ay iixA p. 206.
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of this relationship by our cultural outlook and our

understanding of human 'nature**

In recent literature*^ the whole idea of 'orders of

creation* as understood in earlier Protestant theology

has been rejected in favour of a more dynamic under¬

standing of 'creation' Itself. ... Lohff explains this

new understanding of creation as follows:

"When Jesus speaks of marriage, he conceives
it as a gift of creation and refers to the story
of creation (Mk 10,6, Gen* 1,27, 2,2ij.). When we
think of history this statement acquires a
mythical character. But in the total comprehension
of what is called creation in the Bible, this is
lost. Certainly the beginning of the Bible
extols the prehistoric, comprehensive belief that
"Everything comes from God's hands". But
creation is not restricted to pre-historle times#
On the contrary, oreation takes place in the
present. Referring to marriage that means:
The marriage which Jesus* teaching has in mind
is not some ideal or other, but actual marriage,
concrete marriage which has its foundation in
God's creative will#" 56

Lohff points out that this certainty that God himself is

at work in marriage is formulated in Genesis Chapter 2#

For God sees that man is alonej God creates woman,

brings her to man as his helpmeet, and gives both of them

the command to increase and multiply# In all of these

statements we can see that what God does findsmeaning

for man in the realm of what can be experienced, in

55# Cf# H# Baltensweiler, "Current Developments in the
Theology of Marriage in the Reformed Churches", Cone#
Vol# 5» No# 6, May 1970, pp# 1*ihf pas Neue Bild Per
Ehe, Chr. Kaiser Verlag Muchen, 1969, H. Harsh, ed,

56* "Das neue Blld der Khe in der evangelischen Theologie",
in Das Neue Bild Per -he. H. Harsh, ed., Muchen, 1969*
p# 26, Translation mine#
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concrete, actual marriage. Qod is acting and creating

in history, and not setting forth a pre-historlcal ideal.

This idea that God is dynamically at work in his world

creating and recreating stands at the centre of the

Christian doctrine of creation. As Lohff puts it,

"that man perceives creation in the images of
his own concrete experience. The doctrine
of creation ... declares that man, in his
experiences, whether he wishes it or not,
whether he knows it or not, in all his doings,
even in marriage, lives from an origin that
is not under his control, but from the actions 57a
of the creator, and is claimed by this origin,"

This Christian conception of creation seeks to get rid

of the static idea of creation as having been a kind of

pre-historic activity on the part of God, and, more

importantly, it seeks to show that the will of the

Creator is understood not in terms of time-transcending

laws, which in some way is to be ensured legally by

human means, but is in fact man's obedience to the

Creator in his present experience. Therefore this

understanding of creation declares that marriage i3 not

at man's disposal, but when man enters into marriage, he

is, whether he knows it or not, whether he means it or

not, obeying the word of the Creator. Now it is this

obedience to God's creative will that makes marriage not

only a contract between the two human partners, but

involves them both with a third partner God, God's

creative activity as described in Genesis, of creating

57&» Ibid p. 26 translation mine
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man and woman for each other, of bringing them together,

and of giving them the mandate to marry,makes of

marriage a divine institution which is not at the

disposal of the partners, but is the fulfilling of God's

creative word, to which both partners are held

responsible.

It is the idea of God's creative activity in the

realm of what can be experienced that makes this new

development in Protestant theology relevant to man's

present situation, and at the same time, helps to

overcome the static concept of creation which comes

across in the earlier notion of 'orders of creation*#

The idea that God is actively at work, that He himself

is present in our human relationships, giving them

meaning and purpose, makes all the difference.

The notion of 'orders of creation' or 'natural law*,

seen in the light of this dynamic concept of creation,

cannot be rejected as a totally inadequate approach to

marriage theology, as we cannot deny those ordinances

of human life which have been implanted in man by the

Creator through instinct and reason. However, instinct

and reason alone are not adequate enough to tell us all

we ought or should know about human existence and human

relationships —— we need to leave ourselves open to

other forms of revelation in which God speaks to us his

creative word, and through which he works to redeem and

perfect our human existence.
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The Philosophical or Conceptual Approach

A third approach to marriage theology finds expression

in the new theological orientation which is inspired by a

new approach to the foundations of the Christian faith.

Here the basis for understanding Christian marriage, and

for determining a theology of Christian marriage, is not

natural law, or specific scr|ptural evidence (although

Bcriptural texts are used to illustrate the theological

stance arrived at) - it is rather a principle of human

existence —«- love, fidelity, transcendence, the common

good —- which expresses the content and purpose of the

Gospel in our human relationships. Two examples from

the literature will demonstrate the freshness and

originality of this new approach to the problem of

marriage theology.

Probably the best example of this approach to a

theology of marriage is the recent work of V,

Steininger,-^ Steininger's thesis that marriage is by

its very nature monogamous and indissoluble is based on

the theological principle of * self-transcendence*He

57. Divorce. Argument for a Change in the Church*a
discipline, trans, E, Quinn from the German
•*Aufio8ilchkelt unaufloellcher Ehen, Styria, Graz,
19^6, London, 1^69*

58, Ibid p, 9-10, This idea of * self-transcendence* in
Steininger's theory is not unlike the concept of
* immanence' postulated by Helen Oppenhelmer,
Oppenheimer^using the analogy of the Trinity, with
its concept of 'immanence* unity in plurality,
seeks to show a human 'immanence' in the marriage
relationship where two diverse people can be united,
really united and not Just harmoniously allied}*
without losing their separate identities, Just as,
the persona of the Trinity, are at once, one and the
same, yet individual, cf. "Marriage and Grace",
Theology 72 (1969) PP. 535ff.
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assumes that the encounter of man and woman in marital

love ia by its very nature monogamous and indissoluble.

However, these characteristics of the marital relation¬

ship are not clear from any natural law, but from that

self-transcendence which is implied in this encounter,

Man, when he surrenders himself to the beloved spouse,

transcends his own being and realizes himself again as a

new person in this onion,-^ The family which comes Into

existence is the result, and not the purpose, of this

encounter. Now this self-transcendent union, in common

with every love relationship with fellow humanity, is

destined to lead to an encounter with God, This is why

marriage can become a redeeming sacrament: it saves men

and women from their self-centredness.

This theological hypothesis of Steininger is based
fid

largely on Karl Rahner,s theology, which sees the love

of neighbour as virtually equated with the love of God,

and the special relationship of love between the spouses

is already a Kind of monogamous Christian marriage, or,

even, a sacramental marriage in desire, which is not only

capable of becoming the image of the New Covenant between

Christ and the Church, but also, as it constitutes the

marital community itself, may become the genuine Church

in miniature^ - a conclusion that can be illustrated by

59. Steininger, op, cit. pp 9-10.
60* Cf, Km ahner, Theological Investigations. VI, pp.

23l~h9» "Reflections on Unity of The Love of
Neighbour and the Love of God",

61. :..telninger, op. cit, p. 23,
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reference to Ephesians 5:22-33. This argument, from the

transcendent dynamism of marriage, is another attempt to

circumvent the problems which traditional approaches

failed to overcome. steinlnger, in illustrating the

strength of his theory on the basis of scripture, follows

the idea that Jesus' prohibition is an ideal to be

followed "a purposive precept" similar to those

relating to anger, swearing, self-defence, and the hatred

of one's enemies. His point being that Christen

mentioning the above five prohibitions along with the

prohibition of divorce, put forward ideals where

attainment is judged according to the progress an

individual may have made on the way towards perfection#

Others have come forward with a theology of marriage

based on other philosophical and theological hypotheses,
62

For example, the 'new morality' school makes the

'absolute of love' the ultimate criterion for making
lr\«S

ethical decisions, and have built a new system of

62# For a discussion of the new morality see the
article "The Hew Morality — What, Why — and Why
Not?", Uellgion In Life. Vol. 35, No. 2, pp. 170-
225. Xiao 0.3. Parr. The Christian New Morality.
New York, 1969. Se Chapter 1 above, note 1,
page 1#



2+21 ,

gx
Christian ethics on this one central absolute.

This approach to the problem of understanding

marriage in the Christian community has contributed in no

small way to liberating marriage theology from the

traditional and juridical interpretations of earlier

eras, and has done much, as can be seen from the examples

quoted above, to break new ground in the search for a

theology of marriage that is relevant and meaningful to

the institution as we know it in our own situation.

However, such approaches to marriage theology face two

major disadvantages; firstly, all too often the

philosophical or theological principle on which the

theory is based is not universally acceptable to the

Christian community as a basis for marriage theology, and

as a result often raises more questions than it attempts

to answer. Secondly, the acceptance of a marriage

theology based on a philosophical or theological

principle is often rejected, not on the basis of its

inherent weaknesses, but because it fails to displace a

63. Cf. J. Duquoc, in b'ie unaufloslich ist die Ehe.
Pattloch, Aschaffenburg, 19^9, edited J. David &
P. jchmalz, pp. 1 —22+. Duquoc has built a theology
of marriage on the phenomenology of human love.
Marriage is the recognition by society of the
partners' individual love, which expresses itself
symbolically through sexuality, and thus demands a
social dimension. Therefore, the institution of
marriage is the form which the social recognition of
love takes: it makes ixarital love visible. However,
the tension between love as the basic "stuff" of
marriage, and as institution is brought out by
Duquoc. For example, he questions whether the Church
and society sacrifice the person for an institution
abstractly conceived, rather than the institution as
giving a social dimension to the love of the
partners.



k22

a theology that is entrenched behind the

authority of a long standing tradition, and is supposedly

backed up by a seemingly coherent dogmatic teaching#

Nevertheless, traditional resistance and doginatie

doctrines are beginning to bend in the face of this new

approach to marriage theology, as is evidenced by the

move on the part of the Second Vatican Council^ to treat

marriage no longer in institutional/abstract terms, but

to assert it as 'a community of love". This came about

according to Dennis Q'Callaghan because

"The canonist provided a totally unsatisfactory
and impoverished definition of the object of
consent by expressing it in terms of an exchange
of physical sexual rights, and his pre¬
occupation with the permanence of the marriage
bond distracted from the far more important
question of the nature and quality of the
marriage relationship,"^5

gr
In another article, O'Callaghan makes it quite clear

why this change in emphasis was necessary if the Catholic

Church was to provide a relevant theology of Christian

marriage. He states:

"They (Moral theologians and Canonists) have
placed emphasis on the external pattern rather
than on the very meaning of marriage, on its
permanence and stability rather than on its
quality. Their attitude suggested that it did
not matter how a marriage was lived provided
that it continued to exist,"

6k • Mgr. Alan Clark, Nhat the Council Cays About
Marriage, July, 19^7, p. Cf. Leonard (lerke,
Christian Marriage: A Permanent Sacrament, Catholic
University, '.'.ashington, 1965,

65# "Marriage as Sacrament", Cone. Vol, 5,, No, 6, May
1970, pp. 101-110.

66, "Theology and Divorce", IrTh 27 (1970) pp. 213#
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bince Vatican II, however, Catholic exegetee, aa well as

Protestant Scholars, have been putting the emphasis on

what marriage means, seeing marriage as not merely a

contract but rather as an ongoing commitment of man and

woman united to live a real life under many changing

circumstancesj and it is in the process of "living1 this

reality that the problems of human existence break in and

often destroy the marriage relationship.^
It is px^ecisely in this area of meaning that this

new approach on philosophical and theological principles

makes the greatest contribution, for it is largely

concerned with the nature and quality of the marriage

relationship, and only secondarily with the external

pattern.

This new awareness regarding the nature and meaning

of the marriage relationship, that is, marriage as a

lived relationship rather than an institution abstractly

conceived, ought to give further impetus to the

development of a relevant marriage theology, and may, in

the long run, prove to be the catalyst in solving the

theological dilemmas that now exist in the current

theological ferment.

A Theology of Marriage in terms of 'Gospel'

In the remaining pages of this thesis I shall

propose, in the light of the exegesis arrived at, a basis

67. Cf, Wilfred Harrington, 'Jesus'Attitude towards
Divorce", IrTh; 37 (1970) pp. 199.
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for a theology of marriage in terms of 'Gospel*.

This does not mean that an attempt will be made to

establish a theology of marriage on the basis of the

half-dozen or so emphatic statements about marriage

which we have in the Old and New Testaments, but

rather to look at the institution of marriage in the

context of the New Testament's central proclamation,

and, within this broader context, to determine, as far

as this is possible, what the 'gospel' has to say

about our marriage relationship as we experience it.

I believe it is from the vantage point of this central

proclamation rather than with some peripheral concern.,

such as determining the exact rendering and meaning

of the 'exceptive clauses', that a sound and relevant

marriage theology will emerge.

Gospel

In using 'gospel' as the basis for our marriage

theology we are compelled to state in what sense we

understand the term, as Protestant biblical theology,
go

since the latter part of the nineteenth century, has

68. The technical difficulty with understanding the
'content' of Gospel came on the wings of the much
debated problem of the historical Jesus. This
difficulty increased with the emergence of an
existentialist philosophy and theology, combined
with the Porm Criticism of the gospels, which led
to the more fundamental question of faith and
history. Prom this discussion a modern historio¬
graphy emerged which was quite different from the
scientific historiography of the nineteenth century.
History was now viewed existentially. This meant

, that while history was still interested in the facts
\y\f and causes and of the'external'of events, it was

more interested in the 'inside' of events. Here the
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encountered technical difficulties in understanding the
go

'content* of Gospel or Kerygma, 7 We will not indulge

ourselves in the long and volurrinouB debate concerning the

'content* of Gospel that has been going on in Kerygmatie

historian thinks himself into the action to discern
the thought of the agent. As Bultmann put it
"History gains meaning only when the historian
himself stands within history and takes part in
history". Cf. History and .schatoloj,y, Edinburgh,
1957* p* 119* Thus an existential relation between
the historian and the event is called for. This
existential approach to history was able to view
the 'gospel' (what Jesus meant to the primitive
Church) and its appeal (what Jesus should mean to us)
much more relevantly. Jesus emerged not as an
obscure figure of history, but as a Person who
confronts us and calls us to decision in the present
moment of our existence. For a complete survey of
this development see, Hugh Anderson, Jesus and
Christian Origins, New York, Oxford Univ. Press,
T9o5j also his article, "The Historical Jesus and
the Origins of Christianity, ' PcotJTh Vol. 13, 1960,
pp. 113-136, Cf. also Carl E. Braaten and A.A.
Harrisville, ed,, Kerygma and History, A symposium
on the Theology of Rudolf Bult.:ann« New York, 1 962 j
Also Hans-.erner Bartsch, The Present tand of the
Debate, Xerygma and Myth II. tr. Reginald H. Fuller,
London, 1963* pp. U7-57* In addition a more
comprehensive bibliography nay be found in P.J.
Cahill'e article, "Rudolf Bultmann and Post-Bultmann
Tendencies", CathBlb, 26 (196*0 PP« 153-173,

69* For the moment we are using the terms 'gospel' and
'kerygma' interchangeably. However, we are aware
that the terra 'kerygma* can have a special meaning,
or meanings. As J.P.M. Sweet points out "Kerygma Is
a slippery term" and could mean either the dynamic
activity of preaching (Bultmann) or 'the content of
the preaching (Dodd)". Cf. "The Kerygma," xuosT.
Vol. 76, 196h~5, pp« 1h3-lU7» If I may suggest the
term 'kerygma' is even slipperier than that, for it
could mean merely the proclamation of the death and
resurrection of Jesus by the early Church, or the
message 'of' Jesus as well as the message 'about'
Jesus. The sense in which we use 'gospel' or
'kerygma' here is that it is the message 'of* as well
as 'about' Jesus.
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theology"'70 but rather, state, as simply as possible, how

we understand and intend to use 1gospel' in our

theological formulation about marriage. It might be

said that our understanding of 'gospel' is Post-Bultman-

nian,^ in that we understand the 'gospel' to be not

merely the proclamation of the post-resurrection Church

70. For a summary of the direction which Kerygmatie
theology has taken Cf. James M. Robinson, A hew
Quest of the Historical Jesus. London: 1959J also
' The "'•!or;.al tructure of Jesus' Message" in Current
Issues in N.T. Interpretation. Ld. dm. Klaus en and1'
Q.F. Snyder', New York, 1962, pp. 91-110; F, Herasog
"Possibilities and Limits of the Hew Quest", JRel.
U3 (1963) pp. 218-233. Also H. Anderson, Jesus and
Christian Origins, ep. cit. " (°

71# The Post-Bultmannians have attempted to establish a
unity between the Christ of the Kerygrna and the Jesus
of History that the Kerygmatic portrait is a
faithful representation of the historical Jesus.
Therefore, they see in both the message and action
of Jesus an eschatological understanding of his
Person. Bornkamm, Conzelmann, Kaseinann, Fuchs, and
hbeling are among the Post-Bultmannians who have
attempted to show that the kerygrna is faithful to
Jesus. For example, Bornkamm in his book Jesus of
Nazareth, puts stress on Jesus* ministry sb a sign '
calling for decision; in his ministry the crucial
hour was already present. Among the impressions of
the ministry which must be considered authentic are
Jesus* submission to God, his authority, his
acceptance of sinners, Ebeling ("Jesus and Faith"
in Word and Faith. London, 19&3, pp. 236-238)
stresses Jesus teaching about faith, and considers
the following teachings of Jesus as historical: the
imminent kingdom of God, charity, obedience to the
will of God liberating men fro.-, causistry, and call
to dlscipleship. Ebeling further stresses that the
person and preaching of Jesus cannot be separated
from his teaching (p. 236ff). Robinson sums up
the Post-Bultmannian position as establishing "•••
that Jesus intended to confront the hearer
inescapably with the God who is n ar when he proclaimed
'Repent, for God's reign is near*, i.e., that he
intended an historical encounter with himself to be
an eschatological encounter with God, and that he
consequently understood his existence as that of
bringer of eschatological salvation." Cf. Hew
Quest of the Historical Jesus, London, 1959» p« 77•
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about the death and resurrection of Jesus,but to

contain within it the message, words and deeds of Jesus

himself. That in the 'gospel* we meet Jesus of Nazareth,

who through his teaching and example, gives us the clue

to the deepest meaning of life and the resources for

fulfilling that meaning, in that lor the Christian,

Jesus provides both true knowledge of God and saving

power. He is the norm as well as the source of

authentic existence. To say this is the same as saying

that Jesus of Nazareth is the Christ, which in turn

means that one accepts as normative the New Testament

witness to Jesus. Thus the hrart of the New Testament

is 'gospel', the proclamation that God was in Christ

72. The 'kerygma' in Bultiaannlan terms seems to refer
solely to the death and resurrection of Jesus as
preached by the primitive Church. This concept of
'kerygma* stems from the fact that Bultmann contends
that we know nothing of the life and teaching of
Jesus, merely the "Dass" — the fact that he lived,
taught and died. Yet, it can be argued that
Bultmann's concept of 'kerygma' (that is its
content, rather than the activity of proclaiming it)
involves not merely the acknowledgement of a
historical fact, but the "Bass" includes a knowledge
of Jesus' teaching in which His person is disclosed.
Therefore, the "Bass" to which Bultmann refers
involves more than the mere fact that Jesus lived,
but the fact that he taught, and that His ord
placed men in the crisis of decision. That in Hia
Word the will of God meets man and compels him to
decision. His aord becomes event, the event of the
power and the will of God. Therefore what the Post-
Bultmannians seek to show is that the 'kerygma* is
faithful to the Jesus of history, as far as we can
know him, and in fact expresses in its 'content' the
words, deeds, teachings and activity of the earthly
Jesus. Cf.mG.E. Ladd, "The HoXe of' Jesus in Bultmann's
Theology", CftptJTh. Vol. 18 (1965) PP. 57-68; Also
Raymond Bro^n. After Bultmann, what? An
introduction to tlm^Post-Bultmannians, "CathBlbQ 26
(19&+) PP» 1-30; cputifert^M, Ogden, Christ without
Myth, New York, 19°1» CAmong others.)



reconciling the world to himself in a decisive

revelatory and redemptive act. Hence, the New

Testament Itself fInds in Jesus, in his Perron, message,

and deeds, the clue to the meaning of life and the

resources for fulfilling that meaning. Therefore,

while Jesus became, as Bultmann puts it "the content of

the Church's kerygma"^, this content did not involve

3ust the 'Kaster-event* — a preaching about Jesus*
death and resurrection, but reveals something of His

self-understanding, His intention, His meaning,^ The

humble Jesus comes through in the Church's proclamation

of the "exalted Christ", To quote Professor Anderson,

"His Selfhood has creative and constitutive
significance for Christian faith, for the
Kerygrna, identifying the humiliated with the
exalted Lord, confronts us with the 7(.
existential decision about a Person,"'3

The significance of this existential approach' to

'Gospel* is that it challenges us to see its message and

meaning not only in terms of what it meant to the

primitive Church, but what it means to us. It calls us

73, Theology of the Hew Testament I, London, 1959* P«33*
7h» H, Anderson, "The Historical Jesus and the Origins

of Christianity", ocotJTh 13 (1960) p. 135,
75, Ibid, p. 135.
76, This emphasizes the 'new her^meneutlc' which involves

the whole process of God's speaking to us: God's
Word, its expression in Gcrlpture, its interpretation
through the ages, its significance for our present
situation.
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to confrontation, to participation with the person and

with the "Word# Therefore, the term 'gospel' as used

here may best be understood as the presentation of God's

activity in Christ, as discerned in the message and

conduct^ of the earthly Jesus and the Church's

kerygmatic Christ.

Now while we can speak of a three stage development

in early Christian ethics, for example, the apocalyptic

outlook of Jesus, the eschatological preaching of Paul,

and the accommodation ethic of the Post-Pauline Church,^®
we find that each stage has as its norm and source the

Person and message of Je3us; that at the heart and

centre of each development stands a 'core of tradition',

that can be traced back to the person, words, and deeds

of Jesus, Therefore the 'sayings', statements, teachings,

etc., that are repeated, emphasized and held up as the

norm and standard of Christian behaviour are those that

were believed to have passed through the prism of Jesus'

ministry, thus making them the foundation of Christian
79

ethical teaching,'^ We can illustrate this continuity

in the ethics of the New Testament with reference to the

subject under discussion — marriage. Jesus, as we have

77. Cf. Ernst Fuchs "Die Prage nach dem historischen
Jesus", Prage nach dem historischen Jesus,
GesammelTe Aufsatze II (Tubingen: J.C.B. Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), 1959. pp. 1h3-l67.

78. Supra Chapter V above pp. 358ff.
79. Supra Chapter IV above pp. 215ff.
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seen,^0 made the ethical interpretation of the Old

Testament Creation myths the foundation of His teaching

on marriage, and in turn Paul not only repeats this
81

teaching, but lnoludes in his instruction on marriage

a teaching which he claims came from the lips of Jesus

(I Cor. 7:1Off). What is interesting here is that Paul

distinguished between his words and those of the Lord,

and asserted the identity of the Lord who spoke and the

Jesus who lived. The Post-Pauline Church likewise bases

its ethical teaching not so much on the pagan 'HauBtafeln*

but on the'core of Jesus tradition' that has been passed

down in the Church's Catechetical codes and her teaching

ministry (Cf, e.g» Lphesians 5J22-33 and its use of
G-enesis 2t24). The early Church was not only concerned

with Jesus* teaching as a basis for ethical instruction,

but also exhorted its members to imitate Christ, which

would indicate that they had some knowledge of the

conduct and activity of the earthly Jesus. Thus ths

ethical continuity of the New Testament lies in the fact

that the ethical demands preached by the early Church

were grounded in the message, deeds and example of Jesus,

who laid the foundation and set the standard for

Christian ethical teaching.

In. the light of this understanding of 'gospel* how

are we to interpret the New Testament teaching about

80, A large part of Chapter 3 above is devoted to the
question of the origin of the New Testament
(Synoptic) teaching regarding marriage.

81. Cf. Chapter IV above — "Letter A" I Cor. 6.12-20,
pp. 2k3ff.
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marriage, and In what sense can it serve as a basis for

a theology of marriage? We must begin with Jesus*

radical demand for absolute obedience to the will of God,

which involves not Just obedience to an external formal

authority, but requires of the individual the waiver of

hie own rights which, in turn,makes him immediately
82

responsible to God, The preaching of the 'will of God*

by Jesus Is not a juridical activity either in terms of

human law (aesetz) or in terms of divine law (Gebot), but

is a redemptive activity of God in his Son Jesus Christ,

who through grace, calls to a decision which requires

his total commitment a radical obedience that frees

him from his own self-will and reconciles him with God and

his neighbour. However, in obeying the 'gospel* he is

not only reconciled to God and his neighbour, but is, in

fact, brought to a realization of the deepest meaning of

life and the resources for fulfilling that meaning.

Creation on the Sighth Day

Last Autumn (1972) New College students held a

retreat whose theme, "Creation on the Eighth Day ,

emphasized God's continuous creative activity in His

world. It is with such a dynamic concept of 'Creation'

that we must begin in laying the foundation for a

relevant marriage theology, for it is on this idea of

Creation that Jesus bases his teaching about marriage.

82, Of. R. Bultmann, Theology oi the liew Testament I, op
cit. p. 11f. ~
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In the Sermon on the Mount Jesus found it expedient

to include in his teaching concerning man's essential

obedience to the v/ill of the Creator/' a teaching about

marriage, and considered this human institution as not

merely a social arrangement that man determines on the

basis of human values, but a gift of Creation, Now,

while Jesus may have shared in the mythical world view of

creation as a pre—historic activity on the part of God,

His reference to creation in the marriage 'login' is not

restricted to this pre-hiatoric conception. On the

contrary, he sees creation as taking place in the present.

Thus the marriage of which Jesus speaks is not an ideal —

a pre-hlstoric blueprint set up for our guidance by God,

but marriage as we experience it 'now' in its concrete

reality. He is speaking of a human reality that was

made possible and continues to be possible because it

has its foundation in God's creative will.

Now the idea that God is creatively involved in

marriage as we experience it is brought out by the very

example that Jesus himself uses (cf Mk, 10:6f; Mt. 19s5f

regarding Gen, 2;2h)» for God chose to act, not outside

history, but within history, God sees that man is

alone, God creates woman, God brings her to man as man's

bride, and even when man recognizes and acknowledges his

spouse, yet, it is God who brings them together. It is

God acting and creating within the realm of human

experience — bringing into existence for man the

institution of marriage. Thus marriage becomes a
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'Divine Institution' in the sense that God's ,,ord,

creativity, and action, brought it into being — made it

a reality for man. Therefore, when man participates in

marriage, he is, in a real sense, whether he realizes it

or not, or, whether he acknowledges it or not, sharing in

an institution that is not of man's origin but of Qod'st

and man by participating in marriage is by virtue of his

actions, obeying the will of God, ^ It is precisely

because marriage has its origins in God's creative

activity that it involves not ;just the human partners

but God Himself, Therefore the reference "what God has

joined together, let not man put asunder", is not to be

viewed pre-historieally, as applying to some 5deal' or

other, but refers to marriage in the here and now, and

implies that whoever contracts a marriage is complying

with the 'will of the Creator*, and is therefore held

responsible to that will. In this way indissolubility

is a part of the "essential intention", which places
qj,

marriage not at man's disposal but God's,w

In turning to the idea of 'gospel' with its derjiand

for radical obedience to the 'divine will* we are

seeking in Scripture, guidance for our own human

condition. This does not mean, however, that the

83, Cf, W, Lohff, "Das neue Bild der Ehe in der
evangelischen Theologie", in Das Neue Bild Per Ehe.
Chr, Kaiser Verlag Munchen, 1 9^9, p, 25ff.

8h. Cf. H, Baltensweiler, "Current Developments in the
Theology of Marriage in the Reformed Churches",
Cone. Vol, 5 No, 6, May 1970, p. 1h6ff,
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biblical utterances we consider are to be taken as time-

transcending laws which can in Borne way be implemented

legally for our own situation. As we have already noted,

and demonstrated by our exegesis,®-' it is practically

impossible to convert biblical utterances about marriage

directly into legal rulings for today. This, in fact,

would lead us back once again to legalism'. The

biblical concepts and practices of marriage, which are in

themselves varied and diverse, must be seen as a part of

social history. hile the Christian 'gospel* speaks to

us from the context of specific social-historical

situations, it does not refer us to particular

conceptions of marriage, still less to an understanding

of marriage in a social-historical context, especially

begone ones, but refers us to the Creator. Creation is

what happens here and now. Thus, it is in the context

of our experience — the social, cultural and legal

situation in which we are now placed, that we are called

to interpret and understand the divine will for us, We

cannot return to the conceptions of marriage of a

primitive culture, or to the bygone patriarchal form of

marriage which existed in the time of Christ. le have

to cut through that which is historically and

sociologically conditioned, and determine in the light of

God's speaking to us what God requires of us now in our

human relationships,

85* The biblical statements are addressed to specific
historical, cultural, and social situations, which
give them relevancy only within these historical-
social contexts.



The iurpose or ^arrla,;e
/

Throughout the long history of/marriage institution
there have been many answers given to the question, what

is the purpose of marriage? Most of these answers were

derived from the sociological conditions pertaining at a

given period. For example, the begetting of children

was considered the essential purpose of marriage in early

Hebrew society, as great importance was attached to

offspring for ensuring the continuance of the family,
Dg

tribe, and nation, and, the handing on of inheritance.

Therefore, if a wife was found to be barren, it was

sufficient grounds for the husband to sreak off the

marriage, or to take a second wife.^ In this

situation no consideration was given to the 'meaning' of

the relationship for the partners themselves, marriage

was merely a means to an end — for the sole purpose of

procreation. Now this highly sociological precedent,

which comes to us in the recorded history of Israel as

contained in the Old Testament, conditioned and

influenced Christian thinking about marriage up to very

recent times. This influence is reflected in the

Church's earliest marriage formularies which speak of the

three causes for which marriage was ordained — namely

the procreation oi children, the avoidance of fornication

ana the mutual society., help and comfort that one ought to

86. Cf. Chapter 2 above, pp 66ff,which deals with the
development of marriage in Hebrew society#

87» Cf, Chapter 2 above pp, 56ff.
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have for the other, mrly Christian thinkers did not

attempt to get behind the sociological and historical

circumstances, which gave rise to this purpose for

marriage, hut were content to accept the scriptural

statements regarding procreation as Cod's ord lor them,

as a time-transcending regulation lor all men. However,

Protestant theology, with the impetus of Higher

Criticism and new Keremeneutical techniques, has

li erated Christian thinking from this earlier social
AA

and historical conception of marriage,' putting the

emphasis on what marriage means for the contracting

partners;— 'Ifhe result being a shift from seeing marriage

as a means to an end, to viewing it as an end in itself.

This new appro;.ch to marriage is best summed up in a

statement by the Anglican Church of Canada which says:

"The purposes of marriage are mutual fellowship,
support and comfort, the procreation (if it may
be) and nature of children, and the creation of
a relationship in which sexuality may serve
personal fulfilment in a community of faithful
love,"89

Sufficient time has not yet passed lor a great deal

of theological reflection on this 'new' priority in the

purpose of Christian marriage. However, little

reilectlon is needed to discover that 'mutual fellowship*

88, What helped Protestant theology, and Christian
thinking in general to reassess its thinking about
the purpose of marriage was the threat of 'over¬
population* and world food shortages, a sociological
condition that demanded a reassessment,

89 • Canon 27: On marriage in the Church; enacted by the
Twenty-Third session of the General Synod of the
Anglican Church of Canada, Ottawa, Ontario, 22
August to 31 August, 1967» p, 1,
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ic, in fact, saorc true to biblical teaching tha; the

almost pagan idea that marriage is designed for the sole

purpose of procreation. Once we break through the

plane of history and search out the divine wil.1 of the

Creator for ourselves, we find thr t the idee, of 'mutual

fellowship* is not 'new' but .at the. very heart of God's

creative act in brin ing together an and woman,

Vincent Taylor sees Jesus' teaching regarding the

mutual relationship of husband and wife as *a decisive

positive attitude which has influenced the teaching of

the whole New Testament on marriage', and which

constitutes 'His gift to the Church and the world*

regarding marriage.^0 The idea of 'mutual fellowship*

is, when one looks closely at the creation story in

Genesis 2;2iif, a central feature of God's creative

activity, or in God's act of creating marriage .an

receives woman as a 'helpmeet'. This 'helpmeet* is to

en^oy a partnership with man, which is irreplaceable by

any other creature, and is to be life-long. It is a

partnership of sex, possessions, position and habitation.

Jesus in his teaching about marriage underlines this

'mutual fellow hi; ' by way of reference to the creation

narrative, thus making it a central feature of Christian

teaching, which is repeated throughout the New Testament,

For example, in Paul's letters, where marriage is viewed

negatively in the light of the Impending 'eschaton',
r——ir—- --Twin i » i. i "i ii ii ii i m in,, hi i—„ ■—■iihhii hi. ■ i !■■■! 1,1 mi iiMi—i—imm

90. V. Taylor, The osuel According to t, ark, London,
1953, p. if2lf.~ ~ ~
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mutual fellowship in the essence of true marria ;e: "The

wife lias not >ov.er over her own body, but the husband,

likewise also the husband hath not power of his own body,

but the wife" (I Cor. "JtUff). It is even more evident

in the Tost- auline literature, for example, "each of

you must love his wife as his very self; and the v/oman

must ate to it that sue pays her husband all respect"

(--Ph. 5 s 33).

Now we need to look more closely at this central

feature of biblical teaching utual fellowship. For

it is this feature that constitutes the very meaning of

the marriage relationship, and determines whether a

particular si rriu e is, in fact, the kind of relationship

that God called into eing and continues to enrich. It,

too, will help us determine the degree to which the

marriage partners have complied with the demands of the

'gospel* for total obedience to the 'will of the

Creator*•

It might be said that 'mutual fellowship' is a lawful

process, not, however, in the sense that there are

specific legal regulations, but where a union occurs

'love*^ can only be effective in acts of acceptance and

recognition 01 t,.e other partner. It is through these

acts of acceptance and recognition that love creates a

'law' between two partners. Such a law is, of course,

characteristically different from the normal law of

legislation; it goes beyond the outward formal authority,

arid demands of each partner the waiver of his and her

/ c\\.
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own rights. It calls for total commitment, a total

giving of oneself to the other, which is expressed not

by adherence to secular or ecclesiastic legislation, but

in acts of freedom as love, surrender, forgiveness,

compassion, and fidelity. The degree of commitment by

the partners to this 'inner law of love' and not to

outv/ard formal authority will determine the authenticity

of the relationship. Once this 'inner law of love* is

broken by the assertion of one's own selfish will then

the'mutualness' of the relationship which is the very

essence of raarri ge is lost. The marriage may continue

in its outward form, but once it fails to maintain or

achieve this 'inner mutualness' which comes with a total

commitment of the self in acts of acceptance and

recognition, then it can no longer be considered

marriage as it was called into being by God in his

creative activity with man. It is here that the

difference between covenant and lav/ (legislation) is

accentuated. For as C. Jaime Snoek reminds us:

"that comes to us from God, as a free gift of
the Covenant, as grace, is love, the capacity
to love, to take the existence of our brother
on ourselves before God, as Jesus took the
existence of all of us on himself. As a

gift of the Covenant, this love can only be
accepted in the freedom of faith, can only be
celebrated in the action of grace."92

It is not to any practical legal principle that Jesus is

calling us in his teaching on marriage in the New

92. C.J. Snoek, "ferriage And the Institutionalization
of sexual Relations , Cone. Vol. V. No. 6, May,
1970, p. 113»
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Testament, but to the possibility of taking account of

tae existence of our partner before God, and of

committing ourselves to the will of God so that we are

able to find the deepest meaning to life, and to human

relationships.

However, i will be noted that this evangelical

challenge of Jesus to obey the 'will of the Creator' is

spoken in the context of a legal debate, where divorce

is acknowledgedas an actual practice. However, what

Jesus has to say does not allude to legal procedure,

but is, essentially, a testimony of God's will and man's

obedience. V.'e do not accept the reasoning that Jesus

represents the legal ruling of the Pentate ch, ^ which

allows divorce as a human legislative act, as opposed to

the divine will of the Creator. The indissolubility of

marriage, according to Jesus, is rather a constituent part

of life which is realised in the obedient man. The man

for whom the law of Mooes is given is not the obedient

man, but the hard-hearted, the man who,, for selfish

motives, wishes to exercise his own self-will and thus

disobeys the 'will of the Creator'. Thus the legal

ruling on divorce concerns the man who disobeys the will

of God, and expresses in its very ruling the 'hard-

heartedneos' of man.

93. Cf. J.D.h. Derrett, law in the hew Testament. 1970,
PP. 363-338.
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Up to now we have been talking about two different

aspects of marriage. The 'inward structure' of the lived

law of marriage can only be realised when both spouses

are prepared to commit themselves totally in a

relationship that finds its expression in acts of love,

submission, forgiveness, and fidelity. The second

aspect of marriage is the 'outward legislative law' that

gives the inward structure of the love relationship

public recognition. How the question has been raised as

to the necessity and validity of this second 'outward

legislative' nature of marriage. Is it necessary to

institutionalise the authentic inward structure of

marriage? Some current developments in marriage forms

have rejected the institutionalization of marriage on the

basis that it turns marriage into an abstract concept

rather than a lived relationship, and that 'outward

legislation' often demands the continuance of a relation¬

ship even when the 'inward structure' has been destroyed
Qh

by the selfishness of the partners,-^

There is, as G, Dubquoc notes,^ a tension between

this 'inward structure' and 'institution'. And the

9U, Current trends such as trial marriages, communal
living, etc., are efforts to have marriage without a
legal 'contract', that is, an outv/ard legal form,
A good summary of these new developments is contained
in an article entitled "New Marriage Life Styles", by
J.D. Diamond and Michele Landsberg, in Chatelaine.
Toronto, Canada, Hov, 1972, Also 'New Marriage
Contracts' b„ L'arjorie Harris, in Chatelalxae, Dec,
1972,

95* Cl'. C. Dubquoc, op. cit. p. 1-2b,
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Question to be asked here is whether the Church and the

Gtate have been correct in exercising legislative power

over marriage, to the extent that marriage, which was

meant to be grace for the individual, has become an

impersonal law — which sacrifices the person for the

sake of an institution abstractly conceived on the lines
96

of an objective legalism. Does 'Christian marriage'

demand both inward structure and o tward legislative law,

and if so, does a marriage still exist if the 'inward

structure' is destroyed by a lack of recognition and

acceptance by one or both partners? Traditional

Christianity has no doubt laid the emphasis on the

'outward legislative form' of marriage, and has insisted

that marriage exists only when the partners comply with

the legislative laws laid down by the Church and

Community, Let us turn for the moment to this

important question of public recognition.

It is an observable fact that sexuality is regulated
97

in every culture, ' This appears to be a requirement

for the survival of society and of the individual. This

universal fact stems from what may best be described as

the radically social nature of human existence. The

construction of laws and institutions to regulate social

behaviour is natural to man, and is, as Brunner and

others have demonstrated,*^ especially true of human

96. Ibid, p, 16,
97» Cf, h. ..estermarck, The History of Hunan Marriage:

London, 189*4* also his Marriage, bew York, 1929,
98, Cf, E, Brunner, The Divine Imperative, op, cit,

pp. 21 2ff,



relationships having to do with sexuality.

One must appreciate that a multiplicity or cultures

will lead to a multiplicity of customs and institutions

designed to socialize and institutionalise sexuality.

These different forms will be valid to the extent that,

within their cultural context, they serve to promote and

actualize the ideal of humanity in general. For the

Christian, however, the institutionalization of sexuality

with its origins in the Creation and the Covenant is

constituted by the initiative of God, and finds its

definitive realisation in the message of Jesus. Thus

the fidelity of God and the relationship of Christ and His

Church is reflected in the man and woman who, in their

total and irrevocable gift of themselves, the fruit of

grace, reproduce the love and fidelity of the God of the

Covenant.

Now while the biblical evidence regarding the
99

statements about ma riage is, as we have seen, uncertain

and inconclusive with regard to the kind of institution

or form marriage ought to take, the Christian, partly on

natural considerations, and partly on Jesus' demand for

total commitment to the will of the Creator, has come to

a definite decision as to what the outward form of

marriage ought to be. The 'mutual fellowship' that
makes up the very essence of marriage can only be

99• Cf. uupra above pp«393ff •
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maintained when the partners seek public recognition of

this fact in their lives through the framework of the

community's legal system. .or the nature of marriage is

both personal and institutional. Therefore recognition

on the part of both partners and community is necessary

to bring it into existence, . Bookie*00 shows that

this is so by confirming the biblical evidence on the

basis of contemporary anthropology. His approach is

summed up in the following syllogism:

"The sex act a8 a total gift of love requires
the guarantee of the marriage bond to attain
its full meaning. Now the Christian, in
response to God's will, should always aim at
attaining the fullest meaning of love.
Therefore his sexual relations have to be
confined to the married state."

Thus the Christian concept of marriage, like the

institutionalization of sexuality universally, seeks

recognition from the community. Therefore marriage

according to Christian interpretation cannot exist as an

inner structure that expresses itself in attestations of

sentiments and feelings, but must also be publicly

recognized and incorporated into the legal form of the

community. Any other form of relationship, however

sincere, however genuine, is not considered to be

marriage marriage in Christian terms, is measured,

rightly or wrongly, not only by the 'inward structure'

but also by the outward legal form. Thus any form of

100. Cf, P. Cockle and J. Kohne, Ceschlcchtliche
Bezlehungen vor der .he, Mainz, 19^7. cited in
C.J. Cnoek, op. cit. p. 120.
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marriage that fails to measure up to the formal authority

of the community is considered by traditional Christianity

to be less than what God had intended marriage to be.

However, this position is already raising serious

questions in the current literature regarding the

institutionalization of sexuality. If theemphasis is

placed on the 'Inward structure' on the total commit¬

ment of the partners in acts of acceptance and recognition^
then what are e to say to the 'new' forms of marriage

that a.e appearing on the scene? Can they be an

authentic expression of the divine will, even when they

fail to comply with the formal authority of the society?

The recognition of marriage as a personal relationship

that exists for the partners and not necessarily for

society opens up the possibility 01 new forms for

marriage, which might more adequately express what God

intended the marriage relationship to be.

Indissolubility

In the light of what we have been saying about

marriage in terras of gospel, what about the question of

indissolubility? This question is the pivot around

which all marriage theology and discussion turns, and

has determined to a greater or lesser extent the outcome

of Christian thinking about marriage. Ho theologian or

exegete of any significance leaves this question aside,

nor can he, for the idea of indissolubility is in essence

a eonstitutent part of marriage itself. The conclusion

of most scholars is best put in the words of H. Baltenswejler

who states:
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''The Christian Church must emphasize and affirm
the indissolubility of marriage as the essential
intention, even if in certain concrete cases a
divorce has to be permitted," 101

1 02
Now, as we have noted before, indissolubility as the

essential intention goes back to the teaching of Jesus

regarding man's total obedience to the will of the

Creator. Jesus did not preach a new law of marriage in

the rermon on the Mount, and his statements regarding

indissolubility are not to be taken as a binding

declaration about marriage itself, in the sense that he

actually said that marriage 'could' not be dissolved.

Jesus' demand regarding marriage must be seen in the

context of all the demands in the Sermon on the Mount,

equal to and not more important than those regarding

swearing, anger, self-defence, and the hatred of one's

enemies, which are not 'laws' in the juridical sense,

but are evangelical challenges aimed at moving the hearts

of men to recognize and obey the will of the Creator, and

not merely to seek after what was permissible or possible

within the law. Jesus' insistence on the indissolubility

of marriage was aimed precisely at emphasising the

magnitude and beauty of the institution as God intended

it, as something that once taken up became a valuable and

indispensible part of one's human existence.

What gives the question of indissolubility such a

prominent place in marriage theology is the fact that the

101. "Current Developments in the Theology of Marriage in
the Reformed Churches', Cone Vol. 5» Ho. 6, May 1970,
p. 150.

102. bupra p.h;2f.
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biblical evidence regarding indissolubility is not

altogether clear. The 'exceptive clauses' in

Matthew have introduced a certain ambiguity in both the

teaching and practice of the Christian Churchy which
demanded explanation. This ambiguity raised a question

A Oh
of authenticity regarding the teachings attributed to

Jesus in the Gospelsj thus the answer to the whole

question was sought by attempting to find out what

Jesus, and not the early Church, had to say to this

question. Therefore, the answer lay not in the fact

that divorce according to the exceptive clauses was

permissible or possible, but what was the essential

intention for marriage in the 'divine will' as preached

by Jesus.

Jesus, contrary to the Mosaic law, establishes the

indissolubility of marriage as the original intention of

the Creator. Therefore, the only argument which supports

this indissolubility is that the state of marriage itself

is not at man's disposalj 'What Cod has joined together

shall no man put asunder." The spouses who embrace

marriage are seeking permanency in their relationship,

for the idea of marriage incorporates with it the idea

of permanency. Thus the couple are, as Lohff points

out, whether they realise it or not, obeying the will of

the Creator, and are partaking in an institution that is

103. Cf. ...J. O'chea, "Marriage and Divorce; The Biblical
Evidence", AusCathRec. 19^7 (1970) pp. 89-109.

10il. Cf, Supra Chapter 3 which deals with the question of
authenticity which is basic to any clarification of
biblical ambiguity.
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not of their own making nor of their own disposal, but

Clod's. Therefore in accepting the institution of

marriage from God's gracious hands they must also accept

the permanency of marriage. This is where the dynamic

idea of creation comes into play, that God v,ho

instituted marriage for the benefit of nan, will also

help him to accomplish it in reality. carriage belongs

in this respect not only to the order of creation but

also to the order of redemption. God is prepared to

share the relationship with the couple, helping them,

teaching them, supporting them in the total process of

the lived relationship. Therefore for the couple who

leave their lives open to this creative activity of God,

who through commitment to one another are essentially

obedient to his will, indissolubility becomes a

constituent part of marriage itself.

Let us underline again the fact that Jesus in his

teaching about marriage does not represent the legal

ruling of the Pentateuch, which allowed divorce as a legal

act as opposed to the divine will. The indissolubility

of iarriage^as far as Jesus was concerned, was a
constituent part ol life which is realised in the

obedient man. The man for whom the law of Moses is

given, is not the obedient man, but the hard-hearted, who

exercises his own will as opposed to the v/ill of the

Creator.

Finally we must view the question of indissolubility

in the light of what we have been saying about the 'inner
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structure' of carriage. The 'inner structure' is, as we

have described, the unwritten law between the spouses of

free acceptance and recognition, which makes up the very

essence of marriage. However, this freedom also includes

the possibility of such a law being broken, of the state

of marriage at its 'inner level' being relinquished.

For as soon as one or both of the partners in the

relationship no longer recognize the law of free

acceptance and recognition, which Involves submission,

obedience, fidelity and forgiveness, the marriage has

already broken down at its 'inner core'. What remains

has been described by some sociologists as an "empty

shell" marriage, a marriage that is held together not by

the 'inner' essential structure, but by the outer formal

authority of the community. Thus carriage becomes

something less than what God had intended, it is no

longer a meaningful, life-fulfilling, enriching

experience, but a formality that has its existence not as

a means of grace for the partners, but as a false symbol

of the divine institution in the community. It is

somewhat unfortunate that traditional Christian teaching

has :.ade indissolubility into a rigid formal law which

it insists upon regardless of what has happened or is

happening within the marriage relationship. In many

instances it has failed to recognize the essential

feature of the 'gospel' which insists that true marriage,

purposefully and meaningfully lived, does not exist

apart from the obedience and fidelity of man. while we
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can assert that God does not intend marriage to be brolcen,

yet at the same time we must face the realities of human

existence, and acknowledge the fact that individuals

often exercise the liberty that Creation grants by

actively and persistently resisting the divine will.

No formal laws, whether of Church or State, can

prevent marriage from breaking up, as *outward formal

laws* have no Jurisdiction over the 'Inner structure',

which is essential to meaningful marriage. However,

outward formal law, while it cannot prevent marriage

breakup, can contribute to the restoration of the broken

'inner structure'• This is the real value of the

institutionalization of sexuality; it holds together,

for a time, the couple who have broken the essential

nature of the marriage bond, and enables them to

reassess their relationship, not only in terms of formal

authority but in terms of Jesus' demand for total

obedience to God's will. It enables the estranged

couple to exercise those redemptive qualities that can

restore and re-create new meaning and purpose to the

relationship. The message of the gospel which calls for

man's total obedience to God's will, enables the couple

to submerge their own self-will, and to exercise a love

and forgiveness, that will make possible renewed fidelity,

submission and understanding. The 'gospel' teaches them

that
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"Love is patient; love Is kind and envies no
one. Love is never boastful, nor conceited,
nor rude; never selfish, not quick to take
offence. Love keeps no score of wrongs;
does not gloat over other men's sins, but
deli hts in truth. There is nothing love
cannot face; there is no limit to its faith,
its hope, and its endurance. Love will never
come to an end". (I Cor. 13:4-8).

God does not only hold out the hope of indissolubility,

but makes it possible through man's obedience to the

gospel.

However, because the individual can resist the 'will

of the Creator' indefinltely, asserting his own self-

will alienating himself in his human relationships

and in his relationship with God, the ruling which

permits divorce in the formal legal sense is justified,

and must be allowed when the marriage is so irretrievably

broken that the continuation of the marriage bond will

cause more harm than separation.

True indissolubility is possible only through the

message of Christ, who declares to us the 'divine will'

which undergirdb the whole of authentic human existence

and which is at work in human history for the redemption

of man. Jesus makes possible human fulfilment of God's

divine will by opening up the way oi salvation by

directing men to the divine will which gives life and

which strives to bring it to its fullest possible

realization in the midst of all that would frustrate and

destroy it. Thus redemption is possible even in the

broken relationship of marriage, because the 'will of

God' to which the gospel points is an operative reality

here and now, in every event of nature, history, and
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personal experience. Indissolubility, therefore, becomes

a constituent part of marriage when man becomes

essentially obedient to the 'will of the Creator' who

created and sustains marriage for man's self-fulfilment.

Marriage as Sacrament

On the basis of the New Testament evidence it is

difficult to claim that marriage is a sacrament. First,

it stands outside the traditional definition of

sacrament as understood in Protestant theology as "a

holy ordinance instituted by Christ";10-' secondly,

there is no evidence that there was any sort of nuptial

blessing presided over by the Ministers of the Church,

either in the literature of the New Testament or the

earliest patristic literature;10^ and thirdly, marriage

as such, does not conform to the typical sacramental

structure. It needed no minister to officiate (practice

made it clear that nuptial blessing was optional10^), and

there was no 'visible sign', such as water in baptism,

and the bread and wine in the Lord's Supper^—Nothing

105. Cf. L. Berkhof, A Nummary of Christian Doctrine.
London, 1968, p. 15<U#

106. Willy Rordorf, "Marriage in the New Testament and
barly Church", JEcclH Vol. 20 (1969) P. 20h.

107. Ibid p. 208 Here Rordorf remarks The tradition of
a nuptial blessing develops late; in fact, even in
the middle ages it retains an optional character,
and it is still later that we find an ontological
interpretation of the indissolubility of marriage."
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except the actual coding together In marriage of

Christian man and woman.

However, despite these obstacles in claiming

marriage to be a sacrament, Roman Catholicism affirms it

to be a sacrament, and lists it among the seven

sacraments of the Church. Yet, despite their insistence

upon marriage as a sacrament, Catholic marriage theology

has been divided on the identity of the sacrament, some

believing it to be a transient sacrament verified in

the consent, with others believing it to be a permanent

sacrament subsisting in the marital bond, expressing

itself in the life of the husband and wife, and including

their whole experience of marriage from the exchange of
A nO

marriage vows until death.

..ithin the Canonical sphere of Roman Catholicism the

notion 01 'contract* dominated the Church's thinking

about marriage, and early theologians followed the

Canonists in saying that the 'marriage contract' was the

sacrament. The moment of consent was, in fact, the

crucial moment, even though Ephesians 5:21-33

discovered the mystery of marriage in the continuing

relationship of husband and wife, a relationship that

reflected that between Christ and the Church.

However, this narrow Canonists' view eventually

proved to be totally unsatisfactory in defining marriage

108. Leonard P. Gerke, Christian carriage: A Permanent
: acrament. Catholic University, ashington, 1 968.
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as sacrament. Its impoverished definition of the object

of consent in terms of an exchange of physical sexual

rights, ;nd its preoccupation with the per. anence of the

marriage bond distracted from the far more important

question of the nature and quality of the marriage

relationship.^This narrow conception of marriage

brought a reaction from the more progessive Catholic

theologians.

To overcome the difficulties arising from the

Canonist^ narrow view and the earlier view of marriage

as non-i acramental, Catholic theologians began to look

for the sacramental nature of marriage within the

relationship itself. Thus Catholic thinking began to

shift its emphasis from marriage contract to marriage
11 0

institution. Thus the secular reality of marriage

was seen to be a sacrament in that the Christian gospel

transfuses and transforms the human and natural

institution of marriage. This new thinking is put by

Dennis O^allaghan as follows:

"As a human institution marriage associates man
and woman in a family unit in which they achieve
their identity and fulfilment and rear new life
to responsible adulthood in an atmosphere of
loving communion. As a Christian institution
marriage is a sacramental and consecrated state
in which the various elements of natural wedlock
are given a redeeming force and are directed
towards the realisation of the Kingdom of God,
Against this background marriage consent is the
dedication of man and woman in partnership to a
Christian mission in Church and world." 111

110. Mgr. Alan Clark, ..hat the Council says about
Marrlare. Catholic Truth . ociety, London, July,
196.7.

111. Dennis O'Callaghan, op, cit. p. 103.
x 109. Cf. above pp. ^22.
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V.hen Vatican II defined marriage ac a 'community of love*

it endorsed the view that is current in Protectant

112
theology that 'love* (mutual fellowship) is not a

secondary priority of marriage, but the very essence of

marriage itself. This is what marriage is in its own

right a community of love. And it exists lor this

before it exists for anything else. Therefore for the

modern Catholic theologian it. is this relationship which

Christ grasps and saictifies in the sacrament of marriage.

Therefore, marriage becomes a permanent sacrament not in

the sense that the married relationship continues and

perpetuates the sacramental force of the consent, but in

the sense that this relationship is the sacrament first

and foremost and in its on right, Bellarmine was the

first to define marriage in this way when he stated that

marriage is

"a sacrament like the ucharist, which is a
sacrament not only as it comes into being, but
also while it lasts; for as long as husband
and wife live, their community of life is
always a sacrament of Christ and the Church#

This ontological interpretation of marriage was founded

on the teaching which we have in Ephesians 5:21-33# with

special reference to the passage "This is a great

mystery (sacrament), and I take it to rerer to Christ

and the Church (ph. 5:32). What is understood from

this teaching in Kphesians is that the secular reality

112. cupra pp. h36 ff.
113. Bellarmine. I)e controversyla, III (I)e matrimonio)

cont. 2, c,6, A•A.>•., 22 (1930) p. 533# quoted from
L, Qerke, Christian Marriage: A Permanent Sacrament,
Washington, 196&#
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of earthly marriage as a lived relationship has been

'elevated to the rank of' a sign which is a cause of
11 h

grace.' M Therefore Christian marriage becomes a real

expre sion in the world of the unity of Christ and the

Church, and is indissoluble1 J because the bond between

Christ and the Church is indl soluble.

Catholic theology differs in several respects from

Protestant theology regarding marriage. hile current

Catholic thinking emphasizes the reality of the

relationship as the basis for a sacrament of marriage, it

returns in its thinking to the earlier Canonist conception

of marriage as 'contract*, for it believes that a

relationship that has degenerated and has ceased to be

meaningful, is still sacra;..ental because the sacrament is

not just the relationship as it appears here and now but

the relationship as sealed in the formal marriage

contract. This thinking stems, of course, from the

Roman Catholic understanding of grace in its theology of

the sacraments. The Roman Catholics regard the

sacraments as themselves the channels (means) of

santifylng grace. Once the marriage bond between two

baptized persons is initiated this 'grace' is given to

the partners and makes of their union a sacrament.

However, if there is guilt or failure on either side^the
sacrament becomes an ineffective or dormant sacrament,

nevertheless it still remains, and offers the couple the

1lh. Cf. Encyclical Letter of Pope Plus XI 'Cast!
Connubil * . 1930, translated 'Christian l.-iarriage.'
London, 19^3, p. 17, Par, 31 , 32.

115. Ibid., p. 18, par. 33.
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possibility of reactualization. On the other hand

Protestant theology does not understand grace after the

analogy of a medicine, so that it can be spoken of as

infused if the requisite conditions are objectively

present. Grace, in Protestant thought, is the divine

favour which can only be received by active faith.

This means, in effect, that while the sacraments may

embody the 'grace* of God, this grace is not restricted

to the sacraments, and is not effective even in the

sacraments if faith is not present.

The Roman Catholic conception of marriage as

sacrament believes that the secular reality assumes a

supernatural dimension. The characteristics that

pertain in the secular reality become something more,'

love becomes not just 'eros* but 'agape', a love so

deep, so strong, so forgiving that it reflects in its

expression the love which Christ has for His Church.

Thus the secular reality becomes a supernatural

sacrament raised to a higher level of reality because it

now reflects the sacrificial love of the Redeemer and

intensifies the partners' life of grace. Therefore,

every aspect of the human institution preserves its full

meaning and takes on a new dimension in the Christian

institution of marriage - love, sex, conjugal and

parental responsibility are to be described in both

116, Cf. Van A, Harvey, A Handbook of Theological Terras,
Hew York, 1 966, p. 212f. Also L. Eerkoff. A cutaroary
of Christian -Doctrine. London, 1968 , 3rd ed., p.152f
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secular and sacramental terms. The secular reality

itself is the sacrament for Christian partners.

However, for the Catholic, not all secular marriages

are sacraments, for the key to the sacrament of matrimony

is baptism. Thus the sacrament of marriage appears to

depend upon the more primary sacrament of Baptism. This

is in line with the Roman Catholic thinking regarding

sacraments as a channel of sanctifying grace. Therefore,

if two unbaptizea persons enter into marriage, or for

that matter if a baptized Catholic enters upon a mixed

marriage, the marriage is not a sacrament. Christian

marriage, for the Catholic, becomes a sacrament — a

channel (means) of sanctifying grace, only when both

partners are members of Christ's body, the Church,

through baptism. Thus for the Catholic baptism makes
117

marriage a sacrament. '

However, sacrament, that is, sanctifying grace, can

be absent from marriage even when the two partners are

baptized. Constant guilt, infidelity, and failure of

the partners can submerge or make ineffective or dormant

the sacramental grace of marriage. Thus marriage can

fall outside the channel of sanctifying grace not only

through lack of baptism, but also through lack of
118

commitment.

11 7. Cf, On the relationship of raptism and marriage,
0. Casel, "Die Taufe ale Brautbad der Kirche" in
Jahrbuch fur Litargiewissenschaft. 5 (1925)» pp.
lhh-7. Also Leonard Oerke, op. cit., who contends
that Baptism is the key to marriage as a sacrament.

118. Cf. Dennis O'Callaghan, op. cit. p. 103.
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Let us look for a moment at the biblical evidence on

which this Catholic interpretation of marriage is based,

and try and determine in what sense it supports this

concept of marriage as sacrament.

We have already indicated that there is no biblical

evidence to support marriage as a sacrament, and that in

the patristic period Kphesians 5» which is now used as

the basis of the Catholic understanding of marriage as

sacrament, was never used to interpret marriage, either
119

as a secular reality or a sacramental institution. J

The reason for this lack of interest in Ephesians by the

Church fathers in interpreting marriage appears to stem

from the fact that they viewed Ephesians 5:21-33 primarily
120

in a Christological context, making no attempt to draw

ethical conclusions. However, later exegetical research

had shown that the author of Ephesians, or, more
j oj

correctly, the author of the 'Haustafel* section (Kph.

5:21-33)» had drawn together typologies from both the Old

Testament and early Christian tradition weaving them into

a mosaic which he uses for a double purpose, to illustrate

the relation between Christ and his church and to draw the

Christian's attention to the x>ractical applications of

the Gospel to the married life of Christian couples. On

the basis of the 'Ilaustafel* framework in which the author

has arranged his material, it appears that -phesians

119» Willy Rordorf, op. cit. p. 208,
120. Supra Chapter IV, pp

121. upra Chapter III, pp.
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5:21-33 is meant to be an ethical teaching that deals

with the realities of living the Christian life in the

secular world. Thus the primary motive of the author

is not, as the early patristics thought, to emphasize

the relationship of Christ and the Church, although this

figures intx^ the teaching, but the couple's relationship
to each other. However, because the early patristic

writers viewed Ephesians 5:21-33 in a totally

Christological context, they did not use it to interpret

marriage either as a sacrament or as a secular reality,

• Rordorf, in an article quoted earlier, may well have

touched on the reasons why these early patristic writers

failed to give an ontological interpretation to marriage

on the basis of dphesians 5:21-33 by pointing out the

following incongruities in the analogy:

"the union of the couple does not last beyond
death, while the love of Christ for the Church
continues throughout eternity, Secondly, that
which is true of Christ is not necessarily true
of husbands, who, even if they are baptized,
remain sinners. We have seen that Jesus does
not quote the jjassage in Genesis in order to
show that marriage creates an ontological bond
between husband and wife, but rather to say that
God wishes that the married couple form one
flesh for as long a time as they live," 122

Now, apart from Eordorf's observations, we might ask how

and when marriage came to be considered a sacrament by

the oman Catholic communion, and in what sense does this

Interpretation differ from the Protestant understanding

of marriage?

122, "Marriage in the New Testament and Early Church",
JScclH Vol, 20, 1969» P* 201.
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Marriage was first spoken of as a sacrament in
123Augustine's De bono Conjugal1. However, it is to be

noted here that Augustine makes no direct reference to

tie 'mystery' of Kphesians 5:32, but instead uses the

term 'sacramenturn' in its classical Latin sense. The

basic meaning of this word in secular Latin usage was
12b

"religious commitment" or 'engagement". vVe can

better appreciate the meaning of 'sacramenturn' in the
12*5

works of Augustine, if we consider, first of all, the

conception of marriage given in Roman civil law during

the late Roman Empire: 'iluptias non concubitus, sed

consensus facit.' That is, it is the mutual consent
1 27

of the couple which makes the marriage valid,' '

Therefore, what Augustine does is to render the idea of

consent by the word 'sacramenturn', which had, in secular
128

Latin, this idea among other meanings.' Thus the

consent, which makes the marriage according to civil law,

is placed by Augustine in a Christian context; and in

this context receives a meaning which is quite profound.

For Augustine, then, the idea of consent (sacramentum)

has the unmistakable meaning of 'indissolubility*,

carriage was a 'sacramentum* because it was indissoluble
a oq

and inviolable, and therefore holy, J

123. De bono conjugal1. 32 (PL bO,39*+)$ Of also, E,
Echillebeeckx, Marriage: .ecular Reality and avlng
Mystery. London, 1965V part II,' p. ?2ff.

121*. Cf. E, Gchillebeeckx, ibid, Part II, pp. 72.
125. W, Pordorf, op. cit. p. 210.
126. Codex Juatinlani. Dig. xvii. 30
127. Cf. .. chillebeeckx, pp. 13ft•
128. Ibid p. 71 f.
129. Cf. Marie-Francois Berrouard, "Augustin et

L'Indissolubility du ...ariage'1, in Rechcrchgjjj
Augustiniennes. Vol. 5 (1968) pp. 1^9-135. *"
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Thus for Augustine the sacrament of marriage is

basically the ethical imperative of perpetual fidelity,

which is derived from the commandments of love preached

by Jesus, In this regard Augustine is a faithful

witness to the teaching on marriage in the New Testament,

and in the whole of the early Church, for what becomes

the heart and soul of marriage is the 'mutual fellowship'

of the couple which craves public recognition through

consent. Marriage becomes a 'religious commitment' that

both make in response to the 'gospel' preached by Christ,

However, this idea of 'sacramentum* was not applied

to the Christian understanding of marriage in the

following centuries, and when the theologians and

Canonists of the eleventh and twelfth centuries began

to devote some time to the question of marriage, the

idea of 'sacramentum' which they arrived at was somewhat
1 30

different than what Augustine had in mind, ^ It was at

130, sacrament is used in the twelfth century in the sense
in which the scholastics understood it (1140-1150) —

namely a rite which both symbolizes and effects grace,
of which they listed seven instances. The sacredness
of Christian marriage was of course recognized from
earliest times (Pope Pius XI 'Cast! Connubii' op, cit,
p, 18) but no one dreamt of translating the 'mysterion
referred to in the Epistle to the .phesians (5:32) by
'sacrament* in the scholastic and Tridentine sense.
What is there described as mysterious, and what was
understood by the early Fathers, is the mystical bond
between Christ and the Church, The mystery 'par
excellence', is God's plan to save all men by
identiiying them with his Son, Now while the carnal
union between man and woman also implies total
dedication, a definitive choice, nobody in the early
Church dreamt of going beyond comparisons or moral
duties, Cf, P. Delhaye, "The Development of the
Medieval Church's Teaching on Marriage", Cone Vol, 5»
No, 6, 1970, pp, 85f«
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this point that the theologians began to look to

Scripture and to various patristic texts for guidance in

determining what was meant by sacrament in marriage,1^
;nd it was from this point onwards that marriage began

to be interpreted as an ontological union which unites

husband and wife in a sacrament which cannot be broken,

and which refers to the mystery of Christ and His Church.

Ephesians 5:21-33 became the basis for this theological

view, with the key text being "This is a great mystery

(mystery interjjreted in the est b the word sacrament),

and I take it to refer to Christ and the Church", (Eph.

5:32). The Ephesians passage now took on a two way

illumination, it reflected Christ's relationship with His

Church, and man's relationship with his wife. However,

while Catholic exegetes interpreted this passage (Eph, 5:

21-33) in the sense of an ontological union between nan

and woman, they still held to the earlier Christological

interpretation and treated it as a 'sign' or 'symbol' for

the Christian couple to follow in their own

relationship.

Protestant thinking on marriage differs radically

from this conception, especially regarding the idea of

sacrament. what marks and accentuates the difference

between Catholic and Protestant understanding of marriage

is, as we have noted earlier, the different understanding

131• Ephesians 5:32 was seen now not only as the mystery
of Christ and the Church, but as signifying the
union between man and wife — a rite which both
symbolizes and effects grace.
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of grace. Protestant thought does not confine 'grace*

to the sacraments, but believes that God's grace is

operative in response to faith. Therefore, Protestant

exegetes interprets Ephesians 5:21-32 not as a

'description' of the essence of marriage in the

ontolo ical sense, but as a 'representation' in the

functional sense of marriage actually lived."5-52
In phesians 5 marriage is bound up with the Christ-

event, thus revealing its true essence as something

intended even at the creation. The word of God on the

union of man and woman as ordained bp Creation (Gen 1:27,

2:2l\) is seen as a prophetic allusion to Christ and the

Church, which enjoys the dimension of salvation history.

However, it is evident that the above mentioned passage

in Genesis refers essentially to marriage, that is, to

man am, woman. If it is then applied to Christ and the

Church it not only has allegorical overtones but

ultimately returns from its applied to its original

sense the relationship between man and woman. This

relationship is fore-shadowed in Christ and his

relationship to the Church, as a new relationship
A WX

basically intended in Creation.

Thus the fundamental difference between Catholic and

Protestant thinking on marriage is that Protestants view

marriage not so much as a channel (means) of sanctifying

132. H. Baltensweiler, Die '.he im lieuen Testament.
Zurich und tuttgart, 1967» P* ^33f»

133. Eupra p.^32f.
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grace which is made possible through Baptism, but that

marriage itself is 'grace' grace for the individuals,

because from its institution as a reality in the realm

of human experience God is at work in marriage,

creating, redeeming, and bringing to the fulfilment a

new relationship that finds its meaning and purpose in

the 'Gospel' of Christ.

Therefore the pattern of 'prototype' or 'copy' as

used to elicit the real meaning of -phesians 5 is

inadequate; it is more appropriate to use the terms

'realization' or 'representation'. For in the same way

that the Church as such represents Christ in this world,
1 3lx

Christian marriage realizes the presence of Christ in us.

Thus marriage is not only a part of creation but also

redemption, for it can transmit from the believing

partner those qualities of redemption that are able to

sanctify and redeem the unbelieving partner (I Cor 7:14).

To the Protestant mind marriage is not merely a

channel (means) of sanctifying grace, that is activated

by the partners' Baptism, but is of its very nature a

'means of grace' that becomes possible for each partner

through faith. Marriage, as created and sustained by

the Creator, is, as Helen Oppenheimer puts it, "a natural

sacrament"1^ in itself. This is the essential point:

13^. H. Baltensweiler, "Current Developments in the
Theology of Marriage in the Reformed Churches",
Cone Vol, 5» No. 6, 1970, p, 1h7*
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"Marriage does not belon to redemption or to
fall but to creation. Surely this is what
Christ was stressing in his quotation of
Genesis? If one can thus understand the

anthropological fact of human marriage as God-
given in the sense that it arises out of human
nature as created by God, it may even follow
that one need not reserve to Church marriage
the hono r of signifying to us the mystical .,£
union which is between Christ and his Cuurch."

Christian marriage is therefore not to be understood as

merely an additional element to ordinary marriage, the

latter is not intensified by Christianity. There is

only one form of Christian marriage, which, while lived

like any ordinary marriage, allows the couple, by virtue

of their Christianity, to view their marriage as something

new. Christ is present not only in the Church, but in

marriage, ana thus transforms it into a means of

salvation. Therefore, if Jesus in his relationship to

the Christian community becomes the symbol of Christ's

love, then it is to be taken more as an exhortation, as

a call to married couples to imitate that example.

The question may, of course, be asked: Is there a

difference at all between natural and Christian love and

marriage? The answer, for Protestants at least, is this:

If there is such a difference it is only in the fact that

the natural love, in which we find ourselves^is always
selfishly broken and denied by man to his fellow-man.

Christian love, is no different from 'natural' love in its

substance, but only in the way it is shown. Christian

135. "Marriage and Grace", Theology 72 (1969) p. 543.
136. Ibid p. 543.
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love comes to man even when he refuses It; it is a one¬

sided love (as implied in the Lemon on tlr fount,) - a

love which has forgiving power, which enables, heals and

founds new and lasting partnerships. It is only in this

sense that we can speak of the sacramental nature of

marriage.

The analogy of Christ and the Church is not a

heightening of the secular reality of man :nd wife, but

indicates a new possibility which becomes effective and

is realized when man is essentially obedient to the

preaching of the 'gospel' when he is satisfied to

forego his own egotism, self-will, and submit himself

totally to the will of the Creator in every aspect of

his existence, including marriage.

Therefore, the one who interprets his marriage in a

Christian sense is referred anew to grace. He has

accepted the challenge of Christ to accept God's will as

the governing principle in his life, and therefore he

sees his marriage as something he himself did not

initiate, nor is he entirely responsible for its

preservation — for it is not merely a human, moral and

per. on 1 task, but owes its origin and existence to God's

reconciling and re-creating action.

Conclusion

In the proceeding pages three things were attempted:

first, to show what is meant by a theology of marriage;

seconaly, to point out the different approaches in the

literature in developing such a theology; and thirdly,
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a basis was suggested for a theology of marriage in terras

of 'gospel'.

It was seen that a theology of marriage is only

possible when we are prepared to acknowledge the fact

that God is, in some way or other, involved in the

marriage relationship. This acknowledgement does not

mean that one assents to the static idea of the early

Prayer Books which viewed marriage as 'an honourable

estate, instituted of God in the time of man's innocency' ~

an idea which conveys the impression that God was only

active at the instituting of marriage, but demands the

acknowledgement of a more dynamic idea of God

creatively Involved in marriage as a new and lived

rel tionship, Cod is present and active in marriage, in

both creative and redemptive ways, because He not only

in tituted marriage for man but helps him to bring it to

fulfilment. The literature approaches the question of

developments in marriage theology from three different

angles. The textual approach, which began with the

earliest Christian writers, is the oldest and most

fundamental approach to marriage theology. In its

earliest developxiient all relevant texts were collected

and co-ordinated into a doctrine of Christian marriage.

However, this procedure had several inherent weaknesses,

among them the tendency to take the New Testament

passages as legal rulings for all time, thus making the

teaching of Jesus into a kind of legalism, A second

weakness was the tendency to combine together all texts
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referring to marriage, however inconsistent, to formulate

a doctrine of Christian marriage. This combination was

made, innocently enough, because little or no

consideration was given to the historical, social and

legal environment of particular texts. However, this

problem has been largely overcome in recent exegesis

because of the new hermeneutical advances which attempt

to understand each individual text in its own historical,

social and religious environment. This new approach to

textual analysis has demonstrated the validity of a

textual approach to our understanding of biblical truth.

The second approach to marriage theology that we

considered in this chapter was that based on the 'orders

of c eation' or natural law. In earlier Protestant

theology * orders of creation' were considered as those

existing facts of human corporate life which lie at the

root of all historical life as unalterable pre-suppositions.

However, the idea of 'orders of creation' and indeed

natural law, especially as it applies to human corporate

life, has undergone a considerable change in recent

theological thought. An 'order of creation' is no longer

conceived as a pre-historic presupposition which is

handed down by the Church as an arbitrary divine fiat, but

is viewed in terms of God's dynamic activity in history.

Regarding marriage, this means that God did not set up an

ideal behind history, but that He established within

history, and continues to sustain, an institution that is

possible for man within the sphere of human existence.
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The danger or this natural law approach is, in fact, the

old problem ox legalism, where the laws or nature regarding

corporate lire are conceived as arbitrary divine laws and

thus translated into legal rulings regardless ol human

circumstances. This legal conception ol' natural law has

lost its appeal in recent theology and is now more

constructively understood as a naturalistic ethic in

which 'oughts' are derived not from obscure commands but

from the 'is' of human nature, which for the Christian is

created, fallen, and redeemed nature.

The third approach to marriage theology considered

in this chapter is, in 1'act, the newest, and in many ways

the most promising. The philosophical or conceptual

approach attempts on the basis of one or more principles

of human existence such as love, fidelity, etc., to show

how ,-od is at work in our huiiian relationships, striving

to redeem our fallen nature uno to make meaningful all

our personal relationships. It attempts to show how

these higher qualities of human existence reflect)*, on

the ereaturely level, the true nature and qualities of a

Cod, who in his never ending love and concern ior

humanity, continues to help, sustain and redeem fallen

man. This approach, as we have noted, suffers from two

ma^or disadvantages rather than weaknesses; one is that

the principle or principles on which a theology of

marriage is based are not always accepted by the whole of

the Christian community as a basis for marriage theology,

and secondly, the acceptance of a marriage theology based
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on anything other than the criptures, even when

cripture is used to illustrate its validity, is not

always welcomed, ind is quite often rejected on this

very basis. However these faults do not invalidate the

approach itself, but rather highlights the mammoth task

which faces current theology in displacing older

theologies of marriage that have already proved, in the

light of recent exegesis, to be both pastorally inadequate

and theologically misleading.

The second half of this chapter is actually an

attempt to find a basis for a theology of marriage that

is acceptable to the whole of the Christian community,

while at the same time true to sound exegesis and

relevant to the pastoral needs of our present human

condition. The conclusion reached in this regard is

th t a theology of marriage that speaks dynamically to

our pre: ent human condition must have as its base the

central proclamation of the 'gospel', which is

essentially the preaching of Jesus concerning man's total

obedience to the will of the Creator. "hus while it

i. profitable to analyse and speculate about Jesus'

savings in the context of the social-historical milieu in

which they were spoken, and to determine, as far as is

possible, the significance of these sayings in their

historical, social and legal environment,/meaning for us
comes only when the message of Jesus confronts us in our

present situation, revealing the reality of our own human

relationships and calling us, through them, to total

obedience to the Creator, Therefore the statements
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attributed to Jesus, are not to be interpreted from the

perspective of law, or custom, but as laying bare the

reality of marriage which, though subject to law, can
be

neve:/ adequately protected or explained by it. Jesus

words contain a challenge and a promise: He shows how

great are the obligations human beings can assume with

regard to each other, but also the chance of fulfilment

which is offered them. The 'gospel' which speaks to us,

confronts us and challenges us is not measured by law

or custom but by our response in faith to God's

creative will. If one is essentially obedient to God's

will, as preached in the central proclamation of the

Gospel, he • ill find the means or reconciliation in all

his human relationships, including marriage, and will

have come upon the clue to the deepest meaning of life,

and the resources for fulfilling that meaning.

A marriage theology founded on the broader basis of

'gospel' can, as we have seen, offer adequate and

relevant answers to the basic theological and pastoral

questions regarding marriage as an institution. The

preaching of Jesus and the early Church regarding the

will of the Creator, enables us to make the following

affirmations about marriage: (1 ) God in bringing into

being marriage for man's self-realization continues in

creative and redemptive ways to help man find fulfilment

and meaning in his marital relationships; (2) the

purpose of marriage, according to divine will, is that

both partners may share in a mutual fellowship that
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expresses itaell in acta of total commitment, recognition

and acceptance; (3) indissolubility aa a constitutent

part of marriage itself in that God created marriage and

continues to sustain it in order to make permanent our

mutual fellowship, thus indissolubility is not & matter

of interpreting law, bat accepting the divine intention;

and (U) marriage, as understood in terms of divine will,

becomes a 'means of grace' for each partner, because God

is involved with them. Their love for each other is

accepted in the freedom of faith, and celebrated in the

action of grace.
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CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSION

Recent developments in New Testament exegesis have

given a totally new perspective to the study of the New

Testament literature, 'own-criticism , and the

subsequent developments in "higher" and "lower"

criticism, along with the introduction of a "new
1

Hermeneutie have made the study of the New Testament

material a more exacting science. These new methods of

analysis along with new knowledge gained from the many

studies done in the New Testament field have helped to

unravel the origin, nature, and composition of the New

Testament corpus, as well as cast further light on

particular New Testament problems. It is in the light

of these new methods, developments and discoveries that

we have carried out our investigation of the concept of

marriage in the New Testament, and its possible

implications for marriage today.

We shall sun. up our analysis of the concept of

marriage in the New Testament by noting how these new

developments in recent exegesis have influenced our

thinking and understanding not only of the New Testament

material, but also of our understanding of Christian

marriage.

1, Cf, Chapter I, pp, 2ff,
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In Chapter I we aa?/ how the introduction of the

"new" hermeneutics in Hew Testament exegesis provided a

bridge bet?/een the defenders of traditional Christian

ethics and the proponents of the "new morality" school

by its fresh approach to the New Testament texts. This

approach seeks to understand the different texts of the

New Testament in their own historical and social

environment, and avoids interpreting the texts in a

literal or legal way, or grouping together a number of

texts on the same or similar subjects to formulate a

doctrine. Its aim is to find out what the text meant

to the people to whom it was spoken, and to perceive from

this what it might mean for our situation today.

One of the major contributions of the new approach
2

to textual analysis, as we have seen, is in pointing out

the weaknesses and failures of earlier exegesis. Thus

exegesis done in defence of doctrinal positions, or to

meet the moral needs of the period of the exegete, as

well as the use of inadequate and misleading theories to

explain certain texts are among some of the weaknesses

pointed out by this fresh approach to New Testament

exegesis,^
The 'new heremenutic* in seeking an understanding of

the texts in their own historical and social environment

has been able to determine, to a large extent, what in

2, Cf, Chapter I, pp. lOff,
3» Cf, Chapter I, pp. 22+ff,



these texts is historically and socially conditioned, and

what, if anything, is valid even for today. Therefore

the value of the text for our own time is det rmined not

only by outdated laws, or antiquated customs, but in

terms of what the 'gospel' has to say to the human

condition in every age regardless of custom and law.

we began our study of the concept of carriage in the

New Testament by attempting to establish what the form and

nature of marriage was in the New Testament period. be

sought to establish the "Sitz im Leben" of Jesus*

teaching on marriage by tracing the historical and

sociological development of the marriage institution in

the ancient world through an examination of the ancient

law codes of the Near hast, and in the history and

development of the institution in the Hebrew and Greco-

oman world. The results of our investigation revealed

that the institution of marriage in the New Testament

period, especially among the Gentile Churches, was an

amalgam oil social and religious customs gathered from

three nations — the Hebrews, the Greeks and the Romans.

However, the general features of the marriage relation-
c- it L k c t~i c.

ship in the synchronistic society of the Hellenistic

Y/orld to which the 'gospel* came adhered very much to

the general conception of marriage common in the ancient

world. Tiius marriage in New Testament times was

considered as primarily an economic arrangement,

negotiated over a period of time with each stage of the

negotiation marked by appropriate ceremonies and exchanges
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of gifts or property. The institution, for the most

part, included the permission of polygamy, the subjection

of women, and the sole right of the husband to divorce.**
V.e began our analysis of the Hew Testament material

with the Synoptic Gospels. While the ynoptics are

not the first Christian writings-^ they are considered

the first genuine attempts to record the beginnings of

Christianity, especially the ministry and teaching of

Jesus. Our study focused upon the marriage and divorce

'logia' which are found with modifications in all three

Gospels.

V»e began our analysis with a survey of the

exegetical literature in an attempt to determine which

account of the 'logion' was nearest the original form,

working on the supposition that the different accounts of

the marriage and oivorce 'legion' as found in the

/noptic8 are modifications of a single ori inal logion,

possibly spoken by Jesus,^ However, we found that

exegetes, of all persuasions, were sorely divided as to

which account of the 'logion' on marriage and divorce in

the Synoptics was the original or nearest to the

original.^ Furthermore, we noted that some recent

exegetes were claiming that while the 'logia* in the

Synoptics are thematically the same they are not

Cf. Chapter II, pp. 66ff.
5» Gf. Chapter III, Introduction, Chapter I, p. 50
6. Cf. Chapter III, p. 105ff.
7» Cf. Chapter III, p. 105 to 1l4,
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necessarily based on the one original 'logion', but
O

derive their origin from different sources. Later in

Chapter III we explored this possibility in our

reassessment of the marriage and divorce 'logia'.

Our next step was to analyse the 'exceptive clauses'

in Mt 5s32, 19:9* These 'clauses' have occupied the

centre of all discussion regarding the teaching on

marriage in the Hew Testament, and as a result have given

rise to a large body of interpretative literature. Along

with the long standing traditional interpretations of

these 'exceptive clauses' are many new theories and

variations of traditional theories that attempt to

account for this teaching regarding marriage and divoi*ce

in the Hew Testament.^ Early exegesis followed a

i 0
definite pattern in examining these 'clauses' and

sought an interpretation of the teaching in ...atthew

either by analysing the whole 'logion' and comparing it

with the accounts found in Luke and Mark, ^treating the
\ i 1

'clauses1 as 1 interpolations1 (Protestants)' or

'prescissions' (Catholics),1^ by looking at the whole
'clause' and trying to explain its origin and reason for

inclusion in the original 'logion'.

8. Cf Chapter III, p. 114# 115.
9. Cf Chapter III, pp. 126-148.
10. Cf Chapter III, pp. 116-125.
11. Cf Chapter III, pp. H6f.
12. Cf Chapter III, pp. I20f.
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New developments in recent exegesis broke away from

this traditional way of looking at these 'bothersome'

texts, by focusing not so much on the 'logion' or

'clauses* as a whole, but on particular terms which are

used in the 'clauses* themselves.1-^ This gave rise to

a whole new set of exifLanations based on the analysis of
1L

such terms as 'porneia'. This shift to an analysis of

the background, use and significance of a particular

term, injected new interest inl&the problem of the

"exceptive clauses",opening up new possibilities for a

solution to the 'crux interpret urn' of the Matthean

passages.

However, not only was there a shift regarding the

analysis of the 'logion* from a general consideration to

particular 'words' or 'phrases', but some recent

exegetes have attempted to interpret the meaning of the

'exceptive clauses' in the context of a totally new set

of criteria. Abel Isaksson, for example, argues that

the remarks made by Jesus were inspired by J-sekiel UU:22

rather than Genesis 1:2, and, in the context of the "New

Temple" idea in the New Testament he works out a

convincing interpretation of the New Testament teaching

in Mt 19s3-"9»1^
13* Cf. Chapter III, pp. I38ff«
1h. Cf. Chapter III, p. 138ff.

Cf. Chapter III, p. 1h2,
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In the light of this new idea we decided to re-examine

the marriage and divorce 'login* in the ynoptics. Vn'e

began our analysis of the divorce 'logia' in the yynoptics

by looking at them in the context of Jesus' whole teaching

on marriage and the family. Y.hat we discovered was that

the 'contradictional' element in Jesus' teaching was not

confined to the marriage and divorce 'logia', but was in

fact a common feature of the whole teaching of the

Synoptics on marriage and the family This discovery

aroused an interest in the origin of those sayings that

were contradictory in themselves or created a

contradiction by standing in opposition to what was said

in some other passage of Scripture. Using Norman

Perrin's criteria of authenticity^ we found that nearly

all the contradictory statements on marriage and the

family in the synoptics were not original with Jesus, but

were, in fact, popular 'sayings' that circulated in

apocalyptic and heterodox Judaism and were attributed to

Jesus by the authors, editors or redactors of the Gospels,

Once we had accounted for this 'contradictional' element

in the general teaching on marriage and the family we

took a closer look at the marriage and divorce 'login'.

16. Cf. Chapter III, p. 151ff.
17. Cf. Chapter III, pp. 102ff
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Vve began our re-examination of the marriage and

divorce 'logia' with Luke 16:18 as it was the least

modified of the accounts in the ynoptics, and according

to available evidence appears to be closest to the

original form. Working on the basis of recent

developments in the study of Luke 16:18, we came to the

conclusion that the 'logion' as recorded in Luke, and

possibly also in Mark and Matthew, was not original

with Jesus, but can be traced to an older stratum of

teaching that found expression in some heterodox Jewish
1 Q

;roups of the New Testament epoch, such as Wumran, ^ and

was transmitted to the Christian sect possibly by a

disciple of the .umran community, and later transferred

to Jesus who became a kind of magnetic field for all such

teachings. The evidence seems to indicate that John

the Baptist may have been the possible means of

transmission for this teaching. John the Baptist's close

association with Jesus in the early stages of Jesus'

ministry, and the circumstances of His arrest and

execution, strongly indicate that his rigorist stand
20

regarding marriage may have been taken up by Jesus.

Though it can be substantially argued that the 'logia' in

the Synoptics are not original with Jesus, this does not

mean that Jesus did not make this ancient teaching on

marriage an authentic part of His own teaching.

18. Cf. Chapter III, pp. l63ff»
19* Cf. Chapter III, pp. 169-19U.
20. Cf. Chapter III, pp. 207ff.
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Indications are that this teaching did pass through the

prism of Jesus1 ministry becoming an authentic part of

his teaching, and an important part of the 'Jesus-

tradition* which formed the basis for the teaching of the

Christian Church. However, what Jesus actually said in

reference to this ancient teaching has been lost

underneath the interpretative accretions of the early
21

Church.

It is in the area of the Pauline teaching on

marriage that the new developments in recent exegesis

have directly influenced our understanding of marriage

in New Testament times, and have, to a large extent,

altered this understanding. We have seen how recent

scholarship through studies regarding place of origin,

linguistic analysis, similarities of expression, subject

matter, adversaries involved, and other factors, have

cut the Pauline corpus down to six or at most, eight
22

genuine Pauline letters. Furthermore, the work of

such scholars as J. Weiss and W. Schmithals in dividing

the Corinthian correspondence into six separate letters

has also affected our understanding of the Pauline
2?

teaching on marriage.

21. Cf. Chapter III, p. 2l2ff.
22. Cf. Chapter IV, p. 229ff.
23. Cf. Chapter IV, p. 238ff,
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The detailed analysis of the Corinthian

correspondence regarding marriage revealed that Paul was

faced with the task of interpreting the 'gospel' to a

number of different factions in the Corinthian

congregation whose ethical and theological outlook

appears to have been based on teachings other than that
, 2k

found in the 'Jesus-tradition'. Paul attempts to

overcome the differences whioh arose in the Corinthian

congregation on the subject of marriage by restating the

teachings found in the 'Jesus-tradition'. However, he

interprets the 'tradition' in the light of the

eochatological principle which dominated his whole

theological outlook, and, like the authors and editors of

the Synoptics, interprets, modifies, and alters this

tradition to meet the needs of his congregations.

In our interpretation of the Pauline teaching the

strong eschatological influence in Paul's teaching on

marriage was emphasized. Y.e saw how this influence

produced a negative attitude in Paul's teaching not

because Paul considered marriage to be less of a virtue

than celibacy, but in the light of the eschatological

principle marriage belonged to the present world order

which was about to pass away. Because of this it was

better for one to remain unmarried in order to be ready
25

for the imminent day of the Lord. ^

2k. Cf. Chapter IV, p. 263ff.
25. Cf. Chapter IV, p. 273ff»
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The conclusions of recent exegesis regarding the

authenticity (or unauthenticity) of the Pauline

correspondence have created the greatest change in our

understanding of New Testament ethics. The realignment

and dating of the original Pauline 'corpus' into genuine

and deutero-Pauline letters have shown that New

Testament ethics passed through a three stage

development beginning with an apocalyptic stage which

established the 'Jesus-tradition' — consisting as we
26

have seen, of sayings, statements, and teachings drawn

from apocalyptic and heterodox Judaism; an

eschatological stage which is represented in the Pauline

correspondence; and thirdly, a more positive attitude

toward marriage in the post-Pauline writings which were

composed, according to the most recent dating of these

writings, at the turn of the first century (cira 90-110

At this period the Church had come to realize

that the expected 'parousia' may not arrive for some

considerable time,' therefore it began to prepare itself

in a positive way for the future, adopting an ethical

code to guide the behaviour of its members. The

Christian community chose the Judaeo-Hellenistic

'Haustafel' as a basis for developing an ethical system,

injecting Christian motives into the 'Haustafel'

teaching, thus making use of the 'Jesus-tradition' in its
27

teaching on marriage and divorce. '

26. Cf. Chapter III, p. 163-19U.
27. Cf. Chapter IV, p. 29Uff.
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The 'Haustafel', as we have seen, in its pre-

christian origins was concerned with all social

relationships over which the community had jurisdiction

and was aimed at defining the behaviour of one group of

individuals to another. The Christian 'versions' were

similar in form, but were expanded to include the

Christian teachings added by the different authorsy or

editors of the Post-Pauliiie letters. hat is noted in

this teaching is the change in the attitude of the Church

towards marriage. The negative attitude which

dominated the teaching in the eschatologlcal period was
»

now replaced by a positive attitude toward marriage and

all social institutions; the Church now realising that,

if it is to be the 'body of Christ' in the world, it must

prepare itself in a positive way for the future.

This positive approach to marriage is seen, not only

in the 'Haustafel' literature, but also in other
PA

passages of the Pastoral Epistles, and in the

contemporary Christian writings of this period

especially in the Apostolic Fathers. The Church, faced

with the decadent moral standards of the Hellenistic

world, had come to realize the value of marriage as a

means of ordering moral and social behaviour, and

therefore found it expedient to speak in its favour.

28. Cf. Chapter VI, pp. 3&5ff.
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Our investigation has shown that while there is no

complete teaching about marriage in the hew Testament,

and that a Christian doctrine of marriage cannot be

arrived at by combining all the New Testament statements

about marriage, nevertheless a development of a

'Christian' concept of marriage did take place in the New

Testament period and was based on a common 'Jesus-

tradition'. This 'tradition', whether authentic or

unauthentic, is seen to speak d/namically to the

different social and cultural situations in the early

Church, calling men in whatever circumstance to total

obedience to the will of the Creator, an obedience which

provides him with the means of reconciliation in all his

human relationships, including marriage, and also gives

him the clue to the deepest meaning of life, and the

resources for fulfilling that meaning.

The task ahead, which, in effect, is a necessary

development of what has been attempted here, is to

evelop, on the basis of the new knowledge and insights

gained through a more scientific hermeneutic, a theology

of marriage that will be, at the same time, true to the

'gospel', and relevant and practical in contemporary

society. This task is one of the greatest challenges

facing the contemporary Church, and it depends for its

success on an accurate and objective interpretation of

Scripture, which biblical research is called to provide.

The task of biblical research must be seen to be vital to
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the development ol' theologies and the pastoral function

of the Church. It is hoped that the knowledge and

insights gained in this present study will make some

small contribution towards the development of such a

theology of marriage.



uaa

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Primary Sources

AUGUSTINE, Saint, Bishop of Hippo, Porks; a new
translation edited by Marcus -^ods, 15 vols.,
Edinburgh, 1871-6.

THE BABYLONIAN TALM 5. translated under the auspices of
I. Epstein, London, 1935-hS.

BIBLIA HUB.,'AICA. edited by Hud. Kittel, Stuttgart, 1937.

THE LEAD G;A GCRO. LP :N AUGLIOH. Translated by G. Vermes,
Penguin Looks, Middlesex, 1962.

TH-i HOLY BIBLE. In two basic translations, The Revised

JOGEPHUC, (Flavius), . orks: with an English t: anslation
>•?_ fi+._ .T. Vhn«lror>!3yr ( Tialnh ITar«oiiia- , 1 "( oiby H. St. J. Thackeray ... ( Ralph Marcus, Allen

Wikgren and L. H. Peldman ), Loeb Classical
Library, 9 Vols. , London, 1926-65.

THE MlLIillAH. Translated by Herbert Lanby, Oxford, 1 33.

THE HE'. TESTAMENT FROM 26 TRANSLATIONS. Curtis Vaughan,
editor, Grand Hapi'ds, Michigan, 1967*

PHI .0. With an --nglish translation by P. H. Colson and
the Rev. G. K. hi taker, London, 1953.

SEI:TIL\OINTa. 2 Vols., edited by Alfred lahlfs, Stuttgart,*

1933.

TI&TULLIAK. Works. nglish — 1869-70. The Writings of
ruintuo Sept. PIor. Tertullianus, dinburgh,
1869-70.

TUP. TALMUD, translated by J. H. Herta, ed. , London, 1935.

PL;. TKXTE aUls o.UHRnH» IL .iiiwISCH UNO DKUTSCH. Edited and
and translated by 'Edhard Lohe'e, Munchen, 196h.

CHARLES, R > H. The ^noqrgpha and i seudeulgraeha of the
Old xestament.Oxford, 1913.

, New York, 1952; "The j'^ew
New Testament ), Oxford,



1+69

G-ra ma t leal "orkc Consulted

B.OJSR, W. , ARNDT, \>»P. , and GINGRICH, P. W. , A urcek
—ffMfrlsh Lexicon of the New ^esta^ont andOther ^arl.v Qhristia-n literature, CThica^o, 1957*

BLASS, P., GEBRUNHER, A. , and FTJNK, R. , A ^reek r.ranatar
of the Rev/Testa.:,ent and Other -arly Christian
Literature, chlca/jo, 1961.

BROYH, F. , DRIVER, G. R. , and BRIGGS, C. A. , 4 Hebrew
3 °f" the Gld Te8tafiient>

DAHA, H. E. , and MAH7AY, J. 3 . , ^ i-ianual Grammar of the
Greek Nov/ Testament, Hew York, 1927.

HATCH, E. , and REDlATH, H. A., A °micordance to the
Ggptuapiint and 0tlier ^reclc Versions of the
Old Testament. Oxford, 1697.

JAGTROtY, Marcus, A ni.tlonary of the 'I'arftumim, tho Talmud
Biblj. aqdTsruafolrfli,, ang die Midr.ftschio
Literature, Hew York, 1950.

LAJ4PE, G. W. H. , ed. , n : striatic Greek Lexicon. Oxford
1961. ' ' " *

MOULTON, J.^i. ^nt °.reek» 3 Vols. ,
and MILLIGaH, G., The Vocabulary of the Greek
Testament. London, l9h9.

ROB RTSON, A. T. , a Grammar ,pf the ^reek New Testament
in the Li]rRt of Historical Research, Nashville,

STKACK, H. L. , and BILLERBECK.P. , Koinmentar zum Heuen
Teataincnt aus Talmud und Didrasch, 19 2-6.

Dictionaries

-TRICK, G. A., ed., '-he Interpreter's Dictionary Q-. the
le? Yor^ |^ftI>atCd Cyclopedia, A Vols,

DOUGLAS, J. D. , ed. , The Hew Bible ^ot^ionar^, Grand
Rapids, 1962.

HASTIHGG, Jawea, ^o^olle °JW9h »



490

HASTINGS, James, ed. . ^Dictionary of the Bible, 5 Vols,

of Christ and the Gosoels. 2 Vols.,
JUTjiJn,

KI iTEL, G. , ed. , Theological Dictionary of the ifew
Testament. translator and editor, G. . Bromiley,
7 yols ( A to S), Grand Hapids, Michigan, 1965-711

e<V l{euen ^eetaxacnt6 *ols*, ^tuttgart, 1932 - ♦

LEON-DUPOUR, X. , ed. , Dictionary of ^iblica^ Theology,
Lublin, Melbourne, 1971*

LIBDTLL, H. G. , n Gre<^^liah I^lcon, Compiled by
Henry G. Liddell and -"-obert Scott, New ed. , rev.
and augrn. by Henry s. Jones, Oxford, 1923-1940.

MILLER, M. S. , and LANK, J., Harper's Bible dictionary.
Hew York, 1958. ~~~ ~~~ *

...ncyclo ■aedlas and Reference . orks

BAUER, J. B., ed., -ncyclo aedia of, ^ibliqal Vhnplojfl;*
3 Vols., London, 1970.

BUCHBERGSR, M. , ed. , Lexikqn fur ^colo,c/,ie ...mdjvirqhe,
•"relbur 19591

NE CATHOLIC TNCYCL. r.-. D1 . New York, St. Louis, 1967.

HASTINGS, J., ed., : ncyclopaedla of Religion and ti ice.
12 vols., Edinburgh and Hew York, 1903-1922,
Index Volume, 1927.

JACKSON, G. , ed. , The Sew schaff-Hersog -ncyolonaedla
of llellgious^nowiedge. 12 Volumes. New xork
and London, 1910. 11

LOBTSCHER, L. A. , ed. , Twentieth Century -ncyclo aedla
Knowledge, 2 tfolumes. Grand

? -.NZIKS, A,, ed. , I- nicenc Christian Library.
Edinburgh, 1697.-

0 , J. , ed., T'he ,iaternatioiial standard Bible

^ncyolonaedia. 2nd edition, 5 Vole., whieago,



491

PRITCHARD, J. B., ed., Ancient Hear East Texts
Relating to the' bid Testament i Prince ton,
1950.

QUASTEN, J. , Patrology, 3 Volumes, Utreciit - Antwerp,
1965-

RAHNER, Karl, ed. , Sacramentuin Mundi, Encyclopedia
of Theology. London. 1968.

Books

ALLEN, W. C. , A Critical and Exegetlcal Commentary on
the Opspel 'According to St. Matthew. New""
York, 1907, (ICC).

ALLO, E-B. , Saint Paul: Premiere -^pltre aux Gorinthiens.
Etudes Libliques, Paris, 1935.

ALTHAUS, P., Die Christliche VVahrheit. I, Giitersloh,
1946, 5th edition, 1959.

ANDERSON, H. , Jesus and Christian Origins. New York,
1964.

BAILEY, D. S., The Mystery of Love and Marriage, London,
1952.

BALTENSWBILER, H., Die Ehe im Neuen Testament. Zurich
!967.



BAJ

492

BiuiCLAY, W. , • thics in a Permissive society. Glasgow,
1971.

BARE, 0. S. , The Christian New Morality. New York, 1969.

BARRETT, C. K» , The Pastoral Ivoisties. Oxford, 1963

A,^jnentary onjjiie First -plBtle to the
£orlxithiiixiG, London, 1966.

BARTH, G. , I'raditlQA and [interpretation in Matthew, by
G. Bornkasia, G. Barth, and,H« J. held, translated
by Percy "cott, ( xhe New Testament Library),
London, 1963.

;TH, K., CLurch Lo> justice. 3 Volumes, translated and
edited by G." w. Bromiley, Edinburgh, 1936-69

BABT8CH, II-.. , The ..resent stand of the Debate, .cx^a
ana I.lytn 11, translated by R. It. -uller,
London, 1963.

BAUER, W. , Kech^laueir;Telt imd Ketzerei in altesten "hriqter^im,
(Beitrdge zxir historischen •i.heologie, 1077
Tubingen, 1934, 2nd, ed. , Tubingen, 1964. £'''

mm, P. C. , QyrriboliP. und Mythologie, Tubingen, 18jP.

BEARS, P. R. , The First plstle of Peter. Oxford, 1947.

BEIT :CKK, P. V. M. , olycar-p. in The Hew Testament in the
Apostolic leathers. Oxford, 1903.

BBEKOFF. L. . A Bunsaary of Christian hoctrine. London.
3^d~ediiW; 1%6. ~2 *

BTCT, 2. , One .,ody „in Christ,, otudy in the relationship
of the ^hurch to uhrist in the woisties of the
.apostle Paul', js'ondm. l955

BIALOBLOCKI. S.. tjaterialien aura islamiBchen und iudlschenPherecht. Gieasen, 1925.

BLANK, J. , -foe t^olo^iache Onmdieg^,;,

BOCKLE, P. , and KOjHNE, J. , G-eschleohtllche Beztchunron
von der -he, Mainz, 196"/. ........

BOHGIRVEN, J., he divorce „da115. ,fo Nouveau Igst,anient t
Paris, 1948.

BOENKAMM, G. , Jesus of Nazareth, translated by Irene and
Fraser McLuskey with J. ML Robinson, New York, I960.



k93

BORNKAMM, G. , Paul, translated by D. M. G. Stalker,
New York, 1971.

BOX, G. H., and GORE, C., Divorce In the Hew Testament,
London, 1921. * " "

BRAATEN, C. and HAKRISVILLE, R. A., Kerygrna and History.
A Symposium on the '^heology of ^udolph Bultmann.
New York, 1962.

BRANDT, W. I., ed. , Luther's "orks, Vol. XLV: The Christian
In Society. Philadelphia, 1962.

BRAUN, H. , Spat.iiidisch haretlecher und fruhchrlstlicher
Radikalismus (Jesus von Nazareth und die
eseenische ^umransekte) Volume 2h, Tubingen,
1957.

■..,i.ynran und das Neue Testament, '^ubingen, 2 Vols. ,
1966.

BROUD HOUX, J-P. , Mariage et Famille Clement -^'nlexandi'le.
Paris, igycj."

BROWN, R. B., I Corinthians in Broadman's Bjftie Commentary,
Volume lO', London, 1970.

BROWNING, W. R. P. , The ^osrel According to St. Luke,
Torch bible Commentary, London, I960.

BRUCE, P. P., Traditions Old and New, Devon, 1970.

Biblical Exegesis in the u.umran Texts, Grand
Rapids, 1959.

BRUNNER, E. , The T>ivin<* Imperative. London, 1937

BULTMANN, R. , Jesus and the Word. Translated by L.P. "raith
and b. h. Lantero from the German, work entitled
Jesus, 1926.

History of the Synoptic Tradition, rranslated
by John Marsh, Oxford and ""New York, 1963.

Theology of the New Testament, I, Translated by
K. Grobel, London, 1952, Vol. II, London, 1956.

BUR-ROWS, M. , Basis of Israelite Marriage. American
Oriental Society, New Haven, Connecticut, 1938.

Die ^fxriftrollen vom toten Meer, Munchen, 1957.



494

CAIRD, G. B., The Gospel of Luke, The Pelican Gospel
Cornmentaries, London, 1963*

CARRINGTON, P., The Primitive Christian Catechism,
Cambridge, 1^40.

CHASE, P. H. , What Did Christ Teach About Divorce,
London, 1921. "

CHARLES, R. H., The Teaching of the New Testament on
Divorce, London, 1921. **"

CHAVASSE, C. L. , The Bride of Christ, London, 1940.

CHRYSOSTOM, Saint John, Homilies on the Epistle of Paul
to the Corinthians, Translated by Hi. K. Cornish,
J. Medley, and J, Ashworth, revised "by T. W.
Chambers in A Select Library of the Nicene and
Post- Nicene~*?'athers of tW Christian Cliurch,
edited by Pliilip Schaff, 1st series, Volume
XII, New York, 1889, Homily XIX.

CIRLOT, P. L., Christ and Divorce, Lexington, Ky., 1945

CLARK, A..what the Council Gays about Marriage, Catholic
Trutil Society, London, 1967. (Pamphlet)

COHYBEARE, P. C. , The jVing ox' Pone Xystus, London, 1910.

CONZELMANN, H., Die Mitte der Zelt: Studien gur Theologie
des Lukas. 2. durch ^egister erweiterte aufl. ,
Ttibingen,' 1957*
and DIBELIUS, M. , Die Pastoralbriefe. Tubingen,
4th edition, 1966.

The Theology oi' St. Luke, Translated by G.
Buswell, London, i960.

CORBETT, P. E. , The ^oman Law of Marriage. Oxford, 1930
Reprint, Oxford, 196^»

CRAPER, T. W., The Revelation of St. John the Divine, in
A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, C. Gore,
et al, editors, London, 1928.

CRAIG, C. T., The First -pistle to the Corinthians:
Introduction and Exegesis in rhe Interpreter's
■Bible, Vol. 10, New York, 1951-57*

CREED, J, M. , Gospel according to St. Lu;:e, London, 1930

CROSS, P. M. Jr. , The Ancient Library of uinran. London,



k95

CI OUCH, J. . , Intention pf the CoiosGiun
HaustaPel, ^Siiingen, 1972

CRUBL, J. H. , and G.;.1 IT, 3. !!arr:Larte. divorce and
..epexitoecL I.;;? .ho Chorea .QL .inland, London, 19h9.

D..LL, IT. A., iaul arid the >'hurch at por-inth aqcordiiu;
*,9 ^ 6;n-iaU^3ntopy
aad lifter >rotatic>n. -todies presentee. to John
Knox, editor "h.' T; V Fanner, G. F* D. Louie, and
K. R. Niebuhr, Cambridge, 1967*

DAUBr., D. ._^The Lew Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, -ondon,
onan .,,avv. diriburgh, 1969*

D4VXD. J., and GCHi/iALZ. F. . Via unauf l'oslich 1st die

:-bp, Pattlock, nechaffeXrg, !%§. —
MVILS, W. D., Paul and ^abblnie Judaism. London, 1935-

DE RETT, J. D. fL , Law An the Nev 1estaiaent» London, 1970.

SIBELIUS, M. , Die Paatoralbriefe. ^iibingen, 1931

ha.di?. Lqlosoer, Hoheser, and lliilemon,
- Vbingen, 1927.

DODD, C. IT. , die nnoatolle ■ reaehlxx# and Its Tevolomaent.
London, 1938.

Gospel and Lav: /he Relation oh Faith and Ethics
.HI,T.ar ly Hew York, 1951

nccordlnr. to the ^crinturss. London, 1952

The Background of the New Testament and Its
^sc'hatolo;ty. Cambridge. 195b.

r / ^

yxDjL

DOMINIAN, J. , Christian Marriage. London, 1968

... MIGLAS, M., lurity and banner. Middlesex, 1966

DUNCAN, D. L. , The ua:/inf.;s of Jeeus in the ChuehOG of
Paul, Oxford, 1971.

DurOHT, J., Marlaae et divorce dans 1* eveuialle. -ruges,
1959.



496

EASTON, B. S. , The Gospel -According to St. Luke;
A Critical and nxegetieal Commentary, Hew York,^

GRANT, F. C., JOHNSON, S. E. , Five -isaya on
Marriage, Louisville, 1946.

EDERSHEIM, A. , The Life and Varies of Jesus the Messiah,
New York, 19.10. —

EICIIRODT, W. , Theology of the Old Testament, Translated
by J. A, Baker, Philadelphia, 19Sl.

ELLIS, E. E., Paul and His Recent Interpreters, Grand
Rapids, 1961.

ENSLIN, M. S,, The Ethics of Paul. New York, 1930.

EPSTEIN, L., Marriage Laws in the ^ible and the Talmud,
Cambridge, i^ass. , i94£4

FARRER, F. W., St. Luke, The Cambridge Bible for Schools
and Colleges, Cambridge, 1886.

FILSON, F, V., Introduction to the Second Epistle to the
Corinthians in The Interpreter's Bible, Vol. 10,
New York, 1952.

FISHER, G. F., Archbishop, Problems of Marriage and divorce.
London, 1955. ~ "" *

FOAKES-JACKSON, F. J., The Life of St. Paul. New York, 1926

FOX, R. , Kinshlo and Marriage, Middlesex, 1967*

FRIEDMAN, D. W. , and GRANT, R. M. , The Secret "aylngs of
Jesus, London, i960.

GAIUS, Institutes. Poste's edition, Oxford, 1904.

GEALY, F. D. , I and II Timothy and Titus, in The Interpreter* s
Bible, vol. XI. 1955. -----

GERKE, L. F. , Christian Marriage: A Permanent Sacrament,
Catholic University Press, 196f>.

GINZBERG, L. , Eine unbekannte judische Sekte, New York,
1922. Published in serials in Monatssohrift fur
Geschichte und Wissenschaft des Judentums.

The T,e ;ends of the Jews. Vol. I, Philadelphia,
191rr

GODET, F. , Commentary on Paul's First Epistle to the
Corinthians. Translated b.v A. Cusin. "2? Vols. .
Edinburgh, 1893.



497

OOLDIlf, J. , The Lathers according to Rabb i Nathan.
Volume 13» in Yale '^udaica "Series, YievJ Haven,
1955.

GORE, C. and BOX, G. H, , .Divorce In the New Testament.
London, 1921.

GORE , C. , ed. , The Lew Coinmentary on Holy scripture,
Cambridge, 1929.

GIuUl IJIST, H. , Ma; riagc in a Palestinian Village. II
Helsinki, 1935

GRANT, P. C. , ed. , Form Criticism. New York, 1962

GRANT, R. M. , and PRLEIMAEN, D. V,,, The Secret Layings
of Jesus. London, I960,

GREEN, B. Vv. S. , and GRUbii, J. B*, Marriage.
Repentance in Church of Roland. London, 1949.

G1 LOT, P., Man a/id ■■ organ in ^eri .tare. New ^ork, 1964
X , J. , Die Christllchc he. bchaffhausen, 1632.

GRY30N, R. , bee origiaes du cellbat ecclesiaflticuc.
Gembloux, i9o6'.''

GUTHRIE, D. , ife* ^estaiv^i^^^od^i^,,, Ihq,,lhulineepistles. London, 1961.

New Testament Introduction, 3rd edl ion, London,
1^.

HaKN, P., nlfrod Leeberg's, bqr Katichlcrais.der orchri^t-
enheit, Muchen, 19o6. A reprint of Geoberg's
"first""contribution to Haustafeln study in 19G3.

IiANSON, A. T., The Pastoral I pisties. Cambridge, 1966.

Studies in.the pastoral i;i sties, London, 1963.

BARREL, P. E., Divorce and Remarriage m the Rarly Church.
Austin, Texas, 1967.

HARRIS, W. B. , I. and 13. ^he soaI on 1ana, London, 1966.

Ha BCE, 11., ed. , Pas Neue Lild dor --.he. Munich, 1969.

HAPVEY, Van A., a Handbook of Theological Terms.
New York, 19t>4#



X93

1963

HAIJGHTON, R, , The Theology of Marriage. Cork, 1971.

II » R.» The Gtate of Matrimony. London, 195-

HEIDEL, A. , The Babylonian Genesis and the Giigameeh
^•Dlc and Old Testament Parallels, Chicago,

IiKRiNG, J. , The First mpjssle of St. } aul to the Corinthians.
Translated by A. Heathcote and P. J. ^ilcock,
London, 1962.

H-LTZMAHN, H. J., Kritik der -nheser — und Kolosserbrlefe.
Leipzig, 1872*

HOVEY, A. , The ocrintural Law or Divorce. Philadelphia,
1366.

HURL, J. G. , Jr. , The Origins off 1 Corinthians, London,
19o5«

HUTHBR, J. C., Pastoral apisties. in Meyer's Commentary
on the New --estament, Translated by David
Hunter, Edinburgh, 1331.

HUXLEY, J. , Essays of a Hsuaanlst, London, 19cX» enguin
edition, i960.

HUXLEY, T. H. , 1jgmanec acylures, /.volition and -tLlcs*
Lonaon, 1893.

IMLS, w. H. , Christian Ethics and Modern rroblems,
London, 1930.

UOOUfl, J., Pastoralbriere. 3-ottlngen, 19X9

Jerusalem in thej?ime of Jesus, Translated by
P. II* and C*H. Cave, London, 1969.

JLTkTT, R., Paul's .jithronological Terms. Leiden, 1971.

JOHNSON, A. R., The One and the Many in the Israelite
Conception or upq, b'ard'il'r, 1961.

JOHNSON, S. E. , EALTON, B. S. , and GRANT, P. C, , Five
-ssays on Marriage. Louisville, Ky, , 19X6.



U99

JUIiGFL,

su'chungen zur Yheoiogie, 2) Tubingen, 1962,

KAHUER, E • » Die Frau In den Fau linischen Br lei'en,
Zurich/J rankTurt am Main, 1963.

der i&tbloflischen Paranese im ^
Neuen Testament*Tubingen, 19fc>A.

lid .HIANN, , Lelb and Leib Cliristi. Tubingen, 1993

KASTEIN, J. , ,lotory and Destiny of the Jev/s. New York,
193&I

KF" i, H. C. , and YOUNG, F. W. , The Living '.orld of the
New lestajient, 1 .ondon, I960.

KELLY, J. N. D. , ^CmgBSaSg 9ft the FastorX, Ejgl£&&g>
London, 1963.

K. lilL.DY, H. A. A., -,t. ,, aul mid, th^ Mysfory neli, ions,
London, 1913.

AIGL Y, 0. V;. , ed., YbeJ^logy off Hail bruaner, Vol. 3,
Now York, 1962#

KX K, K. E, , Marriage and Divorce, 1st. edition, London,
1933» 2nd edition, 19u$.

KLAUSNKR, J., From Jesua to Faul. Translated by illlam
3 tinespring, New York, 19^-3.

KRAFT, A., The Apostolic Fathers. Vol III, xhe ^idache
and Barnabas. London, 1965.

"8-*»
Bultroann, Berlin, 195a

'•Ian in the Lev; Fcstaraent« London, 1963

Introduction to the New Testament* London,, 1963

■ K« , ^arliest .piotlea pi At. ,amv beir Motive
and Prig In, 2nd edition, Lonaon, 1938.

LBANEY, A. R. C., The Aule oi'1 ..uiiiran and Its Leaning.
London, 1966."

'fpP xl»QWi 'x|tus arid_I)::jj..cinon,j-he Torch. Bible Ccramentaries, London, I960,



500

LEATHLi-Y, 8. A., The history ox" ,Marriage ana divorce,
juondon, 1916,

LEHMAJ0I, P., SjfeMcs In a Christian Context, Hew York,
1963.

£J TOLLS', J. , hie frau inder /uitike mad 1m iJrckrir-ten^,Gutersloh, If

parents

H. , -Oi die Korinther l/II, Tubingen, 1949.

L.KV1 -BTIiAUCS, C. , ^cs structures elementalres de la
,e ,':a„ic, 1949.

LIGHTFQOT, J. B. , Motec on the -^pieties Of St. Paul.
J. iv« Harris, editor, London, 1395.

LILLIE, h. . ^Ltudies in Me'. xestaiocnt thics. Philadelphia,
LOEW, L. , Gesaraaelte chrlTtexn -fcegedin, III, 1889-1900.

LUTHER, M., The Legate , urrlage. 1522, edited mid
translated by I Brandt, 'Philadelphia, 1962,
under the title Luthers dorks* Volume XLV,
T*W M let#, II

MACCaBE, J., miifeT|cnci^ theChurch on Marriage
and -divorce. London, 1916.

MAGU, D, k. , Kebre.. -j.-rij.ro, London, 1993.

MACHTN, J. 0. , The Origin oP iaul's P eli; ic,;.. Grand . apido,
1947.

MACIiilLLAN, A. T. , hat is Christian Marriage? London, 1944*

K.-iIWK, H. B. , Ancient Lav.. John Murray, 1861.

MiiHLCH, T. W., The Teaching of Jesus. Cambridge, 1363.

MCLKMAN, J., and MO TOW, A. Q., Christianity and the
Computer. London, 1964.

KMUUI, J. ?„ The Patriarchal Theory. London, 1385.
Primitive Marriage. Black, I865.

^ M&h ILBOH, R.1.1/Studies in the Gospel ox" Ihomas. London,
MGHKILE, A. H., mi Introduction to tL.e Study oi' the

Lew Testament» 2nd edition. Oxford, 1953.
reviewed by C. S. 0. Williams,



501,

MEEK, T. J. , Mesopotarrdan Legal Documents, in /niciont
gear Eastern'Texts. edited, <4 3# PTitcKarcf,*
Princeton, 1950.' '

MKRRIL, 2. T. , Essays in Early Christian History, .ondon,
1924.

!£•' *R, H. A. ?/. , Critical and Exep;etical Coninerttary of
the Rev/ PeGtarae^t, I Cqrin^hlanq, Vol. I, '
•^dinbur^h, 1881-2.

MEYER, V?. , Per ersto Irorintherbrlef» 2nd edition, Zurich,

MICHAELIB, J. D., introduction to the .Hew Teeta^n^,Translated and edited by Herbert Marsh from the
4th German edition of 1788.

MITTON, C, L. , The Epistle to the n-pheslans: Its
authorship, origin, and purpose * London, 1951

MOFFAT, J., Wojn9tlo^Testament. 3rd edition, Edinburgh, 19 -7(1913)

foe le o£ ^ aul %o the CorinthianB.,in t3ie ioffatt New Testament Gomcnta?:;, London,

» G* » "-ie bohno des Ltehtes. 3elt and 0telluric tier
Handsehrii ton va loton Meer. Lien, 1954.

MOHTKFIOPE, H. , and TU: HER, H. E. VV. , Thomas and the
jvange lists. studies in Biblical ifieoXogy, 35»
London, 1962.

MOORE, a. L. , 1 and II Thesealonlms. New Century Jible,
London", l^Sh"

IIP T 'HER, R. C#, ©vision of J. Lacey*s book Marriage
in Church and otate. London, 1947 ~~~~~

MCNTSERRFT-TQRPJIimi, J., The abandoned spouse. Milwaukee
1968.

19

MOLIN

Mill HEAD, J. , H^torlcal ij,itration to the, i rivate Law
of Rome. 2nd edition, revised and edited by
Henry Goudy, a & 0. Black, 1899.

MUIfCK. J.« Paul and the «alvation of Mankind, Translated
by g. Clarke, London, im



502.

MURRAY, J., divorce. Philadelphia, 1953.

ITIDA, K. A. , Bible Translating. Hew York, 1951.

OSCTERLEY, W. o. , AND RQBINBON, T. H. , Hebrew Religion.
2M development, London, 1930.

OGDMf, B. Mm, Christ .ithout Myth. 1961.
£

OUTKA, G. H., and RaMcVY, P., Horn and Context in
Christian Ethics. New York, 1956.'"

PARKY, R. ST. J., The First -nistle of l aul the ado? tie
to the Corinthians in the Revised Version
witK Introduction and. Notes, The Cambridge
Bible for Schools, Cambridge, 1916.

PATAI, K., Family. Love and the Bible. London, I960.

FKDERSRN, J., Israel: Its Life and Culture. Ml,
London, 19*26-HO,: vol. 1, translated by Mrs.
Aslour Millie, Vol. II, translated by ^nnie
I. Brouaboll.

PEPI IN, H. , Kedlaeovorina- the Teaching of Jesus. New York,

PERKY, n. M,, The Growth of the uosneIs. The Interpreter*s
Bible, Volume VII, New York, 1951.

PFLEIDERER, 0., Paulinlsra , London, 1891.

PIPER, 0., The Christian Interpretation of oex. ^ondon,
19H2.

The Biblical View of rex and Marriage. New York,
I960.

PLUMMEK, A., ^L^xe^;etical Ccpmentaix.,^.,,,^ MMS&kAccoralng to St. Matthew. London, 1928.

PREISKKR, H., Ghristenturo und lie in den ersten drei
Jah^iunderten;' olne ytpple Giy-Kpltur|-eschielite
der alteh elt, Berlin, 192?.

Rabin, C. , "The Eadokite Documents. Oxford, 195*4-

BAHREE, K., Theological Inygotlgations. VI, ConcerningVatlcariCouncil1 £l'» Translated by Karl-4! and
Boniface Kruger, London, 1969.



503.

BAI Y» P. , Basic Christian ; thica, New York, 1950.

and CUTK.., 0. Ik, Norm and Context In Christian
Lthics, New York, 1966,

I KBIT;IN, i Die helleniztisehen Myaterien
reli; ionen, ...eT zl'jr;. 1927.' "

Y , D. , No New Morality; Christian personal Values
and~~exu'al IkoriTlity, London,""19S4.

RICHARDSON, A., /Ui Introduction to the Theolor::/ of the
New lestniantr -ondon, 1956.

RING-LING-, H. , Theolofieu.id Uexualltat. ^as private
Verhalten a ill Theim dor Lozialethlk. Gutarsloh,
m: —~

' OBLHTLOh, A., and PLUMMY, a., n Critical and - vceretlcal
Oomrftentary on the Plrst gristle oict. . aul tothe''thrinUl iana*. ''2nd 'edition,' (ICC'/, dinlnirgh,
ifSST

OBKRTSON LPITH, v.. , Kinship and Marriage In - arly
, a-ah ia, Cambridge, 1335* *
%e Nell, -ion oP the .-omites (Burnett Lectures)

-dTn6ur)jH7""I'll*97 °

•TN.90N, J. A. T, , The Body, ~ondon, 1952.

Christian . orals x'oday. ihiladelphia, 196i+.

ROBINSON, J. M. , New • uest of the Historical Jesus,
London, 1959. *""~* ""*

ROBINSON, T. K. , and 0 CTS2RLKY, -7. 0., iiebrew 1 elision.
Its Qrl/ii and development, London, 1930,

-AM; L Y, J. P., .md the Two --hall Become One Rlesh.
Carnbr idge, 1971.

uCH CH'YR , 0. , Prapjients 01 a Badoklte Work, Vol. I,
Cambrldge, 'I'yio.'"

, i.nrrlafce: Human ideality and Caving
Mystery, "iew" York, '1965', *

.■03:-,I. , H. , Chriotus und ule Klrche lm ^y. eaer-brl. f,
Tubingen, 1930V *



504.

SCKMITIIALS, W. , Die Gnosis in Korinth. Sine Untersuc&ung
zu den Korintherbriefen, Gottingen, 195^>» 2nd e ■'
edition, 1965.

SCHNaOK NBURG, R., The Moral Teaching of the New Testament,
London, 1964. *

SCHWEITZER, A* , Paul and His Interpreters, London, 1912.

SCOBIE, C. H. , John the Baptist, London, 1964

SCOTT, C. A. , Christianity .according to St. Paul,
Cambridge, 1927•

SCOTT, E. P., Literature of the New Testament, New York,
1933.

SCULLION, J. J., Revelation ( -he Apocalypse) in A New
Catholic" ^Qi.inentary on Scripture. London, 1969.

SHANER, D. W., A

SKLLYN, E. G. , The First ^istle of St. Peter. London, 1949.

Christian View of Divorce Recording to the
Teaching of the Hew Testament", Le'ideii, 1969.

SIMON, W. G. H., The First Epistle to the Corinthians:
Introduction and Commentary, London, 1939.

SIMPSON, E. K., The Pastoral Epistles. Oxford, 1963

SMITH, J. M. P., a Critical and Rxegetioal Commentary
on the Book of Malachi, (ICC), 'Edinburgh, 1937.

SOMLRS, H. H. , Statistical Methods in Literary Analysis ^
in The Computer and Literary Style, edited by
Jacob' Lee'd, Ohio, 1964.

SPa-..KS, II. F. D. , The Formation of the New Testament,
London, 195^.

SPICQ, C., Les Dpitree Pastorales, Vols. I,II, 4th ed. ,
Paris', 196'9. ~ "

STEININGER, V., Divorce, Arguments for a Change in the
Churches Discipline, Translated by m. Q14inn,
London, 1909.

STENDAHL, K. , ed. , The scrolls and the New Testament,
New York, 1957.

STEVENS, G. B. , The Theology of the Hew Testament,
Edinburgh, 1901.



505.

STRICTER, B. K. , The Four Gospels: ~ Study of Or iff i,n,B,
London, 1924.

TAYLOR, UoB'9Q\ r^cordlr^ to, ,rt. hark, London,

THEQRDORUS MOPBB 8f HOB, In enistolas B. ; aull Gomentum,
ed., H. B. Gwete, ^ol. XX2, 1GS2.

THIKLICKL, H. , The -.thics of Lex. Lew York, 19&+.

THRALL, M. B. , I nid II Corinthians, The Cantoridge
Bible Goniaentary, Cambridge, 1965*

TtrULTR, H. E. .., The Theology of the Gospel of Thorns,
in "* "" ""**

and H. E. w« Turner, London, 1962#

TURNER, H. , Grammatical Insights into the -iew Testament#
Edinburgii, 1965.

TYSON, S. L. , The Teaching of Our Lord as to the
Indisa'o'lubi 111y of Marriage. Sewanee. Tenn. ,
IP9i

V GT, Ft* , Las Lhegesetz Jesu. Freiburg, 1936.
VQh ALLMKN, J. J., hauline Teaching on Marriage. London,.

1963*

V027 C-J.U LNHAUGEN, H. T. , Die Askeee im Urchriatentum# $
Tradition und hoben. Krafte der kirehengeschiehte,
Tubingen, I960.

Y,ALDINGTON, C. li. , The thical ^nircal. Chicago, I960.

VVEID1NGKR, K. , Die Haustafeln. ...in ..tuck urchrlstlichcr
iaranese, Leipzig, 192o.

WEISS, J. , Lei' erste korIntherbrlef. Krltiseh-
exegetischer Koraaentor'' liber 4aa jgfaue
Teetausfient, begrundet von H. A# W# Meyer,
J, Ab't. , 10 IHRU, Gdttingen, 1925*

WE8TKFIIARCK. K., The History of Human Marriage. London,
189i+.

Marriage, New York, 1929-



506.

WILUKEHL, IJ. , '..eisheft unci Torheit. Line exepetiech-reli«"i'dna-' ge'achicht1 iehe lintereuchnna zra 1
kor/J 'ahdTi. 'Moinxen.lM').

i.ILKINL, H. J., The History of Pivo^e aa.! Renftarriare.
London, 1910.

VJ ti-f oN , R. 1/vac (_- c~iaw«_

WIHDISGH, H. , Per aweite horintherbrief. Gottlngen, 192U.
The Meanly of the Beyraon on the Dqunt,
Translated by C. MacLean Gilmour, Philadelphia,
1937.

Ia'k» Vf« » Joiin the Baptist In the QqspoI Tradition.
{Society for ITew Testament studies, Monograph
series 7), Cartridge, 1968.

wINNETT, xi. R,, The Church and Divorce. London, 1968.

LAl-IH, T. , Introduction to the Hew Testament. Translated
by Jl lSm Trout,' et al'.'» "3 vols," new York, 1917#

^articles

ALAND, K. , "The Problem of Anonymity and x seudonymity
in Christian Literature of the . irgt Two
Oenturies*" in "the Authorship and integrity oi
the Aew -testament, nondon," 19(>;> ■ ~

ALBll-.TI, n. , "II Pivorzio nel Vangelo die Mattio, 1 DiyThom
60(h, * 37) PP. 393-hlO.

nNDKECQN, II., "The Historical Jesus and the Origins of
Christianity. ' cotJTh Vol. 13(1960),
pp. 113-136.

BuVLCH, P. L. , "Backgrounds of I Cor VII: sayings of the
Lord in g: Moses as an Ascetic 6>ws in II
Cor. Ill," HTUt Vol. 18(1972) pp. 351-36H.

BALTENSWEILSR, H. , "Die hebruehsklauseln bei lagans,
Su Matth» 3:32j19:9," ThS 15(3,*59) pp.3^0-556.

"Current Developments in the Theology of
Marriage in the Reformed Churches." Cone
5(1970) pp lhh-151.

BALiLiL, P., "Is Luke 16,16-18 of Baptist's Provenience?"
HarvThR 51(1953) pp 93-101.



507.

J. H., "The Use of the <ord u}f? as a Title
la the Old Testament," VetTost 19(1969)
pp. 1-10,

B&TSY, E. , "The mia sarx union of Christ and the Church,"
NTSt 13 (3, *67) pp. 270-3.

-f^O QxSsLf'Q-
BAUER, J. B., "Be conuigali raedae quid edixerit

Matthaeue ( Mtt 5,31•19:-3-12)VerDom
Mi (2,*66) pp. 7h-78.

BJJidLd:TK£R, s "Pie Bedentung der hohlenfundeaus
Palastlna fur die fheologie," in CchwAzerische
Theologlauho Urochau, 2kt Bern, 19SL»pp. h9~c>3.

BEHM, J., "'koilia'" in TDHT. Volume 3, pp. 786-789.

BBRROU^iRB, M-F. , 'Uuguotin et a' Indiesolubillte a v : ;..-n iage
ReclierAug 5(1963) pp. 139-155.

BI.TZ, 0., "The Eschatologieal Internetat ion of the inai-
Tradition in una"an and in the Hew Testament,"
Fevd'-.u 6(1967) pp 39-107.

BLANK, J., "New Testament Morality and Modern Moral
Theology," Cone 5(1967) PP 6-12.

BOCKLK. P.. "Morale Fondamentale." RasherScJJ:«l
U7(1959) pp 353ff.

BGRHKAMU, O. "'muster ion'" , in T'rVHT. Vol., h, pp. 309-3h.

BKAUH, P. M., "Ltarriere — fond ^udaique du quatrios#
Kyangile et la cormumaute de 1'alliance,"
SBih 62(1955), pp 5-Mi.

BROtH, R. E., "The Semitic Origin of the Pauline
•Mysterion'Blblioa 39(1953) PP h26-L3;
1+0(1959) PP. 76-76. cfathBlbQ 20(1953) p.i+17

"After Bultmann — that? — An Introduction
to Post- Bultmnnians," CathBihO. 26(1961+)
pp. 1-30.

BRGtHLEE, W. E., "John the Baptist in the Hew Light of
.Ancient Scrolls," intern 9(19,55) pp.71-90.

BRUCE, P. p. , "Qumran and arly Christianity," NTSt
2(1955-6) pp. 176-190.

£- )
BRUi^C, It., "Tertio de clausulls divert!#",

27(131+9) PP. >16.



508.

BULTIaANB, h. , "The Nevv approach to the Synoptics,' JUel
6(1926) pp. 337-62.

BURKITT, F. C. , "St. Mark and Divorce, JTh.t 5(1903-04)
pp. b23-30.

BUR! INGTGN, D. E. . "The Coiraaand and the Orders in
Brunnerfs Ethics," ccotJTh 20(1967) pp. 149-
164.

CAHILL, P. J. , "Rudolf Bultmann and Post-Bultiaann
Tendencies,'' CathBlbQ 26(19614-) pp. 153-176.

GAi LG70N, G. E., "A Positive Griterlon of Authenticity,"
BibReo 7(1962) pp 32ff.

GASEL, 0. , "Die Taufe als Brautbad der Kirche," JLitV.v
5(1925) pp 144-7.

0 iJD .H. , "Remarriage after Divorce in the Primitive
Church: a Propos of a Recent Book,"
IrThc 33(1971) pp. 21-4-1.

DAUB4, D. , "Participle and I/rwerative in I Peter", in
S. 0. Selwyn' & book, The First pis tie of
ft. Peter. London, 1949, pp. 467-66.
"Evangelicten und Rabbinen," XNeut 43(1957)
pp 119-126.

DAVI :s, w. D., "The Loral Teaching of the Early Church,"

>OI

Durham, H. G., 1972, pp. 310-332.

iPiLiv 414, J., "Sens du texte de s. Hatthieu (V 31-34) *ur
le divorce, iunioier 66(1956) pp. 77: -774.

DELHXYK, P., "The Development of the Medieval church't.
Teaching on Marriage," Cone 5(1970) pp. 83-33.

DEALING, G. , "Das Legion Mark XII (und seine -.by--v.ncilungon)
im Neuen Testament," NovTest l(4,,56) pt>. 263-
274.

"Review of n. Isaksson's Book, Marriage and
Ministry in the New Temple. Luna," If'openhagen,
1965. TliR.it 92(4.'67) nu. 276-77.

DIAMOND, J. D. , and ImJIDCBlJlG, M. , "New Marriage Life
Styles," in Chatelaine« November edition, -

1972.



509.

DIKKHANS, M. , "IStt 19.9 (5.52)," Ueviat^clBras 28(2,*68)
pp. 425-427.

DINKLER, E., "Principles of Biblical Interpretation,"
JRelThot 13(1955-6) pp. 2-30,

DRIVER, T. P., "Lore Needs Law," RelL 35(1966) pp. 200-
203.

DUBAELE, A. M., ^ ariage ©t divorce dans l*^«vangile,!!1* M# f a ©t OlVOrC©
oror 9( l» *64) pp. 61-73.

DULOtJ, P., "The Pauline Privilege," CathBlbO, 13(1951)
pp. 146-163.

DUNLTAN, G, "Developments of the Theology of Marriage
in the Churches of the Anglican Corrrounion,"
6one 5(1970) pp. 133-143.

DY: N, P. P. and ITEMING, B. , "Except it be ?or Fornication,"
scripture. 8(1956) pp. 75-82.

K3ELING, G., "Jesus and Faith", in ord and Faith. London,
1965.

EHRHhRDT, a., "Christlenity before the Apostle's Creed,"
HarvThR 55(1962) pp. 73-119.

KILLER, ft#, "'lesous Basileus' II," in .tel1glonswigsen-
schaftliche Bibllotheic. Helldeaherg, 1928.

ELLIOTT, J. K., "Paul's Teaching an Marriage in I Corinthians:
Lome Probleias considered," NTLt 19(1973) PP.
219-225.

FAHY, Y. "Bt. Matthew 19:9 — Divorce or Leparation*?"
XrYhL 24(3, *57) pp. 173-17U.

FLEMING, T. V., "Christ and Divorce," ThLt 24(1, *63)
PP. 106-120*

FRIEDMAN, M. A., "Annulling the Bride's vows: a
Palestinian Ketubba Clause," Jew E 61(1971)
pp. 222-253.

PUCHL, E. , "Die Frage nach dern historischen Jesus,"
in torn histqrlsGhtsn Jesus.
Gemamraelte Aursatee II, xdblngen, 19691 Tvp.
143-167.

gavin, F., "a Further Note an -rroovtioi ?h 16(1928)
pp. 102-105. *



510

GRANT, F. C., "The Mind of Christ on Marriage," in Five
Assays on Ma--i laue. Louisville, 19M>

GRAYSTOM, K. , and HERDAN, G. , "The Authorship of the
Paatorala in the light of Statistical Linguistics,"
NTSt 6(1959-60) pp. 1-15.

GREENGUS, 0., "Old Babylonian Marriage Ceremonies and
Rites," JCuSt 20(1966) pp. 55-72.

GREENEN, H. , "She nach Weuen Testament," NTSt 15(1969)
pp. 109-25.

GRELOT, P., "The Institution of Marriage: Its Evolution
in the Old Testament," Gone 5(1970) pp. 39-
50.

GORDON, C. H. , "Fratriarchy in the Old Testament," t IbLit
1935) PP. 223-31.

G1CE..CTT. , v., "The Dead Lea scrolls and the New Testament»
a Preliminary survey," GtO 26(1951) pp. 289-
299: 27(1952; pp. 1-6.

HALING, B., "The Normative Value of the Sermon on the
Mount," oathslb 29(1967) pp. 373-365.

HARRINGTON, W. , "Jesus' Attitude towards Divorce, '
IrThu 37(1970) pp. 199-209.

HARRIS, M., "New Marriage Contracts," Chatelaine.
December, 1972, pp. 27ff•

HARRISON, P. N., "The authorship of the Pastorale, '
ExposT 67(1955) pp. 77-61.

"The Pastoral Rnistles and Duncan's - phesian
Ministry," ffl?st 2(1955-56) pp. 250-61.

HARRISVILL2, R. H., "Jesus and the Family," lateyo
23(1969) PP. U25-h36.

MUCK, F. , *>oc^tuw## in TENT, Vol. k» pp.729-735.
and SCHUL&, S. "-rropvri *# TOUT. Vol. 6, pp. 579-
595. '

HERSOG, F,, "Possibilities and Limits of the New Quest,"
JRel 2+3(1963) pp. 218-233.

HIL1MAN, K. , "The Development of Christian Marriage
structures,'' Cone 5(1970) pp. 25-56.

HOFFMANN, P., "Jesus* saying about Divorce and Its
Interpretation in the New Testament Tradition,"
Qohc 5(1970) pp. 25-56.



511.

JlCLHMEIoTEK, U., "Die btreitfrage uber die £hescheidungstexte
bei liatthaus 5»32» 19*9," Hfbllca 26(1345)
pp. 133-146.

JKRDMIAS, J. , " » Vol. XI, pp. 1092-1099.

JChHGQN, S. E., "Paul and the Manuel of Discipline,"
KarvThH 48(1955) pp. 157-165.

"I'he Dead ea . annal of Discipline and the
Jerusalem church of noto," in The corolla
and the hew Testament, K. Dtenoahl, editor,
London, l95o. ~

KAMLAB, E. , " y-rro-roLcrnrQ^L in dem neuteetamentlichen
"Hauatafeln" , Ver-borum Veritas, ed., Otto
Docher und i-.laus Haao'ker, uppertal, 1970.

KOLCHAKKH, P., "Fratrierchat liauagerae ineohaft und
Huttorrecht iia Kellschriftreehten,
7(1935) PP. 1--B9.

KUMOELMAHN, P., "I Cor 7.36-38," CathBlb . 10(1948)
pp. b3-71.

LADD, G. E., "The Hole of Jesus in Bultmann'e theology,"
QcotJTh 18(1965) PP. 57-68.

ExW. L., "Iximothy IV. 1-3. An ;:arly Inetance of Over
Realized --schatology," NTQt 11(1964-65)
pp. 164-7.

La UOhLI, 0. , "Monism and Dualism in the Pauline
roithropology," Dibhes 3(1958) pp. 15-27.

lud'THy, p. c. , "iJnius uxor is vir ( 'fitue 1.6)," Verb ■ - ora
28(1950) pp. 283-290.

Is. HHIi+G, B. and JJ2BOH. . 3*;. , "Except it be for Fornication,"
scripture 8(1956) pp. 75-82.

LK ..i,'KARDT, P. J. , "lea fenme© ausai — A propos du
billot da repudiation," HevVhlhll 19(l»f63)
pp. 31-40.

L ISMAHH, M« , "Gen 2:24 as the Basis for Divorce in
Halaklali and Hew Testament," ,EAu 72(3»'60)
pp. 263-267.

LOIiFF, ., "-Mas neue Bild dor J-he in &©i ©vangelischen
fheolOgie," in Das Keue Dild Ley . he, r.
liarseh, ed. , ilunahen, 1969.

LOUNGE, E, , "Luhas als fhoologV der .Heilgeoohichto,'
^vmiKel. hc-olo, ie 14(1954) PP. 258-17,0.



512.

LOVLUTAM, K. , "Apolyein en gamma IpalaatlneneiBk
skelsmasostemi (Apolyeln — an Old Palestinian
divorce Terra)" ..veaisALxeg-.. ra*rs 27(1962)
pp. 132-135* NT-h 9(19>6n-o5) Number 562.

LYQNKbT, 3., "Unius uxoris vir (I Tim 3,2. 12a Tit. 1.6)"
VerbDotn 45(1967) pp. 3-10.

UiiHQNEY, A, t "a New Look at the Divorce Clauses in Mt.
5 #2 and 19:9'"', CuthLihyc 30(1, *68) pp. 29-38.

MALIKA, B. , "Does . omeia mean Fornication?" ifovTugt
14(1972) pp. 10-17.

MA8BIE, J., "Did The oor inthian Church .advocate Universal
Murriage?" a study in Interpretation," JTSt
11(1901) pp. 527-538.

HAGSINGBFRD PORD, J., "St. Paul the PhilOgaxaist ( I Cor
VII in Harly Patristic Exegesis)", 171*01
11(1964-65)

MCARTHUR, H. K. , "The ^ounel According to Thomas," in
Tm. Testament —f^ayu IIonouTr^
pl.^a4der, C op.verse T&r&r, Hartford, 1%0.

"From the Historical Jesus to Ghristology,"
Intem 23(1969) PP. 190-206.

fsOferEILSOK, p. 9 "Thomas and the Growth of trie Gospels,"
HarvThr: 53(1960) pp. 231-250.

"Thomas and the uynoptic Gospels," ExposT
72(1960-61) pp. 36-39.

MJGCHAN, H. G., "The use of the Participle for the
Imperative in the New Testament," ExpooT
58l;i947) pp. 207-208.

MENDELSOHN, I. , "The Family in the ancient Near East,"
Bibargh 11-15(1948-52) pp. 25-41.

MI:TON, C. L., "The elationahip between I Peter and
Ephosiaua," JTh..t n. s. 1(1950) pp. 67-73.

MONTKFXOKE, H.» "Jesus on Divorce and Remarriage," in
The Report of the OqiyhssJ^n of the, Christian
Doctrine or karpiane. London, 1971.

MOORE, G. F. , "The Covenanters of Damascus; A Hitherto
Unknown Jev/ieh *-ect," liarvThS-. 4(l91l)
PP. 330-337.



513.

MUNRO, W. , ''Col. III. 18-IV. 1 and -ph. V. 21-VI. 9:
Evidence of a Late Literary Stratum?",
NTSt 18(1972) pp. 434-447.

MURPHY, J. J. , "Tiie Gospels and Divorce," Glernev
23(1942) pp. 441-49.

NEIRYNCK, M. "Mt. 19.9 (5.32)", RevistKclBras 28(2,'63)
pp. 423-427.

NELSON, W. H. , "Pauline Anthropology," ..Intern 14(1960)
pp. 14-27.

NORTH, R., "Chenobo&kfn and 0," CathBibQ 24(1962)
pp. 154-170.

NOTSGHBR, P. , "Ju^ische Moncl Sgemeinde und Ursprung dee
Christenturns nach den jungst am I'oten Meer
aufgefundenen hebraischen Handschriften,"
BibK (1952) pp. 21-38.

0*CALLAGHAN, D. , "Marriage as Sacrament," Cone 5(1970)
pp. 101-110.

"Theology and Divorce," IrThQ 27(1970)
pp. 210-222.

OKI KR, A., " in TDNT, Vol. 1, pp. 776-739.

OPP.KNHEIMER, H,, "Marriage and O^ace," Th 72(1969)
PP. 535-543.

ORR, Yv'M. P., "Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor 7»"
PittsPegsp 3(1967) pp. 5-22.

O'SHEA, W. J., "Marriage and Divorce: The Biblical
Evidence," nusCathRec 167(1970) pp. 89-109.

PJiSCH, R. , "Christliche Burgerllchkeit (Tit. 2:11-15),"
Am Tisch dea Wortes 14(1966) pp. 28-33.

PIUS XI, POPE, "Encyclical Letter of Pope Pius XI,
'Casti Coimubii', 1930," Translated "Christian
Marriage", London, 1965.

POSPISHIL, J., "Divorce and Remarriage in the Early
Church," IrThQ 38(1971) pp. 338-347.

QUESNELL, Q. , "Made themselves Eunuchs for the Kingdom
of Heaven (Mt. 19:12)" CathBibQ 30(1968)

QUT3PEL, ^&53§5>spel of Thomas and the New
Testament," VigChr 11(1957) pp. 189-207.



5XU.

QUISPEL, G. , "bome Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas",
NTSt 3(1958-59) pp. 276-90.

RAMSAY, WM. M. "Historical Commentary on the Epistles
to the Corinthians," The Expositor. Ser. 6,
1(1900). pp. 380-387

RICHARDS, H. J., "Christ and Divorce," Scripture
11(13,'59) PP. 22-32.

RITZEE, H. , "Secular Lav/ and the Western Church's Concept
of Marriage," Cone 5(1970) pp. 67-75.

ROBINSON, H. ... , "Hebrew Psychology," in The People
and the Book, Editor, a. Peake, Oxford,
1925. pp. 353-382.

ROBINSON, J. A. T., "The Baptism of John and the Quraran
Corisnunity," in Twelve New Testament Essays ,

London, 1§62. pp. 11-27.
hA •

ROBINSON, J./ "Basic uhifts in German Theology," Interp
16(1962) pp. 82-6.

"Kerygma and History in the New 'Testament,"
in T'he Bible and Modern Scholarship. Ed. , by
H. P. Hyatt, London, 1965.

ROBINS...'N, J. M. , "The Normal Structure of Jesus' Message,"
in Current Issues in New ^'estament Interpre-
tation, ed. V.m. Klassen and G. Snyder ,
New York, 1962, pp. 91-110.

RODD, C. S. , "The Family in the Old Testament," The
Bible Translator, 18(1967) pp. 22-33

RORDORF, W., "Marriage in the New Testament and Early
Church," JJScclH 20(1969) pp. 193-210.

ROUSSEAU, 0., "Divorce and Remarriage, East and West,"
C one M1967) PP* 57-69.

ROWLEY, H. H. , "The Baptism of John and the Qumran Sect,"
in Hew Testament Assays: Studies in memory of
Thomas V,alter Manson, ed. A. J. B. Higgins,
Manc'hester, 1959, pp. 218-29.

RYAN, L., "The Indissolubility of Marriage in Natural
Law," IrThP. 30(1963) pp. 293-310.

SABOURIN, L. , "A Fragment of Mark at Qumran?", BibThBull
11(1972) pp. 308-312.



515.

SAND, A. , "Die Unzuchtsklausel in iit 5, 32 und 19,3-9#"
2M 2°(2» '6$) PP- 113-129.

SAUNDERS, E. W. , "A Trio of Thomas Logia, ' ib ee
3(1963) PP. 43-59.

SC IDT, K. L., " " in TDHT. Vol. 3, up. 501-
536.

SOKPWY, H-H. "Beyond Natural Lav? and Positivism: The
foundations of Law in Present-day vaageiieal
Theology in the u-eriiiun-opeaking .arid," Gone
5(1967) pp. 30-36.

SCHULZE, V». A. , "Kin iJisehof aei eines Weibes 1 ana —•

Cur -xegenc von I Tim 3.2 und Titus 1.6,'
Ker-Jo 4(1953) pp. 287-300.

S0EWE12ER, B. " " in TDNT , Vol. 7, pp. 93-110.

I BOLDT, R. K. n. , "Spiritual Marriage in the .arly Church:
A Suggested -i-ntor >retation of I Cor 7:36-38,"
30(1959) PP. 103-109, 176-89 Coneor

SHOKK, C. J., "Marriage and the Institutionalization of
Sexual Relations," Cone 5(1970) pp. 111-122.

SOULON, R. N., "Marriage and Divorce. A Problem in Hew
Testament Interpretation," Intern 23(4, *69)
pp. 439-450.

Si WISER, E. .a. , "Akkadian Myths and •'•oics,'' in ancient
Near Eastern Texts ^elaLing to the Old
Testament, edited by James B. Pritchard,
Princeton, 1950, pp. 99-100.

Q1VAKK, W., "Die judieche Gemeinue des Neuen Bundes
im Dgunaskus," in-tKr 93/99(1926) pp. 294-
318.

STAUFFER, K., " J^C-W » izi £DNT# Vol. I. , pp. 643-657.
SWA IN, L. , "Paul on Celibacy," Olexvev 51(1966)

PP. 735-91.

SWEET, J. P. M., "The Kerygma", .cxposT 76(1964-65)
PP. 143-7.



516.

TAFI, A., "Excepta fornicationis causa," VerbDom
26(1943) pp. 18-26.

TEICHER, J. L., "Jesus' Sayings in the Dead Sea Scrolls,"
JJS 5(195*+) P. 38

T0RR3Y, C. C. "The Prophecy of Malachi," JPibLit
17(1893) op. 4-11.

VAN DEE WAL, N. , "Secular Law and the Eastern Church's
Concept of Marriage," Cone 5(1970) pp. 76-32

VAN SETERS, J., "The Problem of Childlessness in Near ^astern
Law and the Patriarchs of Israel," JBibLit.
87(1963) pp. 401-3.

VAWTER, B., "The Divorce Clauses in Mtt 5:32 and 19:9,"
CathBibQ 16(1954) pp. 155-167.

WILSON, S. G. , "Lukan Eschatolcgy," NTSt 16(1969-70)
PP. 330-347.

WINTER, P., "Sadoqite Fragments IV 20.21 and the Exegesis
of Genesis .27 in late Judaism," SAW 67-63
26-27(1955-56) pp. 71-78.

" "Genesis 1.27 and Jesus' Sayings on Divorce,"
ZAW 69-70(1957-53) p. 260

W00DH0USE, W. J., "Marriage (Greek)", in Encyclopaedia
of Religion and thics. ed. , James Hastings,
Volume 8, 1916, pp. 4i;4-449.

ZERWICK, M. "De raatrimonio et divortio in Eyangelio,"
YerbDom 38(4,'60) pp. 193-212.

Unpublished orks

DUPAR, K. , *Haustafeln in the New Testament. Unpublished
tiiesis, Edinburgh University, 1970.

Miscellaneous

C- N 27: On Marriage in the Church; enacted by the
Twenty-third Session of the General Synod
of the Anglican Church of Canada, Ottawa,
Ontario, 22 to 31 August, 1967.

SYMi- j"The New Morality- What, Why — and hy Not?"
RelL. 35(1966) pp. 170-229.


