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S UMMARY

this thesis aitempts to show that the concept of marriage
in New Ylestament times can best be understiood in the light of
the central proclamation of the Gospel --- the preaching of
Jesus concerning toital obedience to the will of the Creator,

-== which gives the New lestament teaching relevancy and
meaning for marriage today. In the New lestament context, this
proclamation providee the only thread of continuiiy in the
otherwise culturally and legally diverse statements about
marriage.

Since there is no complete teaching about marriage in the
New lestement, and a Chrisiian doctrine of marriage cannot be
arrived at by combining all the siatementis about marriage in
the New lestament, this thesis seeks to prove that an analysis
of the different statements about marriage in their own culiural,
legal, and religious contexts, indicates that in the New Testament
veriod a development of a 'Christian' concept of marriage took
place, which was based on a common 'Jesus-tradition', However,
this common 'Jesus-tradition' mede 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' ministiry making them an authentiic part of His
teaching., The origin of the marriage and divarce 'logia' which
form the foundation of this teaching about marriage is found to
be a Christiian development of older iteaching on marriage which
found expression in some heterodox Jewish groupe of the New
lestam-ni epoch, such as Qumran, and was titransmiited 1o the
Christian secti possibly by a disciple of the Qumran community,.
and later transferred to Jesus who became a kind of magnetic
field for all such teamchings. After looking at the historical
and social developmenti of marriage in the ancient world, up to
and including the time of Jesus, the lhesis traces the possible
pre~Christian origin and lines of transmission of ithis ancient
teaching which became an importanti part of the 'Jesus-tiraditiion’.

ihe spread of Christiianity ic many parts of the Jewish-
Hellenistic world brought about medifications, additions, and
differences in interpretation and usage of the original marriage
and divorce 'logia', ‘lhese changee and additione can beat be
accounted for by analysing the differenil siaiements on marriage
in the New lestament in their own cultural, moral, and religious
context, which help us to distinguish what is histarically and
socially conditioned, from what is valid in principle even for
today. This analysts al=o shows the resillency and adaptlability
of the. 'gospel' to the different cultural communities of the
early Church,

From our analysis of the marriage 'logia' in the New
lestament we note an ethical development in the New Testament
period which appears to have passed through three distinct
stages =--- an apocalyptic stage at the earliest beginnings of
Christianity; an eschatological stage which came with the
preaching of Paul and the poest-resurrection Churchj 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 Iestament matierial has been
analysed in this order, first, the Synoptic writings, secondly,
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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 aboul merriage in the New lestament

a 'Jesus-tradition', authentic or inauthentic, 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 VIT, after an analysis of the various developmentis

in marriage theology, some suggestiicns are made tlowards a

meaningful and relevant theology of marriage in terme of ‘'gospel'’

~=-= the demand of Jesus for total obedience to the will of the

Creatar.
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S UMMARY

This thesis atiempis 1o show that the concepti of
marriage in New lestament times can besi 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
Tes tament teaching relevancy and meaning for marriage
today. Tn the New lestament context, this proclamation
provides the only thread of continuity in the otherwise
culturally and legally diverse statiements about marriage.
Since there 1s no complete teaching about marriage
in the New Testament, and a Christian docirine of marriage
cannot be arrived at by combining all the statements aboutl
marriage in the New lestament, this thesis seeks to prove
that an analysis of the different statementis about marriage
in their own cultural, legal, and religious contexts,
indicates that in the New Testiamenti period a development
of a '"Christian' concept of marriage took place, which
was based on a common 'Jesue-tradition'., However, this
common 'Jesus-tradition' made up of 'sayings', 'teachings'
and 'statements' about marriage is shown (o be not
necessarily original with Jesus, althouch they may have
passed through the prism of Jesus' ministry making them
an authentiic part of His teaching., The origin of the
marriage and divorce 'logia' which form the foundation of
this teaching about marriage 1s found to be a Christian
development of older teaching on marriage which fcund

expression in some heterocdox Jewish groups of the New



iv

les tament epoch, such as Qumran, and was 1iransemitted to
the Christian sect possibly by a disciple of the Qumran
community, ani later iransferred to Jesus who became a
kind of magnetic field for all such teachings. After

| looking at the historical and eccial 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 imporiant part of the
'Jesus=-tradition’'.

The spread of Christianitiy to many paris of the
Jewish-Hellenistic world brought about modifications,
additions, and differences in interpretatiion and usage
of the original marriage and divorce 'logia’', ihese
changes and additions can besi be accounted for by
analysing the different siaicmentis on marriage in tihe
New 1estameni in their own cultural, moral, amd religious
coniext, which help us tc distiinguish whati is historically
and socially conditioned, from what is valid in principle
even for today. This analysia also shows the resiliency
and adaptability of the 'gospel' to the éifferent
cultural communities of the early Church.

From our analysie of the marriage 'lozia' in the
New Testament we note an ethical development in the New
legstament period which appears 1o have passed through
three distinct stages --- an apocalyptlic stage at the

earliesti beginnings of Christianity; an eschatological



stage which came with the preaching of Paul and the
posi- 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 lestament material
has been analysed in this order, first, the Synoptic
writings, secondly, 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, ard historical factors are
accounted for, there stands atl the center of all that
is said about marriage in the New Testement a 'Jesus-
tradition', authentic or inauthentic, which lays the basis
for the Christian concept of marriage in all periods of
the New 4estament, and indeed in every age and circumstance.
In Chapter VII, after an analysis of the variocus
developmenis 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
8till continuing between the exponents of the "new
morality"” and the defenders of traditional Christian
ethion,1 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. 35, 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 nay be found in
0.S. Barr's book Th | ty, New
York. 1969, ef also ehms nn ;

an Context, New York, 196”; P. Ramsey, Basic

stian F! ca. New York, 1950; D. Rhymes, o lew

3 P -

043 and J.A. Robinson,
AY 9 Philadelphia, 1964,




2e

among other thinge, 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 These charges are not merely

purpose of proecreation,
the voices of extreme representatives who are seeking to
liverate sexuality from an institutionalized form, but
rather a aerious 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 agalinst 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 F.fﬂboklo. T, Beemer, Cone Vol,5, No. 6, May 1970,
Pale
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Modern Biblical exegstes,3 employing a new
hermeneutics,h heve 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 Cospel teaching, and at the same
time relevant tc the needs of contemporary society.

This new approach to marriage theology is not a question
of new sources being opened up; the old biblical state-
ments on marriage, in particular those of the New
Testament, still stand. It is basically, & 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« He Baltensweiler, Die Ehe im Neuem Testamen
Zuritily 19571 B¢ Hesehs oles )Wﬁw
Hggich. 1969; 0. Piper, The Biblica yiew of Sex ;

28 New York’

e TaTsthi J T .
arriage: maY Realit anﬁ Sav z Mystery, New
%nrﬁ, §§65; %, Shaner, A 1;[Iian'v *w _of Divorce

according to the Teaching of the New Testament,
Leiden, 1969; H, Thielicke, The I ¢s of Sex, New
York, 1964,

L, 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, Cf, E.
Dinkler, "Frinciples of Biblical Interpretation",

JRelThot, 13(1955-6) ppe2-30.
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exegesic in a bind.,” This came about with the
realization that there is no such thing as abstract
ethies. Ivery ethical system which provides under-
standing and guidance in the human situation, has its 7
own historical and soclologleal context and must be
understood within that context. This does not mean,
however, that ethical teaching ls & mere reflection of
historical and sociological relationships; there are
indeed characteristice in ethical systems that transcend
the cultural and historical context, but 1it¢s prineiples
and values cannot be understood without the social sub-
structure. ‘'Ethos', 'mores', 'morals' are, as etymology
shows, for a large part soclal factors,each with a long
chain of sociological implications and it is not easy to
decide how far the communal existence has determined the
main ideag of what should be done, or vice versa. If we
want to understand the character and statemente 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 famlliarizing oneself with its basic
principlea.6

He The theories considered untenable in present
exegetical analysis are 'legalism', the idea that the
Bible gives us "inseripturated" moral laws which
define right conduct in all circumstances for all
time; 'social evolution' and the theory 'Orders of
Creation.' These theories are considered later in
this ehaptez".

6. Je Blank, "New Testament Morality and Modern Moral
Theology," Congs 5(3, '67) pe 7e
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This approach sees marriage not only ae 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 0ld 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, and how
each contributes to the image of marriasge in the New
Testament, To unravel these different influences is not
an easy task, and it is 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 forme that are equally
aelien, For example, ethical norms in both the 0ld 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 faet that they are God givan.7 Rudolf
Schnackenburg rightly observes that “"The unity of the

7. ef B, Haring, "The Normative Value of the Sermon on
the lount", Cat.nm%g 29(1967) pp. 373-385, aleo </

G.Hs Outka a » hamsfy, Norm and Context in
Christian Ethics, New York, 1966,
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religious and the moral cannot be torn apart anywhere in

"  phis does not mean, however, that

the New Testament,
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 eschatology, on the community, on the
spirit = - « « -« are all equally Jjustified as they are
varied, and yet none can be made absoluteg because they
are all interconnected and accentuate one or other aspect
8. Re. S8chnackenburg, The koral Teach of the New

Testament, London, 196&.

9. This i8 the point of difference taken with the 'new
morality' 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 uvltimate eriterion for making ethical decisions

(Cf 0.8. Barr, op.cit. p.l44). The approach taken in

this thesis is that while there are predominant

principles in particular situations, e.g. the
eschatological prineciple in Paul's teaching in 1 Cor,
7+ nevertheless there is more than one principle at
work in any given sitvation 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," RellL, 35 (1966) pp.200-203,
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of the ethos of the New Testament.
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
circumstances for all time, but will understand them in
the light of the world to which they were spoken, and on
this basies 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 ethies Protestant theologians
have acknowledged the fact that nowhere in the New

11

Testament is there a full teaching on marriage, nor do

10. Je. Elan-k, op.cit, P.Bo

11+ H. Greeven, "Ehe nach dem Neuen Testament," NTSt,
15(1969) p.365.
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we come by & full teaching on marriage by systematically
co=ordinating the relevant texts that we Iind 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 questione 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
community to formulate, by means of the ‘Haustafeln’ |2
en 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-S5tolie 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, fréedom, love,

and spirit in our exegetical analysis, for all of these

12, Cf, Col, 3:18-U41; Eph. 5322=6, G3 1 Tim. 2:1=15;
6:1f; Tit, 2:1-10; 1 Peter 13:3-9,
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help to form inextricably the background of New
Testament ethice and without consideration of them we
cannot really discuse New Testament ethical
behaviour,

The Form Critical achool13 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 teachinge of the iLarly Church
which are difficult to peel off so that we can say
with certainty that here indeed is the authentiec word

of the Lord, However, iurther developments in exegetical

13+ The Feorm=critical method applied by H. Gunkel
and his dieciples to the 0ld 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-ecriticism is
based on the conviection 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, Cfs R, Bultmann, §;storﬁ of the

S%nngtic Tradit%on, trans, J. Marsh, Iondon,
1 s PPe 1=/, Form Criticism, F.C. Grant, ed,
New York, 1962,
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analysis may well help to circumvent the problems posed

by form eriticism, and will no doubt be helpful in
analysing the different logia attributed to Jesus in the
Gospels,

German scholars'” are already talking of 'a new image"
of marriage, and since the second VWorld War the exegetical
work done by such scholars as Baltensweller, Harsch,

Thielicke, and others has been emphasizing the need for a

14. N, Perrin in his book Rediscovering the Teachégg of
Jesus, London, 1967, offers 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 criteriaof
authenticity -~ (a) the eriterion of dissimilarity,
(b) the criterion of coherence and (¢) 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 eritical serutiny 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 eriterion of dissimilarity. Once the
'ipsissima facta' in the Gospels are established
then we go on to identify units which are 'coherent'
or sonsistent with these, The principle of
"multiple attestation" means that the case for
recoghizing 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, F.¥. Bruce,

Traditions 01d and New,ADevon, 1970, ppe L7=573 ExeVer, /
also C,N, Carlston, "A Positive Criterion of &
Authenticity?", BibRes.7 (1962), pp. 33ff,

15. F,., Boveckle, O. 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 Oospel, as the benevolent gift of
an authentic life realized in faith, whibh has the
greatest power to elevate mankind.“16 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 beade in order to
arrive at some systematic doetrine., What is emphasized
is the tension that is always present between the Cospel
and the historical and sociological situation =-- a
tension which gives Christianity its flexibility to
adjust to the changing eircumstances of time, This is
well illustrated in the 'Haustarfel' found in Ephesians
5322-33, 1t 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 situvation which

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

16, W, Lohff, Das noug Bild der Ehe, H, Harsch, ed,,
Munich, 1 # Pe &
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Liveration', and the eguality 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 'Haustafeln' 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 them to a
realization of the essential meaning of the marriage
relationship, and by 8o doing becomes the dynamic force
which institutes change rather than defends the status
guo. 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
funetion are basically those aspects of marriage that
are historically and sociologically conditioned, whereas
meaning lies more in the realm of ethies and religion.
What has been happening is that theologians in the past
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have been largely concerned with a sociological problem
and have neglected, in part, the theological question of
what the Gospel did, ie doing and can do, 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 thies 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 culturee is necessary in order to
give perespective 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 Church and
State, Moet exegetes from the Fathers onward were
anxious not only to lay bere the truth of the New
Testament, but aleo to defend the teaching of their
particular branch of the Christian faith, Upon &
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 of 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 protlem 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).
From 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 baptized persons was indissoluble, were
by no means unanimoua,17 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
& 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. Pospishil, "Divorce and Remarriage in the Early
Church," hg, 38 (1971) ppe 338ff, He Crouzel,
"Remarriage after Divoree in the Primitive Church:
A Propos of a recent book," IrThg,38 (1971)

PPe 21=L1 .
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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 But it wae to her disadvantage that

as concubinages
in classical Roman law marriage was viewed as a factual
situation which persisted because =-- and as long As e
both partners wanted to live in the married state, Thia
naturally implied that both partners remained completely
free to opt for a divorce, even unilaterally, Under the
influence of Christianity, sometime before A,D. 600, this
conoeﬁt changed and marriage came about by contractual
agreement between the partners and persisted also if the
partners no longer wanted to live togethor.19 ATter 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 ageg the conflict between Church and State
was settled by allowing marriage, for Christians at all

events, to become entirely an affair of the Church.ao

18, H. Ritzer, "Secular Iaw and the Western Church's
Concept of Marriage,” Conec., Vol. 5, No., 6, iy 1970
Pe 674

19 N, Van Der Wal, "Secular Law and the Eastern
Church's Concept of Marriage," Conce. Vol. 5, No.6,
My 1970, pe76.

20, J. Hastings, ed., Encggéogggd%a gf gglégigg and
Et By New York. 190 s VOl, 3 Po .
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While the Church in the West was framing itslaws
around the structures of Western culture, the Church in
the EZast was also being influenced by its historical and
sociological context, And like the West its
interpretation of Seripture was conditioned by historical
and sociological factors, Its provlems, like those in
the VWest, began as soon as it attempted to apply its
teaching to the Christian community living for the most
part in a secular environmént under civil authority, The
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 Cospels were composed, marrilage was being
hotly debated by the different Rabbinical schools,
the main difference among them be the
interpretation of Deuteronomy 24:1-li, The rigorist
school of Shammal held that the mention of
*uncleanness' restricted the husband's power of
divorce to cases of adultery; the mere 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 Churech, and two of
these streams have entered the Gospel narrative,"
Cf, his The égglgence of thg Church on Marriage and
Divorce, ndon, 1 s Do . There 1s 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
8imilar to that found in the Gospels preceded the
New Testament, and can be found in sectarian
literature such as the Zadokite Document in Qumran

Cf. Rabin, The Zadokite Documents, Oxford, 1954,
Pe 7o It appears that the Church in the kEast
followed a tradition similar to that of the Hillel
echool,
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Church was thinking of marriage as a 'sacramentum',
following the later Vulgate, the Greeks were seeing it as
a great "musterion', 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
passageaea 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 reaaon.23 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 0ld Testament, Jeremiah
3:1 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: kt., 19:3-12, I Cor.
731-2’ 5"9’ 38""40’ and I Tim, 331"“‘2' 12,

23, Ant%—ﬂ;cene Christiun Library, A. Menzies, ed,,
dditional Volume, E urgh, 1897, ppe. 506=512;

Cf, also O, Rousseau, "Divorce and Remarriage:East
and Weat", M Vol. h’ Nos 3' Ap. 1967' Pe 58,
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"He who has 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 doee not exclude

from the Church or from life but tolerates because
of his weakness, The reason is8 not so that he
might have two wives at the same time, the irst
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 otherw&ae devout and living in accord with

God's law," 2 :

The difference between the East and West became more
divergent as the Church in the VWest dominated the secular
authority, while the Church in the Fast became more
subject to civil authority and reflected civil law in its
interpretations of Seripture, However, the diflerences
in interpretation ran deeper than mere civil influences,
it involved the two different conceptions that existed
between East and Viest, 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 Seriptures, 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 ind 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, O, Rousseau, idem, p.62,
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rigid medieval views of divorce, and rejected the
sacramental, ceremonial notion of marriage, In fact 1t
appears that the Reformers, out of their repudiation of
the Churech of Rome, adopted some of the ideas of the
Eastern Church regarding marriage, Divorce and
remarriage became possible Tor such things as adultery,
extreme eruelty, and prolonged desertion, It is with
the Reformers that a reasaessmeht and reinterpretation of
the O0ld 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

e i T, selge St a0

.

The Veetern world had come unstuck from the authority
of the Roman See and was beginning to assert iteelf 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 claime 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,, Eng;o;ogaed;a of Religion and
Ethics, Vol. 8, pe .
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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
Catholiec Church held that it was the province of the
Church to define what should or should not be considered
lawful in the matter of marriago.25

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 fleld of
Biblical exegesis, The Protestant Reformers, anxious
to transcend the Canon law of the Roman Church, put great
emphasis on the authority of sceripture, and in so doing
gave impetus to what may well be described as the most
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 (1545), declared that a
valid marriage is one conducted before a parish priest and

two witnesaes.27 The Church forbids divorce of two parties

26‘ Ibid' pthﬁ?.

27+ 1In the Eastern Church, by contrast, & 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 marriasge where one party is unbaptised may
be dissolved since it is not sacramental, In such
cases the discolution is made by nullity as divorce is
not permitted, The Anglican Church also held to the
principle of indissolubility, inheriting its theology

from Roman Gatholiciam.28

However, by the

eighteenth century, with ite emphasis on reason and
natural law and its tendenecy to Erastian views of Chureh
end State, it adopted a view in line with other reformed
Churches in allowing divorece for adultery, basing its
reasons on the interpretation of the 'exceptive clause'
found in Matthew 5:32 and 19:9. However, the

Anglican Church in rejecting the 'Reformatio Legum
Eccleaiasticarum,29 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 Catholie

practice of nullity in its totality put the Anglicans
in a rather awkward position which is reflected in their

28, G, Dunstan, Conc. Vol, 5, No. 6, pe 140

29, A. R. Winnett, The Church and Divorce, London, 1968,
Pe 1o
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theology of marriage, and gave rise to differences

of opinion within the Anglican Ghuroh.jo The
Reformation view, ae stated in the "Reformatio Legum
Ececlesiasticarum,' allowed divorce for other reasons
than adultery; however, even within the ranke of
Protestantism there was no concensus on the matter,
and the history of ite literature represents all

three positions held in the Christian Church. A
conservative group held uncompromisingly to the
principle of indiseolubility, 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 indissolubilist side, K,E, Kirk, Marria
and Divorce, (1st. edition, 1933; aecon%
on, 19&8) R.C. Mortimer's revision of
T«A, Lacey's Ma riage in C ch and State,
219h7;; Re ' '_:%e og Matr§§§§¥,
1952 Oon the non=-indissolu ist side,
?.R. §nge, Christian Ethice and Modern Problems,
1930); J.H. Cruse a B,C.W, Green, Marriage,
a

Divorce and Hepentance in the Church © N

1 H ailey, [ stery o Ve a

Harr;aﬁg (1952), Cf AeR, Vinett, op. cit,

page 14, note 43,




divorce for causes other than adultery.

23,

3

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,

3

The Protestant conservative viewpoint that marriage
is indissoluble and does not allow for divorce is
represented by G.H, Box and C., Gore, (Anglican)
Divorece in the New Testament, Iondon, 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 1is
allowed for desertion in mixed marriages; ¥,L, Cirlot
(Episcopal) ghr%at and D%vorce, Lexington, Ky., 1945,
-= marriage is ssoluble except by death; F.C.
Grant (Episcopal) The Mind of Christ on Marriage,
Pive Essays on Marriage, Loulsviile, 494b —— marrciage
is indissoluble for those committed to the will of
God, however, consideration may be given to the New
Testament exceptionfor harlotry, and premarital sex;

SeL. Tyson, (Episcopal) The Teaching of Our lLord as
t% the Indissolubility gf uarr;ag%, dewanee, Tenn,,

1 -~ the most conservative of 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) What Did Christ Teach About Divorce?,
London, 1927 — divorce for adultery only, there were
no grounds for desertionj A, Hovey (Baptist) The
Seriptural Law for Divorce, Philadelphia, 1866 =—=

ivorce for adultery and possibly for other sexual
eins, 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 lor divorce (1) aéﬁftery, (25 incompatibility
~-~ due to some bodily or natural deficiency, and
(3) the refusal of the partner to fulfill the
conjugal duty. Cf. Luther's Works, Vol, XLV: The

hristian in Society, 11, edited by Galther I,

randt, Phil,, 1962, ppe 30-35; R.H. Charles, The
Teachi of the New Testament on Divorce, London,
1921 - %ﬁterpreta N.To teaching ae 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, 1969, 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,

esponse M 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
eriticism questioned the 'exceptive clause' found in Mt,
5:32 and 19:9 (but not found in Mark) as an authentioc
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 ma jor challenge to the Christian
conception of marriage demanding an uncompromising stand
on the part of the Church.32

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

33 In Protestant circles generally the

Council of Trente.
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

the fore advocating stricter divorce la.wa.:‘”4 All of this

324 A.R, Winnett, Op. Cit, pe7, Cf. also Archbishop G.
Fisher, Probleme of Marriage and Divorce, p.18, and
D.IW. Shanel‘, OP. Cit. chc

33« This is a little unfair to current Roman Catholiec
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 Bonsirven, who, in his book,
Le Divorce dans le Nouveau Testament, Paris, 1948,
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 convinecing, as it finds support in Rabbinic
literature, Cf, also J. Delarme, "Sens du texte
de S, Matthieu (V. 31-32) sur le divorce", AmiCler
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.S, 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 Leripture
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 Fxegesis

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 Seripture, 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 theoleogy with
its discussion on 'Gospel and Law'.35

The whole problem began when early exegetes

interpreted Biblical ethics and 1aw36 as f'ixed and

35+ Cf. C.H., Dodd, Gospel and Law: The Relation of Faith
and Ethics in Early Christianity, New York, 1951
W, Liliie, Stuaées in New Testament Ethics, Phil.,
1961; G.H. Out and P Rm‘y. 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 ethicc and law are in some
ways synonymous == both reflecting a particular ethos
that is historically and socially conditioned., Cf,
W, 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, economiec,
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
concrete social situation.37 Biblical laws, pertaining
to ethical behaviour, were seen as prescriptions 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 0ld 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 01ld 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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Godes It "came in" (Rom 5:20) and was intended up to the
coming of Christ (Gal., 3:19)s The law of Moses, according
to Paul, has only a 'temporary validity', contingent upon
a particular historical and sociologiecal 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
aa-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' ecan
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 it together all the legal prescriptions
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that are found in Seripture 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
applicable only to uomen.38 as a man in Hebrew society
could not commit adultery against his wife, but could
only commnit adultery if he violated the rights of another
man,22

The emphasis in most previous exegetical work, with
few exceptions, puts great stress on the legal aspect of
marriage -—— to the extent of treating the teaching of
Jesus as laws or moral prineciples that demand obedience.
This legal narrowing of the issues is difficult to
58, L, Epstein, &%%2iEE2“L2!2_1%5522_222%23%92_222

Talmud, Cambridge, Mass., 1 3 PPe O=33e
39. Cf., F, Hairk, TDNT, IV, pp. 73211, There is some

evidence that 8 ar practices were prevalent in
the Hellenistiec and Roman world,
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overcome, as the discussions regarding marriage and
divorce in the 0ld 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 annlysidho has
shown that even though Jesus uses the language of the
law, He does 8o in & way that alienates it from its
custonary 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,"*!

This problem of exegesis while recognized must also
be faced, and the ilmposition of a legalism,by emphasizing
the authority of Seripturey or following through the
legalistic formulations of the ancient world,must be
avoided, S0 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
evelutional theory of anthropology and the theory of
'orders of creation' developed by & group of German

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

LO., H, Baltensweiler, et al, see note 3,
U4, P, Hoffmann, QOHG. Vole 5, NOs 6' Peb3e
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representative, These theories, while pro#iding a
framework for interpreting the Biblical material, also
adversely affected its exegesis, Like legalism, these
theories are conesidered untenable in present exegetical
research, nevertheless their influence, which i& not

u2

must be considered,

The Social Evolutional Theory

For more than a hundred years the thinking of

dead yet,

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 Veetern 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 theory into their theological formulations,
No longer was it "the creation story or evolution” but
"the creation story and evolution’, Among the rirst
theories of evolution to be embraced by theologians, was
the social evolutionzl theory developed by the new

empirical science == Anthropologye.

42, Evolutionary theories have been put forward by
T.Hs Huxley in his Romanes lLectures, Julian Huxley

in Essays of a Humanist, Chatto & windus, 1964,
Penguin, 1966, and by C.H, Waddington, The Ethical
Animal, Chicago, 1960,
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The study of family life as an aspect of social
structure began with the lawyers and students of
comparative Jjurisprudence, The first documented work
in this field was Sir Henry Maine's Ancient ng,hB in
which he uesed 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 S5ir Robert Filmer and John Locke, who in their
analysis of Seripture came to different conclusions as to
the origin and pattern of family 11fe.hu These early
discusesions by lawyers were brought about by the problems
which they faced in thelr work, such as who succeeds whom,
who inherits what, who marries whom? In an effort to
solve theee problems they turned to the analysis of
earlier c¢ivilizations, and more importantly referred to

L3, H.S, Maine, Ancient law, John Murray, 1861,

Li, BSir Robert Filmer, preceded Sir Henry Maine in
alleging on the authority of Seripture that "Patria
Potestas” existed among the Hebrews, The main
facts relied on by Filmer were (1) Abreham's league
with Abimelech; (2) sentence passed by Judah on
Thamar; (3) Abraham's army of three hundred and
eighteen soldiers of his own family; (L) 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 Seriptural
material to prove that Hebrew soclety was originally
matriarchal, Cf, J.F, McLennan, The Patriarchal

heory, 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 & sophisticated civilization, and they were interested
in finding an explanation as to how this development from
tribal to modern 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 kinehip and marriage.
J.F. MeLennan,*® a Scottish lawyer, wae the first to
utilize the social evolutional theory to explain the
origin and development of the family, MeLennan 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, MecLennan, 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 faﬁales only, which in turn
was followed by the tracing of kinshlp through males only.
Finally monogamy and the tracing of kinship through both
males and females became dominant, These conclusions
sparked off a controversy between MclLennan and {ir 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 'Patriarcheal'
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 014 Testament scholar, At the time of
Robertson Smith anthropology was very much to the fore in
theological discussion, The theory of evolution, in all
its 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 1dea 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, meaninglesse,
customs and beliefe, and laying bare those customs which
have proved their evolutional status by their function in
modern society.hs His effort in this field laid the
foundation for the new diseipline - social anthr0pology.h7
While Robertson Emith supported McLennan in his basic
theory,ha he differed in his approach, choosing to work
from the known backward to the unknown drawing in the
final analyeis, upon primitive cultures for analogies to
support his theory.

Biblical exegetes, taking a cue from such scholars
a8 Robertson Smith, began to trace the evolutional
development of Christian marriage, Citing the relevant
passages in the 0ld and New Testament, scholars could
easily discern an evolutional development, Thus the
basic idea which evolved, end kept marriage theology from
advancing, was that polygamy was a consequence of a fall
L6, W, Robertson Smith, %he Rellggon of %he Semites,

(Burnett Lectures), nburgh, .

L4L7. M. Douglas, Purity and Danger, Middlesex, 1966, p.25.

L8, W, Robertson Smith, Kin and Marriage in Far
Arabia, Cambridge, 1 .
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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, monogemy 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 sccial
evolutional theory. The anthropologists on the other
hand seek to show from the historical and sociological
faects, that marriage has gone through an evolutional
procese, However, the theological approach became the
pattern of exegesis despite the conflicting historical
and cultural evidence recorded in the 0ld Testament
regarding the origin and development of the 1nst1tution.u9
Some Biblical acholars5° have detected a parallel
between the evolutional development of marriage and
49, Cf, D,R, Mace, Hebrew Marriage, New York, 1953
(Part), pp. 35—E3T_ETEE-ET_W§Etermarck, Marriage,
New York, 1929,

50 Cf, Fo Grelot, len and Womwan in Scripture, liew York,
1964,
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revelation, As God revealed himself in history first
through the prophets, and then through his Son, 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 1s
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,
ineluding theologilans, 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 lower; 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 poesible 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 Bonhoefferian 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 God'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; ihd 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.51

As anthropology became more scientific there was a
shift from evolutionary speculation to & more empirical
investigation of aocieties.52 Bronislaw Malinowski may
well be eredited 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
Structul’cs", Coac Vol. 5' HNo. 6. m 1970.
PPe 25~58,

52, R, Fox, Kinship and Marriage, Middlesex, 1967,
Pe 20,
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anthropologiet8,53 taking Malinowski'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 %o

53« Kinship studies took a more empirical approach with
the work of R.E, lLowie and G,P, Murdoeck in America,
Radeliffe-Brown in England, and especially C. Levi-
Straues in France, It was Levi-Strauss's work Les
Structures Elementajres de la Parenté, Paris, 1
(Elementary Xinship otructures) 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-
Strauves 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 difrerent 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
variatione on the alliance theme, Thus marriage is
seen as the response to various recognizable
pressures within a framework of biological,
pBychological, 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 neede change 80 does
the system, Cf, R, FoX, Op.cit. ppe 13=<5.
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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 greation 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
£ill 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 enviroamon%, as great
1mportancd 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 concuhinaga.sk because the important thing was to
beget offspring and extend the family, However, when we
compare this situation with our own we can apprecilate the
historical and cultural influences at work, Today,
living in a dangerously overpopulated world, we no longer
see the function of marriage as "Be fruitful and multiply,
and £ill the earth", That command, if no other, has
been ably fulfilled, And where the function has changed,

54, Cf, J., Van Seters, "The Problem of Childlessness in
Near Eastern Law and the Patriarchs of Israel,"
JRibLit, 87 (1968) pp. LO1=-8,
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as 1n 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
Churech in drawing its theological inepiration from these
myths has been guilty of defending cultural practice555
(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 itselfl,

e Orders Creation and Marriage Theolo

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 'orders 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 Pr
(Chureh of ©Tngland), the Book of ?EEE w?%h
additions and deviations approved in 1927, we have:

L/ "First, It (marriage) was ordained for the
procreation of childrenj.eee o« Secondly, it was

ordained for a remedy against sin, and to avoid
fornication .‘o" PPa 263-,4-.
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theoclogy today.56 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
comzandments which God gave as Creator and which he
imposes upon all men.57 In a way the concept 'order of
creation' holds firmly to the belief that God's will,
which is the ultimate standardfor law, can only be known
through revelation, However, this does not mean that
the will of God can only be known through Holy feripture;
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 ... Oor with the Bible story, but is natural, human,
and premChrlstian."5a

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 'suum
cuique' stands the original divine order, which lays down
56, K. Rahner, Sacramentum Mundi, An Encyclopaedia of

Theology.  Vole by Tondon, 1983 pe 206
57 1Ibid, pe 296,

58+, P, Althaus, Die christliche Wahrheit, 1
(Giterslon, T940) pe 7he
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what 1s proper for each person, the will of the creator,
the order of creation.59

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
instinet and reanon.eo However, Althaus points out that
"God'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 Therefore, the idea 'order of creation'

of new forms,
according to Althaus, is not to be understood in static
and Platonic terms, as an eternal order of being, but as
an historical and dynamic procean.62
However, the apparent weakness of the whole idea
comes into view when we analyse these ordinances in
relation to man's historical existence, Ve find that
these orders, in the arena of humanity, are shot through
by 8in, and that therefore their particular historical

form at any given moment must be critically examined, tc

59« E. Brunner, The erative, London, 1937,
PPe 211=219.

60' H=H Suhrey. _Qm. Vol. 5. Hoe 3’ Ps 32e
614 Ibid, pe 32,
62, P, Althaus, op., c¢it. pe 7h.
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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 gstatus
gquo, or as belonging to a period of time when these orders

63 They are rather a

were in operation in human history.
kind of Platonic 'forn' that stands over against reality --

a standard by which reality must try to perfect itself,

63, Reinhold Niebuhr is eritical of this concent 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." Cf. The

%W. Vol, 3, C.W,. Kigley, Qd.:
ew York, 190<, pe . In commenting on Brunner's
idea of orders of creation in relation to marriage
Niebuhr says, "Brunner, following Luther, makes
monoganmy the chief example of the order of creation
not only because monogany is the most primordiel and
perennially valid of human communities, but because
it is the one institution which is validated by a
Seriptural appeal to the order of creation, It will
be remembered that Jesus in rejecting divorce whlch
Moges had allowed "for the hardness of your hearts",
declared that "in the beginning it was not so", He
then proceeds to derive from a genuine order ol
creation, heterosexuality, ("male and female created
he them" ) and from the fact that the merriage bond
merges two personalities into one ("and they shall
become one flesh”) the conclusion that the ideal law
for such & union is its indissolubility. "Now what
God had Jjoined 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 onliy 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 eircumstances,” Ibid, p. 266,
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Thus marriage in this eense is not simply a remedy for
gin, but an original order which governs the relationship
between the sexes,

Brunner in his discussion of marriage and family
11fesh ag 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.ﬁs for a man can become truly a man only in
relation to a women, and a woman can become truly a woman

66 Biologically man and woman

only in relation to a man,
are functionally related to one another, and because
there is a biological differentiation various kinds cf
sexual relationships have become universal phenomena
which give specific character te 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 funetions.67 This basie
dissimilarity in function reveals a basic dependency upon
others whose functions are complementary to our own.sa
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, B, Brunner, ops cit. pe 211=219
65, 1Ibid, pe 211
66, 1Ibid, pe 211
67« 1bid, pe. 212
68, 1Ibid, pe 214
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reformation, from the Christian standpoint, but
"Adaptation to the existing order ... because it has been
created by God, 18 the first point in the Christian ethieS?
The existing order must be respected begause of tae
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
in its broken condition due to ain".7° The acceptance
of the given order must therefore be temporary and
conditiona1.71 Because God 1s the Redeemer as well as
the Crecator and Preserver, we should strive to purify
and perfect the existing order in obedience to Him.72
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 0ld 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 ereation' is no doubt derived in part from the static
ideal of marriage which has moulded its structure in
humean life over the centuries, To put it plainly, this

69. Ibid’ Pe 21bf.
70, Ibid, pe 214
71« Ibid, p. 214

72. Cf. D.E, Burrington, "The Command and the Orders in
Brunner's Ethics," SeotJth.20 (1967) ppe 149=106L.
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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 marriage, and therefore obstructing rather than
clarifying man's understanding of it, The present
Protestant attitude sees the image of nmarriage as
accordant with a belief in creation, but not in the sense
that 1t is a simultaneously unhistorical yet universal
basic structure of axistenne-75

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 faet 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, IHowever, the New Testament teaching on
marriage involves more than just bringing the original
'order' into sharper focus with existing practice. The
Gogpel makee marriage into something new, and while it is
lived like any ordinary marriage, the couple, by virtue

73. Wa Lohff, CPs cite Pe 360
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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.mk

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 ereation must be
abandoned, Christian marriage, apart from ordinary
marriage, is seen to be something more, something
different, something 'new', However, like ordinary
marriage, Christian marriage is temporal, transitory, and
bound only to this world (Mt. 12125 par.),‘ %ﬁnce 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 Cospel 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 hase

74 H. Baltensweiler, Conec. Vol. 5, No. 6, p. 148,
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Christological and salvific 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,

e Task of Th esis

The task of this thesis is to overcome the
limitations which previous theological and socioclogical
theories have imposed on exegetical efforts, and to study
the various 0ld and New Testament statements on marriage
in their own historical and cultural context with a view
to determining what aspecte of the New Testament teaching
on marriage are historically and sociologically
conditioned, and what 1s valid in prineciple even for
today. OQur aim will be to see 1if @he teaching of the
New Testament has a unique contribution to make to this
bagic human relationship, and further, if it speaks
dynamically and meaningfully to the marriage 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 Jesua' contemporaries, Once
we have established the "Bitz im 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 exegeaia75 enables us to
approach the subject of Marriage in the lew 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
writinga.76 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 L8
to 60 A,D, Cf, Chapter L 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 Synoptic teachings on marriage
can be attributed to Jesus himself, we shall assume that
the teachings used in the Oynoptics 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
of marriage in the Pauline correspondence.77 Here we
see the 'gospel' 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
prineiples, 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 aes 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 +II Corinthians,
Galatians, Philippians, I Thessalonians and
Philemon, Two other letiters are debatable -
Colossians, and II Thessalonians, The authenticity
of the Pauline Corpus is discussed fully in
Chapter L 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, 1In 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 analyﬁia will attempt to note the
developments and innovations made in the Christian
teaching of marriage at this period,

Pinally, 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,



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
eéthical system and marriage 1nnt1tution.1

"It is teken for granted by some people that all
socleties have approximately the same type of family life,
This is quite wrong.“2 There are major differences in
family struetures 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 2nalysis
of' the teaching of Jesus on marriage in the New
Testament, Any preconceived idea that femily 1life 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
Teatament amplified in its proclamation, To understand

: I See page L, Chapter 1,

2 E.A, Nida, Bible Translating, New York, 2nd ed.,
Pe 180,
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what Jesus, and the New Testament had to say about
marriage and the family, we must first understand the

"84tz im Leben” to which this teaching was addressed,

Zhe Megopotamian Wilieu

The iebrews 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
status of the Hebrew family in ite Mesopotamian 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
varlous Semitic groups known as Babylonians, Assyrians,
Aramaeans, Phoenicians, Edomites, Moabites, Ammonites,
Hebrews and Abyssinians (Falaahaa).h 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 lif'e of other Semitic peoples, soon

developed customs and ideologies that were different from

Ao W,0, Oesterley and T.H. Robinson, Hebrew Reli »
its Origin and De%e;ogmeng, London, 1930, ps 5, CT,
also J, Kasteiln, story and Destiny of the Jews,
New York, 1939, pe 6o

4, Cf, Oesterley, Ibid, p.3.




554

thelr 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 focussed more particularly on the development of
Hebrew marriage insofar as it forms the background to the

teaching of the New Testament on marriage and the family.

The Law Codes as Sources of Information
Qur knowledge of family life in most of the Ancient

Near BHast 1s 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, Oome 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 oode.5 However,
we must bear in mind that laws only provide the framework
of society and do not expreas or enforce the total life,

in that they do not alwaye 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 & nomadie
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,
2535, 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 sanetion of the elders - Deut. 21:118-21,
This shows a definite change in authority. Cfe. J.R.
Bartlett, "The Use of the Viordwwn~™? &8 a Title in
the 0ld Testament," VgtTest, 19 (1969) 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
socliety. 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, IThe Hammurabi Code

According to the Hammurabi Code the Babylonian
family was basically monogamous in charscter, 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 ...".6 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
get a greater share of the 1nher1tance.7 Only in
exceptional cases may a4 man marry a second wife or take
a concubine while his first wife is still alive, These
are: (1) if his wife is incurably 111 (para, 148); (2) if
she is of a reprehensible character, neglecting her duties

and belittling him in public (para. 141); (3) if she is

6 Cfe. J.Bs Pritchard, Ancient Near fastern Texts,
relating to the 0ld Testament, Frincdon university

ress, Frincdon, 1950, De *
7. 1Ibid, Assyrian Laws (Middle) para., 41, pe 183,




57.

sterile (para, 146~7); and (L) if she is a priestess and
is forbidden by religious law to bear children (para {1LL-
5)e¢ In all these cases the inability of the wife to
provide her husband with children is deemed sufficient
ground yfor taking a second wife or a concubine.a Thus
the whole problem of childlessness in Near Fastern 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 e¢hild 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 wae considered to be a defect (Z]?ZI) 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 .. o' However, the defect of sterility
was overcome in Near Eastern soclety, and especlally

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

8e I. Mendelsohn, "The Family in the Ancient Near East,"”
BibArchey 11-15 (1948-52) p. 24,
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but rather by the wife providing a 'handmaid' for the

husband for the purpose of ensuring legal descendantS.g

9¢ To the Hebrew the giving of handmaids to the husband was
not considered to be a violation of the rule of monogany,
If we follow the theory of ‘extended personality’
developed by P.(E). Dhorme, J. Pedersen, and H., Wheeler
Robinson, we can grasp the thinking behind this whole
practice of giving handmaids to the husband for the
purpcse of ensuring legal decendants,

In Hebrew thought a man's personality is thought of as
extending throughout his YY1 , i.e. 'house' or 'House-
hold', The father, of course, is the head; and next in
order of importarce are alternatively the wife (or wives)
and the sons, then the sons' wives and the daughters,
Thus 8 man's personality is felt to exist within his
household, and what is more, to extend to the whole of
his propertiy. As Pedersen puts it, "In the eyes of the
Israelite also property is a living thing, and is part
of his soul"” (Cf, Israel: Its Life and Culture I-II,
1926, pe170.)Thus the household in its entirety is
regarded as a psychical whole -~~~ the extended
personality of the man at ite head, The prime example
of this is the story of Achan in Joshua 7:24f Cf, for
example, also Gen, 44:Lff, and Judges 11:12-13, Wwhere
'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, Thie 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 & 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 personality', Thus the marriage as far as the
Hebrews are concerned remaine 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.3i:
6f)e According to the concept of 'extended personality'
the son is Rachel's and not Bilhah's 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
time; 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 a8 concubine for the purpose
of ensuring legal deﬂoendants.1°
However, a8 a consequence of this practice in the
Near East there developed a sexual ethic in which men and
womén are placed on different levels, Wives 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 handmald, if necessary, for
the purpose of providing legal decendants, Cf, A.R.
The One and the Ma the Israelite
edersen,

L ]
éarau : - 1I, 1926; H, Wheeler
obinson, ebrew Psycholo n The Peo le and the
ﬂoo&. ed.’ AeS, Peﬂke (1 925 9 PPe
10.,P, Grelot, "The Institution of Marriage: 1Its

Evolution in the 0ld Testament,"” Concs Vol, 5, Ho, 5
(1970)s pe 4O, Cf, also the Hammurabi Code, para,
1
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mistook her for a prostitute (Gen., 38:15-18).
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, 24:58f), He is as the Vest Semites called
him the 'Ba'al' ("owner") of his wives and children,
Thue in Babylonian society, a man could have as many
slave concubinee as he wished, The Code explicitly
recoznizes this fact when it decrees that a 8lave
concubine and her children shall be set free after the
death of the master,!!
The Hammurabl 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 states 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;
(4) oath of the parties; and (5) the names of the

witnesses and the data.12

11, Hammurabi Code, para. 170=71.

12 1, Hﬂndelsohn. OPe cit, Pe 25, Cfe also T, Jde HQER.
"lesopotamian Legal Documenis", in Ancient Near
Lastern Texts, ed,, J.B. Pritchard, Priaceton,
1950. ppe 21 7ffa
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Marriage in the ancient Near Bast 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 iis 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
sum of money is called in Babylonia, Assyria and Nuzi
'tirhatu', in Ugarit 'tirhatu' and 'mohar', and in the
0ld Testamant13 'mohar', It is not necessary to explore
all the sociological implications of the paying of the
"¢tirhatu-mohar" i.ere, suffice it to say, that there exist
two schools of thought ae to the definition of the
"tirhatu-mohar", One school interprets the "tirhatu-
mohar" as 'bride-price' and hence concludes that the
Ancient lear Tast marriage was at least originally
"purchase-marriage", The other school explains it as a
"compensation gift"”, and hence concludes that marriage

never wasg “purcnase~marr1age".1h Fvidence can be

15

gathered in support of both positions, However,

13, Cf, Gen, 34:12; 1 Sam, 18:25; Ex, 22:15:16.
14, PFor a full debate on this issue see I, Burrows,

Bgaia of Iurag%;te Marr;ggg, American Oriental

Society, New Haven, Connecticut, 1938,

15. As against the argument presented by k. 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, 29; Ex., 2:21).



62,

according to paragraphs 138-39 of the Hammurabi Code,
which deal with the case of divorce, if a man divorces
hies 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
a 'tirhatu' is taken for granted in the Hammurabi Goda.16
In the matter of divorce the Babylonians differed
from their Semitic neighboﬁra, in that a more humane
attitude toward women seems to be expreéaed 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

17 However, the

husband at any time on paying a fine,
Hammurabli Code accepts the attitude of the Ancient Near
Faet 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
w111,18 otherwise a husband may do as he pleases,
Nevertheless, divorce was not a simple matter 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 4164, 166,
17s HeCs 142=43,
18. }I.C. 114‘8-)4-9.
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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 father's
house,'? The fine varied according to the status of the
wife, and in the Hammurabi period this fine varied from
ten shekels to sixty shekels of ailver.zo

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 Hammurabl Code was death by drowning. However,
punishment varied depending on the circumstances of' the
crime,21 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 ite 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.Ci 138.
20, H,C. 137ff, also I, Hendelsohn, OPe cilts pe 3.10
21, H.C, 142-43,
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thece codes indicates a shift in attitude which allowed
women a higher degree of equality than their surrounding
Semitic neighbours,

A8BS Code:

In contrast to the Babylonian family structure the
Assyrian family wase basically polygamoue, &8 a man could
have as many concubines as he wishes in addition to his
chiefl or "veiled" wif'e, regardless of whether he had
children by his chief wife or not. CelleWe Johns, in his

An Assyrian Doomedey Book, notes that the Harran census
22 The interesting

lists many men with two wives,
difference tc note here between the Babylonian and
Aseyrian 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 wilfe can provide him with progeny, wherecas
the same practice in Assyrian society is permitted
regardless of the fertility of his chief wife, Therefore,
while childlessness 1s 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 S0,
in fact, that in the Assyrlan Law Code she becomes &
mere chattel,

The institution of marriage, apart from the practice

of polygamy, was basically the same in Assyria as in
22. Poe 614
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Babylonia, Marriage was based on a written contr&ct,23
with basically the same terms as those contained in the

Hammurabi Code.2h

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 divoreing 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
woman as "worse than that of a bqu of burden".26 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 lLaw, para., 36,

24, H.C, 128ff, Also page 56 above,
25, H.C. 142=43,

26, 1I. 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.27 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 vietim's father to be

28  1h this situation women were

treated in like manner,
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
documentn29 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

tradition is patriarchal.5° However, whether it was

27. Assyrian lLaw, para., 50,
28, Assyrian Law, para, 55,

29, Other legal texts which treat regulations are The
Laws of Eshnunna, the Hittite Laws, The Nuzi Laws,
and the Lipit-Ishtar lLaw code, which may be found in
J«B., Pritchard's ient Near Eastern Texts, 1950,

50 References to matriarchal and fratriarchal family
organization are found both in the cuneiform sources
and in the 0l1d Testament., Cf. F. Koschaker,
"Pratriarchat, Hausgemeinschaft und Mutterrecht in
Keilschriftrechten,” ZAW, 7 (1935), ppe 1-89:

C. H. GordznE “?r?triarchy in the 0ld Testament,"”
JBig%;g, 54 (1935) pp. 223=31; D. liace, Hebrew
Marriage, 1953, ppe 76-95.
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essentially monogamous or polygamous is difficult to
determine, as the history of the Hebrews gosback 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 bibliecal
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

32

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.33 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',3l
3. Cf, Gen, 29315-30' 2'4-, Gen,. 26.3&; 28.9

32, Cf, Leopold Loew, Gesammelte Schriften, Szegedin,
1889=-1900, III, Ppo33f; also L.M. hLpstein, Hargi&ge
in Bible and Talmud, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 1 B
Pe =113 D, Nace, Hebrew Marriage; 1953, ppe136=1l1.
33. Cf. IJI Epﬂtem, Ibid’ p. 6.

3’4. Ibid, Boe 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
or1g1n3.35 Thus our safest starting point is to
recognize polygamy as an established institution in
Israelite society, and to treat monogany ae 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
lawgiver 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 0ld Testament stress the desire for
providing a son who is to be heir. This may be seen as
part of the religious motive of the promise, but it also
reflects the general social attitude of Near Lastern
gociety to the problem of childlessness, age we have seen
expressed in the Assyrian and Fabylonian law codes.36
Polygamy 1is 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

brought out in the bibliecal nnrratives.37

354 Ibid, p. i
36, See page 55F above,
37. Gen: 243603 29:31; 30:1;2L,
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In the early stages the Hebrew family was based on a
Babylonian pattern38 with Abraham the patriarch and Sarah
the matriarch as required by Babylonian 1&w.39 Thus
Abraham and Isaac have only one wife in the formal sense
of the term, and in accordance with the Hammurabi code,uo
their marriage follows a definite pattern, Sarah
provides a 'handmaid' for Abraham when she is found
childless, To teke 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

Ly and Esau

stage when we find Jacob taking two wives,
three wives.hz From this stage onward the course of
their history, presents migrations, economic changes,
cultural influences from without and cultural progress
from within, all contributigg- to the development of
Hebrew family structure,

The migrations brought the Hebrews into contact with

other customs, especially the polygamous practices of the

58, The Babylonian laws are based upon a concept that
Just 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, Cf., L, Epstein, op. cite. pe 7o

39- HeC, 1141@. 1670
L4LO. H.C. 144,

L1, 29:15-30, 24,

L2, Gen., 26,343 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 ean
agricultural and town economy; (2) the formation of the
trival confederation (the amphietyony) and its
dissolution with the introduction of the monarchy; and
(3) the collection of the laws intoc a series of codms.h:5
Some development in Hebrew family structure can be
detected when we compare pre=iosaic and ?ost-ﬁoaaic 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-liosaic period no longer
obtains in the post-iMosaie pex"iodl..l'u‘L Also such laws as
those introduced against selling one's wife to pay off a
debtu5 show a refined feeling for the value of marriage.
However, despite these developments, Hebrew marriage was
8till a long way from reaching the high standard that we
find in Babylonian society where the wife had many

L3, C.S. Rodd, ope.cit., p.24,

L, Compare Lev, 18:6=23 and 20:9=21, with Gen. 29:15=
30, Ex, 6320, Gen, 20:12, 2 Sam 13:13.

45, Ex, 21:7f3; Cf, Deut., 21:1L,
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rights of which the Israelite's legislation appears to
know nothins-h6
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 normy it was by no means accepted wholehcartedly,
and while Deuteronomy seems to endorse polygamy (21:15-17),
and concubinage (21:10-14), 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 wives; bigamy was not
infreguent, but the people as a rule practiced monogamy.
The Cld Testament gives us very little information
regarding divorce, However, it appears in the early
stages gwéébrew could divorce his wife at will, and was

not obliged to make provisions for her future maintenance,

L6, Sueh measures as the right of the wife to divorce her
husbandj provision by the husband for the divorced
wife; and the right in the marriage contract to
refuse to give security for debts contracted by the
husband before marriage (Cf, H,C. 142, 151, 137=-140,
1715 172) indicate the superiority of Babylonia to
Israel in the external details of civilization,

Cfe We Bichrodt, %heo;ogﬁ og the 0ld Testament,
Philadelphia, 1 s PPe ~31 o
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As 1s 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 repudliated wife who remarried
(2h431=~l)3 the reasons justifying diveorce are rather
vague.u7 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 Aseyrian 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.772a, 107a)., He had to provide her with
food, clothing, and shelter, and to fulfil his connublal
duty; and furthermore to redeem hies wife in case of her
later captivity (m.Ket.IV.h, 8=9; t.Ket,IV,2, 264), 1In
case of illness he was to provide medicine for her, and
at her death to provide a funeral. The right to divorce

was exclusively the husbands.*® However, through the

L47. This is evident from the fact that a great deal of
discussion was carried on in Rabbinic literature
gzncerning the phrase "some unseemly thing". Deut,

111f,

L8, BSee Gen. 24:1-4,

49, However, the woman could divorce her husband if he
engaged in certain trades such as Dung 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,
Pe .
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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.so These restrictions improved the status of
women within the marriage relationship,

What becomes apparent in viewing the Hebrew family
against its lesopotamian environment is that it shares
certain basic characteristics with the anclent Semitie
world, which may be summed up as follows: (1) marriage
serves primarily as a means of begetting offspring:

(2) marriage is patriarchal, the father is the 'bva'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
'berakhah' a blessing (Gen, 49:25),2?

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. be Yﬂb. 89&, 63b; b. Pes, 115b == (3en, Re 17.3 on 2.
18 (Sanh, 133, is significant),

51 1. Eendelﬂohn. Pe 39.




he

"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, 17:17), by prophetic

utterances in favour of monogemy, 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 (}151113&.1.&1.5’4 Gen, 2:18«2L4 written in an
environment where polygamy, concubinage, and divorece,
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 factore were
recognized in the history of the Hebrew people which
prevented this 'ideal' from becoming the accepted
practice, First there was the coming 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 referencee to monogamy as the ideal
are: Isa, 50:1; Jer, 2:2; Bzek, 16:8; Prov, 12:l;
18:22; 19:14; 31:10=31; Ps, 128:3.

53, L, Epstein, op, cit, p. 5., Cf, also L, Loew, op.
e¢it. PPe. 33‘55.

5Le Gens 131273 2:18=24,
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polygamy, which the Hebrews borrowed from neighbouring
cultures, Once Israelite legislaticn adapted itselfl 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 e

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
gualities, For the prophets, marriage became an 'I-
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.55 Thus by displaying
to believers the ideal couple formed by the God-
Eridegroom and Community-Bride,ss 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 11teraturc§7
of post-exilic Judaism definitely favoured monogamy, which
eventually resulted in the development of new attitudes
toward divorce: @God stands as witneses between the man
and "the wife of his youth"; the man is not to break
faith with her "for Yahweh hates divoroe".58 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 Semitiec world,

By the time of Jesue, however, the monogamous ideal
had made great inroads on Jewish practice, While the

55, Ezek, 16:53=63,
56. 1Isa, 5L:61=1=16,

57« Cfe Prove 5:15-233 Sir, 26:13-18, Job, 31:1, 7312,
Tobit, - passim,

58, Cfe, Mal, 2:14-16, Some recent scholars argue for a
'eultic 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 actuzl breakup of
marriage but rather to infidelity to the religion

of Yahwehe Cfe A. Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry
in the New Temple; ILund, Gleerup; Copenhagen,
1 5s Pe T,
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Rabbinic legal literature still provided for the
posesibility of polygamy, the ordinary Hebrew to all
intents and purposes was monogamous.59 However, we must
bear in mind that the kind of marriasge to which Jesus
directed his teaching included the permission of polygamy,
the subjection of women, and the sole right of the
husband to divorce, ?urthermore, what Jesus had to say
about divorece and the monogamous ideal had no force of
law, Like the prophets before him, he could only appeal
to the moral consciousness of his hearers, Thus we find
that, understood in the context of Hebrew marriage
custome and laws, the 'Sitz im 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 1s totally alien
to marriage as understood in first century Christianity,

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

deciding its full institutionalization, dJewish marriageuﬁo

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

61

several years, Only with the gradual payment of the

59 Cf, J. Jeremias, gerﬁaalgg in the Time of Jesua,
London, 1969, pp. s among others,

60, This is also the case with marriage in Greek and
Roman society, Cf, P,E., Harrel, Divorce and

Remarriage in the Zarly Church, Austin, Texas, 1967,
61. Gen, 29:15-30, 24,
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bridewealth, the accompanying ceremonies, and the birth
of a ch11d52 is the bond generally confirmed and a stable
marriage thought to develop. This is not to say,
however, that oromantic love was completely absent.63

The marriage process begins when the father can
afford the 'bride-price' for his son, with the family,
not the son, selecting the prospective bride.sh The
consent of the son to the partner 1s not important,
however, it is usually obtalned 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 ",., iB acquired by
money, by writ, or by intercourse" (M, Kidd 1:1),
does8 not establish the fact that a marriage is
stabilized by any of these actions, HKarriage is
actually what takes place after the acquisition of a
women, and it depends very much on the birth of a
child whether the marriage is to continue as is, or
undergo change or posesibly dissolution, Thus the
birth of a child appears to be the crucial factor in
the Middle Iast which confirms and stabilizes the
marriage bond,

63, Cf. Gen, 3he3, Judges ‘“4.1"3’ II Chron. 11.20=21,

6L, In the lNear East 'cross~cousin' marrisges were
preferable, that is, marriage with the child of the
aunt or uncle. This arrangment serves to keep the
'bride-price' within the larger family group, and
further strengthens that group through progeny.

65, However, there are varying customs throughout the
Middle Last regarding the consent ol the daughter,
one such custom of asking the girl's permiesion is
contained in Genesis 24:51-58.
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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

period of negotiatione until a bargain is struck,

66

However, as noted earlier, the amount agreed upon 1is

not paid in full.67 As
bride-price is paid over
remainder is retained by
wife only if and when he
way, a safeguard for the
out financial support if
the other hand, it is an
a hasty divorce, It is
third of a 'bride-price'

a rule, only two-thirde of the
prior to marriage. The

the husband to be paid to the
divoreces her, This is, in a
wife who would find herself with-
divorced by her husband, and on
obatacle to the husband against
not easy to come up with a

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,

From this point until the

wedding cerenony the bride is to avoid being seen by her

prospective husband.58

Should she meet him by accident

66, Cf. S, Greengus, "0ld Babylonia Marriage
Ceremonies and Rites", QQ%§1.20 (1966), pps 55=T2,
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 wguld suggest that there may have been
little fanfare or ceremony in a Near Eastern marriage.
However, closer scrutiny showe 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
consummateﬁ.sg This practice of escorting the bride to
the marriage tent became the nucleus of community
celebration, as others Jjoined in the procession, making
it an occasion of pomp and festivity. In New Testament
times the wedding ceremony had taken on other
embellishments such as a festive meal to which many guests

were 1nv1ted.70 However in the earlier period only the

69. This small tent is called by different names in the
Bible, for example, 'qubbah' Num., 25:18; 'ohel', I1I
Sam, 16:223 'huppah' Ps, 19:63 'heder' Joel, 2:16;
'eres' 8, of Sol. 1:16,

70. Mt. 22:2¢f,
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menfolk took part in the feativitiea,71 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 consumnation, With the great empbasis 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-
stained garment worn by the bride during her deflomtion.?z
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 daughtor.73 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,
72a Cfo Gen, 22313"’19-

73« This practice is still carried on among the nomadic
Arabs of the Middle East, ©S5ee R, Patal, Family love
and the Bible, London, 1960, 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 0ld 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.7h
If, after marriage a defect was found in her, the husband
had the right to put her away (Ket. 7:7). 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
magie, 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

74. 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 'mohar', 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, Thie practice
prevented divorce, and at the same time did not violate
the monogamous concept of marriage as the Hebrews
understood 1t.7u

While the interpretation of (ﬂ_?"_):\_{) in Deut,2l4:1-4
is normally understood as some '1ndecén;y' or 'improper
behaviour's® It may well be understood to mean in
addition to indecency or improper behaviour some blemish
(127/1 ) which might give the husband cause for divoreing
her, as is made clear in Ketuboth 7:7:

".ee (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, b & g

he married her, making no conditions, and defects

were found in her, she may be put away without

her Ketubah,"

Therefore, divorce in the 0ld Testament is not only
based on moral issues, but also includes divorce for such
physical defects as sterility, and other possible blemishes
such as leprosy and physical deformity. In point of faet,
the same degree of purity was demsnded of the bride before
marriage as was demanded for those entering the priesthood,

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

74. See note 9 above,

75. For the varicus interpretations on Deut, 24:1 in
Tannaitic literature, Cf, H.L. Strack and

Pe. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus
Talmud und Hld:gﬂgag 1922=06, on kts HeI171,
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the final requirement for a stable marriage is the birth
of a child,

Even today in the Kiddle East a barren woman will
prefer her husband take a second wife in order that the
'house may have Bonn'.76 In our analysis of the New
Testament material on divorce, it will be necescsary to
consider this additional basis for divoree, and to try
and determine if it has implications for the teaching of

Jesus and the rest of the New Testament,

The Gﬁ@co—ﬁoggn Yorld

Jesue 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
a8 then known -- with communication made easy by their
tremendous road and caravan routes, and the acceptance
of the Greek language as the medium of cormunication in
both learning and commerce, However, the policy of the
Roman Empire was, to a large extent, one of toleration
and non-interference with the marriage as well as other
laws and customs of the nations who had been conguered,
Therefore, both the Jews and the Greeks were allowed to
continue with their own marriage customs and lawe,
However, despite this toleration by the Romans,
‘acculturalization' took place, with each nation

borrowing customs and practices from another,

76. Cfa Ro Patai' OPO citl 9071I
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To complete the background for our study it is
necessary to look briefly at Greek and Roman marriage
customs, noting their differencea{@ga 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
"preligion of the hearth" (Demosthenes, Pros Makartaton,
51)s The "hearth" was the symbol of deceased ancestors,
and the place of the household 3063.77 Therefore each
family had its own household liturgy with its own rites,
prayers, hymns, and saerifices, 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 domestie
religion becoming extinct; as a result, barrenness

dissolved marriage, In a real sense, the ancient Greek

77 E, Schillebeeckx, %arr;a$e! Secular Realitﬁ and
Saving liystery, London, s Par I, Pe 411,
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family was a religious community which perpetuated the
worship of ancestors and individual household 3063.78
Greek society being patriarchal marriage meantg for
the womanp 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

79

sacrifices, This transference from one religious
community to another was marked by a series of rituals
which had to §¢ with consecration and initiation, This
transference consisted of three essential acts, The
first took place in the house of the bride's father, and
was called the 'ekdosis', the handing over of the bride,
The seécond step was the conducting of the bride to the
house of the bridegroom, The final ceremony, was the
'telos', which took place in the bridegroom's house,
Marriage for the Greeks was therefore originally a
religious aet, an initiation of the woman into a
dirfferent religion, This underlying religious principle
in Greek marriage is said to be responsible for the
monogamous and essentially indissoluble nature of

8o However, as the

marriage in early Greek society,
society became more secularized, absorbing the social
influences from other cultures, it lost sight of the

religious principle underlying its basic concept of

78. Ibid. Pe 5
79! Ibid' Pe 5f
80 Cf, W.J. Woodhouse, "Karriage" (Greek), in

Encfclopgedia of Hg;%féog and Et?%gg, ed,, James
Has 1ngs, ol, VIII PPe s
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marriage, and marriage became not 8o much a means for
continuing the household religion which was falling into
disuse,81 but an institution for the purpose of

82 However, the need for descendants was

procreation,

often interpreted in the context of the 'household

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

paternal hearth".83 Thus marriage, in earliest Greek

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

initiation and consecz~%fion, 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

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

& number of changes took place with regard te the

institution itself, The monogamous and indissoluble

nature of Greek marriage, whlch 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

cormon practice,

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

82, Cf, Demosthenes, "Kata Neairas," 122,
83. Aeschylus, "Khoephoroi", 26lL,
8,h,, "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
Master (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 'gamos' -~ the wedding feast., These ceremonies,
according to Attic lLaw, were purely a legal matter and
had 1ittle religious aignificance.85 However, in the
Hellenistic period these ceremonies came under the
influence of Eastern customa?s The marriage itself
included, in addition to ite social and economic aspects,
a religious dimension in that a priest took part in the
marriage ceremony, blessing the marriage and giving
instruction to the bride and bridcgroam.87

It was also in the Hellenistic periocd that marriage
became depreciated as an institution in favour of
asceticism, Asceticism was seen in this period as a

838

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,

and secondly, the rise in Neo~Pytha gorean philosophyag

85« Cf, HeJds Wilkins, The History of Divorce, and
Remerriage, London, 1910, pp. Te

86, =, Schillebeeckx, Marriage: op. cit. p. 17.

87. Ibid’ p. 17.

88, Cf, R, Bultmann, Theology of the liew Testament, I,
London, 1952’ Pe 103,

89 The Neo-Pyth agoreans considered sexual intercourse
a contamination of the spirit under any
circumstances, even within marriage, CIf, W.J.
Woodhouse, "Marriage (Greek)", op. c¢it. pp. LLSTL,
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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
wae only allowed, and then by only some of the
philosophieal schools such as the Stoles, within
matrimony and for the sole purpose of procreation.go
Hence the spirit/flesh dualism contributed to the spread
of asceticiem and the general decline of marriage as an
acceptable vocation in 1ifa-91

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's natural passions, All of this, of
course, was linked to the decline of the 'family cultus'
and the subseguent 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

signifricance 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
Athenian 1aw93 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, pe 450,

91, Cf, H, Preisker, Christentum und Ehe den ersten
drei Jahrhunderten, Beriin, 1927, De ;

92, The New Schaff-Herzog Bncyveclopaedia of Religio
Rﬁowieage, Vo%. 7s New YOrk, 1910, De 1%3.

93¢ H, J. Wilkins, op, ¢it. 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 statement
ol her desire, whereas the husband could dissolve the

marriage simply by repeating the divorce formula:

Catvet TMpRTIE Ta oR —— ﬂvz/,;rf/)«'rrz 74 sa’  or

v
T& OEQRUTHS TPATTe

TR LoV 7pU 77'/0{!‘?"7'5

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
religlo-social institution tied closely to the 'household
religion' which provided, in earlier times, the
governing principle for social organization, ineluding
marriage, However, the social and religious influences
of neighbouring cultures contributed to the decline of
the "family cult' with its ancestor worship and family
goda,'and a8 a consequence, marriage, which was originally
a religious aet ~- monogamous and indissoluble == began
to break down, and in the Hellenistic period was openly
depreclated, Thus divorce, concubinage, and illicit
sexual relationships became common practice in Greek
socliety. Therefore, marrisge for the Greeks in the time
of Christ was & gecular undertaking which had little
religious significance, and, was, for the most part, a

combination of various cultural practices that had been



brought together as a result of the syncheesnistic nature
of the Hellenistic environment, where Jew, Roman, and
Greek, exchanged not only the things of commerce, but

social, cultural, and ethical practices,

Zhe lomans

Roman marriage customs and laws have many
slmilarities 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 cerenony was as much a transference of the
bride from one religion to another as it was a social
institution in its own risnt.gh

In early Roman marriage the duty of the wife was to
serve the husband and his tribe as 'mater familias',
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 lfoster the cult of the family, whieh could, if there
was any danger oif its dying out, be guaranteed survival,
i{ need be, by adoption from other ramilie8.95

This religio=-cultic sensitivity was responsible for
the development of very fully evolved wedding customs at
the very beginning of marriage, These cuatoms were

maintained in Roman society even when secularization had

94, Cf. E, Schillebeeckx, op., cit. p. 42ff,
95« 1Ibid, pe 7T,
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introduced other forms of marriage,96 which enabled the
wife to continue to belong to her previous family circle;
thus she was no longer subject to her husband's
protective power.97 The Christian marriage ceremony,
as we know it today, can be traced to these pagan Roman
marriage rites, or 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, and it is to these
dirfferences 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,

96, In the beginning only 'confarreatio' marriages were
known in Roman society, These marriages were
closely connected with the 'family cultus' 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. GSee '"coemptio' and 'usus' marriages below,
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The 'confarreatio' was, in fact, the oldest and most
solemn form of Roman marriage.ge It was performed before
ten witnesses in which the couple exchanged vows, and ate
'far' «= 2 kind of wedding cake, This union was
'indisscluble’,

The 'coemptio' (mutual mock sale) was a fictitious
sale of the bride by the rather.99 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 al}ow a woman to escape from under the
'manus' of her husband by bresking 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 ynions, However, the relationship
was consumméted i1f the couple lived together for a year,
This loose relationship, called by some 'free mnrriage'.ioo
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 Cfe Arthur T Macmillan, What ia Christian Marriage?,
London, 1944, pe 27,

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

100, Cf, S.A., Leathley, %29 §;3t0r¥ of Marriage and
nggrgg. London, 1 ?» Pe .
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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.1°1

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
laxity of the time'%% and to the rejection of marriage as
an acceptable institution,

Like marriage in Jewish and Greek soclety, Roman
marriage was contractual, with the wifle 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 familias' of her father, or
maintained her own 1ndependenca.1°3 Roman 1&!30&
required only the consent and delivery of the bride for
consummation of a marrilage, The three conditions for
'justae nuptiae' were (1) Puberty, males 1L 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. Cfs Hs Prliﬂkal', ODs cit, Ps 20ff.

103+ For a full discussion of how a woman claimed
independence in Roman society, see E, Schillebeeckx,

Marriage: Part II, pp. 12F,
10'-'-. Cf. S‘.t‘l. Leathlay, Op. citn P. 29.
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'connubium' applied only to citizens, but was later
granted to plebians, The consumation of 'justae nuptiae'
entailed specific obligations on both parties, It meant
that the wife must be maintained by the husband,'®® and
was to be sharer in his 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 under 'patrid
poteataa’.106

The purpose of marriage in Roman soclety went
through & similar evolution to that of Greek marriage,
Marriage was first conceived as a means of continuing
the 'family cultus', However, as the '"family cult' 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 othere, 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 soclety are in marriage, its

growth is the begetting of children; its

consummation 1s the unity and community orf the

home,

Apart from the lawful marriages mentioned above
ticere were other forms of inferior union, which were more

105, Cf. 8.A, Leathley, op., cite. pe 29T
106, Ibid, pe 32,
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or less recognized, among them connubinagc.1°7
Concubinage, as understood in Roman society, was a union
between a free man and a free woman Iormed without the
intention of constituting marriage, 'affectus maritalis',
Concubinage rececived partial sanction in the 'Lex Julia
et Popia Poppaea (A.,D. 9)', a law designed to prevent
misalliances and to force men and women of certain age
to marry and have children by imposing certain
penalitiea.1°8
The decline of the 'family cultus' and the
'secularization' of Homan society contributed, as it did
in Greek society, to & general decline in morals and
marriage standards, In early times when 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

109,

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
must be accepted that the ancient Romans,
throughout their history, were monogamous, Cf,

A.T., Maemillan, What is Christian llarriage?,
London, 194k, Pe 31953s AlSO S.A, Leathliey, Ibid,
Pe 3!4- 1.

1084 Cfs HMacmillan, Ibid, pe 31,

109 Je Muirhead, in his Historical Introduction toc the
Private law of Rome, « €d,, revised and edit
edin, by Henry Goudy, As. & C. Black, 1899, cites a
case where in 206 B,C. the censors removed I, Annus
from the senate because he had divorced his wife
without laying the matter before the Council, p. 234,
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obsolete, and a woman now married by 'coemptio' or 'usus',
and therefore could dissolve the marriage by a simple
repudiation (repudium) and compel her husband to

110 Two factors are said to be

emancipate her,
responsible for this easy divorce and emancipation of
women, one, the introduction of new legislation that gave
greater equality to womeng and two, a change in the
attitudes of Roman 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 '"usus',

Marriage in this period, around the first centwry
AsDsy lost its appeal, becoming distasteful to the ordinary
citizen, Thus asceticism became popular and sexual
licentiousness widespread, So much so, that Romulus
(Emperer Augustus) is said to have forbidden husbande to
repudiate their wives, unless they were guilty of
adultery or drinking winc.111 Other 1awa112 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, roste's
Edition, Oxford, 190k,

111 é CT 8.4, Lﬁathley' ope. cite Do 3l

112, For example, 'Lex Julia et Popia Poppaea (i.e, the
'Les Julia de adulteriis' B,C. 18 as amended by the
Lex Popia Poppaea A,D, 9). Cf. S.A. Leathley, op.
cite Pe 30ff.
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features of Roman aooioty.113
T S [

The status of women in the ancient world, and
especially in the three nations just considered, can for
the moet part be gathered from what h&és already been said,
In Jewish society women were considered inferior, ocoupying
a position of Bubordination.11u No laws were designed to
liberate them from this position of inferiority, but in
timé& the Jewish moral 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.115
Nevertheless, the Jewish woman still suffered from groany
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 8till accurately swmmed up in the familiar phrase
"women, slaves and children",116 which meant that the
woman like the slave and child has over her a master, and,

while she may haove 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.

114¢ CLs DPDe 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 Fharisees 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. n. Ber- 111. 3.



99¢

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
huaband.117 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 tdwards women Marriage beca::e 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 some instances, an ecuality with
men.118 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 socioclogical 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.

147 Cfe 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 societlye

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 lLaw,
Edinburgh, 1969, pps 65«117.



CHAPTER III

THE TEACHING OF THE SYNOPTICS ON MARRIAGE

INTRODUCTION

Critical to our analysis of the teaching of the

Synoptic Gospels on marriage 1ls the guestion 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
tavght, 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 GCospels are witnesses primarily to the
faith of the irst -~ and second == generation
Christians, and only secondarily to the events in the

ministry of Jesus,"!

criticism,2 while pointing out the difficulties

The early advocates of Forme

involved in determining authenticity in the 'sayings'

1e Harvey K, McArthur, "From the Historical Jesus to
Christology," Interp, Vol. 23 (1969), pe 191,

24 M, Dibelius, R, Bultmann, K,L, Schmidt,
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of Jesua,3 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
Form-critics seeing the problem as virtually insoluble,
therefore turning away to other liew Testament problems,
However, the lmportance 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 exegesia,h have

e 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 verily;
fourthly, the sources nearest tc 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

Faster and in circumstances quite different from the
original ministry of Jesus, Cf. HeK. McArthur, Ibid,

p. 195, also R, Bultmann, "The New Approach to the
Synoptics," JRel, (1926) pp. 337-62,

L, The problem accentuated by recent Form-critical
research is the 'element of uncertainty' in all our
knowledge of the historical Jesus, This proulemn,
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 makesit extremely
difrficult even for practical certainty to be
achieved,
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also developed a new set of eriteria 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 eriteria
and method chosen for our analysis here have already
been indicated in Chapter One.5 It is the set of
eriteria developed by Norman Ferrin in his book
Rediscovering 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
ceriterion of dissimilarity, (b) the eriterion of
coherence, and (¢) the eriterion of multiple attestation,
The criterion of dissimilarity 1is 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 and mbbiniec literature, it is unparalleled in
earlier apocalyptic and sectarian tradition, e.g., Qumnran

and Cnosticism, The eriterion of coherence comes into

-

5 Cf, Chapter 1, ppe 9,10 note 14,
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play when a body of material has been authenticated by
the eriterion 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 casefr 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 tranamiasionﬁ
By putting the sayings of Jesue to the test of these
criteria one can show '"that the saying comes neither from
the Church nor from ancient Judaism ces There is no
other way to reasonable certainty that we have reached
the historical Jeaua."7 This set of ecriteria provides
the most suitable methodology for our analysis and
exegesis of the different marriage logia attributed to
Jesus in the Synoptic 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 sectarilan literature of
Qumran and Gnosticilsem, The results of these studies
have helped, as we shall see, to rediscover the

authentic teaching of Jesus,

6s Cf, No Perrin, Rediscovering the Teaching of Jesus,
New York, 1967, Chapter 1, Also ¥,F, Bruce,
Traditions 0ld and New,/Devon, 1970, pp. L7=57; £ Exerel
also C.Es, Carlston, "A Positive Criterion of
Authenticity," BibRes. 7 (1962), p. 39ff,

Te Ne Perrin, Ibid. p. 39ff.
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Re=evaluation of Sources:

Up until recently the 'Uynoptic Problem', that is,
the problem of finding an explanation for the
correspondences and differences exieting in the Synoptic
Goapela,ﬁgﬁé explained on the basis of either the "two
document" or “four document" theory., The "two document
theory" holds that two basic documents underlie the
Synopties: (1) The Gospel of lMark, and (2) a non-extant
source of Jesus' sayings, designated as ¢ (Ger, Guelle,
gource), 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) M, Matthew's
source of sayings from Jerusalem, and (2) L, the
material peculiar to Luke (L+% being combined into "Proto=-
Luke" before inclusion into Luke)®, However, with the
recent discoveries at Qumran 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
8e B, H, Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of

Origins, London.“?§§E:‘§EF¥"¥T:__—-_-dE__-

e Especially those of Nag Hammadi in Upper Egypt. Cf,

for example, W, Bauer's Rechtgléubigkeit und

Ketzerei im altesten Christentum, 1934, 2nd ed,, «slc.7T.
oolis Yor a review of this book see G, Strecker,

JBibRel 31(1965), pp. 53-56, For a fuller positive
evaluation see Arnold Ehrhardt, "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 'logia',
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 logila 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
makes a pronouncement on marriage and divorce.1° 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 Ehebrucksklause bei
Matthaus, Zu Matth. 5:32,19,9," ThZz.15 (5, '59)
3L40=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 16:18!), and later given a definite setting
feollowing 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, (L) the
full explanation in private =« there can be no valid
divorce.11

The original prohibition of divorce according to this
theory is Mark 10:11f which reads:

11. D. Daube, The New Testament and Rabbinic Judaism,
London, 1956, Chapter G, pDs 1L1ife
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However, the phrase e7 avryv (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
lark's, especially since Mark's version has Jesus
contrasting one scripture text with another, which is
said to be a typical feature of the 'ipsissima vox Jesu',
D.W, Shaner argues that,

"Mark's account without the exception is

consonant with Jesus' previous argument for

the permanence of marriage, "What therefore

God has Jjoined together, let not man put

asunder"” (Mark 410:9; ef, Matt, 19:6), For

the above reasons the genuiness of Mark must

be accepted; the 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
ljatthew, is found in Mark 10:12 where we have mention of
a woman divorecing her husband, This is understood as

an adaptation of our logion to Hellenistic-Roman

12, A Christian View of Divorce, Leiden, E,J. Brill,
19 'Poﬁo
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conditions, where under Roman law women were granted the
right of divorce as well as men.13

The Matthean versions of the divorece logion (5:32,
19:9) are not only secondary in form, but also secondary
in their contexts, Their 'Sitz im Leben' is to be
found in the Judaeo-~Christian communities where the
Pharisaic dispute about the interpretation of Deut 24:1
was still a living issue, The '770pVeta ' clauses in
Matthew, 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

who established the unity of marriage in c:r'emt..‘l.t::ﬂu."J“l

(2) Luke 16:18 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(419:9)
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 divorecing her husband, Bultmann comments as

follows:

13e¢ PJ.E, Corbett, The Roman Law of Karriage, London,
1930 9 Do 222ff.

14. Jor a full development of this argument and its
proponents see G, Delling, "Das Logion Mark XII
(und seine Abwandlungen) im Neuen Testament,"
NovTest, 1(4, '56) pp. 263=27L .,
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"The original text of Mark forbids a man to

divorce his wife, and his wife to marry again;

while @ (Lk 16:18 and Mt 5:32) forbids a man

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.,We 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 man.
Manson's first observation is that the principle that a
man cannot commit adultery against his own wife is
flatly contradicted in Mark 10:11f, where the words
er alm)v 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
clause and (2) he omitted the words £ AUTAY  am
against her, This brought HMatthew's Gospel more in line
with the Jewish doctrine of adultery, and fits the theory
that Matthew's CGospel 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« Re Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition,
OXfOPd, 1963’ DPe 13 ™
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Turning to the Lucan Logion 16:18 Manson suggests
that it may well be the correct rendering of an original
Aramalc which has been misunderstood and mistranslated
in Mark 10:12. Thus his conclusions are "that the C
form of the saying (Lk 16:18) is the original."16

In contrast to the conclusions of Bultmann and
lianson, other scholars are of the opinion that the logion
in Luke, though thematically connected with the logion
found in Mk 10:11f and Mt., 5:32 and 19:9, is historically
independent and predates those found in Mk and Mt,

E. Bammel17 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

Ge Or Mt, a similar saying attributed to Jesus, and
therefore assumed the same source for the logion preserved
in Luke 16:416-18, H, Baltensweiler holds a similar
opinion, contending that the logion in Luke can best be
understood in the context of the Cumran milieu, and could
quite possibly be a saying of John the Baptist.18 Ve

shall return to these new developments in our re-examination

of the marriage logla.

(3) Matthew 5:32 and 19:9 as_the Original Form of the Logion
Bs Vawter in arguing for the priority of Matthew 5:32,

19:9 states:

16s T.W. Manson, The Teaching of Jesus, Cambridge, 1963,
pP. 138,

17. "Is Luke 16,16=-18 of Baptist's Provenience?," HarvThR
51 (1958), pp. 101=106, T

18+, Die Ehe im Neuen Testament, Zwingli Verlag, Zurich,
1 7, DPe -31 .




111.

"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 liatthew 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 Ht, 5:32, 19:9 1is argued to be
a modification of @ and Mark, As indicated earlier,
Bultmann considered Mt. 5:32, 19:9 along with Luke 16:18
to be the original form of the prohibition of divorce,

20 Most

without, however, the exceptive clauses,
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 £7 «Jryv  to meet the needs of the Jewish-
Christian community for which he wrote, ¥urther, because
of the close similarity between Matthew 5:32 and Luke 16:18

it is generally agreed that these two passages are

dependent upon the one source Q.21 In addition to this

19. "The Divorce Clausea in Mt., 5,32 and 19,9" CathBibg,
16 (1954), pp. 167,

20, The History of the ._ynoptic Tradition, p. 132,

21, D.,W, Shaner, A Christian View of Divorce, Leiden,
1969, pe 53, also A.M. Perry, "The Growth of the

Gospels,"” The Interpreter's Bible, VII, New York,
1951, pe. 3 A.H., McNeile, An Introduction to the

Stu of the New Testament, 2nd Lde., OXiord, 1953,
« For an opposite view see Bammel, HarvThR,
51 (1955 » Pe 104,
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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
divorce.22
However, despite the overwhelming evidence against
the Matthecan passages some scholars have attempted to
establish both the passages themselves and the 'exceptive
clause' as authentic sayings of Jesus, The most novel
argument in this regard is that of M.R. Lehmann,23 who
contends that a thorough knowledge of the Talmudic
literature is necessary for our understanding of the
Matthean logion coneerning divorece, and that the
'exceptive clause' ﬂ«/aef<f$; Aoyou —rm/ovsqur (5:32) and
"My €7 moovera' (19:9) ean 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, 24:1, [However, regarding the

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

23, "Gen, 2.24 as the Basis for Divorce in Halakhah and
New Testament", ZAW, 72 (3, '60), ppe 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, 2:24 offers the most obvious foundation for such
laws, Therefore, according to Talmudiec tradition
Gentiles are not allowed divorce at all, Thus Jesus'
reply "from the beginning it was not 80 ..e.." refers to
the Noahides period, and not to man's original bil-sexual
nature, In thies view Jesus gives the practical legal
answer that expresses the view of Shammai, but He points
out to the Pharisees that "In the beginning it was not

so" = a reference to "They shall become one flesh (Gen,
2:24)", Clearly then the clause "except it be for
fornication" is not an interpolation or secribal gloss, but
the cardinal point in the Jewish law discussions of the
time, and their omission in kMark 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
of' divorce, Therefore the non-Jewish divorce laws are
codified not in Deut, 24:1 but in Gen. 2.214.2Lt

A more familiar argument®? for the authenticity of

the 'exceptive clause' in Matthew suggests that the phrase

24, 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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f

oy BT TOpVER (19:9) means "not because of adultery"
and mapecros Abyou mopveins (5:32) means "apart from
adultery”, In both cases Jesus is saying "I am not

n26 According to this

speaking of the case of adultery,
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
of 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 Cospels, 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' ie overcome, On the

26, T.F, Fleming, "Christ and Divorce", ThSt,24 (1, '63)
pPpP. 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 teachingg Further, that the
teaching of Jesus may well 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 divoree 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 Matthew'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,

fthat 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 thesé earlier theories,

1. The Classical Protestant Position

In Protestant circles the iatthean passages are held
to express an exception to Christ's pronouncement against
divorce li.e,, because of adultery dissolution orf a
marriage is allowable, together with the remarriage of at
least the injured party.27 However, almost without
exception it is meinteined that the true logion of Christ
is found in Mk 10:11f, Lk 16:18 and I Cor 7:10£3°C in
other words, the exceptive clauses in latthew are
27. Alfred Plummer, An Lxegetical Commentary on the

Gospel According to Ot, Matthew, London, 1928,

PDs O41f, 2590ff; W.C. Allen, A Critical and

Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel accordi to

St, Matthew, New York, 190/=1CC, 52, 20Le

GeBe §tevens, he Theolo of' the New Testament,

Edinburgh, 1901, pe. 1106f,

28, Cf., J. Klausner, From Jesus to Paul, Tr, by William

#, Stinespring, New York, 19L3, De. 572 and note,
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interpolations.29 Since the codices do not support the
hypothesis of deliberate seribal corruption (the
variants in the text appear to be quite innocent), it is
concluded that the interpolation is m&ade by the
evangelist himself, inserted either on his own suthority,
because he felt that this was an exception that the Lord
would have made.BO or as a reflection of the
interpretation of the primitive Church, which "had to
legislate for hard caaea."31

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
contradlcting 1it, 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 origiml

with Jesus was Alfred Edersheim, The L%ge and Tégea
of Jesus the Messgiah, New York, 1 s 11, Do B
30 T.W, Manson believed that Matthew makes explicit

what was implied in Mark, therefore Matthew ls merely
interpreting the mind of Jesus, Cf, The Teaching of

Jesus, pe 200f,

31. Cf, Sherman E, Johnscn, in the Interpreter's B%b}e,
Vol, 7, Pe 299, And for a complete review o e
Protestant view see, B, Vawter, "The Divorce Clauses
in Mt¥, 5:32 and 19:9," CathBibg 16 (1954) p. 159

32, B. Vawter, Ibid. pe. 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 may well be to try to determine
whether the alleged contradiction exists in fact.33

The interpretation suffers from other shortcomings,
especially the uncertainty of the meaning of 77opvecax. o
While wopove/wx can mean adultery, it is scarcely
conceivable that the evangelist would have preferred
this vague term to express what wocxetx says exactly,
for in the immediate context when he certainly means
'adultery' he has used the precise word in its verbal
forms (/uocxowéou and M 0L XX T in 5:32;

SO Y K T twice in 19:9), However, we will be
looking more closely at the meaning of TOPVEI later
in this Chapter,

Recent Protestant Scholarship,while defending the
traditional interpretation of Matthew 5:32, 19:9,ha:t
also attempted to answer the criticisms levelled against
it. An example of this is found in an article by
H, 1315111'.t'znsvlr-*z:f.ler‘y4 who attempts to answer the two
criticisms Jjust mentioned, Baltensweiler holds that the
clauses which are exceptive are due to Matthew, for he
says "1t is not conceivable that the other Synopties and

Paul eliminated a traditional element'., On the other

33. B. Va‘ltar, Ibid' Pe 159.

34. "Die Ehebruchsklauseln bei Mattaus., Zu Matth. 5:32;
19:9," ThZ 15,5 (1959) pp. 3L0=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 aes 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; 1t gave the
indispensable minimum of ritual law which the latter had
to observe, Now lMatthew's Gospel was formed within a
similar group. The logion with ite 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 1f 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 hlatthew 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 1§ Matthew as well as its parallels
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is an absolute prohibition of divorce and goes back to
Jesus.35 However, it attempts to minimize the
difficulties of the interpretation by explaining more
fully Matthew's addition and his use of 'porneia'.36
In this way, too, it accounts for the contradiction in

the Matthean passages,

The Traditional Catholic Position

The traditional Catholic interpretation of the
Matthean passages goes back to 9t. Jerome,>! although he
was not the first to propose it.2° It holds that the

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

35« This view that Jesus excluded divorce, even in casss
of adultery,is not uncommon among Protestant
scholars, and indeed underlies the basis of the above
theory. Cf., the New Commenta on Holy Scripture,
ed., Bishop Gore, 1929, D. 17&. Also C.H, Dodd,
Gospel and Law, Cambridge, 1951, p. 79«

36, Cf, F, Gavin, "A Further Note on —70p/vei« ."116
(1928) ppe. 102-5, Gavin points out that in Acts
15:20, 29, 'porneia' (translated in the Gospel
?rohibitions as divorce or 'fornication') may mean

incest' i.e, marriage within the forbidden degrees:
so does Strack-Billerbeck, Kommentar zum N,T., Vol,
115 pe 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 tex"ms RPEKTOS Aoyou 0L VE(AS (5:32) and

£ uy exc mopvera (19:9) would not naturally mean

" ess the’ marriage is incestuous", especially to

any one familiar with the differences between Shame

maites and Hillelites concerning the interpretation
of Deut, 24:1, Cf, St, Luke, The Clarendon Bible,

OXford, 1930, Pe 2}42I

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,24 (1963)

Pe 115, note 22, Also in J, Dupont, Mariage et
divorce dans ljéva ile, Bruges, 1959, Dp. 138, note 1=2

38, A. Tafi, "Excepta fornicationis causa", VerbDom, 26
(1948), pps 18=26, suggests in note 1 that this

teaching can be found in the Shepherd of Hermas
(II Mand,), 4,13 PG 2,919,

_T_bl
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recorded in kk. 10:11f, Lk.16:18, and I Cor., 7:10f, It
interprets lit, 19:9 as follows: "Whoever puts away (i.e,
separates from 'quoad mensam et torum, non guoad vinculum)
his wife, except for adultery (in which case alone it is
licit), and (after separation) marries another, commits
adultery ...."39 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 (& _vinculo), had no conception of a
lawful repudiation of a wife in such a way that a
marriage bond would still remain,*®  Since, then, they
asked about a full divorce, how could Christ have
inconsequently answered about a mere separation which
they could not have undarstood?h1 A further difficulty
arises in giving two different meanings to the phrase "to

put away" ( azmoAvsiv )« VWhen the Pharisees asked

39 T.V.iﬁieming. "Christ and Divorce", ThSt, 24(1563)
Pe 115,

L0, 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 Core 7. Cf, Ts Fahy, "S5t Matthew, 19:9 =- Divorce
or Separation?” IrThQ, 24 (3, '"57), pPPe 173=174.

Also A. Alberti, Divorzio nel Vangelo di Mattio,'
DivThom 60 (L, '57) pp.398-410, In NTA 3(58-59) No.72.

141. T.Vl Fl&'ﬂingg Op. Cit. p' 115.
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about "putting away" a wife (v.3), they evidently meant
divorecing her completely, It is, therefore,
unsatisfactory to say that when replying, Christ used
the same word in a different sense, that is, signifying
L2

mere separation, Like the Protestant interpretation,
the Catholic one aleo has difficulty in being clear as to
what 'porneia' 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 ' /A10¢)C€f* 4 Further,

this interpretation seems to ignore the context of

42, ¥For a full discussion regarding the use of 7oA vz

and the word for 'separated' Sixocrxca , gee
D, Daube, %he New Teatament and Rabbinic Judaism,
London, 1 . Dupont, Mapiage et
g;vorcg fg;dana I'Hﬁagfi%g Bruges, 1959, who

ollows the traditional interpretation of 'dﬂo*uf‘v !
as signifying a separation which leaves the
marriage bond intact, a meaning which the verb does
not have elsewhere in the New Testament, Cf,
Fo Neirynck, "Huwelijk en echscheiding in het
evangelie (larriage and Divorce in the Gospels)",
CallBrugGand, 6(1, 1960), ppe 123-130, Neirynck
interprets the verb ‘'apolyein' as a repudiation
with the possibillity of a second marriage, Cfe.
also L, Lovestam, "Apolyein =-- en gammalpalegsti-
neneisk skelsmasosterm (Apolyein —- an 0ld
Paleatinian Divorce Term)", Svenag%xeg, 27 (1962)
PPe 132=%55, KTA 9 (4 °6h-65) O

"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 terme influenced
by Hebrew thinking,"
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Matthew 19:3-9, where the question of the Fharisees
involves the grounds for divorce according to Deut, 24:1,
and where a pronouncement on the justification of a
simple separation is completely irrelevant,

There is no end to the attempts at resolving these
difficulties in Catholic exegesis. The first real
attempt may be seid to have begun with Augustine, who
mentions this interpretation,hs but apparently did not
favour 1t, offering an alternative interpretation of his
own, Augustine considered the exceptive clausesin
lfatthew as preteritions, i.e., they are exceptions to the
proposition itself, not simply to the verb 'apoluse'
(apoluon), Therefore xy en: 7opverx 18 & negative
adverbial phrase which modifies, again, not the verbdb
'dismiss' but our Lord's entire assertion. In this case
they mean (5:32) "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 gquestion 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 Hillel represented & sound exegesis of Deut,
24:1, especially the interpretation of 'erwat dabar' we-

'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

43, De conjugus adulterinis I, 9ff.: PL LO, L56ff,
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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 publie, Jesus later
and in private reveals the full truth to the disciples
(Mk 10:10=12), which proeclaimed the indissolubility of
marriage,

However, while thizg explanation answers some of the
ceriticisms of the traditional interpretation, it also
ralses criticisms of its own, Probably the greatest
eriticism agailnst this explanation 18 the arbitrary way
in which Augustine gives ' 70poveL&X ' the meaning of
adultery, While '7opve(x ' in a given text can mean
something akin to adultery, it seems strange that the
Evangelist used this rather ambiguous term to say what
' Mocyeta ' says exactly, Recent scholarship, as we
shall see, is not at all sure that ' 7opvsca ' 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 seese’ This implies that he
is rejecting the Mosaic legislation instead of merely
prescinding from it, 6till others feel that the
interpretation contradicts Christ's previous rejection

of all exceptions to the indissolubility of marriage, fer
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€eZey "What God has put together, let no man put
asunder",

All of this indicates that this "preteritive"
interpretation fails to satisfy the crities 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.u“

The most popular of these we will examine here, and move
on to the more novel interpretations of recent exegesis,

Ue Holzmeiaterhs has summarized the literature on
these texts (Mt., 5:32, 19:9), collecting the opinions
which 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, Ve will focus our attention
only on those theories which have commanded the niost
attention from biblical scholars, Therefore, in
addition to the three theories already discussed mention
should be made of three other popular theories,

Lhe Augustine's interpretation is commendable for its
linguistic simplicity, taking 'parektos' to mean
"outside", "without", "apart from"; 'me' is
considered a negative particle, which is used in
this sense to nullify the force of the preposition
'epi', Therefore, 'me epi porneia' is considered a
negative adverbial phrase which modifies our Lord's
entire assertion and not just the verb 'apoluon',

L5, "Die Streitrrage uber die Ehescheidungstexte bei
Matthaus 5, 32", 19,9" Bib 26 (1945), pps 133=1L6.
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(1) The"™abbinie" Theory

Indirectly mention has already been made of this
theory, as the work of H, Baltensweiler is representative
of this point of view, However, the theory has received
new momentum in recent yearse 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
rabbinie Hebrew 'z®nut = 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 19:9 (which is probably the original formz

"Whoever puts away his wife, 'me epi porneia

(=not in the case of a false marriage) ..." and

in 5:32 "whosoever puts away his wife, 'parektos

logou porneias' (=except in the case of false

mrriage) soe’ 6
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

47  phe seriptural

concubinage, causes her ,eeee’

evidence for this is drawn from I Cor., 5:1, where it is

argued by Bonsirven, that 'porneia' is used by Paul when

epeaking of "an incestuous union" of & Christian with his

L6, J,., Bonsirven, S,J., Le divorce dans Le Nouveau
Testament, Paris, 1953, p.§§.

L7 T.V. Fleming, op. cit. pe 117,
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stepmother, hence the word 'porneia' means "null or false
marriage", as many commentators think that there was a
question of a marriage ceremony.hB 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 1f 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 prohiblited 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 wmost
important is the faet 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 makes them refer to false

48, Bonsirven follows the suggestion of H.W, Meyer, who
comes to this conclusion in his exegesis of I Cor,
5:1=-13, Cf'y H.W. Meyer, Critical and Exegetical

£t T g rinthians,
» Ldinburgh, 4 » Do Also C, K.

Barrett, A Commentary on the pir -to the
Corinthians, London, 1 » Do B
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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
Leve 18:16-18, However, for Bonsirven, 'porneia' not
only means 'incestuous marriage', but also concubinary

unions.hg

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 'gig;;;', which designates prohibited and
irregular uniona.5° Therefore, in Mt, 5,32;19,9 Jesus
prohibits every matrimonial break-up, but He makes an

exception in the case of incestuous marriages (Acts 15320,

49, Cf, B, Vawter, "The Divorce Clauses in Matthew 5,32,
19,9", Q&W 16 (1954) pe 163+ Also B. Leeming
and Re.R, son, "Except it be for fornication”,
SQringuri 8 ('56) ppe. 75-82. This article following

he 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, Mariage et divorce dans 1'@vangile Bruges,
1959, 9.111' commenting on Bonsirven's attempt to
prove that 'porneia' translates the Hebrew word

z 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 habituval meaning
seecse o According to avallable evidence, it is not
the meaning of the word in the only Synoptic pagsage
in which it is found, Mt., 15:19 (=Mk 7:21); nor is
it the ordinary sense of the word in St Paulj cf,

I Cor. 6313, 18; 7:2; 2 Cor., 123213 Gal. 5:19; Eph,
5133 Cols 3:5; I Thess. L:3",
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293 I Cor. 5:17) and concubinary unions: these shall be
broken up.

The interpretation given by Bonsirven, while
presented with much erudition and insight into the
rabbinical 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 ternm for specific marriages such as
Bongirven or Baltensweller describe, On the contrary,
it has many other meanings, For example, 'porneia' in
the context considered by Bonsirven can carry its Hebrew
equivalent of z®nut but may also mean apostasy from God
and covenant violation.51 Further, if understood
correctly, the discussion with the Pharisees is based on
the implications of Deut 24:1, 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 HNosailc
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 secking

no advice,

519« Cf, A, Hahoney "A New Look at the Divorce Clauses in
Mtt 5:32 and 19:9", CathBiby 30 (1, '68) ppe 29-38,
Also 7.V, Fleming, "Christ and Divorce", Thét 24(4963)
Pe 117, Te Considine, "Except it be for fornication",
AusCathRec. 33(1956), suggests that 'fornication' in
Mt 19,9 ewise 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 sensivilities, 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®
( aohveiv ) 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 'porneia’
can be applied to Baltensweiler's 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 situvation. He argues
that the consideration of adultery on the part of the
woman dlone does not represent the perfect equality of

man and wife in face of the requiremente demanded by the

52, B, Vawter, op. c¢it, p. 163,
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unity of marriage, This may not reflect the Christian
concept of marriage as we understand it in modern
Viestern society with its equality of women, but it
certainly reflects the sociological situation of Jesus'
own time, and represents adequately the sitvation of
inequality that existed between man and wife.55 In
fact, nowhere in the New Testament 1s there explicit
teaching on the practice of concubinage and it is
inconceivable that Jesus is attacking this custom here,
Counter-argumente have been made in defence of this
interpretation by both the followers of EBonsirven and
Baltenaweiler;5h however, the difficulties still remain,
especially regarding the precise definition of 'porneia',
While this interpretation solves some difficulties it
inevitably creates others, Thus it remains to be
determined if there is a better solution to the "erux

interpretum"” of the Matthean passages.

(2) The 'Casuistic' Intepretation
This theory was proposed in the last century by

Je Grimm55 and revived by J. Sickenberger (19&2).56 It

53, Cf. J. Delarme, "Sens du Texte de S, Matthieu (V.31-
32) sur le divorce", AmiCler 16(51, '56) pp.772=77k.
See also J, Jeremias, Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus
trans, by F.H, and C,H., Cove, London, 190/, pter

L ]

54 For a history of the development of this theory see
U. Holzmeister, "Die Streitfrage 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, 1969, p. 25=27,

55. Die Christliche Ehe, Schaffhausen, 1852, S.1L, 57ff.
56, U, Holzmeister, Bib 26(1945) pe 13k.
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claims that our Lord having stated the absolute
indissolubility of marriage from the divine law,
proceeded to interpret the lMosaic concession of Deut,24:1
in favour of the teaching of the School of Shammai,
JeJde Murphy summarizes this theory as follows;-

"It suggests that they (the divorce clauses)

were noet intended to abrogate there and then

the Hoanic permission, but (a) to answer the

Pharisee's gquestion by condemning the lax

opinion, (b) to teach tne Jews the true nature

and condition of the Mosaic permission, (¢) 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 himselfl
into the rabbinic dispute 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 evidenca.58
Against this interpretation stands the unconditional

rejection of divorce by our Saviour, when He proclaimed

57. J.J. Murphy, "The Gospels and Divorce", ClerRev,
23(1942) pp. Lld=49, :

58+ Lven if we took this interpretation in the broadest
eschatological 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”, (Mk.10:11). The proponents of this theory
argue that this latter statement "concerned the future
and prescinded from the present in which the Mosaie
permission s8till held good.“59 However, this
presecission 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 eriticism 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 1s
no evidence, but also holds that 'porneia' = adultery,
which in the view of current exegetes, 1s no longer an

acceptable interpretation of the term,

(3) The 'Inclusive' Interpretation

The 'inclusive' theory,first expounded by
J.N, Oischinger (died 1876),60 interprets Matthew 19,9 in
the sense "He who dismissee his wife, even in the case of
adultery ..e¢s"s« In other words, Jesus is saying in the
exceptive clause of Matthew 19,9, that whoever divorces
his wife,even inclusive of the case of adultery, causes
her to commit adultery. This theory has been revived
recently by M, Brun§3,61 who attempts to avoid the

59. Cf. J.J. Murphy, op.cit. Pomo
60, U, Holzmeister, op.cit, 134ff,

61. '"Tertio de clausulis divort\”, VerbDom 27(1949)
PPe 3~16, i
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defects of earlier proponents of the theory by
interpreting "porneia" in the sense of Deut 24:1, thus
making the clause read "not even in the case of

uncleanness", Brunec is supported in this

62 63

interpretation by M, Zerwick, and J,B, Bauer, - who
supports Zerwick in conf'irming 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
Brunee's view 'epi' is used to mean "over and above",
"outside" (the case), while 'me' = "even not", Thus 'me
epi porneia’ is to be understood as "even not outside the
cagse of uncleanness = even inclusive of the case of
uncleanness", 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 lMatthew, it is necessary to study it in relation to
Deuts 2431, Thus u» £7 7opviw 18 a reference to the
'erwat dabar' of Deut 24:1, and has a close parallel to
the "logos porneias" of llatthew 5,32, which seems to

62, YerbDoms 38(L, '60) pp. 193=212, Cf, also NTA 2
- no, 201.

63, "De conuigali faedue quid edixerit Katthaeus?"
(Mtt 5431319:3-12) Verbbom Lk (2,66) ppe74=78.
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?',
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confirm the link with Deut,, especially if it is
observed that 'logos porneias' exhibits the same
transposition ae Shammai'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,;
Eph.6:16), 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 'me' = "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 diemiss her), makes her
become soiled by adultery".eh

Holzmeister, 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

64, For linguistic analvsis 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-ordinate,"

Holzmeister goes on to point out that if euch a meaning
had been there in the beginning, it could have been
signified by the addition of a simple 'kai't A

E,_;r.-c /\o/you Topv stes .

The single contribution made by Brunec lies in his
taking 'porneia' in the sense of Deut, 24:1, 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 'epi' Brunec's interpretation approaches
those of Anton Ott (1960, 1939) and F, Vogt (1936) who

also supported an inclusive tneory.67

New Lxegetical Efforts:

Apart from these long-standing theories, there have
been developed in recent exegesis, both Catholie and
Protestant, someé new theories in an effort to sclve the
'crux interpretum' of the WMatthean passages. Vhile 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 exegetical
thinking is movinge

65 Bibe 26 (1945) pe 138.
66. Ihid. Pe 138fo

67 See review of Fr, Vogt, Das Ehegesetz Jesu, Freiburg
1936, in Bib. 20(1939) .
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Probably the best starting point for a review of
these new developments is with the work of H.,J. Richardsfﬁ
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 (6ph 5:21=33; 1 Thess L:4=8; I Tim 2:15;L:1=113;
Heb, 13:4; I Peter 3:3-7). The most satisfactory
solution to the long-~disputed phrase is that in view of
the legislation made at Jerusalem (Acts 15:7=-20; cf, 1
Cor 5:1) Matthew has added a clause to Christ's teaching
in order to tell the readers that marriage contracted
contrary to the Jerusalem decree is nd 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
'rebbinic 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)y a matter

f8s "Christ and Divorce", Scripture 11(13 '59) 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
thoee 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
Richarda' theory, like the 'rabbinie theory' on which it
is based, rests on the specific meaning attributed to the
term 'porneja', 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
usuvally has at its base the different shade of meaning
attributed to this term.sg This is the case with the
view put forward by A.M. Dubarle.7° He argues that the
Matthean sayings on divorce 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 Mosaie
Law, which in three specific cases regarding the
legislation on divorce allowed the innocent party to
remarry (Ex. 21:7=-11; Deute 21:10-14, Deut, 2L:1=L),
Viewed in the light of this background, Matthew 5:32 and
199 permit divorce and remarriage in the case of 'porneia',
However, this term is not to be interpreted with Shammai
of a single act of adultery, Rather the word means
grave and continued infidelity.

Fode Leenhnrdt,71 while working from a different
premise, comeés 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., 24:1, and Lev,
20:10, He says that while Deut, 24:1 was originally
designed to protect the rights and dignity of the wife,

69, For a discussion of the term 'porneia' ef B, Malina
"Does Porneia mean Fornication?" NovIest 14(1972)

Ppe 10-1 Te
70. "Mariage et divorce dans 1'Evangile," Orsy 9(1, '64)
PPe 61 =73

71e¢ "les femmes aussi ,... A propos du billet de
repudiation,” RevThPhile. 19(1, '69), pPPe 31=-L0.
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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
Leve 20:10). It was againet these interpretatione 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
turn her from her ab;rrationa 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 ...+4"y 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'.72

If Dubarle and Leenhardt are considering

"prostitution” as the grave and continued misconduct,

72, ecf, NTA 14 (69-70) No, 140,
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they have plenty of support from the Lexiconn,75 which
almoet invariably give 'porneia', in the first instance,
the meaning of prostitution,

Dubarle's aim, presumably, is to bring some
congistency to the teaching of Jesus, attempting to show
that Jesus' teaching on divorce i1s in keeping with Mosailc
legislation, and more particularly 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
ie 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 0ld but I say «..."; and secondly,
while it attempts to overcome the contradiction in the
teaching of Jesus regarding marriage and divorce, it only
recsults in revealing similar contradictions in both the
loeaic legislation, which Jesus himself notea,7h and in

73. €.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”,

7he In Mk. 7:9-13 Jesus points out a contradiction in
lMosaic law --- "For Moses said, 'Honor your father
and your mother; and, "He who speaks evil of father
or mother, let him surely die" (41) 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 Cod through your tradition which you hand on eee"
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the Synoptie teaching75 which are not so easily
reconciled by reference to losaic legislation, or as
Leenhardt suggeets, to rabbinical interpretations,
The interpretation of 'porneia' given here finds
much support in the history of form and redaction
ceritical considerations,76 and supports their basic
conclusion that 'porneia' does mean sexual misconduct

which, by its nature, demanded divorce.

The 'New Temple' Interpretation

The most interesting approach in recent exegesis
comes from a Swedish theologian, Abel Isaksson,77 who
seeks & 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 lif'e expected
of the priests of old because of their service in the
Temple was of'ten presented as an ideal for lay Israelites
as well, This tendency to extend the ideal was well
represented in Pharisaic and Essene currents and it
influenced Jesus and the early Church in His and its

teaching on marriage,

750 E.g. compare Luke 1’4:26 with Mk, 7:9’13.

76« Cf. A, Sand, "Die Unzuchtsklausel in Mt. 5,32 und
19,3-9", MunchThZeit 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 Temfge; A Study
with Special Reference to Mt 19: and I Cor 11:
- s Trans, by N. Tomkineon, Acta seminarii neo-
testamentici Upsaliensis 24, Lund: Gleerup;

Copenhagen 1965,
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isaksson lays the foundation Jfor his argument by
summarising the 0ld Testament teaching on marriage and
divoree, in particular the meaning of Gen. 1:27; 2:24;
and Mal, 2:20-16, He draws from his analysis of these
passages several interesting conclusions -~ first, ne
interprets Decut, 24:1-4, regarding the bill of divorce,
as regulating man's relations with his divorced wife
after she has been married to another mans

"The background to the rule in Deut, 24:1-L is
thus the Israelite view that a man must not

have sexual intercourse with his wife after 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 (Dt, 22:21) and the same was the
cage if it took place after the consumnmation of
the marriage (Deut, 22322), ELven when the
intercourse took glace after divorce (Dt. 2L:1=l)
or under duress (2 Sam, 16.21-22, 20,3), the wife
became so unclean that further sexual 78
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 0ld Testament text which was commonly cited by

80

exegetes™ as proof of a critical attitude towards divorce

78. Ihid’ Pe 230

79 1Ibid p. 31f, eof, also C,C, Torrey, "The Prophecy of
Malachi", JBibLit. 17'1898) pp. L-11,

80, Cfe for example, J.M.P, Smith A Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Book of lalachi, (ICC),
Bdinburghy 1937
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irrelevant to any consideration of human marriage, as it
does not envisage it as such, Thie brings him to the
conclusion that:

"Nowhere in the 014 Testament do we find any
polemice 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 01ld 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; s8he could not be the wife ofa
"a man sanctified to the Lord" (Leve 21.7). 1

Therefore, the wife of a priest could not be a harlot, a
woman defiled, or a divorced women, It is this holiness
of life expected of the priests that Jesus presents as
the ideal for his followers, following the trend of

82 which was

extending the ideal to the whole community,
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 mekes a
plausible case for an independent source for Matthew

19:3-9, a source independent of Mark 10:2=12 or Q.83

81+ Isaksson, ops Cite. pPe37e

82, Epstein notes that the idea of monogamy for priests
was qQuite possibly borrowed from Egyptian religions,
and that during the New Testament period, especially
among the sectarian groups such as Qumran, it was
extended to the whole community. This may have
something to do with Paul's idea of the "priesthood
of all believers”, ef, L, Epstein, Marriage Laws in
the Bible and the Talmud, p. 1481T,

83. IBa.k.BBDn, ODe cit. P039ff.
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By comparing I Cor 6«7 with Matthew 419:3-9, he comes to
the coneclusion that Matthew 19:3-=9 is not simply an
improved and re-~Judaized version of Mark 10:2-12, as is
of'ten ma:lm:ai.mad,8’4 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 [lrom iark nor from any
hypothetical source called M, 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 Hatthew 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 it.
5!320"85

Isaksson further argues that Mt. 19,3=9 represents an
apophthegm derived from what Jesus Himself said about the

86 In his presentation of

indissolubility of marriage,
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
coneludes his survey of the arguments presented in

favour of 19:9 being an 'interpolation' by saying:

84, Cf., "MK 10:1=-12 as the Original Form" p.106f above
85. Issksson, 0pes Cites pet13.
86. Ibid- p.91 L ]
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"None of 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, 5:32 and 19:9 at a lateg stage in the
formation of the tradition,"87
However, his treatment of the origin of the paseage (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
community he represented.aa
However, 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. Pe 91f.

88¢ Cfs pe115 "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 Jesue, in the Matthean form of
the saying, is insisting on the imposeibility of divorce
except in the case of the premaritel unchastity of a
virgin betrothed to a man who had paid the higher bride-
price for a virgin and was deceived; he wae obliged by
the law to put her aside.89

The absolute indissolubllity of marriage set forth
in the Matthean pericope testifies to something more than
Jesus' attitude to an isolated ethical guestion,
According to Isakeson:

"His utterance on the indissolubility of marriage,

which is undoubtedly authentie, 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 lessianic age,

Jesus taught his disciples that they were chosen

for and consecrated to the service of God, But

they can only achieve this close relationship

with God if in their relations with the other sex

they live according to the 58108 governing the

New Temple in Ezek, L43i22,"

Some eritics 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 renarks on
marriage were inspired by Ezek, LL:22 rather than f.‘ren..1:2.'3’1
However, Isaksson's approach, while different from

traditional interpretations, has much to commend it, It

89, Cf, Gen, 22:13-19, where there is recorded the custom
of proving the girl's virginity on the night of the
weddingy Cf'e Chapter Two, p.78LT, Isaksson uses the
case of Joseph's doubts about Mary's virginity to
prove his point (Mt, 1:19).

90¢ Ibid, pe 147
91. Cf, G. Delling, ThL. 92(L '67) ppe 276=77.
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takes into conslderation the liew Testament social
environment --- both the orthodox and sectarian attitudes
which played such an important role in the shaping of
etihical behaviour, Wwithout having to distort either the
historical eituation or the pericope in Katthew, he is
able to show that the teaching of Jesus fits into the
pattern of first century social life, The understanding
of Mts 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
'vorneia' (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 Ieaksson
may be summed up as follows: (1) that the 0,T. has no
polemic against divorce, However, a divorced woman 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 ==
poeeibly an older catechism of the early Church; (3) that
Metthew 19:9 represents an apophthegm derived from Jesus
himeelf about the indissolubility of marriage; (L) that
'porneia' in the exceptive clauses means 'premarital

unchastity'e.

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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Protestant and Catholic; (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; (L) new attempts at re-interpretation of older
theories; axnd (5) new exegetical efforts such as
attempting to interpret the meaning and purpose of the
'exceptive clauses' through an understanding of the term
'porneia’, or eanalysing the passages in the light of a
totally different set of criteria, for example, against
the background of Ezekiel 44:22 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 eriticisms and weaknesses,
Thus the search is still on for a solution to the 'erux
interpretum' of the Matthean 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 prely on those
exegetical principles that have proven their value over
time,

A New Approach
The 'erux interpretum' of the Matthean passages has

to do with overcoming an apparent contradiction in the
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teaching of Jesus on marriage and divorece.— That on the
one hand Jesus teaches an absolute indissolubility of
marriage, and on the other hand He allows for an
exception "except for 'porneia'", However, if we look
more closely at the Synoptic teaching of Jesus on the
subject of marriage and the family we will notice that
this "contradictional element" is not esrly conf'ined to
the Matthean passages on marriage and divorce but is to
be found throughout the Synoptics, It may be #aid that
Jesus' teaching calls for the ruin of the family as we
know its. When we compare Luke 14:26, "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
19:19: "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 divieion
such as we find further developed in Mark 13:12f and
parallels (Mt, 10:21f, Lk 21:16f). How do we account
for this contradictional element in the teaching of
Jesue 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', or 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
Jesug to contradict himself", However, no amount of
ingenuity in explaining the contradiction away can solve
the problem, since contradiction rune 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 'contradictional element'
presented in the Matthean passages, and the divisive
passages on the family in the Synoptics 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
iMatthew had derived the contents of his pericope (19:3=9)
from a source independent of Mark 40:2-12 or Q.93 3 ¢ 4
this is the case, (and Isaksson makes a good argument for
it), it calle into question the conventional method of
looking at these texts —--~ that i8, analysing them 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. IBaksson, Ope. cit. pe 93f,
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collection of writings that we call the SynOpticsogu
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 familye.

By treating thie contradictional 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
necessarlily eauthentic, but rind their origin in earlier
Jewish apocalyptic and sectarian writings,

Let us look more closely at the family sayings in
the Synoptics with a view to solving the 'contradictional
element' in the whole teaching by tracing the origins of
these sayings in the documents that are available to us,
we may begin our inquiry with Mark 13:12f and parallels
(Mtt.10:21f, Luke 291:161),

"And brother will deliver up brother to death,

and the father his child, and children will rise

against parents and have them put to death; 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,

9i, 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 lynoptics,
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However, Judaism knew of esimilar 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:

"And 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 strecame 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 honcured brother: from dawn till
sunset they shall slay one another,"95

The Mishnah, the collection of the traditional oral law

of Judaiem, describes the "footprints of the Messiah" in

a similar way:

"With the footprints of the lessiah presumption
shall increase and death shall reach ite height
eses 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 %gn will not be put to shame by his
father," (Sotah or The Suspected Adulteress,"

921 5)0

Roy H. Harrinv111097 notes that:

"the similarity between the discourse in lMark
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
96,

97

The ﬁisgggg, trans., by Herbert Danby, London- 1933,
Pe ®»
"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
underlying Mark 13:5-27 is a Jewish Apocalpae.ga
Therefore the saying on the division of the family in
Mark 13:12f and parallels turns out to be a teaching
borrowed from early apocalyptic Judaism rather than the
'ipsissima verba' of Jesus Himself. Thus Mark 13:12f
and parallels do 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 14:26, This passage {indses a
parallel in the (Gnostic) Gospel of Thomas:

"He who will not hate his father and his 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 ef 98)"99

In this case some formecritics and historians'C argue

for the secondary and heretical character of this Gospel

98, The History of the Synoptic Tradition, pp. 125f.

99¢ Re.Ms Grant and D.W. Freedman, The Secret Sa 8 0
esus, London, 1960, p. 129,

100, Among those who argue for a secondary and heretical
character for this Gospel are: R,M., CGrant and
D.N, Preedman, The Secret 33&&%55 of Jesus, 1960;
H,E.W, Turner, he Theology o e Gospel of
Thomas”, in H, Montefiore and H,E,W, Turner,
Thomas and the Bvangelists (Studies in Bib, Theology

1962). +«K. MacArthur "The Gospel According to

Thomas", New Testament Sidelights, f;960) ppe 1L3=47.
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on the hypothesis of its dependence upon the canonical
texts, This assumption 1s based largely on the later
and uncertain dating of Thomas, which fluctuates anywhere
from the latter part of the second century (eca 180 A.D.)
to somewhere in the fourth century. However, a
considerable number of scholara1°ﬂ 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,

Ge Quispel, argues that the 'sayings' of the Goepel
of Thomas must have "come from a different and independent
Aramaic tradition.“1°2 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 distinet from the Synoptiec CGospels,
Occasionally thie source seems to be auperior...“1°3 The
most substantiel support for this position comes from the
confirmation through form critical analysis that thet Pap,.
Ox, It5 (“"no prophet is acceptable in his fatherland, and

101, Cf, R, lcL, VWilson, "Thomas and the Growth of the
Gospels," 53 (1960) pp. 231-250; idem "Thomas
and the Synoptic Gospels", EEB%EI 72 (1960-61)
Pe 36-39; idem, "Studies in the Gospel of Thomas"
1960); E,%, Saunders, "A Trio of Thomas Logia",

es 8 (1963), L3=59; Re North, "Chenoboskion and
g%m 2?4 (1 962? pps 154=170,
102, "The Gospel of Thomas and the New Testament", %Agggg
11 (1957)s PP. 189=207; ef, also his article "Some

Remarks on the Gospel of Thomas", NTSt 3 (1958-59)
PPe 276=90,

103. "A comparison of the Parables of the Gospel according
to Thomas and of the Synoptic Gospele,” in
H, Montefiore and H.,E.%W, Turner, Thomas and the

Evaggeliata, (8tudies in Biblical Theology 35:1962)
Pe °
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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 6:1:6.1Oh
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's 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 writer 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, Thie 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 Synoptics 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 such passages as Luke 14:26 as their
origin and 'S8itz im Leben' becomes even more uncertain,

Turning to the passage under discussion (Luke 14:26)
we may note that this command to discipleship is not
paralleled in either Jewish apocalyptic or rabbiniec
literature, nor in fact do we find anything like it in
104, History of the Synoptic Trad n, Pe 31 "I believe

that Wen%Iing's view is r%ﬁht. that the dominical

saying preserved in Pap. Ox. I, 5, is8 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 'mishpaha' in the 0ld 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 14:26 "yes, and even his own
life". Therefore such a call as we have in Luke 14:26
is foreign to normative Judaism,. For Judaiam, love for
parents, care of the family, was second only to love for
God and Torah! TFurthermore, 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 coneretely conceived
the separation of a man from his family., GQumran seems
only to have known separation in general termg ——=-
separation of the community as over against those outside,
In the light of the Jewish concept of the family,
Jesus' call to discipleship in Luke 14:26 suggests
another allegiance which supersedes that due to the
family, and to the Torah, at least as his contemporaries
construed its Furthermore, this alleglance carries with
it a demand that 1s more akin to the eschatological 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, ik:h may
well help us here, WWe note in this passage that the
moral qualities attributed to the 144,000 mark them out
as distinguished for their holiness, especially their
asceticism; they are celibates ( -ﬁ@péjgvoc » Voli)e
The practice of asceticism, it is argued, was encouraged
by the early Church (mtt. 19:12, 1 Cor. 7: 23-40) 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 Tollow the Lamb
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-Jewiesh 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 & Christian redactor, and ought,
therefore, to be eliminated from the text.1o5 Others

105, Cr, T.W, Crafer, A New Gommentag% on Ho;§ seripture,
C. Gore, et al, eds,, London, 19525 pe. 0YC,.
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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
to false worship, as in Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and Hosea.106
However, despite the difficulties of this passage
neither of the above explanations is satisfactory. Vhile
there may be hesitaney in taking 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, 14:4 is as un-Christian
as commentators make it out to be? 1In 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. 1L.4
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.
1064 Cf., John J, Scullion, in A New Catholic Commenta
on Seripture, london, 1969, pe. 129 .
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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 0ld Testament (e.ge.
Deut. 20:233 9-10; 1 Samuel 21:5; II Sam. 11:11). 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 is 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
discipleship for his Church similar to those at Cumran,
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 (umran
or some other sectarian source in forming an ascetic
attitude toward Christianity, but one may well argue that
both John and the sectaries at Cumran 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. 14:L 18 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 ie 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 14:26; 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 poste-resurrection Church, If we
understand the passage in Revelation correctly, the
saying in Luke 14:26 is in line with the eschatological
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,1°7 the
statement in Luke 14:26, (and indeed in Luke 18:29:30)
where it states quite plainly that some disciples have
already left ( x®74&v ) 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 lNew Testament
and its EachatoIoEx, Cambridge, 1956, Bee also van
A+ Harvey, A Ha ook of Theological Terms, New
York, 196, pp, 140, 1L1.
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Gospel of Thomas can best be understood as a product of
the post-ressurection Church which made 'chastity' a
cardinal virtue for those who followed the Lord,

rhe harsh sayings, therefore, regarding hatred for
one's father, mother, sister, brother, and the general
rejection of family relationships in favour of
discipleship can be more logically traced to an origin
other than Jesus, TFurthermore, 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 newly 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 apoeryphal, rabbinic, or sectarian sources

then the possibility is that the "erux 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 Re-Examination of the Divorce 'Logisa'
Luke 16:18 is considered by most scholars to be the
least modified of the original sayings of Jesus on
divorce, and for some this passage represents more than

any other the 'ipsissima verba' of Jeaua.108

However,
priority or authenticity cannot be claimed for the Lucan
version on the basis that it is the least modified"og/;;'m
the original saying of Jesus on divorce, on the contrary
the nature of the saying in Luke nay well prove that it
is not an authentic saying of Jesus at all, but that its
origins may lie somewhere beyond Jesus in an earlier
sectarian tradition,

Scholars have been puzzled by the loosely connected
sayings in Luke 16{16-48, experiencing great difficulty

in connecting them with what precedes and with one

108, Cf, for example, R, Bultmann, History of the

S t Tradition, ope.cits pe 154, 80 T.w, Manson,
ige Eaachi&g- o% Eeaug, ope ¢its p. 13811,

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,s, 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
eilther partner could divorce the other, as in Mark
10:12, ef, W,R.,F, Brownirg, The Gospel According to

Saint Luke, Torch Bib., Com,
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another, Some have suggested that the arrangement

we f£ind in Luke 16:16-18 is most likely the work of an

111

editor, or, as the Duteh Theologian Van der Palm

suggests, that Luke was merely utilizing a spare fragment
on the page by 1nserting isolated words of Chriat.112
The stock answer of the older commentators was that
"these verses (16-18) are all from @ and owe their
present position to Luke“.113 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 example 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 rfail to trace the Formgeschichte or
the Redaktionsgeschichte of this key passage, However,
since David Dau.‘be“h 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's J,.M, Creed, 9ggg§E-§f2259l53~39§§%4-£255'

London, 1930, pe. » so Canon F,W, Farrar,

St Luke, The Cambridge liible for Schools and

ﬁgﬁrgggg, ambridge University Press, 1 s De 2683

aird, The Gosgel of %ukg, The Pelican Gospel
Commentaries, ’ nden, 1963, p. 189,
111¢ Jdells Creed, ibid Pe 208,
112, Cf, Canon F,W, Farrar, St Luke, Cambridge Eible for
Schools and Colleges, London, 1 » Pe B
113« B.S, Easton, The Gospel Accordi to St L A
ritical and hxegetic ommentary, New York, 1926,

114+ The New Testament and Rabbinie Judaism, London, 1956,
Pp. 2921f. Cf &lSo 4. Bammel, "18 Luke 16,16-18 of
Baptists 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 basies 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."115
On the basis of this Daube sets out to "seek its roots

in an ancient layer of development crystallized in our
documenta."116 The connection which he sees in the
passage has to do with the intimate link between the
sanetity of every Jjot 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 eentury 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 himself', 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

416, D, Daube, ibid p. 29,
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entire 1aw.117 For this cancellation God assured the
complainant that "Solomon and a thousand like him will
perish, but a word of thee will not perish."''® Tnis
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 Isreelites are children of kings" led him to
consider as generally binding the law that "the King
shall not multiply wives to himself" ---- & universalistic
tendency similar to that found in Luke,

However, it 1s in the Zadokite Fragments that Daube
finde the closest parallel to the obscure passage of Luke
16:16-18, In the section against polygamy, and almost
certainly against remarriage after divorce (CIDC 5=1fr),119
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 Docurent,
like Luke, ascribes to it universal validity,

117. D. Daube, ibid p. 298,
118. Pal. Sane. 200. Exod, Rabba on 6.2

119« Cf. C, Rabin, Zadokite Documents, Oxford, London,
195!40 Pe 18+



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
lMosaic law placed strong emphasis on the role of the
'vodh' in the field of polygamy and divorce.12°

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, TFor
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

PRGeRIoN oF yeivgeny ok Stvovisibt

.
If this is 8o, 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, alsec, notes on the

passage in C, Rabin, Zadokite Documents, Oxford,
195’4’ Pe 18f.

121+ D. Dﬂ.ut’e, 1bid’ Pe 2990
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Some scholars are of the opinion that Luke 16:16-18

122 Its radical

does not belong to the Lukan framework,
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

(vve 16417), 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

in the Zadokite Fragmenta.122

On the basis of Daube'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 poesible
lines of transmission of this teaching into the Christian
Gospel,

He Baltensweiler 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
unsatiafactory.“123 However, he proposes two possible
122, O, Es #ammel, Harv%ﬁg 51 (1958) pe.1013 Also He

Conzelmann,'glgﬂr_fé%ggg_%gég. 1954, 8.14, maintains

this for verse 17, C.B. Ca s The Gospel of Luke,

London, 1963, in reference to vE?EE"TTRE?E?E§L€HE%

"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 Mlosaic law of divorce", p. 190

122, Cf', note 121 above,
132, Die Ehe im Neuen Testament, Zurich, 1967. p. 172,
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solutions 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
lLazarus, had to do with wealth and the entrance into the
Kingdom, Therefore, Luke, by mentioning the "money-
loving" Pharisees of vvs., 14, 15 1llustrates the lesson
of the first parable by showing that in essence they were
more keen about their material than their spiritusl
welfare, As the second parable had to do with a
rejection of the Law and the Prophets because of "Mammone
Worship" === "If they do not listen to Moses and the
Prophets ...", Luke found it necessary to insert vv 16-18
which stood in reference to the law, Therefore Luke
16:16-18, like vv 14,15 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 16: 1=31,

However, his second proposal seeke a connection in
vv 16-18, 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 haptist, But v. 17 does not seem to it 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

ese "B0 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 5:21-48, Such an acknowledgement of the law,
although many scholars think Jesus made it in as many
worda,125 cannot go back to him, =--- certainly not an
intensification of the Torah as it is proclaimed here
and in the Zadokite Fragments, This passage could best
be understood ae 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
gospelo126
The idea that Luke 16:16-18 is of Baptist
provenience has been previously suggested by E. Bammel
in an article cited earlier.127 Working on the theory
that Luke 16:16-18 18 a logically connected whole and
not a series of isclated and unconnected sayings of
Jesus, he sees much that would suggeet the pericd of the
baptist, We know that the Baptist was a teacher ofl
Torah-justice (Mt 21, 32), Hie ascetic traits and those
of hies closer circle indicate an intensification of the
Torah (ef. Mk, 2:18, Lke11:1). It appears too, that in
125, He Windisch, The Meani of the Sermon on the Mount,
Trans. S. MacLean Gilmour, 1942, De 1204=153,
126, H. Baltensweiler, op. cit. 172ff,
127. Cfs pe 110 above,
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the field of marital relations he saw the cardinal point
of'atrict observance, and his objection to a lax
interpretation of the marriage laws brought about his
downra11.128

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 lMessiah, Yet at
the same time Luke develope a comparison between Jesus
and Elijah, not in order to portray Jesus as the
eschatological prophet of the end time (for Acts 3:24
does not portray this) but in order to estadblish Jesus'
authority as a "great prophet” (7:16).129 From this
point of view the theolegy of history portrayed in v, 16
is attributed to Jesus by Luke as the "Elijah redivivus
motif" is transposed from John to Jesus, The
'Motivgeschichte' for this on the part of Luke was to
assimilate all honorific and exalted titles to Jesus,' -°
Therefore what actually happens in Luke's gospel, is that
Luke conforme John's preaching to the Christian
evangelistiec pattern (3:14-18), where John participates
128, Cf., Luke 6:141f,

129 W. Wink, John the BaEt;at in the Gospel Tradition,
Cambridge, 1 s Pe

130. W. Wlnk. ibid’ DPe hbf.
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in the period of fulfilment even while preparing for 1t,
and his ethical teaching becomes valid for the Christian
readers of Luke's gospel for successive periods.131
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, 16,
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 '55“VY3A“°V', and by so doing makes 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 Jenus,
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
'T"raditionsgeschichte?’
The opening verse of this pericope appears also in
Mts 11212 following Christ's testimony to the Baptist,
which is teken over by Luke with the exception of vv.i2-1l,
The contente of v, 12f are modified in Luke 16:16 and
those of veil in Luke 1,17, However, it is generally
131« We Wink, ibid. p. 39rf.
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agreed that the sequence of the sayings in Luke is the
more IOgica1.152 This indicates that the Synoptic state
does not presuppose a simple dependence of Luke on a
Matthean pattern.133

Looking at the details of the passage we find 1t is
equally unproductive in supporting a development from a
Matthean f.radition. The order Vouos Kal ﬂ/ogﬂyﬁc
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 '7p 0 Pyrevsiv ' of Law and
Prophets,’>% Probably the most telling evidence lies
in the fact that Luke does not like ' a&xy\/szhw ', but
does frequently use 'eadyys/\-);s:v ' though usually in the
middle voice, However, Luke 7:22 forms an exception, a
passage in which there is little or nc editorisl work,
Consequently Luke 16:16 must either also be derived from
the Q=-source and so be superior to Matthew 11:12, or have
a different origzin,

As Bammel notes, to regard the two passages as
independent revisions of ( 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, E. Bammel, HarvThRev 51 (1958), p. 103, note 17.

133+ The argument presented here follows closely that of
E. Bammel in the article cited above,

1344 CIy E, Lohse, "Lukas als Theologle der Heilgeschichte"
Zvangel, Theologie 14 (1954) 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.135 The original saying according to L., Jungel,
should read:

"O Voo Ket ot -fr/)09971’dc NP Jwavvos aro

Tog q; sariAzix Alaggra Kt BLATT
Q‘(Fﬂ'djoua'ﬂ/ az)—ﬂ}l/" "
The reason for Matthew's alteration of the logion is that
he wants to place John on the same side of the "change of

136 However, G. Barth137 sees the

aeons'" as Jesus,
alteration of Matthew as an effort to combat antinomians
who denlied the validity of the law (cf, Mt. 5:17=18;
7:12-27; 24:10);: hence the use of '7a¢ ' 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.16b 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 viclation of the

135 S.G.zﬂilson, "Lukan Eschatology", NTSt 16, (1969=70)
Pe 334

136+ E. Jungel, Paulus und Jesus, 1962, p. 19,

137« Go Barth, Tradition and Interpretation hatthew,
London, 1903, PDe O3=le
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Kingdom by its enemies, who are not defined, Luke
appeare to have replaced it with a reference to men who
violently push to get into the kingdom, M, Black158
suggests that it is possible to give Luke a similar
meaning to Matthew by taking '8;5 ' to mean againgt ww-
& poseible, though rare, meaning of the word =--- or by
taking 'afs ' as the equivalent of an Aramaic
preposition not used in the Greek, but included because
a direct translation was being madc.139 Furthermore,
the "preaching"” in v, 16b is something that John does
(Lk L:433 8:1, 9211, 60ff), and is aleo a characteristic
of the early Church in Aets (Acte 8, 123 20:25, 283 23:13).
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,1u° but retains the saying in its original form.

In the light of what has 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, Aramaic A ach to the G 18 and Acts, 2nd ed,
» Po B 3ed -

139, Ibid p.84s This also fits into Quispel's argument
for an Aramaic source for the family sayings
mentioned earlier in this Chapter.

140, Mark changes the saying to allow women the right of
divorce, a Roman-Hellenistiec practice,
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the Baptist tradition, as this passage appears to belong
to the considerable number of references which Luke makes
to John the Baptist.'®!  But how did this saying get
into Christ's tradition? Bammel argucs that "Luke or
the community before him may have found in ¢ or Matthew
a similar saying attributed to Christ, and therefore
assumed the same sowee for the logion now preserved in
Lk 16:16-48".1u2 Originally the saying (16:16-18) may
have centained 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 "christianization" 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 &t the position of John the Baptist, and
attempt to find out if such & radical teaching about
divorce originated with him or if he is actually the
transmitter of a sectarian teaching, namely that of <Curan,

F, P, Bruce in an article in New Testament Studies
enumerates the similarities between the Qumran éommunity

and early Christianity as follows:

141, E. Bammel, ops cit. p. 104,
142 E, Bammel, ibid. pe 105
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"wee 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 lerael, among whowm the
'‘messianic' hope burned brightly, and who had
little confidence in the arm of Tlesh as the
instrument of the divine purpose, whether this
was supplied by Judas Maccabseus and his brothers
in the days of Antiochus Epiphanes or by the
Zealots two hundred years later,"143

A personal link between the two movements has been sought
through John the Baptist.1hh 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. Thie community had,
as we know, considerable following among
priestly families (which provided at least one
for every ten or more of its members; 1 28 6.3}
1 Q8a 2,223 CDC 15.5) and it appears more
likely to have drawn this, not from the
Sadducean priesthood it anathematized, but from
those rural c¢irecles whose ideals of plety, as
represented in the Lucan birth narratives, are
the closest approximation to those of Qumran

to be found in the lNew Tesotament, It would,
moreover, explain why he had come to sever his
connection with the Temple cult and found
himself fiercely opposed both to and by the
Jerusalem priesthood (Mt 3.7 = Luke 3.,7; Mk
11327=33; and parsj Mt 21.32; e¢f John 1.19)"145

This association of John the Baptist with the Lssenes

seems to be confirmed also in the secular writings of

143, "Qumran and Larly Christianity", NTSt 2 (1955-6)
PPe 1891.0

144, Cf. Vi.H., Brownlee, "John the Baptist in the New
Light of Ancient Scrolls”, %g&erp. Vol 9 (1955)
ppe 71ff. Cf also J.,A.T. Robinson, "The Baptism of
John and the GQumran Community", in Twelve New
Testament Essays, 1962, p. 16 also C.H, Scobie,

John the baptist, 1964, pe 33ff

145 "The Baptism of John and the Qumran Community," in
Twelve New Testament Essays, 1962, ps 16,
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Josephus1u6 who uses the same words to describe the
activity of the Lssenes as he does for the activity of
John the Baptist. ™7 Apart from H.H, Rowley's!H®
scathing attack 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 havg Tfound 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
Baptist' brought with him as part of his 'scjo(y\/i)uov Y
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)'s It has been
suggested by F.,F. 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* Ussene lustration, which was more familiar
to him", Cf., "Qumran and Early Christianity", NTSt
Pe 189, note 3.

147. C.H, Scobie, John the Baptist, London, 1964, p. LOFf

148, New Testament Essays, ed, A.J.B. Higgins (1959)
PPe 218-29,
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The Qumran community was, as far as can be gathered
from the indigenous literature and contemporary writers,
divided into two communities, one celibate and the other

practicing marriage.1u9

The Zadokite Fragments from
which Daube traces the connection in the Lucan passage
brings fresh severity and rigour to a legal code already
strict in itselr, 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 5:9) 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 men, they also apply to women,'
i.€¢y 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

149, Cf. Josephus, War II 8,2=13, also A.R.C, Leaney
The RHule of Gumran and Its Meaning, London, 196&
Pe 1e
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150

strikes out against polygany and divorce, contending

that those who live in polygamy fall to understand the

150, "two wives during their lifetime" (CD L4:21) is under-
Btood by £, Schechter as not only directed against
polygamy but also against divorce which certain
Jewish sects forbade, Cf, 8. Schechter, Fragments of
a8 7Zadokite Work, Vol. 1., Cambridge 1910, p.xxxvif,
R,H., Charles agrees with this interpretation stating
"this is probably right though the surffix i.e. 'their'
is masc, U777 and if taken strictly would refer to
the men, But not infrequently in the 0,7, the masc,
suffix ls used in reference to feminine nouns, €,ge
Ruth L:11, 07 77w . Referring to Rachel and Leah,"
Pe7H, Charles' final conclusion is thet CD 531ff
(7:1f) is "an absolute prohibition of divorce" The
Apoc ha and Pseudepigrapha of the 0ld Testa 5
Oxforﬁ, The Cilarendon %ress, 1A 3, De « George
Foot Moore in his article "The Covenanters of
Damascus; A Hitherto Unknown Jewish Sect", HarvThR IV
(1991) , PPe.330-337, also supperte this view, "The
polemic is ... againct certain opponents ... (Who)
allow polygamy and the remarriage of divorced persons
during the life of the other party;" p.3Ll alsc pe3L5
"The sect prohibited polygamy which they stigmatized
as fornication ..." Marriage with another wom&an while
a man had a divorced wire 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, probebly taking & hint from Charles'
observations concerning the masc, suffix, contending
that the Zadokite Document was directed against
polygamy only. Louls Ginzberg was probably the first
to express this opinion when he stated ".,. gar keine
Rede von einem Verbot der Lhescheidung". Ein

unbekannte judische Cekte New York 1922 —--published in

serials in lionatssc fur Geschichte
€8 Jgudentums, b, « Others tended to
accept this explanation among them W, Staerk, "Die

Judische Gemeinde des Neuen Bundes in Damaskus", in

ThStKr 98/99 (1926) pp. 294~318, particularly p.305

"Auf jeden Fall ist hier Unzucht = Polygamie";

Albrecht Oepke in his article 'Yvv#% ' in

Theologisches Worterbuch zum Neuen Testament, Vole. I,

Stuttgart 1933, pp -790, on p. "Die

Gemeinde des Neuen Bundes vom Damaskus bekampfte die

Polygamie", More recently C., Rabin in his Zadokite

Documents, Oxford, 1954, supports this view (cf. pel7

note 21), on the basis of his reconstruction of CD 13:

17

Recent exegesis has brought the argument full circle
with current scholarship going back to the original
interpretation of SEchechter, Charles, and loore., Anmong
them are G. Molin, "Die Sohne des Lichtes" Zeit und

Stellggg der ﬂg%dagﬁiiften voum _Toten Meer, wien 1954,
who states cautiously "...0le Sunde der Unzucht eee
besteht darin, dass die Gegner sich nicht scheuen,
mehrere Frauen zu haben (ob gleichzeitis oder
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true teaching of Moses and in '"taking a second wiie

while the first is alive commits the sin of fornication,' 171
The document also reiterates the importance of Keeping the
vows that are made between a man and his wife (CD 7:7,8).
Likewise, speciiic mention is made of divorce (CD 13:17).
However, the text is so corrupt as to leave the
interpretation of the passage obscure and open to

conjeoture.152 Interestingly enough, the intelligible

nacheinander? Auch das zweite scheint verpont) eee"
Pe1123 However, Valter Baumgartner ie more definite,
Cfe his "Die Bedeutung der Hohleniunde aus ralastina
fur die Theologle", Schweizerische Theologische
Umschau XXLV, Bern 1954, PPs L9-63, especially pe56e
Also J.L. Teicher, "Jesus' Sayings in the Dead Sea
Serolls", gﬁg 5(195L) pe 383 K. Schubert, "The
Sermon on the kMount and the CQumran Texts", in The

SBPO%%B and the lNew Testament, New York (1957)
PDe 1 °

For a more detailed account oif the development of
interpretation regarding the Zadokite Fragments see
Paul Winter's article, "Sadcgite Fragments IV 20,21
and the Exegesis of Genesis ;27 in late Judaism",
ZAW 67-68 No¥, 26=27 (1955=56) ppe71=84. Vinter
notes in this artiele that "if it had been the
writer's intention merely to denounce polygainy, one
would have to ask what is meant by the words
"during their lives" pe77s

151+ G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in English, Penguin
Books, Middlesex, 1902, De 32,

152, (+ Rabin implies in a note referring to this passage
(fhe Zadokite Documents, op.cit. pe17, note 21) that
"divorce is aectually mentioned as permitted 13:17".
He arrives at this conclusion {rom his own restora-
tion of the passage under consideratlon. However, irf
we assuwued 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 Zadokite Documents;
however, such limitations 1% placed upon "he who
divorces" that the strong condemnation of it cannot
be mistaken. Hugh liontefiore states that "In the
Zadokite Fragments 7:1 (Charles' documentation),
probably connected with the Essene circles, divorce
seems actually to have been forbidden"”, '"Jesus on
Divorece and Remarriage", The Report of the Commission

of the Christian Doctrine of iarriage, orCi, 1971,
P+80, ALBO M ﬁfEEIaus, Tt 19.9 (5:532)" Revist

Lhele Brus 25(2'. '68) ppe L25-427.
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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 the statement in Luke 16:18 "everyone who divorcese 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 Zadokite Iragments
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 paasages.153 would seem to suggest that the
fragment in CD 13:17 may well be a pronouncement against
divorce similar to what we have in the Lucan a;u:(.zcn1.r:.1:'«f‘51‘L
The intensification of the Torah that we {ind in the
Lucan passage (Luke 16316~18) is very well reflected in
the Zadokite fragments, especially with regard to
marriage, And it 1s in this area that John the Baptist

saw the cardinal point of strict observance,

153. Ccf. for example, CcD 7‘5.6; 19‘6.

15lis The theory of the Roman Catholiec papyrologist Jose
0'Callaghan that fragmente found in the Gumran caves
bear resemblance to, and is actually a passage from,
Marke Cospel, opens up & whole new area of
development in New Testament scholarship. Shouvld
his theory prove correct, the question of the
relationship between Qumran and the Christian sect
will have ramifications for the whole of New
Teetament research., For a survey of¢Callaghan's
theory see 1, Sabourin, "A Fragment of Marxk at
Qumran”?BibThBull 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,
vho 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
of divorce,155 which was not conceded by the Jewish Bystem156
This divorce was apparently granted.157 However, even
if no divorce took place,"s8 Jewish Jjurisprudence
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 (&) 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

praised (sa Bar Jeb 62b; Tas Kidd 1.4; Tos Jeb, 2),

155, Josephus, Ant, 15 No, 259,

156, However, there were exceptions in the Jewish law, Cf.
E. Bammel "Markus 10:141f und das judische Eherecht",
zZNeutW 61 (1-2, '70) pp. 95-101. See also Chapter
Two "the position of women" p. 79f.

157« Cf. R, Eisler n27rong5wﬂkzus'u 15 footnote 1,
However D, Daube notes that Herodias "did not write
her husband a bill of divorce but simply 'separated' —-

SiarTers « (Josephus Ant., 18 5.4.136). New
Testament and Rabbinic Judaism, op. cit. p. 365,

158, See note 3 above, even if plain 'StaocTdr« v 1t
was acknowledged by Jewish Jjurisprudence,
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Marriage with the ex-~husband's half-brother is not
evaluated in the sources: Gitt 9,2 and Lev, 18:16 do not
ggpg;y 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. 2? 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 Community appears the more likely as his attitude
toward marriage and divorce coincides precisely with

that of the Gumranites,

However, can we trace an association between the
Lucan passage under discussion (16:18) and Qumrany We
have already identified the passage with John the Baptist,
and have thus posited an indirect connection with Qumran,
but is there other evidence that might indicate an
assoclation between this passage and the Qumran
Community? ©Some scholars arguc for a direct connection
between this passage and the Qumran community primarily
on the basis that Luke in 16:8 uses Quuran terminology,
"Sons of Light", which is found nowhere else in the

159, Cfs CD. h.EOff. 5:1-6.
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Synoptics, and only in two other passages in the New
Testament (John 12:363 41 Thess, 5:5)-160 He Braun takes
the argument a step further by identifying "«auwvds 775
isiklaj " in Luke 16:9 as also Qumran terminology which
is found in 4 Q8a 10.19, and is used in the same sense
that Luke uses 1t in his Gospel,!®!
In addition to thie radical teachirg about marriage
and divorce, Luke's whole Gospel seems to echo a strong
ascetic attitude, which might indicate a further
connection with the sectaries of Cumran, @, Queane11162
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 125 1,932,1633,13.24425,
also in 1Gm, Cf, also H. Baltensweiler, Die Ehe
Neuen Testament, Zurich, 1967, p. 174ff.

161+ ¥or a fuller discussion on the Lucan use of "Sons of

Light" see, V. Grossouw, "The Dead Sea Lcrolls and
the New Testament: A preliminary survey", StC 26
(1951) 289-299; 27 (1952) 41-8; I, Notscher,
"Judische lonchsgemeinde und Ursprung des
Christentuns nach den Jungst am Toten Meer
auf'gefundenen hebraischen Handschriften',

irche (1952) 21-38; F.M, Braun, RBib 62 (1955 3

« Braun, Bhth 24, 1957 I, II, 39a.1.; M. Burrows,
Die sShriftrollen vom Tot eer, Munchen, 1957, )
Pe 3 - Burrows 8 that the terminology used
here by Luke may not have been drawn from Qumran but
from a Jewish circle, he bases his conclusions on
the fect that the apocalyptic outlook of Jesus and
the Qumran community were different, so too was their
eschatology. Notscher, on the other hand, argued for
an 0ld Testament derivation.

162, "Made themselves Eunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven
(utt. 19:12)", CathBiby 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 Q while
Matthew omitted ito'®> However, it could be that Luke
got this ascetic teaching from a different source,
poesibly from the sectarian community of Qumran, The
strong ascetic influence comes through in Luke
especially when we note that Luke has four items to be
renounced which Matthew doee not have here (brothers,
sisters, wife, life), but that all these do come up
elsewhere in Matthew for explicit renunciation ('leave
brothers, sisters' Matthew 19:29; 16:25f; 10:39), with
one exception 'the wife',

Another interesting passage which illustrates this
divergence in attitude is the Lucan story of the great
feast (1L: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 eaying 'I have bought a
field' (ve18); 'I have bought five yoke of oxen ...'
(ve19); and finally, 'I have married a wire and on account
of this I cannot come' (ve20)s, Matthew, preserves the
first two items but omits the third, which suggests that
marrying a wife might interfere with following the call
to the kingdom, Cuesnell suggests that the redactional
dirfference is significant when Matthew uses 'gamos'

163. 1ibid pe 3ul.
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(wedding feast) as a fitting figure for the Kingdom of
God (Mtt, 22:1-1L4), whereas Luke uses only 'deipnon'
(vanguet; Luke 11&:15-211).16h

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=
LO: Matthew 22:33-33; Mark 12:18.27). ILuke 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 Jjudged worthy to arrive
at this world and the resurrection from the dead do not
marry nor are they given in marriage (Luke 20:3L-35);3"'
the verbs are in the present tensa.165 However, Matthew
follows Mark and simply describes the 'future' sitvation
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 sone 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 Qumran 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 glven in marriage,

164, @, Queenell, ibid, p, 346 Here Quesnell assumes this
to be a parallel passage, Thie has been questioned,

1654 yamovary, a’fcyoc/u Lo KovTal
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Luke 97:27 (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
Luke and possibly older than Qo166 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 ag 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 Luean passage may well be a re-
assertion of the ancient stratum of law which was earlier
reaffirmed and emphasized in the sectarian Community of
Qumran, This reaffirmetion 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 G; Moses as an ascetic 'THEIOS ANER' in
II Cor 3," NTSt 18 (41972) pp. 351-6L,
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The preaching and actions of John the Baptist are
reminiscent of such a diseiple, and niost probably it is
he who reaffirmed this radical sectarian teaching in his
preaching in the Jordan, The records (Mark 6:14fT,
Matthew 14: 1ff; Luke 3:18ff) 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
ineistence on the matter, especially in the case ol 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 a8 a genuine saying of Jesus,
The connection between Jesus and John the Baptist on
this whole issue of marriege and divorce can best be
understood when we consider the political implications of
John's preaching, F.C, Burkitt reminds us that 'a
curious sidelight can be thrown on the public actions of
our Lord from this point of view, In the estinmation 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 Antipas and
Herodiaa.167

167, F.C, Burkitt, 8t Mark and Divorce", JThSt. V. (1903~
1904) pp. 628~30.
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Conzelmann in his book The Theology of 8% Luke,!®8

puts a great deal of emphasis on the geographical motifs
in Luke's presentation of John the Baptist, The ministry
of John the Baptist is separated from the ministry of
Jesus in Luke's Gospel according to Conzelmann, by Luke'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 erag
whereas the region of Jesus' ministry - 'Galilee and
Judea', is the region of the new era —- the period of
fulfilment, This geographical schematization represents
and emphasizes the discontinuity between the preparatory
work of John and the ministry of Jesus, However, some
acholars159 see this geographical echematization as
traditional and not in the least a desire on the part of
Luke to separate areas as ir 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 spheree 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 Theolo f St Luke, London, 1960

169e Cfs We Vink, John the Baptist the Gospe adit
0p. cit, De o
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Few scholars 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, and its possible
repercussions, Jesus, as Burkitt notes, was a
successor of John the Baptist, and on the newsof John's
death our Lord returns et once to a ‘'desert plece'

(Mk, 6.31)s Soon afterwards we find him and his
disciples taking a quite extended journey to the north
away from the dominions of Antipas (Mk. 7:24ff). From
there he Journeya to the district of Caesarea FPhilippil
i.e.,, the North East district of Hergd 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 theme' (Mk,10:1)

From 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, was 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,
Kot until later when he is alone with his 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 ﬁbtif which emerges in
the HSynoptics is not a delipepate effort on the part of
Luke or lMark 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 2 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 Bethsailda 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), VWhen
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
gquiet when he passed through Galilee, because he was
determined that the inevitable crisis would take place
at Jerusalem and not in the district of Antipan.170
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 Antipas, who for political
and social reasons had beheaded the Baptist, was also
seexing his successor -- Jesus of Nazareth, Jesus,

being aware of this, avoided the area of the Jordan, and

170+ F.C., Burkitt, JThSt. v (1903-1904) pp. 628ff,



1%,

especially the area where John the Baptist attacked
publicly the lax marriage practices of the Herods,
There is 1little 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 Edward VIII
abdicated to marry Mrs Simpson, The seriousness with
which the incident was taken ie marked by the death of
John the Baptist and the curtailment of Jesus' ministry
in the Jordan,
Recapitulation of Luke 16:16-18

To recapitulate our re-examination of Luke 16:16-18
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
B, Bammel, and H, Baltensweiler, taking Daube's lead
have identified the saying with the period of John the
Paptist, 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. 7:11ff;
Mtt, 5:323 19:9), have suggested that the teaching is of
sectarian origin, probatly drawn from the teaching of
Qumran, 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¢f
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e8 historical, John appears to have made the Zadokite
regulations regarding marriage (CD 5:1ff) 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

& part of the Christian gospel. Therefore, what we seem
to have in Luke 16:16-18 is a saying of the Baptist
traneferred to Jesus, This 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-justice of Qumran,

The Development of Mark 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
"econtradictions" 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 Synoptic gospels, Mark and Matthew
both adopted this radical sectarian teaching and each in
his own way attempts to make it applicable to the situation
for which they write, Thus, there is evidence that the
teaching in Mark has been filtered through the prism of
the Hellenistiec Church in a Roman setting, while that of
Matthew seeks to make itself relevant to Jewish Christians,
poesibly 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
first few centuries A,D, are recorded.171 The Markan
Church in Rome appears to have permitted separation,172
(perhaps following the Pauline Church), but not
remarriage, In addition it extended its warning against

divorce to include women (Mk 10:11ff) a change from

Jewish Christian practice made necessary by Rome's
advanced c¢ivil 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 144 £f,

172+ R.N. Soulen, "Marriage and Divorce, A Problem in New
Testament Interpretation", Interp. 23(4, '69)
PPe L39=UL450,
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attempts 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 40:4=9), This is more acceptable to his
Gentile readers, and at the same time enables him to make
use of material from the polemiecs of the Church, while
retaining the basic teaching of indissolubility, v.11f,

Mark's whole reconstruction is not hard to follow,
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.173 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,3: '/ Q%‘V gversc Aaro
Mwoons  's ¢hat is, indirectly with a quotation from
seripture, though neither counter-«guestion or quotation
is in place at this point.'™ As Bultmann notes "the

counter-question is in no sense a counter-argument, and

173+ R. Bultmann, History of the Synoptic Tradition, op.
cit. p. 27,

174e Mark's quotation from Seripture Gen, 2,24 follows
the Ceptuagint word for word; and it is from this
quotation tuat the statement "and the shall
become one flesh" is taken, while the Hebrew text
reads only "they shall become one flesh", Mark
makes this Greek reading a2 constitutive element in
Jesus' reply. ¢f. . Hoffmann, Cong. Vol.5, No. 6,
May (1970)y Pe55e




198,

the seripture reference does not really answer the
opponents, but is subjected to their oriticiam:"175
Furthermcre, ve 4 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 t2aching 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 'logion'
which we find in Luke 16:18 with a slight Hellenistic
modification, Mark joins it on to his argument with
Kat \e yel XU T o1 3 « However because Mark's
presentation does not lend itself to the kind of
controversial form for which the Rabbinic 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 achnlarn176 argue for a Qumran origin for the

sayings of Jesus in Mark 10:;4ff and parallels. J.L.

175. bid. p.27.
176, Cf, Note 150 on page 180 and 181 of this Chapter,



199,

for a Christian origin to the Dead Sea Scrolls, His
argument runs as follows:

"On page L, lines 20-21, of this work (Damascus
Fragmentsi, "fornication" (zenuth) is explained
in the following manner: AT 7T 22 7T TibM
DIVNL 56 TIw TN DI DA s 72 A
The Hebrew must be translated "Fornlcation 1is
to marry two women while both of them are alive,
but the foundation (or, the first principle) of
the creation 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 seriptural text, Gen, 1.27.
The phrase 'the foundation (or, the first
principle) of the creation" is, however,
dirficult., What does it mean?p

Now in Mark 40,6, Jesus motivates his
opposition to divorce as follows: "But from
the beginning of the creation God made them
male and female," The feriptural proof here
1s exactly the same as in the Damascus
Fragments, and Jesus introduces the .uotation
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", Ve can recognize
this at once if we remember that the CGreek
word 'arche' means "foundation" or "first
principle" as well as "beginning". The passage
in the Damascus I'ragments 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 simllarities of the two passages, The differences
between the Damascus Fragements CD 4, 20-24 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 Sea
Serolls”, JJS 5 (1954) pe. 38.
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While I disagree with Teicher's theory that the Zadokite
Documents are of Christian origin, and see little in the
iiterature that indicates a literary dependence upon theee
documents by the writers of the 8ynoptics (apart from a
few isolated examples, of which the text under discussion
is one) I am inclined to agree with Daube's suggestion
that this teaching 1s drawn from a common tradition,
which was used by both the Quumran coumunity and the early

Chureche

e O in of the Commo itio

The origin of this common tradition underlying both
the Qumran 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, Daubo178 that helpe to unravel the various
lines of tradition, and to take some of the guesswork out
of such an inqguiry. Daube suggests that Gen, 1:27 has
at its base an underlying concept of man (trlﬁ() 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 tablota179 as well as Aristophanes'

178+ "Bvangelisten und Rabbinen", ZNeutW 48, p. 115-126,
179 Cf E.A, Speiser, "Akkadien Myths and Epies" in

Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the 01d
Testament, edited by James Sennetl Pritechard,

Princeton, New Jersey 1950, on ppe. 99-100,
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discourse on love in Plato's Symposion.18°

Late Jewish ﬁrad;tionﬁ81 relatees a myth similar to
that found 1n'Ariafﬁﬁﬁanes'iSymposion, and the use of
certain Greek words such as 0)2°37)7)v "carved up" seems
to indicate a dependence upon the myth exprecsed in

182

Aristophanes' writing. However, the use of

DA~V ~92 T1ap3) 75 (Gen, 1:27) oceuring in a
place where no mention had yet been made of Eve's
emergence from Adam's sleep is strong evidence that the
Genesis myth itself is permeated with a mythical concept
of the androgynous charaocter 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, "Mpwrov wsv 7ok v TH yevy 74 Twy Svlpwrwy ) oU Lo s
vﬁu Euo{a&//{-/jﬂ l(a./!og?jv, &MZ »Z't TPUTOV ﬂ/o{:'} v Kocw&} ov 7 o’/
Sudorgpuv Tou TV, ob vov dvoua Aoumov, xiTo Sz g Jxvirac
v OyuvoV Yap EV ToTs atev 7V Kal £:805 Kol ovoua %5 at/aqﬂoﬂ;lm’
Kofvov Tou TE Kppryos Kt E9A s05.”
(Symposion 189&2 Jj.

181« Cfs for e,g., Rabbi Yirmeyah ben ('E) Leazar's
comment "When the Holy One ==~ blessed be He ==
created Adam, He created him bi-sexual (D)R79724" ),
for it is said: lale and ~-female created He them and
called their name Adam", (Midrash Rabbah Genesis 81)
also Midrash Rabbah Leviticus 414:1, T.Y. Berakhoth
IX 7, T.B, Berakhoth 61a; T.B. 'Erubin 18a, Other
examples can be found in L, Gingberg's The lLegends
of the Jews, Vol, 1, Philadelphia, 1947, pp.5§-55.

182, Cf, Midrash Rabbah Genesis 831.
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Fragments and the New 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 bisexusl, 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
gsection 23 of the (Cnostic) Gospel of Thomas, FPaul
Winter observes that in Pseudo-Clement's Homily III,
liv 2 the quotation occurs with the pronoun in the
singular; %&oaau At B2Au éﬂozvaav avTov ¢ This,
according to Vinter, seems to provide conclusive proof
that even before the time of Rabbl Yirmeyah and Rabbi
Shemuel the concept of Man's originally bi-sexual
character was fairly current among Jews, and that the
words from Genesis were used to sanction that view.183
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 woman were (within the limits of a
temporal existence) permanently united, and represented
an approximation to the supposed quasik‘netaphysioal model
of the primordial Adam, Only one woman was individuated

from archetypal man, and this was taken to exclude

183+ P, VWinter, "Genesis 1:27 and Jesus' Saying on
Divorce", ZAW 69=70 (1957-58) p. 260,
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184

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 2:24,
The Genesis passages (1:27, 2:24) which underlie
both the Qumran text and the divorce logia in lark and
lMatthew 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 2:24 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 "CJqu'", 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

184, Mishnah Yebhamoth IV 141, Kethuboth X 1-6,
Qidushin II 7).



20k,

application, interpreting it as clarifying the
relationship of a man to his wife, emphasizing the
authority of the husband and 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) wom&n, Rabbi
Eleazer ben Pedah is representative of this view when
he says:
DTN )N TN )P )Nw DTN 9D
%ﬁg ma$agh0 has no wife is not (yet) a human
ng.

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 'halakhie' purposes, with Genesis 2:2L,
for example, understood primarily as a means of
specifying what marital relationships are prohibited,!87

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 Library, London, 1919.

1864 Cfe T.B. Yebhamoth 63 a.b.
187. Cfy B,T. Sanhedrin 58a PT Quid 1.1



205

both Qumran and the New Testament, Ir 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 ie 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 disciple (John the
Baptist) or disciples of the Sectarian Community. And
barring the possibility that Jesus himself was the Teacher
of Righteousnesa,188 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
remarriege (5:32; 19:9). However, Matthew has made an
excellent formal correction in introducing w~ara 7ocav

alrcxv in 19:3. That is, he reckoned the question

188, Some Scholars have attempted to identify Jesus with
the Teacher of Righteousness of the Qumran 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 Ka7& 7aprwVv oLTixV gave the
argument a logical sequence, and enabled him by a
transposition to advance the Seripture 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. Tor 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 "Kara 7raoav al-ridy "y and Shammai
who allowed divoree for "7opvs(« " only. (19:9).
@W%/Jvétd. " being understood by lMatthew possibly as an
interpretation for 'some unclean thing' in Deut. 24:1.)
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
onlys

Matthew in making the addition of "uy rm mpvecx
(19:9) and "7xpsaros Noyou 7mopvewg " (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 case in Qumran, and that the early Church did not
make this radical viewpoint a cardinal point of
observance,189 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 " aypz k75 Aayou
tﬂqpvznqﬁ'% This in itself was a gigantic step in
tightening up the lax morals of {st-century Judeo-
Hellenistic culture, where divorce, polygamy, and
concubinage were commonplace,
The Authe ity 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
ijatthew in their own way, and for different situations,
give the original 'logion' a setting, adding the
necessary modifications to meet their particular needs,
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', 2 rule governing conduct,
but 'haggadah', edifying exaggeretion, appealing to
the heart by way of imagination, and in this sense
the N,T., evidence cannot support a totally rigorist
view, Cf "Jesus on Divorce and Remarriage , from
The Report of the Commisaion of the Christ*an

Doctrine of Marriag ( '
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correction of the logicn, and the necessity to make the
teaching relevant to his circle, The logion in all
three Synoptics fails to meet the eriteria of
authenticity selected for our analysis, The first and
most important eriterion, 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 Qumran community, And what is
more, the setting given to the saying in Mark and
Matthew, 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 secriptural texts examined here.

For 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 Jesus in some stage of his ministry,
poseibly 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 the 'saying' to meet its particular needs, Therefore,
the Church, or any branch of it, is not Jjustified in
developing a theology of marriage or a doctrine of
indissolubility in terms of the divorce 'Logia', 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 terms of Gospel. Thus while
the 'gospel' speakse to men in terms of their own imperfect
human structures, of which marriage is one, it calls them
to a realization of the essentlal meaning of these
structures, Marriage theology is doomed to failure if
it is assumed that the New Testament has & 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 wae situated, what in fact

made a marriage a marriage, what made it the

reality which he called abgolutely indissoluble.

This is a problem of anthropology, since it 1is

concerned with a human reality, the e¢ssence of

which we must try to clarify in its historical
context, 190

190+ E. Schillebeeckx, liarriage n eality and Saying
stery, New York, 1 » Pe Vol, ®



2104

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 Gospel speaks authoritatively on
thic human institution whose 'form' is dependent upon
thoee cultural practices which are subject to the
changing circumstances of place and time,

BEqually 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 emphasizes, 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, |Marrisge, like all
historical struectures, undergoes change, a& can be seen
in the radical changes which took place in the
institution within the biblical context =-= & change
from polyganmy to monogamy. Under the influence of
Jesus' teaching the maritel relationship became
internalized, snd for the first time was understood as a
mutual relationship, However, this advance had not
truly come into its own, until the marriage 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 'erux interpretum' 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 c¢ircumstances of time, 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 or the New 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 &s
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the expression of the divine will (ef, Mt.. 5:17=20).
The 'essential element' in his teaching is in faect the
emphasis of the will of God over against legalism in
whatever 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 men's

own will free from that point on, What God

forbida 1s 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., 27T«

3%=37)s What counts before God is not simply

the substantial, verifiable deed that ies done,

but how a man is disposed, what his intent

18,"1 AN
The emphasis that God demands the whole will of man and
knows no abatement of Hie command is the unigque feature
in the teaching of Jesus, And 1t is this element which
emancipates it from legaliem 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 4s in total obedience to the
Will of God, In thie 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 epecific texts, tc that of the
broader basis of 'gospel', we must keeb in mind certain

developments and tendencies within the early Church which

191. R. Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, I,
London, 1952, Pe 13
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bear scrutiny,. The singling out of sex as a special
sin; 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 cf redemption, are
some of the developments that we will be concerned with
in the next chapters, These developments, however, are
the resuvlts of influences such as eschatology, social
custom, and ascetic influences, However, the early
Chureh 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
situvation. 1In this sense the 'gospel' became an
instrument of change, helping to cleanse the imperfect
humen 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 plene 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 é mosaic
of various logia drawn from dirfferent 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 familyycan for the most
part, be traced to various sources in heterodox and
apocalyptic Judaism, they are said to be an authentiec
part of the 'Jesus tradition' because at some point
these 'sayings' are said to have passed through the
prism 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 oynopties, but can also be found in the
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Pauline Epistles, which supports C.H., Dodd's theory that
"a traditior  coeval with the Church itself" underlies
both the Gospels and Paul.1 Dodd is also convinced that
a 'substructure of New Testament ethics' as well as
theology underlies the Pauline Epistles to which Paul was
indebted and whose origin points to Christ Himself.° von

6 have already

Campenhausen,3 Piper,h Dungan,5 and Balech,
demonstrated that the teaching of Paul on marriage and
the family has many pointe of contact with the Synoptic

tradition.7

Background of Pauline Thought

F.Jd. Foakes-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
writing is unintelligible."8 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, fonﬁon, 1930, Dpe 50

24 C.H, Dodd, According to the Scriptures, London, 1952,
PPe 108er

3¢ HJ¥, von Campenhausen, 'Die Askese im Urchristentum',
ITradition und lLeben, Krafte der Kirchengeschichte,
Tubingen. 1900, ppe. 1 =D

4e O. Piper, The Christian Interpretation of Sex, London,
1942, pp. 15ff,

De DsL. Dungan, The Seyings of Jesus in the Churches of
Paul, Oxford, 1971s De 132fs

6s D,L. Balch, "Backgrounds of I Cor, VII: Sayings of
s Lhoe Lord in §; Moses as an Ascetic Dsios xvgp in I1
"/ Core IIT," NISt, Vol. 18, No. 3, April, 1972 pp2357,.35(-6

7. J. Weiss, Der erste Korintherbrief, Krit, -exeg,
Komm u, de NeT. /s GOttingen, 1910,

8+ The Life of St Paul, New York, 1926, ps 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 scholare have taken widely varying views as to the
source and background of Pauline thought. Those
following F.C, Baur’39 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 a8 an ethical dualism, and "dying" and "rising"
a8 a spiritual transformation - a concept of man which
f'inds its roots in an anthropological dualism, However,
othern1° were quite certain that Pauline thought was
Jewish to the core, citing as proof that Paul viewed man
in an 0ld Testament Jewish framework and not in the
Platonic dualism of the Hellenistic world (1 Thess, L,
9 Symbolik und %xtho%ggie, Tibingen, 1832, Cf, also
R, Reitzenstein, hellenistischen
lMysterienreligionen, ﬂeIpsig, 1927,
10, A, Schweitzer, Paul and His Inter rewera, London,
1912, DPe 179*2%5 H.A.A, Kennedy, ot paul and the
; Reli;_cns, London, 19133 J.G. Machen, The
: 8 Religion, Grand Rapids, 1947,
03 Cf also R.,E. Brown, "The Semitic Origin
of the Pauline 'Myaterion’ " Biblica 39 (1958),

pp.h:;girs-ha Lo (1959) ppe. 70-73: CathBibsy 20 (1958),
Pe .
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I Cors 15)s 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',
without any thought of their essential 1nconsistency.12
Twentieth century studies of Pauvline thought have
built on the exegetical efforts of earlier scholars, such
as Baur and VWeiss, and may be considered a further
development of the above three positions, Recent
etudies, however, have moved away from a strictly
Hellenistic background, viewing Paul's 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 Jewieh
apocalyptic and fully developed Gnosticism, & 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, O, Pfleiderer, Paulinism, London, 1891, p. 264; CT,
also E.E, Ellis, Paul and His Recent Interpreters,
Grand Rapids, 1901, Note 81, pe .

12, E.E, Ellis, Paul and His Recent Interpreters, Grand
Rapids, 1961’ De Ge
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The work of such scholars as W,D, Davies has shown
the close relationship between Pauline thought and
Palestinian rabbinism and apocalypticism, and has
demonstrated that Rabbinic Judaism forme the background
of many Pauline concepts formerly labelled Hellenistic.15
The Dead Sea Serolls with their ethical duvalism have
also demonstrated the close relationship of Pauline
thought with heterodox .3'1.1:3‘-;1.1&111.‘”4

The more compelling proof of a continuing Jewish
tradition in Pauline thought comes from the recent
studies of specific Pauline concepta15 which have
confirmed that Pauline anthropology is in line with the
0ld Testament view of man and not the Platonic dualism
of the Hellenistiec world, ©Paul's 'corporate body'
terminology is Been 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, 2:24, Therefore in line

13« We.D, Davies, Paul and R s London, 1955,
pp 1-8, Cf, aleo, D, Daube, The New Testament and
Rabbiniec Judaism, London, 1956, pp. .

14s K. Stendahl, ed,, The Scrolls and the New Testament,
New‘Yark, 1957, pp. -10 sy 1 3 P.P, Bruce,
b A i | i . “a -

ex_s. Grand Rapids,

OF 77 Be o and the Manual
of Diaciplina,“ __3 L8 (1955) PP- 157-65.

15 W.R, Nelson, "Pauline Anthropology," Interp 1L, 1960,

Pe 15 Ry Bultmann,New Testament Theology I, London,
1952, pe 209ff; J .A.T. Robinson, fﬁe E%Eg. London,
1952, R, Jewett, Paul's Anthropologic erms,
Leiden, 1971«
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with his Jewish heritage Paul stresses the totality of
man over against a dichotomy or trichotomy of Hellenistie
thought, He thinks of man as a unity, so that physical
and mental and spiritual life are regarded as different
manifestations of the same self, or ego.16 This
affinity of Pauline thought to a Jewish background is
consistent with the findings of those scholars who see

in Paul a close relationship with the Synoptiec traditioan
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,

auline M1l

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, just 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 R{oman Empire.
Political, religious and social changes came with earthe~
shaking suddenness, setting men adrift in search of new

164 R, Nelson, "Pauline Anthropology", Interp 14 (1960)
Pe 15

17. See notes 3, L, 5, 6, and 7 in this Chapter,
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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; religliously, 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 Romen domination came first of all the
decline of public and private morality. Men were lef't
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, Stoiciem,
Epicureanism, and Platonism were among the most
influential, Eclectic philosophers such ag Seneca and
Philo were able to combine ideas from various
philosophies and use them for moral teaching. in
Philo's case he wes able to combine Stoic and Platonie
philosophy in interpreting the 0ld Testament, thus
Joining religion and philosophy (together) in a
meaningful way,

18+, H.C., Kee & F,W, Young, The Liv World of the New
est Gﬂt. London, 1960’ Pe 144
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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 catastrophiec
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 wae 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 in%o 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 Anthropology 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 man in
Pauline theology, we shall be faced with a difficult
problem in dealing with Paul's teaching on marriage in
I Cors 7e Re Bultmann recognizes this difficulty when
he states:

"though Paul shows himself to be influenced in

II Cor, 5:1ff and 12:2-4 by the Hellenistic-

dualistic 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" (ve1); 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
8igns of Hellenistiec dualism in this passage, the
evidence is guite convincing that Paul's anthropology ie
grounded in rabbinic Judaiem. Jome scholars have
attempted to account for this dualism in Pauline
anthropology in I Cor, 7 by suggesting that Paul is here

confronting a group of Corinthian gnoatica,20 and in

19 ITheology of the New Testament, I, London, 1952, p,202

20, Cf, R, Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,
1971, pe 255f3; U, wilckens, Weia&e%t und Torheit.
Eine exegetisch-religionsgeschightliche Untersuchu
zZu I% Eoré ; §§§ 2, Tusingen, 1959, Against a
gnostic uence in Corinth see N.A, Dahl, "Paul and
the Church at Corinth According to I Corinthians 1:10-
4324," in Christian History and Interpretation, Studies
Presented to John Knox, ed, W.R, Farmer, C,¥.,D, Moule
and R,R, Nietuhr, Cambridge, 1967, pe 3333 J.C. Hurd
Jr., The Origin of I Corinthians, New York, 1965;
Re Seroggs, "Pault goP s and 77veuuarsos " NISE
XIV (1967=68) ppe 33-55.
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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 Core 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,

WeGe kimme1®! attributes the difficulty in
understanding Paul's anthropology to Paul's "careless”™
use of current anthropological terms, 8. Laeuchll 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 1t 1s not solved in Paul simply because Paul
214 not intend to solve 1t,"2° This is why Paul could
take over some Hellenistic views 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
13.23

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, W,G, Kummel, Man in the New Testament, London, 1963,
Pe 38T,

22, S5, Laeuchli, "Monism and Duvalism in the Pauline
Anthropology", BibRes. Vol. 3, 1958, p. 16,

23, 8, Laeuchli, ibid, p. 27.
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this does not necessarily mean that Paul had taken over
the original meaning of the terminology which he usu*:cl..z'4
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
promiseuously®? in his teaching (1 Cor. 7), with shades of
two concepts of man coming through, it becomes
exceedingly difficultto hold him to one definite
anthropology. It can quite plausibly be argued that
Paul ,working in a totally Hellenistic milieu,has come to
appreciate the idea of man as a plurality in the
Hellenlistic 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 polemice agalnet the Gnostics and
therefore repeats their language in order to refute their

entisomatic slogans, The dualistic tendencies expressed

24, W.G, Kummel, ibid, p. 47f,.
25. W.0. Kiimmel. ibid’ Poe l"3i
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are then understood not as intentional, but are
attributed to Paul's careless use of the adopted

26 Secondly, Paul's attitude could be

terminology.
taken as the result of a genuine Hellenistic-dualistic
influence which on occasion comes to the surface in
Paul's teacning.27 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 man's self,
There is will, reason, there is sarx, there is 'soma',
there are emotions and desires, I Cor, 7 may well be
Paul's attempt to formulate the plurality of the body.28

However, this plurality of whiech Paul speaks can

only be understood in the light of a basic monism of man,

As Laeuchli deseribes it:

"Pluraliem exists only 'sub specie unitatis}
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, 42 18 significant in this
respect, If the organism is originally & 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 man: he is 'sarx’',

he is fallen, he is a total sinner, not only a
bodily one, And one he is when 1t comes to the
resurrection, which is not a resurrection of mind

26, Cf., R. Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,
1971, p. 255f., Gee also note 20, page re

27, Cfe. R. Bultmann, Theo%ogx of the New Testament I,
London, 1952, p. 202-209.

28, So Laeuchli, op. cit., BibRes, Vol, 3, 1958, p. 23,
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or 'nous' but one of ‘'soma', of the total self.

But when it comes 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,” 2
Therefore the pluralism which Paul attempts to formulate
in I Cor. is different in a number of ways from the basic
dualistic or triadiec concept of Man in Hellenistiec
thoughts 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 'soma-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
7s 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, psuche, etc,, are different

29, S, Laeuchli, ibid, p, 26,
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sides of man's total self., In this way Paul is able to
precsent his rabbinic concept of man as an acceptable
theological teaching to his Hellenistic hearers,
Therefore in I Cor, 7 we move a stage further in
Pauline theological formulation, Paul 1s not accepting
dualism, but ie accommodating this understanding of man
as plurality to his basic concept of man as a 'total
unity',

I Cor, 7, 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 Spirit (I Cor. 3,163 6.19); man's body
glorifies God (6.,20); "Christ will be honoured in my
body" (Phil. 41,20). The understanding of the 'body'
as good in all its parts, a body under discipline, but
a discipline according to the 'charism" of the
individusl, for some the unmarried state, for others the
married, shovws the non=dualistic and non-ascetic nature
of Paul's teaching,

In our treatment of this crucial passage (I Cor. 7),
we must be aware of this basic emphasis in Pauline
anthropology == the totality of man over against a
dichotomy or trichotomy of Hellenistic thought, We
must not seek to develop a Hellenistic anthropology
on the basis of what we find in I Cor, 7,'fhis would, as

Bultmann points out, get any exegesis of'f to a wrong start.jo

30 R, Bultmann, Theology of the New 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 with 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 rabbinie/apocalyptic Judaism, Our
next step is to determine what constitutes the authentic

Pauline Corpus,

Aut tici f the Pauline Tpistles

As early as the beginning of last oenturyj1
commentators and exegetes were in disagreement as to what
letters may be considered genuinely Pauline, Since that
time much study has been done regarding place of origin,
linguistic analysis, similarities of expreseion, subject
matter, adversaries involved, and other factors in an
effort to establish Pauline authenticity or unauthenticity.
While the discusesion 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+« F,C. Baur, (1831) held that Romans, I, II Cor., and
Galatians were authentic with Paul,
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conservative scholars are beginning to treat the Pastorals
and Ephesians as Post-Pauline writings.saa In an effort
to solve the problem some scholars have sought help from
the computer, A,Q, Horton,32 using computer analysis,
has come to the same conclusion that F.C., Baur reached
at the beginning of last century, that the Pauline
letters consisted of Romans, I, II Cor,, and Galatians,
However, H.H, Bomara,jj also making use of computer
analysies, holds that the traditional Canon of fourteen
letters is genuine, Such diverse results indicate
either poor programming, or the fact that Computer
Analysis' has not yet "come of age" in New 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 whole Pauline
corpus (14 letters) into consideration there appear to be
32a, Cf, D, Guthrie, Egzg%gggg?gggmlgﬁg%gggﬁiggézgg§

Pauline Epistles, 1901, also A,T., Hanson, Studies in
Pastoral Epistles, ILondon, 1968,

324 A.Ge Morton, "The Authorship of the Pauline Corpus",

in ew Testament in Historical and Contemporar
Perspective, kssays Wemory of G,H.C, Maclregor,
136h‘ stianity an he Computer, with J. kicLeman,
1 .

33« H.H., Somers, "Gtatistical lMethods in Literary
Analysis" in The Computer and Literary Style, ed-
J. Leed, 1966,
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two distinet stages or developments in ite 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 inetitutions in which men
found themselves, Instead, men were urged "to stay es
you are” for the time is short, I Cor, 7 18 a good
example of thie 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 guestion, % (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 we 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 eriterion --- a change in ethical
teaching. However, it is interesting to see how this
ethical teaching divides when the Pauline corpus is
divided on the basis of other criteria, @, Bornkammsh
in his lucid study of Paul, considers Romans, I, II Cor.,
Galatians, Philippians, I Thessalonians, and Philemon as
the unquestionably genuine Pauline 1etter3.3§ Bornkamm
comes to this conclusion after carefully weighing the
evidence presented by biblical research. Further,
Bornkamm works on the premise that the Pauline
correspondence consists of real letters, written for
particular aituations.36 For Bornkamm the letters do
not contain a systematic theology or a collection of
"universal timelese truths and religious experience“.37

3., 222% trans, by D.M,03, Stalker, New York, 1971,
Pe 1

iy g
35 1Ibid p. XIV
36 Ibid pe XXII
37« Ibid p., XXIII
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Other scholars38

are quite willing to consider the
Pastorals and Ephesians as non-Pauline, Js Blank39
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.39b We 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 L0
I, ITI Corinthians I, II Timothy
Galatians - Titus
Philippians Debatables
I Thessalonians Colossians
Philemon II Thessalonians

L4

®rcts is considered gecondary.

38+ C.L. Mitton, The Epistle to_the Ephesians: its
authorship, origin, and purpose, London, 1951,

39 Paulige-und?;resuaL 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 413.,1-7: An Interpolation" NTSt XI
(1965) pp. 365-Ths e

LO, For a full discussion of the guestion of the
authenticity of the Pastoral Epistles el. H.
Conzelmann, M, Dibelius, Die Pastoralbriefe, ,
Tubingen, 1966, 4th ed., Pe1, C. Spicqd, Les Epitres
Pastorales, Lth ed, Vols 1, 2, Paris, 1969; J.N,D.
Kelly, The Pastoral Epistles, London, 1963; P.N.
Harrisof, "The Authorship of the Pastorals", LExposT,
67, (1955), ppe 77-81; Id.; "The Pastoral EﬁTE%IEE
and Duncan's Ephesian Ministry," NTSt 2 (1955-=56),
PP«250=61; C.K., Barrett, The Pastoral Epistles,
Oxford, 19633 A.T., Hanson, The Pastoral Epistles,
Cambridge, 19663 K, Grayston - G, Herdan, "The

Authorship of the Pastorals in the light of
Statistical Linguistics," NTSt 6, (1959-60) ppei=15.

41, Cf., G, Bornkamm, Paul, Trans, by D,M. Stalker, New
York, 1971,
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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, showing
genuine Pauline writings representing one ethical view-
point and the deutero~Pauline writings representing
another, However, the question still remains as to
whether Coloseians is genuinely Pauline, and as it is
considered Pauline by most scholars we ought to have a
closer look.

We Munro in an article in New Testament Studieauz

concurs with the majority of scholars, and especially
with C.L, Mitton's theory that Colossians is Pauline and
that Ephesians is dependent on Colossians, However, he
contends that Col, 3:18-4:1 is dependentzgnd therefore
subsequent to Ephesians 5:21-6:9, both being & later
literary stratum added to the original Epistles., Col,
3:18-431 is the Bection concerned with the 'Haustafeln' ——
domestic or loeal "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. Dibelius and K. Weildinger,
which holds that the 'Haustafeln' were current in
Hellenism and Hellenistie Judaism, and that Col, 3:18-l:1
represents its most primitive form in Christian circles,
L2, "Col, III, 18=~IV.1 And Eph, V,21-VI,9: Evidences of

a Late Literary Stratum?", NTSt, Vol. 18, No. 4,
July, 1972, pp. U3L=ULLT.
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with Ephesians 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 catecqgﬁﬁl code
by pointing out that Ephesians is dependent on Colossianaf‘5
Munro, upon analysing the 'Haustafel' passages in

Colossians and Ephesians, comes to the conclusion that
both Ephesians 5:121=6:9 and Col, 3:18~l:1 are of a later
literary stratum, with Col, 3:18-4:1 being dependengzggd
therefore subsequent to Eph. 5:21-6:9, The reasons he
gives for the dependence of Col, 3:18-L:1 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 " -ﬂ}o‘ mJn.‘,; " which corresponds with LEVLS

TW ta‘d » While Colossians omits it, Thie 1s not a
result of expansion on the part of Ephesians but is
omitted in the process of abbreviation on the part of
Colossians., (2) Colossians' Xou(reT«l as compared to
Ephesians’ oy«<&ov. . . Koueasrat - - . glre . . . glrs 18
further evidence of contraction on the part of Colossians,
(3) Evidence shows that Ephesians is dependent on
Philippians 2:12 and that Colossians instead of depending

on this primary source is dependent on Ephesians,

43, The Bpist%e to_the EEEea;ags, Oxford, Clarendon
Press, 1951, ppP. 1 .
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In showing that Tphesians 5:32-6:9 is a later
literary stratum than the rest of the Epistle, Munro
demonstrates that where Ephesians 5:21-6:9 can be shown
to be dependent on the rest of the (Ephesian) Epistle,
the wording in the main body of Ephesians is closer to
an earlier source,e,g. Gal, 1:10, 2:20, and seems
therefore to be prior, His conelusion is "that the
signs of the dependence of Ephesians 5:2{-6:9 on the
rest of the Epistle and the priority of the latter do in
fact distinguish this passage from its literary context.da’

Turning to Colossians and basing his findings on
verbal parallels Munro comes to the following
conclusions: (1) that Col. 3:18-U4:1 show signs of
dependence on Ephesians 5:21-6:9, which seems, therefore,
to be prior. (2) Col. 3:18-L4:1 appears to be dependent
on the rest of Fphesians as well as Colossians,
Therefore if his coneluslone are correct the order of
writing was as follows, Colosslans, Epheslans, Ephesians
5:21=6:9, Col, 3t18-b41.h5 Munro further substantiates
his findings by drawing attention to the following:
confirmation that Col. 3:18-L4:1 is later than both
Ephesians and Ephesians 5:21-6:9 is to be found in Cnl,
3:20 which has the appearance of a conflation combining
Epresians 5:10 with 6:1, Col, 3:18-L:1 can also be

seen to be an interpolation because it interrupts the

Mo Vie Munro, m Vol, 18. Noe Ll'p J'uly 1972 Pe ll39o
45, 1Ibid p. 4L4OT,
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flow of ideas, style and rhythm of the passage,
Continuity of the passage could only be restored if
Cols 4:2f 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 cloese in appearance to

the awrlor
Ephesians 5:20, and assuming that ke had Ephesians

before him 5:21 dﬂ,rqwfgﬂzvm <iAA7Aq5 etcs sae
attached to Ephesians 5:20, £I,JPLQ{FCD'TOUVT-€5. . TE e Ka
na7pt  closely resembles gu’)(qfwrocNTq 75 st Tappe S' adrov in
Colossians 3:17b.u6
His conclusion is that Colossians 3:18-4:1 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 Colosslans may be an early Epistle of
Paul, the passage which concerns us is 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

46, 1Ibid p. LUALS,
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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

sitvuation in the Corinthian correspondence (ef, 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 (4 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,u7 that of J. Weisa,ua
with the modifications of W, ﬂchmithala,hg appears to be
the most aceceptable, Schmithals divides the Corinthian

materials into s8ix separate 1etters.50

L7. Cf., J., Harrison, "St. Paul's Letter to the
Corinthians", BxposT., 87 (1966) pp. 285-286,

48, Cf, J.C, Hurd, Jr, The Origin of I Corinthians,
London, 1965, pe 45.

L9. W, Schmithals, Die Gnosis in Korinth, Eine Untersuch
zu den Korintherbriefen, Gottingen, 1956, 2nd ed. 1965

50. Cfr, R, Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,
Brill, 1971, pe 23~ Jewett gives a full outline of
Schmithal's hypotheaia and the reasons for the above
divisions in the Corinthian correspondence,
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When we divide up the Corinthian material51
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 4+ 1 Cér. 6:12-20 + 1 Cor.
1132=34 + I Cor, 15 + I Cor, 16:13-24, OSchmithals also
argues that the warning against mixing with the heathen
in II Cor. 6:314~7:1, a section considered out of place
in thet Epistle, fits perfectly as the beginning of
Letter A.52 Letter B, would include I Cor. 1:1-6311 +
I Cor, 7:1-9:23 + I Cor, 10:23~11:1 + I Cor, 12:1=-14:40 +
I Cor 16:41-12, 1In this way we can seec how the
references to previous correspondence (e.,g. I Cor. 5:9),
II Cor. 2:4) is accounted for,

Schmithels' analysis of II Corinthians, which is
supported by Bornkamm,53 suggests that this epistle as
it now stande represents four different letters, This
is based on the fact that II Cor, 2:1L~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:
13413 can beleong with neither of these aectiona.5h The

5. Cf, also G, Bornkamm, Paul, trans, D,M.G, Stalker,
London, pp. 2L,

52, Cf, W, Schmithals, G Ko sssy Ope.cit,
Pe 1 2I\f.

53« G. Bornkamm, Paul, op, cit. 244f,

5L. Cf, Re Jewett, gag%'s Anthropelogical Terms, Leiden,
Brill, 1971, pe 251,
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sequence and contents of the four letters are as follows:
Letter C consists of II Cor. 2:14-6:13 + II Cor, 7:2-L4;
Letter D, the letter of tears, is II Cor. 10:1-13:13;
Letter E contains only II Cor, 9:1=-15; and Letter F, the
letter of Jjoy, 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 Ephesus and Macedonia, A more precise dating of
each letter can be worked out when the data of Schmitals'
hypothesies 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 containe 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
travela.56 Letter C could conceivably be written after
the short vieit to Corinth in 55?7, 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, C.K., Barrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle

to the Corinthians, A, & C. Bgack Efd., London, 1968,

pe 5f; C.T., Craig, The First Epistle to theCorinthians,

Interpreterk Bible m%m,ﬂw

also ¥,V, Filson, Interpreter's Bible, Vol, 10.
p. 2657f,

56, R, Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, op. cit;
Pe 27.
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the Jerusalem offering, the final Letter F, was probably
written in the following spring.?! The time for the
whole sequence of correspondence could possibly have been
a year to a year and a half.58

Reflected in these six letters are evidences of
congregational factions, a8 well as intruding
missionaries of Letter B (I Cor, 9:21f). While earlier
scholarsh1p59 has identified from I Cor 1312 the
existence of three or more factione in Corinth, some

60 have argued that the congregation was

recent exegetes
not divided at all, However, in the light of the
"jealousy and strife" among the groups (I Cor 3:3ff) it
is difficult to argue that there were no fundamental
differences within the Church,

Little is known of the intruding missionaries of
Letter B (I Cor 9:2ff), However, it has been long
disproved that they were Judalzers as identified by
F.C, Baur last century. Later studies have shown that
they may have been from a Hellenistice circle within the

earlier Jerusalem oongregation.sd The Midrash of

57 This order of writing is derived from Schmithals'
hypothesis,

58, Re. Jewett, Loc. Cite pe27.

59! Je«Co Hurd, JI'.. Thg Oxigu} Qf I Goryzth;ana, London,
1965, ppe 96ff,

60 J. Munek, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, trans,
Fo Clarke, London, 1959, pe 167s J.C, Hurd, Jr., op,
eit., pe 1061, See also N,A, Dahl, "Paul and the
Church at Corinth according to I Cor, 1:10-4:21,"
in r ia isto nterpretation, Studies
presented 1o John Knox, edited Dy heils Farmer
C.F.D. Moule, and R.R. Niebuhr, Cambridge, 1957,

PPe 315=3304

61, R, Jewett, Paul's Anthropological Terms, Leiden,
1971, pe 23fT,
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II Cor. 3 which Paul refutes is a Christian Midrash
based on Exodus 34:29-35, and apparently forms the basis

62 Paul sets up in

of his opponents' theology.
opposition old and new covenants as well as Moses and
Christ, while his opponents draw very cloce connections
between these pairs, seeing lMoses as the first "Divine
Man" which eould poseibly be reflected in the ascetic
expresasions in I Cor,. 7.63

Apart from the intruders mentioned above there appeap
to have been factional groups who preferred the preaching
and teaching of different Apostles, an Apollos group
(I Cor., 3:6), & Petrine group (I Cor, 6:1=11, 9:11=12,
10:14=~11:1), and a Pauline faction (I Cor, 1:12).6h
Another group which seems to have caused the most radical
divisions within the congregation may best be described
ag a Gnostic fact10n65 which emerged within the
congregation itself, Paul deals with this group and
their libertine attitude towards sex in his first letter
(A)e 1In Letter B, the conflict between the Gnostic
libertines and the conservative ascetic attitude of the
intruding missionaries become particularly visible in
I Cor. 7, where both attitudes challenge and endanger the

traditional concept of marriage,

62y D,L. Balch, "Backgrounds of I Cor, VII: Sayings of
the Lord in O: Moses as an Ascetic Gecos dvyp in II
Cor, 11i", NT8t Vol. 18, pp. 351ff,

63, Ibid,. Pe 352,

64, J.C, Hurd, Jr., The Origin of I Corinthians, London,
1965, pe SUfL,
65. Re Jewett. Ole Cit. Poe 119f’ 25}-1-f’ 352ff.
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Letter A - I Corinthians 6312-20,
Paul deals with Fornication and Gnosticism,

Letter A was apparently written in response to the
report of the situation in Corinth brought by Stephanas
and his companions (I Cor, 16:15rf).66 What they
reported to Paul ﬁas a rejection of traditional moral
discipline (I Cor, 9:24ff), which expressed itseclf in
indiscriminate and impure relationships with unbellievers,
(II Cor. 6:4L427:1) and prostitution (I Cor. 6:12-20), in
open participation of Christians in heathen temple meals
(I Cor, 10:1L4ff), in disorderly innovation in the
celebration of the Lord's Supper, (I Cor. 11:17f) and in
a breakdown of the established role of women in the
Chureh (I Cor. 11:2££),87

Paul saw behind this breakdown of the traditional
order the emergence within the Church of a kind of

68  gome of the members,

Gnostic contempt for the body.
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

gignificance in a man's life and therefore available for

66, R, Jewett, ibid p., 254, 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, 254,
€8, Cf, Schwelzer, TWNT, Vol. VII, ps 1061, lincs 1ff,
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use in whatever way bringssensuous pleasure, Paul
replies to the gnosticizing Christians at Corinth by
emphasizing the rabbinic concept of man as a "corporate
whole", where the body (aayn&), transformed, will be
raised at the resurrection (ef I Cor. 15:35-4i; Philip,
3:21), therefore it cannot be used indiscriminately for
any kind of sensuous pleasure, In reality the body 1s
the temnple of the Holy Spirit in this age and will be
the basis of "bodily existence"” in the age to come

(I Cor, 15:35-4l; II Cor, Ltilk),

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
D-q/ag and owpn interchangeably, e.g. using the word
oop § (I Cor, 6:16) to prove a point about ocwux ,
This exchangeability between a-a:/E and owux seems
to be a conseguence of Paul's return to traditional
holiness categories.sg II Cor. 7:1 "let us cleanse
ourselves from every impurity of flesh and spirit", is
typically Jewish, being clearly paralleled by CD, Hernes,
the Test.Iss., and Pseudo-Clementine materials where the
words are generally exchangeable and neutral in mcaning.70
As this is only possible within the concept of Jewish

anthropology, we must conclude here that Paul is reverting

59. R J“@ttg Ope cit, Pe 119,

/0. Cf, He Windisch, W&ﬂs
Gottingen, 1924, pp. .
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to his previous heritage., Paul's concept of
traditional holiness would naturally inveolve 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 7:14
where Paul affirms that a believing husband or wife can
transmit heliness to his or her non-Christian partners,
and also to the offspring of the carnal relationshipe.
However, pegapréding 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 muet be kept
"unblemished" until the parousia (I Thess, 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 classification
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 Corinthians8' 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 relstionships within marriage in I
Cors 7o In this way sexual intercourse within marriage
is not seen as deflling, but rather as a means of
salvation (I Cor. 7:7).

However, Paul in his initial correspondence
(Letter A) has difficulty with the anthropological
terminology.71 While he argves in the beginning of the
letter (II Cor. 7:1) that the body ought to be kept holy
until the parousia, he refere to the body as the enemy
in I Cor., 9:27, a totally gnostic attituﬂa.72 Commentsa tars
are not ready to accept gnostic influence upon Psul's
thought here, and explain this particular usage &s a
careless mixing of metaphors on the part of Paul,
resulting in a elumey = handling of both metaphors and
1&3&3.73

It becomes clear that Paul in these early sections
of Letter A is attempting to work out & 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).

71s Cf, W,G. Kimmel, Man in the New Testament, London,
1963, Pe L7r,

72, Robertson, A, and A, Plummer, A Critical and
a E he First Epistle of St
a to_the Corinthians, 2nd, ed. ICC, Edinburgh,
1914y Pe 1970

73+ 1Ibid, p. 197, also R, Jewett, Paul's Anthropological
m. QD cit. De 2550
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In the section I Cor, 6:12-20 Paul opposes the
gnostie argument expressed in the formula: "Food is to
the stomach as fornication is to the body" (I Cor, 6:
127f), 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, Faul
agrees with the first half of the gnostic thesis, but
refutes the second half, argulng that the body is not
for fornication, This argument must have been
difficult for the Corinthians to follow as they would
naturally have considered ' KotAcx ' as part of the
'f@y4& ‘e 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 6313, too, the xotAix , or digestive
system, 1s depreciated, but with a different
purpose from that of the dominiecal saying in

Mte 7:19. To justify sexual freedom the
libertines of Corinth were pleading the moral
indifference of the body and ites functions,

Paul takes up their slogan in order to
overthrow it, The belly, as a creaturely
organ which 1s 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, 15:50, ef, 35ff; 1II Cor 5:1; Rom, 8:21ff;
143:17)« But the belly ( kocAx ) 18 not
the same as the body, The body ( cwuw

8till belongs to the risen and living lord.
Hence it must not be abandoned to licentiousness
(ve13bef)s se» The point is that the KoAx is
part of the perishing creaturely world, cf,

Mt 23:30,. Only becaunse of this, and not because
it is sinful, is it doomed to destruction,"74

74. J. Behm, IDNT, 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 NotAtx «+ First, God will railse
the one and not the other, and second, the body of the
Christian has begen incorporated into Christ, (I Cor. 6:15),
and thus in peculiar fashion belongs to him (I Cor, 6:14).
It is because God relates himself to the 'oswuwx ' that it
belongs to a different sphere than the ' KocAx 'e

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.
6315=17) s The use of équ in I Cor. 6:1L4 in place of
YRS does not indicate that Paul is substituting a
union of personalities for the corporal union which he
emphasizes earlier.75 %/uq here does not define
cwux 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. 6:18, where ¢ ¢ rovsuwv 36 70 (Scov Capx éuu Toval
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 8in 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(sxohluusves) with a prostitute and clings to her
75« Cf. E, Best, One Bod Christ, A Study in the

e

Best takes the view that Paul is speaking of a
union of personalities,
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( K o AN arfa ) 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 <;‘abu 0:S«re o However, in I Cor, 6319 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
the principle of exclusive corporal relationahipﬂ.76

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
gnosties as an anti-somatic argument --- considering the
body to be the temple of God's spirit, However, by
introducing the 'body' concept into the temple
tradition Paul is able to refute the dualism of the
Corinthian gnostics,

The use of £v VU in v.17 does not weaken
Paul's argument for corporal unity, but in a real sense
strengthens it. The linking together of o Sz K o AAwpzvos
and {V ‘FUE%ﬂ“- brings out what Paul is saying,
that is, "it is he who cleaves exclusively to Christ who

76+ R. Jewett, op. cit, 262,
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is one spirit with him", - The implication being of
course, that he who Joins himself with a prostitute on
the principle 77QUTX uol £€¢s7v  could not by
definition be ¢v mVevux 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 1t was 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.'C It has already been
noted that Paul 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, 1§7%, Pe 3201,
78. Cf, R,M. Grant and D,N., Freedman, The Secret

Sayings of Jesus, London, 1960, pp. 136if,
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those practised at -umran.79 Further, in I Cor, 6:16
Paul quotes the same passage (Gen, 2:24) as the
Qumranites in defence of his "corporal unity" theory.ao
However, the “umranites seem to have duoted this passage
as a prohibition against polygany and remarriage after
divorce on the grounds of man's bi-sexual nature, giving
it, however, a recerved mode of interpretation which was
taken to provide a sort of mythological model for the

ethical justification of permanent monogamous marriages.81

a2 that monogamous

Moreover it was held by certain teachers,
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 relationshipe with a

prostitute resulted in a kind of organic existence where

a one-many relation replaces the one-one balance of the

4
79. See above pe 4%
80s Compare CD L, 20«21; 5.1=6,

81+ Cfe Chapter 3, pe 84f, also D, Daube, "Qbangelisten
und Rabbinen", ZNeuti 48 (1957) ppe. 119=-126,

82, J. Héring, The First Epistle of S5t Paul to the
Corinthians, Trans, by A.,\, Heathcote and T.Jd.
Allcock, London, The Epworth Press, 1962, p. 34
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original and idegl mane Speculation aside, the
evidence seems substantial enough to suggest that Paul
is drawing on a def'inite Jewish tradition in his polemiec
against the gnostics, and that this tradition seems to
be inexplicably linked with both Qumran and the
Synoptics, which indicates that all three, Cumran, the
Synopties, 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 ein against
the body, and as we shall sece the dangers and prevention
of "fornication" dictate the type of ethical behaviour
that ought to be practiced in the Churches of Paul,

er B thia - 'Porneia’ —-
eneral a Partic

In his second letter Paul, in responding to the
questione of the Corinthians, calle their attention to a
particular case of 'wopveiL ' among them (I Cors 5:1).
Je Hdbingas interprets $Au5 in I Cor 5:1 in the sense
of 'everywhere' referring to the fact that this
particular case of fornication, that is, of the man

living with his stepmother, has become general knowledge

83« The First ﬁgéat%s of Baint Paul to the gog;gtnéang.
trans, by A.W., Heathcote and P,J. Allcock, London,

19620 Pe 3’-{-.
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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 SAus XKOUETAL
év guuf TopVECK as meaning the practice of
fornication among Corinthians generally, which Paul had
already dealt with in Letter A (efs I Cor, 5=9).8h with
Két  TOlAUTY AT opV e 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 ' 7opvos ' of whatever kind, has any part in
the kingdom (I Cor, 6:9).85 but is here tolerating a case
of opviia 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

86

concubinary union. This cannot and must not be

8lis

85, Hauck/Schulz, TDNT, Vol, 6, note 82, p, 593,
86, Cf, C.K, Barrett, A Commentary on the First &

to_the Corinth;ana, London, s P 3 Hol W,
Meyer, Op. also nntes that the use of

Ve2 and f(lc-r (zum.{«gyw y Vo3 to designate the
matter conveys the idea that an incestuous marriage

had taken place; J. Bonsirven, %e D%vorcg dans le
Nouveau Testament, Paris, 1948, builds hies theory
concerning the exceptive clauses Mt, 5:32, 19:9 on

the idea that #aopvzi(v 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 -*édkuékyQTt Ve7 = 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 as the

authority for his discipline not the Mosaic law of Lev,

18:8 but the '"power' and 'name' of Jesus Christ (Acts

3:16)s, 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 Qumran where the

erring member is also excommunicated (1 Q8 Ve26=VIe1)o87
Paul again reinforces his demand that the guilty one

be removed by referring to tradition by means of the

rhetorical formula 004 o©/S«re = Do you not know? A

formula which he uses 8ix times in his teaching on

morality in Chapter five and six (I Cor, 5.6, 6.2, 3, 9

15, 165, 19)s This formula while sounding rhetorical

strongly indicateeg 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 liew
Testament, 1958, ed, K. otendahl, p. 130; see also
C.K, Barrett, loc, ecit., who attributes little
importance to this connection(p. 122,
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Letter B Marriage Problems
I Corinthians

J. Héring 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
circumstances of belonging to the body of Christ.e’s This
conclusion is reached by assuming that the opponents in
I Cor 7 are the same a8 the libertinistic gnostics of
Letter A, and the early part of Letter B (I Cor 5).
However, there is reason to belleve that the group Paul
ie addressing in I Cor 7 are not the same as those
addressed in Chapters five and 8ix, and that their
asceticism is not the result of their adoption of
gnostieism, but the combination of two factors, their
interpretation of certain sayings of the Lord reported in
Qy and thelr understanding of a Christian Midrash on
Ex 34:29-35 which forms the background of II Cor 3:3, 6,
7, 10, 13, 16 and 15, The latter is a Moses typology
which a certain groupag of Corinthians have adopted as
the basis of their theology, and from which they draw
their ascetic ideas - & theology with which Paul does not
agree. .

88. J. Héring, 1 Corinthians, ope cite., pe 48

89, This group could quite possibly be associated with
the visiting missionaries mentioned earlier,
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James Robinsongo has suggested that there is a
connection between the @ sayinge 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
those debated in Corinth.g2 This probability has been
made the more probable by the following observationsj the
verbs yea/usu and y*pe3w which oceur together in I Cor,
7:36 and 38 also occur together in © and Luke (Luke 20:.‘55).9'3
This phrase "marrying and giving in marriage" seems
almost certainly to be a catech phrase which originated
in ascetic Jewish circles older than Luke and which Paul
is forced to discuss in I Cors 7.

Von Campenhausen9h is also convinced that Paul in
I Cor, 7 has grounded hils advice to the Corinthians in

90, "Basic Shifts in German Theology", intcﬁn.. XVI (1962),
pPe 82«63 and "Kerygma and History the New

Testament, in The Bible %nd Modern Sc?glarsh;g. ed,
by H.FP., Hyatt, London, » Pe 127=01,

e Cf, Chapter 3, pp. 169 ff,

92, D.L. Balch, "Background of I Cor., viis sayings of the

Lord in Q; Moses as an Ascetic Pz xvy/ in I1 Core
iii," NTSt Vol. 18, No. 3, April 1972, p. 356,

93. Cf. R. Kugelmann, "I Cor. 7.36-38", gathBig%. X (1948),
pe 69, aleo R,H,A, Seboldt, "Spiritual Marriage in
the Early Church: A Suggested Interpretation of I Cor
7:36-38", Concor 30 (1959) pp. 103-109 and 176-89,

94. H.F. Von Campenhausen, 'Die Askese im Urchristentum',

gra%it;on uné Leben, Kragte der Kirchengeschichte,
Tu en, 1900, ppe. 1 .
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the Gospel tradition, giving both eschatological (I Core
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
divoreing (I Cor 7:1=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)e Therefore the whole discussion in I Cor. 7 is an
attempt by Paul to correct these misinterpretations of
the Lord's sayings by the Corinthisns,

Balch95 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 discusesion, which Paul
understands differently from the Corinthians,) The
interpretation of Ex 3L in the Hellenized Judaism of the
26

period apparently always involved some very ascetic ideass

95 "Background of I Cor. vii ...", NISt Vol. 18, No, 3,
1972, pe 361,

96, Balch, "Background of I Cor., vii", p. 358,
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Therefore those 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 Qumran97 and rabb:niam.gs 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 GQumran the same idea was
expressed in their preparation for 'Holy War', 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
II Cor, 3¢ This would account for the ascetic nature of
the questions posed by the group, and the way in which
Paul handles these guestions, 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. O, Betz, "The eschatological Interpretation of
the Sinai-Tradition in Qumran and in the New
Testament", Revue de s VI (1967) ppe. 89-107,

98, Judah Goldin, The Fathers Accord to Rabbi Nathan,
vol, 13 in Yale Judaica geriaa, New Haven, 1955,

Chapter 2, pp. 18-19,
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theology and practice with whieih Paul does not agree.)

This theory accounts for the asc¢etic Christisns of I Cor 7,

as against the licentious libertines of I Cor 5 and 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 uwunarried, for 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

intercoursa.gg
oncerning Marriage Co -2 0

I Core 7 is a literary unity100

comprising three
main sections, vv, 1-16 concerns the married, or those
who have been married, vv, 17-24 an exhortation for all
to remain in the state in wkich they were called, and

VVve 25=38 concerning virgins, Not only is the subject
matter in these sections closely related but 7:39, 4O,
concerning widows, appears to be an afterthought to

7:8,5 9 Paul, having given in 7:86, 9 general permission
to "the unmarried and widows" to marry (if necessary),
added in 7:39, LO a special word to widows: they more

than the rest should try not to remarry, but if they

99. Balch. ibid’ Pe 361.

100, Cf, J.C, Hurd, Jr, The Or n of I Corinthians, S.P.
C.K., London, 1965, p. 13&, aleo L, owain, paul on

Celibaey, ClerRev. 51 (1966) p. 785=9.
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should marry again, then it must be "only in the Lord,"O!
The central section (vv 17-24) although apparently a
digression,102 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 (vve, 23, 24),
Integral to the structure of Paul's thought and
teaching is a kind of ambiguous attitude towards
marrisge which is evidenced by a mutual inter-play
between the section on marriage (vve 1=16) and the
section on virginity (vv. 25-38), 1In the section which
concerns marriage predominantly (vv, 1-16) Paul expresses
his preference for the state of celibacy (vve 15 5, 7 8,
15), &and in the section concerning virginity (vv. 25=36)
he insists on the goodness and dignity of marriage
(vve 27, 28, 36, of also 39)s This ambiguity may stem
from the same theological milieu that formed the

attitude to marriage at Qumran.103

101, J.Cs Hurd, Jr. ibid, p. 154,

102, Vime F, Orr, "Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor 7,"
Pitts Ferspe. 1967, Vols 3, no. 3, pp. 16; Also L,
Swain, "Paul on Celibaey", ClerRev. 51(1966) p.785=91,

103. Ccf. F.M. Crosse, Jr,, The Ancient Library of & »

London, 4958, 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 tendenciee, one the ancient
priestly distinction between ritual purity and pollu=
tion (Compar. I Cor.6:18, 7:14) and the other, the
later developing apocalyptic movement which understood
history az a drama of divine wurfare, In Sumran these
two streams were combined resulting in a way of life
that make celitvacy or continence a means of bringing
about vietory in the drama of divine warfare, However,
marriage was not condemned, for according to Josephus
(var II 8, 2-13) some of the Izsenes decried celibacy
and thought marriage necessary, Therefore, celibacy
among the Quuranites wae not a general requirement,
Paul too recognizes the value of celibaecy as 'service
to the Iord' (I Cor, 7:32=35), but has to remind the
Corinthians that celibacy is a 'gift' and not an
obligation, Cr, Cross, p. 71ff, 2lso D,I, Dungan,

The Sayinzs of Jesus in the Churches of Paul, Oxford,

1§hg Pe 115.
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The history of exegesis show that commentators are
(iivided as to the nature of the questions asked by the
Corinthians, Some scholars,’oh held that two basle
questions were asked by the Corinthians (1) Is marriecge
to be allowed, and (Z) Is it necessary to separate from
an unbelieving partner? The reason, it is belleved,
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

106 however, have

better.1°5 A small group of scholars,
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
and when celibacy had its place.107 Therefore the
10L, Cfy J.D. Michaelis, éa&rodgpt%gn to _the New
estament, trans, a edite rom Germ, ed,, Of
%733 by Herbert Marsh, 6 vols, Cambridge, 1801, Vol,
IV, p.6lL; J, VWeise, Der erste Korintherbrief,
Gottipgen, 1925, pe ’ ;3 E-B, Allo, ‘aint Paul:
remiere EFpitre aux Corinthiens, "Etudes Bibliques",
aris, 1955, ppe 15 sy We Meyer, Der erste
Korintherbrief, 2nd ed,, Zurich, 19075 pe 1054
105¢ GuG, Findlay, Letter of the Corinthian Church, pekiOl,
Wme M. Ramsay, "Historical Commentary on the Epistles
to the Corinthians", The Expositor, Ser. 631 (1900)
Pe 28,

106, Cf, Vim, M, Rameay, ibid, p. 381; F. Codet, Commentary

on Paul's First Egigt;e to the Corinthians, trans,
A, Cusin, vols, Edinburgh, *

107« J. Massie, "Did The Corinthian Church Advocate
Universal Marriage? A Study in Interpretation",
JThSt II (1901) p. 527, 538,
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presence of an ascetice tendency in the Corinthlian Church
wos acknowledged by a large number of acholara.1°8
However, the problem whiéh seems to divide scholars
most is whether the question "is marriage to be allowed?",
included an inguiry as to whether sexual intercoarse
between married persons was desirable for Christians,
Chrysosign may have been nearer the truth when he wrote
"They had written to him, 'Whether it was right ( 9z¢ )
to abstain from one's wife, or not",198  other
acholara1°9 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, wae nothing new in the
ancient world for it was found among the Essenes, the
Therapeutae, and also in Hellenistic Judaiam.11° The
same asceticism could well have influenced a group within
the Christian community at Corinth,

108, Saint John Chrysostom, es o stle o

Paul to the C g;égﬁg; Eﬁ rans, H,K, Gorn 8
liedley, an shwor . Revised by T.W, Chambers.
t _ t Ni

P

109, H, Lietzmann, A ie K 11, Tibingen, 1949,
P«763 K. Lake, The [mﬁ!_ of 5t Pauls
eir Motive and ' 585 pe180}
CeTe Craig, "The Firs Epiatle to the Corinthianat
Introduction and Exegesis", in the Interpreter's
Bible, New York, 41951=57, De76e

110 Lietzmann, op. cit. 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. 1Is it desirable for the
merried couples to continue with or to
abstain from intimate relations with
each other?

(2) I Cor. 7:8,9 1Is it desirable for

persons not yet married to remaln as

they are?
(3) I Cor. 7:10,44« Should Christians divorce?
(4) I Cor. 7:12-24, What about mixed marriages,

where one rtner is a believer and the other
is not? 11

Cor -

'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

discuss among the guestions they raised in their letter 112

112,

111¢ W.G.,H, Simon, The First Fpistle to the Corinth H
ntroduction and Commen » ("Toreh"), Londony, 1959,
Pe .

Cfe Jede. Von Allmen,
London, 19634 pe133 DeL, ¢ sayings J esu
n the Churches of Eag;, Oxford, 3111} :
phrase poses seyveral problems 1n 1taelf, especially
the meaning of k71zP«c and the implication of Awhev
To 'touch a woman' has been interpreted in the
exegetical literature in two ways, the mean sexual
intercourse and marriage, xahov has been given a
variety of meanings (cf. J. Cé Hurd, Jr., The 0
of I Corinthians, London, 1965, ppe 159£'f), lowever,
the most geeeptable solution to these proolens is
(1) that *Teocfac in v,1 most probably means 'to
touch sexually' and not 'to marry', and that 'w~akov !
may 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,
Pea 138ff.
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Paul does not condemn this opinion but instead argues on
the basis of "yes see but".113 He recognizes the value
of eelibacy for the sake of service for the Lord (vv.32-
35), 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
relationships must be dictated only in obedience to what
is clearly imperative in our Lord's teachings Therefore,
while he is able to agree in part with this ascetic
opinion he feels that it must be qualified, Thus Vvei=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 subseribe
to the Christian lMidrash of II Cores 3, they may have
refrained from sexual relations within marriage following
the example of Moses who did so in order to receive
divine revelations,"h 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
(ve2) which could result from wholesale celibacy, and
also reminds them of the conjugal rightes of each partner

1134 JuTe Von Allmen, 1ibid, p. 13.

11L¢ Philo, Moses ;i. 66=-70 in Loeb Classical Library,
Tr. by F.W. Colson, Cambridge, lass, 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 ecach other's
conjugal rights, Furthermore, Paul points out that
celibacy iteelf is not a rule, or an obligation to be

observed but a 'gift' -~ X¥t0AX  —= g0 too 1s marriages

Paul in vv, 8,9, addresses the 'unmarried' and
'widows's  7To¢s Jyﬁyou is masculine and refers
possibly to "unmarried men" or "widowera“.115 However,
widows who can decide for themselves whether to marry or
remain single are apparently also 1hcluded here, and are
similarly advised in v, 39f, The case of maidens 1is
discussed later (vv, 25ff), Paul opens hie argument at
the beginning of this chapter by maintaining that because
of the danger of sexual immorality, the Corinthians

115¢ Wm, ¥4 Orr, Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor 7,

P%ﬁgagerup. septy, 1967, Vol. 3, No. 3. Orr
terprets 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 13 it retains a
balance "widowers" and "widows'; 22 vve 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 Ixegetical Handbook to
the Epistle to the Corinthians, T. & T. Clark,
Edinburgh, 1881-1883, Keyer also argues that +ocg
&yﬁﬁo‘j applies to both sexes,
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should not discourage the physical side of the marriage
relationship (vve 4=7)¢ In vv, 8, 9, he turns to the
"unmarried and widow", To them he says "It is well for
them to remein (single, widowed)) as I do, but if they
cannot exercise self-control, they should marry. Hurd
notes that:

"This pair of statements is closely parallel to

the pair in 7:1,2, Fach opens with a stateuent

beginhing kexov  followed by the dative of the

person(s) concerned., Each statement is

immediately qualified with a counter-statement,

In each case the first statement is in

opposition to marriage and normal sexval

relations, and the second advocates both as a

means of avolding 7epvecx
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
ol marr:l.age."”? This would certainly be in keeping
with the view that the éacctie&addreased here were those
who practised the kind of asceticism which resulted firom
following the theology of II Cor, 3, 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 uwnmarried must take its normal course

because of 7opvseLy .

1164 J.C, Hurd, Jr., The Origin of I Corinthians, London,
1965’ Pe 166.

117. J.C, Hur‘d, JP.. ibid Pe 167.
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I Corinthians 7:10-16

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
(vve 12=16), Paul straightway anchors his advice in
the Jesus tradition by way of referénce to Jesus tradition
"not I but the Lord", (v.10) and affirms that for
Christian couples divorce is forbidden,118 The fact
that Paul rejects divorce with such emphasis seems to
imply that the Corinthians had made some statement in its
ravour.119 Some scholars seem to think that the general
disapproval of marriage by the Corinthians eventually led
to thelr regarding divorce as desirable for Ghriatians.12°
This view, however, makes it difficult tb 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 divorece for Christians

may have been a real issue at Corinth but it was not

1184 Je Héring,

5
trans. by J.M, Trou et al, ’
vol, 1, pe. 1273 K. Lake, The Earlier Egéstlea of
St Paul: Their kotive and Or » <nd ed,, London,
144y Pe 1053 Jo ofat-Wu_uéL&ﬂ
to the Corinthians, The Moffatt New Testamen

ommentary, London, 1938, pe. 78.
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embraced by the whole community (vve 1=7), 28 some were
interested in abstinence rather than divoree. The real
problem seems to have been the differences of opinion and
practice among Christians themselves --- one party
believing in sexual freedom (6:12-20), another bLelieving
in total abstinence (7:1-9), with others holding to the
orthodox view of marriage, The difficulty in
understanding vve 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
itselfs The ascetics who insisted on abstinence within
marriage would certainly cause problems for a Christian
partner who did not adhere to this particular view,
This may well be the reason for Paul's advice concerning
conjugal rights (vv 3,4), Furthermore, Paul attempts
to overcome the factionalism in the Church by calling
their attention to the command of the Lord which insiots
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 asceticism of the ascetic
Christians,

The parenthesis ' fouv 35 wa )Q"f’“’97 eoe
(ve 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

‘separations were caused by a desire to live a celibate
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life in keeping with the theology and practice of the
Christian Midrash of II Cor, 3, then the question of a
second marriage does not arise, What the parenthesis
seems to say is that 1f she does practice celibacy and
later discovers that she does not have the 'X%PtoMX !
to continue then she muet 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 vve 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
permitted either partner to divorce the othﬂr.121 Paul
in answering the Corinthian inquiry regarding Christians
married to unbelievers, makes it quite c¢lear 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

1214 Wm, Orr, "Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor. 7",
PittsPersp. Sept. 1967, Vol. 3, No. 3, p. 1k,
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partners produces a corporal unity between the two B0
that the unbelieving member of the marrlage is
sanctified by the faith of the believer (7:1l4)e. Paul
used this ancient concept in Letter & (6:12-20) to

8now how relations with a prostitute def'iles the body
which may have been misconstrued by the Corinthians to
mean that relations with all non-~Christians were
defiling. However, Paul in ueing this traditional
concept of holiness was careful to classify in Letter A
(6:12-20) "fornication" alone as a "sin against the
body" (6318), 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 c¢laim that ir it

is not true then the children of the relationship are
unclean; 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 ve 15 "the brother or the sister
is not bound" has been taken by Roman Catholice 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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271.

122

This is the ground for the "Pauline Privilege"123 in

Roman Catholic circles and the basis of the Vestminster

Confession's idea of desertion as a Seriptural ground

5

for divorce, However, the case of second narriager

does not come up here, and can only be implied from the

text,

122,

123,

The orthodox Roman Catholic view on divorce is that
marriage is indisscluble, 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

gPauline Privilege), (2) the dispensation of a
"matrimonium ratum, non conswmmatum", 1s the only
case where the Catholic Church admits the poesibility
of a divorce properly so called, Cf, P, Dulou, "The
Pauline Privilege", CathBibQ., 13 (1951) pp.1hé—16§.
For the long list of Protestant exegetes who support
thie interpretation see note 30, Chapter 1. p.22.

Dulou in commenting on the secriptural 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 thie with certainty, it seems to me, Ve
cannot be sure that such a permission is granted in
this passage of the First Corinthians", The Pauline
Privilege, Cat 13 (1951) pe 1473 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 = 18 not
bound like a slave) is in that case interpreted as
applying to the married bond; 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 by the law', 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,,

Engﬁclogaedéa of Biblical Theology, 3 vols., London,
1 '00 ’po L ]
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In sumery, section 1 appears to come to grips with
the ascetics at Corinth, Paul acceptis their objections
regarding intra-marital asceticism and the narriage of
single persons, but in each instance he added a
limitation., Abstineuce within marriage, he said, is to
be only for short periods "lest Satan tempt’you through
lack of self-conirol” (7:5)e. In each case he based his
exception on the danger of the contagion of Wopveix
In his previous Letter A, we are reminded of his
argunent on the subject of immoral men, This is Paul's
sirongest denunciation of 7opverd (6:12-20) which still
forms the basis lor his teaching in the present Letter Be
Thus the reason which he gives for practicing marriage,
is that it is a bulwark against immorality ( S/« —ag
,;ra/olli:l oLg )o

Hurd puts forth a very plausible argument 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 Irom Hopverd and
from t;L?rfa'ToL . 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 raul'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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Paul's reply follows naturally: (a) there must be no talk
of 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).12h This could well be- the. -.
case, as the question on divorce would naturally arise
out of the statement concerning relations with unbelievere
in Leiter A, However, this would only concern the
question of divorce among those married to non-Christians
(vve 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,

Some acholara125 consider vv, 17-24 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 1is

called" (I Cor 7:20), is the overriding theme of the

1244 J.C, Hurd, Jr, The Origin of I Corinthisns, London,
1965’ DPe 22‘4.

125, Cf'y Wme Orr, "Paul's Treatment of Marriage in I Cor 7"
Pittlﬁ’er‘ﬂg. Sﬂpt’ 1967’ VOl. 3' lo. 3’ De 16.
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whole seetion (vve 1-40), and that it expresses Paul's
whole eschatological outlook, For Paul the Parousia
was imminent -=- the time was short --- that during the
life-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
change the social structures which were so much a part
of “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 inegualities, 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 why 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 eschatological principle that conditions his
advice to all concerned, Had Paul been conironted 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 sSing ==
AOPUELA Other than this, one should "remain as he

is" due to the impending distress,
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o ians (:2le
Congcern rging

The meaning of 7«y@sves 4in this section has been
the centre of controversy among echolars, Some take it
to mean both 'young men' and "young women' who have not

126 Most scholars, however,

previously been married,
believe that —r/«/é’zw; in I Cor 7:25=35 is used in a

general sense to mean "those women who have never heen
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 eryptic remarks in 7:36~3%8 concern the problem of

Christian fathers who are anxious to know what to do

about their unmarried daughters.

127 Recent

126, Wme ¥, Orr, 1ibid p. 17 Orr argues that by taking

127,

7upBsvos 10 mean unmarried persons of both sexes we
discover that Paul 18 actually dealing with a
different group from those he has discussed before,
According to Orr's reasoning this is the fifth group
raul 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 proper 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 females

A Roberteson and A, Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical
ommentary on the FPirst Epistle of St Paul to t
orinthians, 2nd ed,, IC hdinburgh, 1 s Do
J.B, Lightfoot, Notea on the Epistles of St Paul, ed
J.R, Harris, London, 1895, D E%E, Re Ote JOhN Parry,
The First "pistle of Paul the fpostle to the
Corinthians in the Revised Version with introduction

and lotes, (The Cambridge Dible for Schools an
IIeges’ L.canlbridge’ 1916, p. 78.
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acholarship128 believes that the "virgins"” referred to in
this pectlion are women who have entered into "spiritual
marriages" with men who have vowed themselves to celibacys.
ReH.A, Seboldt translates vve 36-38 as follows:

"But if any wman thinks that he is acting

improperly toward his virgin in his spiritual

marriage, if his passions are strong ... et

him do what 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," 129
This is probably the most popular view among comuentators
today, as it presents no philological difficulties and
seems to account for the term m}'p gzvos throughout,

However, a third view is that the "virgins"
mentioned in this section are "engaged couples” who were
wondering whether to go ahead with their wedding plunﬁ,‘agb
in view of the shortness of the time,

Hurd has outlined the pointe of disagreement between
the two most divergent theories that of "fathers and
daughters" and "spiritual marriages", pointing out that
the exegesis favours that of spiritual marriages, 1In

the case of "engaged couples” Hurd points out that there

126, For a list of scholars who hold this view see J.C,

Hurd, The OrLE;Q of I Corinthians, London, 1965,
Pe 170, note ™

129, R,H,A, Seboldt, "Spiritual Marriage in the Early
Church; A suggested Interpretation of I Cor, 7:36=-38,
Coneor. 30 (3, '59') pp. 176-189,

129b,W,3, Kummel, "Verlobung und Heirat bei Paulus (I Cor,
7y 36-38" in Neutestamentliche Studien fir Rudolf
Bultmann, BGI’IIII' ‘-lgﬂi De §,io
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is no evidence against such a theory, however, he
concludes that "the ascetical relationships which had
arisen in the Corinthian Church were probably marriages
in every respect save marital intercourse and the
resulting parental reaponaibilitiea."130
The exegetical base upon which the "spiritusl

marriage" theory is maintained argues that the whole
section deals with a single problem. >  This is
accomplished when we set aside the ather and daughter
theory, and treat the two passagee (vv, 25-8, 36-8) as
referring to the man and what his actions should be

toward his virgin, In this case the use of the word
carries a single meaning in the whole section (vv., 25«38),
and refers to the man and woman who have entered into a
"spirituval marriage", and not in the first instance
(vve25-8) 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
7:126=28,

Looking at the section in its totality (vve 25=38)

we note that Paul's construction follows very much the

pattern of the whole unit (vv, 1-40), with vv 29«35 being

130s JeC. Hurd, Jr., The Origin of I Cor., op. cit,
Pe 1 764

131+ J, Weisc , Der erste Korintherbrief, ("Kritische

] exegetischer Kommentar uber aae leue Testament",
begrundet von H,A,W, Meyer, 5. Abt., 10, Aufl,)
Guttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1925, p.194
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a digression much like vv, 17-24 -~ The whole unit itself
having a tripartite structure (7:1-16; 17-24; 25-40)e In
each case the middle section is a digreseion which scts
the argument in a larger context, with the first and
last sections having the same or similar subjects, It
aprears that the special relationship which lies behind
7:36-38 is in fact the subjeet 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 vve 17-24, Here Paul puts the whole issue in a
broader context -- that of the eschatological principle
which rules his whole teaching -~ because "the appointed
time has grown very short" (v. 29) it is well for a person
to remain as he is, Paul opts for the "status quo”
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 exercgise
requires a special 'gift' X«/Jfa)aa( s 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
hie favouring celibacy he is careful not to weaken the
dignity of the matrimonial state, Thus he emphasizes

that celibacy is not a command, but a counsel for those
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who have a special grace or charism, Others who do not
possess this gift should marry, and he 1s anxious to
stress when talking of celibacy (vv. 24-38) that marriage
is not a sin; but a gift in itself, The two sections
(vve 1-16) and (vv. 24=38) seem to be interrelated, one
section complementing the other in that in speaking of
one state, e.g. marriage (vve 1=16) he also speaks
positively of the others Paul's favouring of celibacy
ie solely on the basis that it gives the individual a
spiritual advantage, since it facilitates the striving
for perfection by freeing the individual from 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 thie 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 1is
addressing here are members of a ﬁarticular grbup at
Corinth who have accepted the theology of the Midrash of
II Cor, 3, and consequently its practice, then we can
understand Paul's cautiousness in treatinrg the subjeet of
marriage and celibacy. Paul, unlike hie opponents, hase
grounded his teaching on an early Church tradition that
goes beck to Jesus, Where 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.

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 Church, or about
marriage in particular, but to establish his own
threatened authority. Paul is anxious to show to the
Corinthians that he is not inferior to these 'superlative
apostles' (11:5, 12311), and thus he seeks to illustrate
his superior position by using the marriage imagery. He
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, 11:2Dbs

7}/00‘0{/7:/ %% b:/uats o a:ug/m‘- #q/psuov:(yw,v
%e}pdﬁﬂ]rd( TR XPLoTe.

"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 unicue 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 Chureh) 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
disposal (Wd/dff-ra; ot ), and to supervise the betrothal
and actual marriage to insure that no deception is
practiced by the bride, This role would be readily
understood by the Corinthisns, and weuld be sufficient
to illustrate that Paul held a superior status to his
rival apostles (II Cor. 11:5, 12:11).131a

Probably the most important implication of the
whole metaphor is contained in the use of 1?$;rrf1/u
(II Cor, 11:2), for it pertains primarily to the formal

131a.The metaphor of Christ as bridegroom end the Church
as his bride is based upon the 014 Testament
rophetic image of Ierecel as the . pouse of Yahweh
Isa, 54:5-7, 62:Luf; of also Hosea 2:7; Amos 3:2),
Moreover, Israel's lapses into idolatry are referred
to as adulterous union with strangers (e.g. Ezek,
16:15=L43; Hos, L:10-15)s The dsys of Covenant
making in the wilderneses of fiinail are spsken of as
the time of Israel's 'espousals' (Jer, 2:2, L3, 60,
cf also Exek 16:60-63), The llew Testament writers
think of thie prophécy as having been fulfilled in
the marriage-covenant between Christ and the Church,
The metaphor of the husband-wiie relationship, it

would seem, was accepted teaching in the early Church;

we find it in the Pauline correespondence, the pogt-
Pauline letters (e.g. Ephesians 5:22-33), and in the

Apocalypse (Reve 19:7-9; 21:2, 9). This metephorical

usage will have been suggested by Jesus himself in
sayings and parables which represent his parousia as
the coming of the Bridegroom (Mt 25,6; Luke 12:35-40),
and the blessedness of the redeemed as a marriage
feast in the age to come (Mt 22:1-14). However, 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 ig used to show the

meaning and significance of the marriage relationship,

Cfs As Richardson, An %ntroduction to the Theoclogy
of the New Testament, London, 1953, pp. 6=533
C.Ls Chavasse, ide of Christ
J. Jeremias, \;%M, ter ¢ TDNT, Gran
Michigan, 1964, Pp. 1101-1705; &, Stauffer, yot/(su'
TDNT, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1964, p. 653f,

.'\.EIP d e ’
]

y 1940, pe60
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presentation of the bride to her huahand.132 Paul is
apprehensive that the bride (the Corinthian Church) will
be deceived by these intruding Apostles into insincerity
and lack of dedication to Christ, and he uses a general
reference to Eve's deception by the serpent (Gen. 334)

as a means of giving voice to this fear that the Chureh's
fate will be the same as Eve's, Here again Paul calls
on his Jewish tradition and heritage to make his point,

This 'hieros gamos' imagery is taken over later by
the author of Ephesiane and applied more specifically to
Christ and the Church, and to the marriage relationlhiplsab

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 Paul uses for the first time
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 & 3i

"I commend you because you remember me in

everything and maintain the traditions even

a8 I have delivered them 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 1s God,"

132, J,P, Sampley, 'And ;ge Two_Shall Become One Ilesh',
Cambridge, 19715 Pe .

132b,Cf, Chapter 5 above, also J,P, Sampley, Ibid,,
Ps 148TTL,
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Paul believes firmly in this teaching because it has its
roots in the customs (wvvﬁéhcx ) of the Churches, and
further it is an element which constitutes apostolic
'traditions' (7wpaSorsis v.2)s 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 God's decision
in creating him first (vve 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 Mz;z?d/lof of 71xV704 JVS/OS » Dot the "head" of
the Church, and that God is the head of Christ, From
this analogy Paul states that man is the "x¢ gﬁodo} v
the "head" of the woman (v. 3), in the same way that
Christ is the K:?Qdflf 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
its social reality.135 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¢ MeS, Enslin, The Ethics of Paul, New York, 1930,
Ppre 13uUff C,A. Scott, Christianity According to
St Paul, Cambridge, 1927, pe 224-~5; R, Schnackenburg,
The kioral Teaching of the New Testament, London,
196L, pe 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 Jjudgements",
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submiaaion,15h 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., ILove becomes the
Tfoundation of the marriage relationship just as it
becomes the foundation of one's relationship to Christ,
Further, it was a speclal 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

134+ E, Kahler, Die Frau in den paulinischen gréefen,
Zurich/Frankfurt am Main, 1960, pp. 109, 165, 201.
Dr Kahler examines the places where Paul discusses
the relationship between woman and m&n, paying
articular attention to the concept of submission
Ororecee )e In her study of I Core 7, 11, 14
she notes that the concept of submission occurs in

none of these chapters, The word itself occurs only

in Ch. 14 and there it does not refer to submission
of man. What has been misunderstood is that
submiscsion has been identified with obedience,
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admonition, that help to determine more precisely Paul's

position on marriage, divorce, and celibacy,

Roma ns )
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

135 g an important

has been considered by some scholars
contribution tc the understanding of marriage in New
Testament times, and what i1s more it confirms Paul's own
position regarding second—marriages.136 The
illustration, as understood by these scholars, confirms
Paul's stand as expressed in I Cor, 7:10 that marriage

is indissoluble with death alone dissolving the
relationship, Hence this text is frequently used by
acholars137arerut1ng the biblical evidence for the
'Pauline privilege' (I Cor, 7:15), by attempting to show
that this reference confirmes the evidence that Paul
believed only in simple separation and not in dissolution
of the marriage bond with a view to re-marriage, However,

if we look more closely at this illustration (vv. 1—6)Iwe

135+ JeB. Bauer, Encyclopedia of B cal Theology, 3
vols, London, 3%75, ﬁoi. 2, Do 5%3?. _

136, Cfs R, Schnackenburg, The lioral Teaching of the New
Testament, London, 1964, p. 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, "‘he Pauline Privilege," CathBibQ
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notice that Paul says nothing of the husband divoreing
his wire, Under Jewish law, especially Mosaic law which
is under discussion here, the man only has the right to
divorce and the woman h&s 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 divorece not being ruled

out because Paul says nothing of the rights of the
husband, he merely comments on the rights of the women
who is by law bound by the marriage until her husband's
death, Thue from the point of Jewish law the above
illustration (Rom, 7:1-=7) confirms, more than anything
else, Paul'e orthodoxy in his view of women and the
social institutions of his time,

Thessalonians -6
Theme of r

In I Thess, L:1ff we aresgain 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 1is 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 CGentile
immorality was lightly regarded, In Acts 15:29 the
Council of Jerusalem decided that less could not be
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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 "—fgpueax " alone a sin against the body, a

8in 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 consecuence of
such sins, (Cf. Rom. 132133 I Cor. 5:1, 6:13, 7:2,
Gal, 5:19ff, and Col., 3:5). The passage in I
Thessaloniang L:1ff sume up very well the teaching of
Paul in combating "—ﬁhfuir&. " 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 himselfl, 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

adultery or fornication in marriage.137

137. Cfy W,B, Harris, I and II Thessalonians, London,
1968, pe. 61ff; A,L., Moore, I and Il Thessalonians,
New Century Bible, London, 1 s Peo B
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Summary

In reconstructing the sequence of events according
to the work of recent exegesis we 'ind 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 TopVe & that Christians should marry. It
hag been Buggeeted138 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 asceticilem,
discouraged marriage for single persons, and would have
suggested to the Corinthians a type of "spiritual” (1.e.
celibate) marriage, If this was the case the advice of
his first letter would have raiced serious questions
among the Corinthians, Margaret E, Thrall points out
this problem by saying:

"If we suppose that II Cor. 6:14=7:1 is part of

the earlier letter referred to in I Core. 5:9 we

might suggest that the warning found there

againet marriage to unbelievers had caused some

Christians already married to heathen partners

tce wonder whether divorce was not only

allowable but a positive duty. In any case the

gueetion 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, ILondon,
1965, pe 96fT,

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 Chriatiana.1h°

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
partly on tradition,1h1 partly on the teaching and
example of Paul, and more probably on the theologyy
introduced by the wandering missionaries, who in the
intervening periocd introduced into the Corinthian Church
the theology and practice of the Christian Midrash on
EXs 34:29«35 4in II Cor, 3, which they interpreted in the
same manner as we find in Philonie axegeaia.1h2 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.34, by

140, Cfe C.K, Barrett. The First Epistleto the
: 2 9 PPe p WaCols Simon,

4! - . the Corinthians, Torch Bible
Paperbacka, Lon on, 1959 De

141, Cf, D.L., Balch, “"Backgrounds of I Corinthians VII",
NTSE Vol. 18’ Ho. 3’ PPe 551ff.

142, Cf, Philo, Moses %; «66=70 in Loeb Classical
Library, Tr., by *,W, Colson, Cambridge, iass 1935,
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recalling them back to the traditions of the earliest
Christian community, and pointing out that celibacy is
not the objeet of a human choice, not even a vow === it
is itself a ' Yo4ptoi< ! it is given to some and not to
others (I Cor, 7:2, 9)s. MNorton 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", 140
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 Centile world, In writing
to the Churches at Rome, Corinth, CGalatia, Colossee and
Thessolonica Paul reminds them of the danger of 'w?pvird '
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 his mind
(1) the nearness of the 'parousia' and (2) that because
of the care of maritel responsibility the unmarried
person may be better able to serve the Lord, However,
Paul is under no illueions 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

140, The Ethics of Paul, New Yorl 1930, p. 180,
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by making men vulnerable to natural passions, Despite
his eschatological outlook Paul is s£till saying to the
Corinthians --- we are still living within the context
of the o0ld 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
situvation 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 his 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 iynoptics draws upon &

body of tradition that has its origin in apocalyptie
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Judaism, and more particularly in heterdox Jewish
cireles; (II) that this tradition having been adopted by
the earliest Church community passed through the prism
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 (ef, Mte, 5:32, 1919, I Cor, 7:12-16). This
modification of the "impossible ethic" surfaces in lit's
tempering of the total prohibition of divorce as recorded
in Mark and L.uke, 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 New Testament literature, particularly in the
communities of Matthew and Paul, gives the whole teaching
on marriage an air of ambiguity, for, while we have the
Christian ideal expressed in the radical teaching on
indiesolubility 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 custome, laws, 'mores',
etc,, were observed in the first century New Testament
world, What is more the examples FPaul uses for the

positive teaching of the Gospel indicate that he was
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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 £ind him approving a hierarchial type
relationship in marriage, the submission of women (II Cor,
II:1=6), the right of the husband over the wife (Rom. 7t
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 & "tight rope" between two factions
in Corinth who see no value or virtue in marriage as a
meaningful relationship that can also be a means of
'serving the Lord',



CHAPTER V
NEW TESTAMENT 'HAUSTAFELN' TEACHING

INTRODUCTION:

In the previous Chapter we identified, in accordance
with the findings of recent criticism, the genuine
Pauline Epistles,' noting particularly that the division
of the Pauline Corpus intoc Pauline and deutero- Pauline
letters, on the basis of criteria other thanehical
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 1t acted as a bulwark
against ':Vgﬂvzrx 'y 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

18 Cf, Chapter 4 ppe. 229ff
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edited these writings, was to prepare the Church in a

positive way for the future,

The Cuestion of 'Dates'

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 relationshipse. There is strong evidence
that earlier pre-Christian 'Haustafeln' were taken over
by the early Christians and gradually 'christianized',
first by the additions of some distinctly Christian
touch, like "in the Lord", or "well pleasing to the
Lord" and later were more decidedly altcred.2 These
'Haustafeln' 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 'parousia', while always a possibility within

gkl

one's lifetime, may not come for many generations,

2, Cf, gés. Enslin, The Ethies of Psul, New York, 1930,
Pe 102,
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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

4 However, while

greatest divergence of opinion,
controversy rages in the literature regarding the dates
of Ephesians and Colossians, 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 around the turn of the
oentury.5 Therefore the establishment of a late date
for these Ipistles is not important to our argument, if
our thesisaf a later literary addition for the

*Haustafeln' section can be maintained.s The dates of

3¢ The letters concidered to include the 'Haustafeln'
are LEphesians, Colossians, I Peter, I Timothy, and
Titus, According to M, Dibelius, Rom, 13: 1-=7 should
be listed here as well: An die Kolosser Epheser und
Philemon, Tubingen, 1927, p. 3uf and 71f. Some
scholars have suggested that Romans 13:1-~7 might well
be an interpolation, Cf. J, Kallas, "Romans 4 3,1=7:
An Interpolation”, NTSt, XI (July 1965), ppe 365=Th,
However, it is gener y agreed that this passage
Rom, 13:1-=7) may more properly be called
Gemeindetafeln' or 'Staatstafeln', Cf., J.P.
Sampley, 'And The Two Shall Become One Flesh',
Cambridge, 1§7§. Pe 19, note 13 ee also i,

Sechnackenburg, The Moral Teaching of the lNew
Testament, London, 190L, pe 20Le

Le For a discussion oif the argument regarding the date
of Ephesians and Colossians see D, Guthrie, New
Testament éntgo%uct;gn, ng gag;gn% Epistles, 1961,
Pe . 8o H.¥.D., Sparks, The formation of

]
the New Testament, 1952, pe 723 W, Michaelis,
Einleitung in das Neve Testament,® 1954, ps 199

5e Cfe Chapter L4, ppe3y ff, Also VW, Munro, "Col. iii,
18=ive1 and Ephesians v.21-vi,9: Evidences of a late
Literary Stratum?", NTSt, Vol. 18 (July 1972) pp.
L3L=LUT,

6« Of, Chapter L4, p. 234 ff, and W, Munro, Op.cit.
PPe L3LETe




297,

the Pastoral Epistles, according to the theory of non-
Pauline authorship, are placed around the end of the
first oentury.7 Some scholars who note the supposed
relationship between the Pastorals and second-century
Gnosticism place the Pastorals as late as A,D, 1h0.8
Me Dibelius notes that the Pastorals offer "a bourgeois
ethic in an established Church, from which the dynamic
tension of Paul's eschatological gospel is absent, "2
'Bourgeois' is to be understood here in the primitive
sense of an ethic of the members of the people of God,
of the "citizens" of the new priestly pe0ple.1° 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, Thelate date feor the
and Pasterals has been largely confirmed on the basis of

the "fragments theory', Cf, J, Moffatt, Introduc
éo the L;tgra%ura of the New Testam » 1512, Pe éigg
E,F, Scott, erature of the New Testament, 1932,

Pe 1943 C.K, Barrett, The Pastoral -pistlies, Oxford,
1963; and A.T, Hanson, St 8 he rastoral
gggst;en, London, 1968, 1In Hanson's view if we accept
about 20 verses which are authentically Pauline

fragments, the Pastoral Epistles were written "about
the year A,D, 105 probably in Asia Minor".

8+ Cf. F.,D, Gealy, I and II Timothy and Titus (IB) 1955,
Ppe 35111 among others,

9« Die Pastoralbriefe, Tubingen, 1931, De 3e

10.Cf. R. Pesech, "Christliche Burgerlichkeit (Tit. 2:11-
15)", Am Tisch des wortes 14 (Stuttgart 1966) ppe
28=33.
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I Peter is considered by most scholars to be a
peeudonymous writing under the name of the Apostle
Peter.11 The style and content of the Epistle make it

guite clear that it was not the work of the Apostle, but

12

was written at a later date, The generally accepted

view is that a Christian presbyter wrote to the Christians
in Asia linor around the year A,D, 95, to encourage them
in the face of persecution, H.,C, Kee and ¥,W, Young
comment

"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 (h:12-45t11§. in which he dealt with
the immediate threat of persecution and with more
eneral matters, and concluded with the salutation
5:412=14). He wrote in the name of Peter to give
his writing the added authority of the famous
apoatle."1§

Eeds f:}mmdapemdﬂ4 assigns the Epistle to the end of

Domitian's reign (A,D, 90-95),

11¢ Cfy K¢ Aland, "The Problem of Anonymity and
Pseudonymity in Christian Literature of the Pirst
Two Centuries”, in Authorship an tegrity of
the New Testament, London, s Do He

12, Cf, H.C. Kee and F,W, Young, The Liv yorld of the
New Tes;gﬁeng, London, 1960, pp. E%B%. The Authors
outline the argument for a late date,

13¢ Ibid pe. 43k,
14 ‘ jew Testament Problems, pe. 1153

LTegtament 3 i

¥ spa s 1947, ppPe 9=19.
Beare gives a lucid account of the problem of date
and place of I Peter,

eare, Thg
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The 'Haustafeln' in the New Testament

The New Testament '"Haustafeln' material is considered,
on the basls of recent exegeaia.15 a product of the
established Church around the turn of the first century,.
This stage in the development of Christian ethies
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 eschatological messcage 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 (ef.
Luke 18:29-303 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 fheir Hellenistie
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 reselving

15« The 'Haustafeln' sections as found in the Epistles
under discuseion are considered by most exegetes to
be written around the end of the first century,
This ircludes the accounts in Colossians and
Ephesians,
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practical ethical problems, It was in this circumstance
that the community turned to the familiar household codes
for guidance.16

It has been generally agreed that the following
passages constitute the New Testament 'Haustafeln': Col,
3:18-U:1; Eph. 5:22=6:9; I Peter 2:18-3:7; I Tim, 2:8=-
1535:3-8 (widows) 6:1-10; and Titus 2:2-10, Cimilar
Christian household codes also figure in early Christian
literature of the rirst post-New Testament period:
I Clems 1,3; 21:6=~9; Epistle of Barnabas 19:5,7: Didache
Ly, 9113 Polycarp ad Phil 4, The presence of these
'Haustafeln' forms in the post-New Testament non-
canonical writings testify to their popular currency in
this period.17

New Testament 'Haustafeln' studies have taken two
forms in the exegetical literature: (1) a study of
'Haustarfeln' origins, which attempts to trace the pre-
Christian origins of the Haustafeln in earlier Greek and
Jewish sources, showing the New Testament 'Haustafeln' as
a development from earlier ethical codes found in
Hellenism, Stoie philosophy, Hellenistic and Palestinian
16, M. Dibelius, An die Kolosser, Egheser, und Philemon,

Tabingen: J.C,B, Wohr, Paul Siebeck, 1912. Drit e

Auflage, 1953. ppe. 46-50, K, Weidinger, Die

§g§§§%§2;§ urchrigstlicher Paranese.

eipz ﬁ Iﬁ?g che 'sche Buchhandiung, 1928,

17. See note 3 above,
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Judaiam,1a and (2) a synoptic study of the New Testament
'Haustafeln' texts themselves in order to define the
fundamental components of the tradition, This synoptiec
comparison of New Testament passagesy not only identifies
the common characteristics -- words and motifs of the
underlying tradition, but alsoc shows how the individual
authors adapt this traditional material for their own
purposss, and build upon it more elaborate 1nstruction519
The synoptie 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 Selwyn
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. Fo Hahn;Alfreq Seeberghs, Qgg_ggggg%;gggg_ggg
Urc?;stﬁge;t, Muﬁ:hem Chr, Kaiser, 1960, A reprint
[ ecberg'se firset contribution to Haustafeln study
in 1903; M, Dibelius, An die Kolosser, Fpheser
%EA;%E%E' Tibingen, 1 $ K. Weldinger, Bl
Haustaieln, Fin Sttck urchristlicher Paranese,
Lelpzig, 15203 D, ube,
Rabbinic Juﬂaiam' London, 1 . s
noTAooe o Bat in dem neutestamentlichen 'Hausta-
feln'", Verborum Veritas, ed,, Otto Bocher und

Klause Haacker, Wuppertal, Rolf Brockhaus, 1970,
pP. 238ff,

19, Cf. P, Carrington, The Primitive Christian Catach%am,
Cambridges 15403 E.G. celwyn, The First npistle o
St Peter, lLondon, 1949,
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Lpistles independently of each other, and explain that
the similarities ol 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 suthor'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
of such a catechetical code.zo

By way of survey we c¢an say that these two
different approaches to the study of N,T., 'Haustiafeln'
show that the N,T, 'household codes' consiet 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 innovationa of the authors themselves,
only a summary sketch of the pre«~Christian elements from
Greek and Jewish sources is possible,

Pre-Christian Origins

Seeberg, Dibelius, Weidinger, Daube and Kamlah,21

have attempted in their own way to trace the pre-

20, Cf, C,L. Mitton, "The Relationship Between I Peter
and Lphesians" JThGt, nes. 1, (1950) ppe 6711,

21+ 3See note 18 above, p.301l.
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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,

Alfred Seeberg22 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 crecated, the content of which
was passed on by missionary preaching and waes learned at
baptism by converts, This teaching produced an early
Christian "way" of moral teaching for social
relationshipa,23 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

early Church and used for its own beptismal teaching.zu

22, ¢Cf, ¥, Hahn, Alfred Seeberg, Der Katechismus geg
Urchristenheit, Munchen: Chr, Kaiser, 19
reprint of Eeeberg 8 first contribution to
Haustafeln study in 1903, pp. 1-Ule.

23, Ibid pe 38

24, 1Ibid p. 42, 211fF,
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CeHse Dodd coneiders 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 preaent.25

Me Dibelius disagreed with Seeberg's hypothesis,
seeing the 'Haustafelﬁ' 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 Churech, but had
been borrowed from earlier Greek and Jewish moral
traditions, Dibelivs argued that the decisive impulse
in the Christian usage of the 'Haustafeln' schema was a
waning interest in the 'parousia' and a growing
awareness on the part of Christians that they had to
come to terms with the world, Thereifore, Dibelius
suggested a Greek origin,27 pointing out that Christians
borrowed from the oral popular ethics of Hellenism,
Stoie popular philosophy, and propaganda literature of
Hellenistiec Judaism, maintaining in their 'Haustafeln'

25, Cf, C.,H, Dodd, "The Primitive Catechism and the
Sayings of Jesus", in %ore liew Testament Jtudies,
Manchester, 1968, p. 10,

27. Ibid Pe 36.
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form the Hellenistic schema of popular ethics,

28 supported and expanded Dibelius'

Ko Weldinger
theory that the 'Haustafeln' were derived from popular
moral coces of the Hellenistiec world, and supported the
idea that a waning interest in the 'parcusia' 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 'Haustafeln' schema,
However, Weidinger, in his analysis, noted the existence
of a number of Stoic 'Haustafeln' in addition to the
material gathered by Dibelius,29 and, as a resvlit, he
gshifted the emphasis from the 'Haustafeln' of Hellenistic
Judaism to those of the popular philosophy of the Roman
period.jo Therefore the '"Haustafeln' schema, according
to Weldinger, was essentially “toic in nature and was
based on the Stoic concept of duty (xkxDykov ), The
Stoic)(«gywovvd in turn were adaptations of the ancient
Greek véuyue( :t'jfetqﬁtx : 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 were "Christianized",
Weidinger, however, not only shifted the emphasis with

28, K., Weldinger, Die Haustafeln 1n Stﬁck
Leip

urchristlicher E ggesg, aig,

29, 1Ibid pe. 23, 25, 26 == For example, upictetua,
Diasser s 2e 1’-}.5, Seneca, Epist. 94-.1’ and Stobae »
Aniﬁoic«ia, I.3.53, are especially typical, the
ilast named expressing the Stoic doctrine of civil
duties,

30s 1Ibid pe 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 v WViéﬂaTL + Practical
problems arose which demanded concrete, practical
solutions for which the 'Haustafeln' provided guidelines,
therefore Christianity made use of these non-Christian
codes in meeting the need of everyday practical ethics.31

While Weidinger's theory has received wide
acceptance the evidence 1s not conclusive, and so the
debate continues, The most recent piece of 'Haustafeln'
research32 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 "Partieiple and Imperative

31, Weindinger's theory has been generally accepted by
most scholars today, which is evident from the
majority of commentaries that accept Veindinger's
evidence as conclusive,

32, ©f, K, Kamlah, "Ymrorwoocec&«t  4in dem
neutestamentlichen 'Haustafeln'", Verbvorum Veritas,
ed., Otto Bocher und Klause Haacker, Vuppertal,
Rolf Brockhaus, 1970, ppe. 236ff,
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inI Petar"33 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

JdeH, Houlton,jh who affirmed that the participle as an
imperative is a Hellenistic ﬁevelopment.35 However, in
refuting Moulton's theory Daube had to reckon with the
Tfact that there were no Haustafeln-like codes in the
Rabbinic literature which use the participles as
imperatives. Faced with this initial problem he
suggested that the Haustafeln codes used by the lew
Testament writers are best undergtood 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 Ehe Pifat Egiat%a of St Peter,
London, 1949, pp. LET 3 Also Daube's, lew

Testament and Rabb Judaism, London, 4950,
PDe . Here he scusses why the participle
was used as an imperative in the Tannaitic
literature,

34, J.He Moulton, A Grammar of New Testament Greek, I,
ppe 180ff and 2352ff; A.T, Robertson, A Grammar of
the Greek New Testament, pp. 9u5f,

35« Cfe Do Dauhe, "Participle and Imperative in I Peter",

in E,G, Selwyn, The First Epistle of it FPeter,
London, 1949, p. .
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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 Haustaleln
tradition, Daube strengtinens nis 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 thie case the
article and nominative of the persons addressed is used
instead of the vocative. lPaube notes that the
"nominative of address"” occurs in other places of the
New Testament where Hebrew is tranalated.56 These
'Hebraisms' suggests that the Haustafeln were translated

from Hebrew codes.37

36, 1Ibid p,., 482ff, also The New Testament and Rabbinie
Judﬂzm' London’ 1953l PPe %"":0

37. Cf., H,G. Meecham, "The use of the Participle for the
Imperative in the New Testament", IxposT 57 (May,
1947), ppe 207f; Nigel Turner, Grampatical Insight

nto the New Testament, Edinburgh, 1965, DD 13§§?;

enneth Dupar, Haustafeln in the llew Testament,
unpublished thesis, University of Edinburgh, 1970,
PPe 13&-480. 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
Haustaf'eln,
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Ko Kamlah, on the other hand, working from a
sociological perspective rather than a linguistic one,
sees a Jewish background to the predominant Haustafeln
instruction:- to be nuhmisaive.sa Kamlah 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 Weidinger,
Therefore, it becomes obvious that the New Testaument
'Haustafeln' reflect the conservative, patriarchal
structure of state and household. However, when these
instructions are placed within a Christian context, they
acquire new meaning.39 This new meaning 1s 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 1 Peter, for
example, gives them a new méaning. 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

16
38, K. Kamlah, " ymoTxoeoc@xt in dem neutestamentlichen
Haustafeln" Verborum Veritas, ed.,, Otto Bocher und
Klaus Haacker, Wuppertal Rolf Brockhaus, 1970,
PPe 238fT,
39 1Ibid p. 240ff,



3104

reflecting not only the conventional social customs of
the day, but also the Jewish sense of humility.ho This
Jewish sense of humility, which is fundamental in the
Christian's relationship to God and a prominent motif in
early Christian paraenesis, is expressed by the Christian's
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 Godh1a is
to be submissive before others, Carrington, also notes
thatLSnoTuvvznf and 7«xwmeivouv  whieh belong to the
tradition have the 'appearance of being derived from
Jewish Torah.“u1 Carrington further notes that the
verb Tawmsiveuvv - to be humble is closely associated
with U7orvrocev in I Peter, James and I Clement, and is
used in connection with Uos = exaltation, in other New
Testament passages, a connection which may refer to a well
known 'aphorism of Jewish Torah (ef Eecclus 1.30)'.“2
Carrington's synoptic analysis of the New Testament
Haustafeln led him to support i eeberg in stressing Jewish
origins, He suggests that the Haustafeln tradition is

one component of a broader scheme of baptismal teaching‘f3

40, Ibid p, 242

S
lia. The influence of these codes ame evidenced in the
Jewish world (e.g. Tobit iv,2-23; Sir vii,20-39);
here they are intermingled with Jewish elements,
showing the Jewish element of "The Fear of God",

L1, P, Carrington, The Primitive Christian Catechism,
Cambridge, 1940, pe 5

L2, 1Ibid p. 50
L3, 1Ibid p. 81ff,
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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 'Iw.‘b.‘j.ecti'.lm
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

Ge Selwyn#

2 took up Carrington's 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 ie not dependent on the Pauline
Epistlies at a number of points, as is sometimes supposed,
but instead 1s 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 Testament:

L4s The four points, which follow a similar sequence and
vocabulary in each letter are designated by phrases
which come from the pascages e.g. %1) Wherefore
putting off all evil 'Deponentes', (2) Submit
yourselves 'Subiecti', (3) Watch and pray 'Vigilate',
and (L4) Resist the Devil 'Resistite! ibid,

Chapters 4 and 5, ppe. 31=65.

L5, E.G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St Peter, London,
1949, pe L37fT,
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"At the top are the superstructures of theology

which .t Peter builds on the teachings about

slaves and 5t 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 aubstratumé a fusion of

Jewish and Gentile thought,"4
Regarding the pre-~Christian origins of the Haustafeln,
the moet reasonable conclusion to be drawn is that they
are in their pre~Christian elements a combination of
both Jewish and 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 teaching 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

L6e 1Ibid pe. 437,
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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 Haustafeln that deal with
domestic duties.

Even though there is a recognizable minimal
conformity between all the New Testament 'Haustafeln',
there is at the same time no evidence that the
traditional duties were transmitted in one f'ixed 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 forma,h7
and are illusirative of the common characteristics of the
Haustafeln tradition as well as of the modif'ications and
additions made by the authors of the Epistles, In
Ephesians and Colosslans, 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-L: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

47. Cf, J.P., Sampley, And the Two Shall Become One
Plesh, Cambridge, 1971, pe 19
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every human institution” (2:13ff) and succeeded by
commands addressed to servants, wives, husbands, and
"all of you" (2:18-3:7). Thus it becomes elear that
the '"Haustafeln' form acted only as a nucleus for the
author's 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 orffer
a list of classes, some of which served the purpose of
one author, while others, with some overlapping, best
suited the needs of anuthsr.ua

In the Ephesian and Colossian 'housetables' which
are identical in form, (that is, regarding the clasees
of individuals and sets of relationships in order of
occurence and number,) there are significant differences,
For example, the expansion of the admonitions to one class
does not nececssitate a similar development of the
injunction to the corresponding class (cf, Col, 3:22-25
regarding slaves and L4:1 regarding masters), Very often
the expansion by the individual author may be identified
by the ev Kvptg addition, indicating that submission
to the master, husband, state, is in a way serving the
Lord,

The brevity of the Colossians' form of the
'Haustafel' has contributed to the assumption that it is
the most primitive 'Haustafel' in the New Teatament.hg

L48. 1Ibid Ps 19.

L9, Cf. P. Carrington, The Pr%g;tive Christian
Catechism, Cambridge, 1 » PPe 92-3, Cf, also
Heoo Holtzmann, Kritlk der EEheaeg - und
Kolosserbriefe, Leipzig: Wilhelm Engelmann, 1872,
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50 has shown

However, recent biblical exegetical analysis
that this 1s not necessarily the case, J«F. Sampley,
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 Coloessians and Ephesians outlined
in Chepter Four, 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
the purposes he has in mind.52

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 £, Chapter 4, 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« Jd.P. SMPley, loe, cit. P 74T

52, Cf. Chapter Four above, pp 234ff. See also W, Munro,
"Col III. 18 iv.1 and Eph, V.21-VI,9; Evidences of
ﬁLate Literary Stratum?" NTSt, 18 (1972) ppe L3L=

L7
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Timothy 2:8=15; 5:3-8 (widowe) 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 claesses are
not always mentioned, for example slaves are to be
admonished (I Tim 6:1ff, 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
{ragmentary 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
clacses to an individual, such as to Timothy or Titus,
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preseribing requireménta to be placed upon the Christians
that are his congregation, indicates the pretence under
which the Pastorals were written as Pastoral letters
addressed to individuala.53

Another significant difference may be found in Titus
2:2=-6 where we find a division within groups of men and
women on the basis of age, The classes encountered are:
.,rfgo./gu.ms (2:2)vr/ou%m$«5(_z=3) vesas  (2:4) and
VewTepovs (2:6),

With this acknowledgement of the common
characteristics and differences we may move on to
consider in greater detail the implication of each

Haustafel passage for the question of marriage,

gimon T tio.
Ephegiang 5122«

ﬁlg. Sampley describee the ¥Ephesian Haustafel as a

mosaiec made up of different traditions extant in the early
Church,5u which the author of the Haustafel section has
skilfuvlly incorporated into the Haustafel form, The

faet that these different traditions are already present
in the early Church and are drawn together here lends

support to a late origin for the Haustalfel section,
53

s De 199. n. 3, also J.P. Sampley, Ope.

cite Po 250

5L X, 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, Leib und Lelb Christi,
Tubingen: J.C.B, Mohr (Paul Siebeck) 1935, Pe 288,
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It is significant to note lhat the admonition to

wives and husbands (Eph. 5121-33) is disproportionately

expanded in the Ephesian Haustafel, consisting of nearly

60 per cent of the total Haustafel —-— just one third of

the form.

This expansion by the author is pade in

three wayssy f{irst, by the author's own commonplace

expressions, €.gey 'Ho man ever hates his own body'

(5:29), and 'Masters ..., forbear threatheningl' (6:9).

becondly, Christological references and reaninders ofl

some aspects of Jesus' ministry are Lo be found rather

often (ef. 5:29, 6:6), Thirdly, the use of 0ld

Testament

Lphesians

both implicitly and explicitly 1s greater 1in
5:21=6:9 than in any other Haustafel in the

lew Testament,

Ephesians 5:122-335 is best understood aa a unit in

itsell as

it deals with reciprocal duties ol wives and

husbands and ie developed by the author according to

the theme
permeates
author of
Haustaflel
husbands,
a8 may be
Haustafel

are;

of the unity of Christ and the Church which
all of the Epistle, Hovever, while the

the Lphesian lHaustaefel expands the traditional
form disproporticnately regarding wives and

he holds true to the original Haustafel form
evidenced by a comparison of the basic

elements regarding wives and husbands which
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(1) Mention of the class of individuals
in question -~ wives and husbands,

(2) One main verb that specifies the
action or posture that the class of
individuals should undertake or
aBBUNe €eZe LTOTAOTIMUAL

(3) A direct object that mentions the
other c¢lass of individuals
conatituting the set, e.g+y the
address of the wives will mention

in ite object the husbands, and
vice versa,

Upon this basic Haustafel framework the author of the
Ephesian 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 suthor of the Ephesian Haustafel back
beyond the New Testament into the traditions of
early Judaism based on 0ld Textament texts and ancient

Jewish practicea,55 which the Haustafel author has

55 Sampley traces the origin of the traditions contained
in Ephesians to two important 0ld Testament texts,
Lev, 19:18 'Love your neighbour as yourself', where
he points out that wAysovy 18 used in the LXX as a
term of endearment for the bride, and therefore, the
injunction to the husbande 'love your wives' (v.258) -
is in part expounded by the author in the light of
Lev, 19:18 'Love your neighbour as yourself', This
use of Lev, 19:18 is consonant with his second OT
quotation from Gen, 2:24b (5:31b), which identifies
man and wife as one flesh, Sampley tracee the range
of interpretation of Gen. 2:24 in (1) Philo, (2)
Tannaitie literature, and (2) Intertestamental
literature, and finds that the intertestamental
literature (especially the correlation of Lev, 19:18
and Gen, 2:24 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 poesibility
that the author of Ephesians 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 relled 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 1tself,56 can be clearly demonstrated
from New Testament material, All the motifs and 014
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 gamos' which permeates
the whole of Fphesians 5:21-~33 is argued to be
closely related to the imagery used in LEzek, 16:18
and Songs of Songs L:7ff as both reflect a ‘'hieros
gamos' 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, (Cfe C.H, Dodd,
ccord ipt The Sub-structure of lNew
eatament heology, Lon cn, 1 } also C.K,

B Z; o R 3 Nev York, 1957, These
writera trace 8 form ation 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 (ef. W.lL.
Knox, £t Paul and the Church of the Gentiles,
CamhriEEe, 1939, PP 155-51. rather than from &
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, Pee L5), and also requirements for priests
(Leve 215, Closely paralleled with the purity
mentioned in Ephesians is the purity pervasive in the
writings of Qumran, 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 defectes to that of ethical behaviour,
Cf. J.P. Sampley, loc., cit. pp. 16=66,

56« W, Hunro, op. ¢it. pe L3k,
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three passages that bear a close relationship to Eph,
5:21-33, especially with regard to similar formulations
and association of terminology and ideas are I Cor, 6:
12-203 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, 2:24b is
quoted in the same fashion as in Ephesians 5:22-33, and
further the agaujﬂeAm terminology 1is closely related to
Gen, 2:24 as it is in Ephesians 5:21-33, This
association is not altogether unusual, but retflects 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, 11:3ff) has also been discussed earlier,57
and while there is some conf'usion in the understanding of
ke gk, cupn and ixk\pocx  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 4L, p. cf, also K.L, Schmidt,
mDHt’ III’ De 5091..’ Be uChlier" Christus und die
Kirche im Epheserbrier, Tubingen, J.C.E. Nohr, Paul

cle eck' '1 ? De

58, See note 57 above,
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terminology is the same and the description of the men as
the head of the wife is identical, The diff'erences here
may be accounted for by the different purposes for which
each author makes use of the wqp«goaaq (I Core 1112),

In the context of marriage it would be unnecessary to
speak of God's headship over Christ, for, in the 'hieros
gamos' context in which the whole passage is set, such a
reference would 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
inportance of 'the friend of the bridegroom' whom Paul
considered himself to be, and who presents the bride as
a n’a/:g.«:wov &}’V#V to her s‘w, o;ug)oa y than on the
bridegroom himself, In Ephesians 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.5:21=33,

Now while we can draw these parallels between the
Corinthian correspondence and the Haustafel pasecage in
Ephesians, noting their close relationship regarding
imagery and terminology, it is not necessarily the case
that the author of the Fphesian 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 sayinge and parables which represent
his 'parousia' as the coming of the Bridegroom (cf. lite
25:63 Luke 35-40), and the blessedness of the redeemed
as a marriage feast in the age to come (Mt. 22:1=1L4),

The 0l1d Testament texts cited by the author of the
Ephesian Haustafel were also common currency in the early
Church, with Jesus making Lev, 19:18, "Love your
neighbour as yourself" the very cornerstone of Christian
practice. He also quoted Gen, 2:2L4 in reference to the
marriage relationship (Mark 10:7, 8; Kt. 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.59

It 1s not necessary for us to attempt to determine
here from what specific source or sources the Ephesian
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 ite ready availability to the author, Our main task
is8 to find out the author's motives and the meaning of
the material that he has woven together in his Haustafel
acecount, and to determine if in using the Haustarfel form

59, Cf, C,H, Dodd, "The 'Primitive Catechiem' and the
Sayings of Jesus", in lore lNew Testament Studies,
Manchester, 1968, p. 10s
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he retained its originasl meaning, that is, emphasizing an
ethical teaching or uses it for christological 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 unigque contrivutions

by the different authors,

The Instructional Theme of the Haustafeln

The Haustafel form supposedly borrowed from Jewish

60 was originally designed as ethical

and Greek sources,
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 prope 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

coden, ag they lived in the same social milieu and adhered

60, See above pp.Job=13,
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in principle to the same social order, These codes
were in essencey 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 U707«orouvc 4 This
'submission' is expected with regard to civie authority,
and superiors in soclety, 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 eriminals and the condemnation of
those who do right." The 'submission' is also expected
of subordinates, wives, slaves, and children, The 1idea
of' submission in the Haustafeln merely reflects the
social 'morea' of the period, where women, slaves and
children are considered inferior and therefore subject to
superiors -~ husbands, masters, parents, The familiar

61

phrase "women, elaves and children", clearly indicates

1. Cf. M, Ber 111, 3; M,R, Sh. 1, 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 instruet 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 thie baeiec 'submissive ethic' by the various NT authors
that will concern us in the following discussion,

J.P, Sampley, 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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of supporting the concern with the subordination of
women, In the firet element the author is restricted

to this basic concept of 'submission', however, in the
aecondf he has the freedom to adapt the form to his own
purposes, the only limit being that the reference he

uses 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

serve his needs at the momcnt.62

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 NT
Haustafeln, In I Timothy 2:8-15, 1 Peter 2:18~3:7, and
Ephesians 2:24-33, 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-L4:1, 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
Ephesians 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, 1In

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

gerve his neecds in his particular Bituation.63

The Christian Motifs of the Haustafeln
Farlier in this chapter we noted that the Haustafeln

consicted 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 6:12-203 11:3ff; and II Cor, 11:1=6); 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 motif's added to the basic Haustafeln
instructions by the different authors of the Epistles,

As the Haustafeln cover a range of relationships such
ag a citizen's relationship to civie 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 prineciple of the
submissiveness 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 11:2f, I Cor 14133 =4
and in non-canonical literature I Clem, 57:2ff,
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domestic relationships that have direct bearing on the
subject of marriage, Thus the relationship of husbands

and wives will be our chief concern,

VWives and Husbands

The Haustafeln tradition gives mutual obligations to
wives and husbands (Col, 3:18f: Eph. 5:22-33; I Peter
334-7; 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 separate instruction for each,
However, in the Pastoral Epistles the situaticn ie
somewhat different as the sets of classes are not
treated in the same way --- the instructions to wives are
not followed, as in Ephesians 5:22-33, Col., 3:18f, and
I Peter 3:11=7, with reciprocal duties for husbands,
instead the Haustafel form seems to be used in a more
Tfragmentary way, with the authors of the Pastorals
deviating from the usual Haustafel 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 maintainance of social

and moral order in both Church and State,

Ephesian 25

"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,

s0o that he might present the church to himselfl
all glorious, with no stain or wrinkle or
anything of the sort, but holy and without
blemishe. 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 nis 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 Seripture)

'a man shall leave his father and mother and
shall be joined to his wife, and the two shall
become a single body'. It is a great truth
that is hidden here, I for my part refer it
to Christ and to the Church, but it applies
also individually: each of you must love his
wife as his very self; and the woman must see
to it that she pays her husband all respect,
“phesians 5:28=33 (N,E.B,)

It is quite eclear that the author of Fphesians
develops the instructions for submission according to a
major theme of the letter: the unity of Chriet and
the Church, There is much discussion ag to whether
the author of the Ephesian Haustafel eclipsed the
meaning of the original Haustafel by Lringing the
relationship of Christ and the Church to the fore,
However, while Christological &and theological motifs
are much in evidence in the Lphesian passage dealing with
wives and husbands (5:22-33) one must see it as a two-~
pronged effort by the author with both ethical and

Christological l.=s.‘t.gm.fic:.t.uwa..a‘L

6li, This passage is of'ten 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, 'musterion', in
Theologisches Wirterbuch zum Neuen Testament, Vol iv,
id, (G, Kittel, otuttgart:, ppe O09=343 R. oatey, "The
mia sarx Union of Christ and the Chureh", NTSt, 13 (3,
67) ppe 270=8, Cf, also Donald Guthrie, New restament
Introduction, London, 1966, pp. 519 who comments: "The
Christian approach to the marriage relationship is
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As already noted, the Haustafeln reflect the
sociological patterns of the era in which they were
Tormulated, in which wives were to be submiscive to
their husbands and were thereby relegated to a secondary
role,

Ve 29 "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. 5:21 may best be
understood as the author's critique of the basic stance
of the Haustafeln form wherein one group 1s ordered to
be submissive to another group vested with authority over
it, By introducing the Haustafel form in this way the
author qualifies the absoclute submission and the
absolute predominance of one or the other class by way
of a mutual submission eV ¢@A? szdroﬁ. This
innovation by the author is of ultimate significance
becaucse it immediately affects the social relationships
of the classes involved in the traditional Haustafeln,
The author wishes to make clear at the béginning 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 Churech, (1) It
is the body of Christ, who is its Saviour; (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 (4) it is
nourished by Christ, The relationship between Christ
and His Church becomes, in fact, the @ ttern for
Christian homelife". p. 519.
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while submission and dominance is a part of the social
order, Christians themselves are to share a "duty of
reciprocal humility” in their relationships one with
the other and with the pagan world, Albeady we see the
influence of the Christian faith moving against the
social inequalities that were inherent in the social
codes based on the soclological patterns of the ancient
world, VWhile 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 1s expressed in one's relationship to his fellow
man and which becomes iteelf a duty of humility towards
G0, 83

¥With thie basic stance toward the social structure
of his day the author of the Ephesian 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-gamos' 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 submiscive, 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 Epistle itself, and bases
the wife's submission on the analogy of the Church's
submission to Christ,

The choice of Gen, 2:2L by the author is thought by
Sampleys7 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
husband; 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. pe 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
basiec Haustafel admonition to the husbands -- "husbands,
love your wives", Gen,2:24 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, 2:24 sets forth in some detail the
reciprocal relations that must obtain between a man and
his wire,%8 This interpretation of Gen. 2:2L in the
context of Ephesians 5:21-33 could have these possible
implications, If so, they are used in this way for the
first time, Generally Gen, 2:24 is used in most
contemporary literature to refer to the matrimonial
state in the conventional aense,69 and while the
ingenuity of the author of the Ephesian Haustafel may be
at work here, there is evidence that the ideas of mutual

68, 1Ibia, Pe 112

69+ Cfs Re Batey, "The hia Sarx Union of Christ and the
Church", NTSt, 13 (3, 67) pp. 270-8, The conventional
sense is here understood as those forms of social
relationshipe that were in force at the time, and
which are reflected in the literature such as the
Haustalfeln. R. Batey, in the above article,cites
some of the ways in which the 0ld Testament
quotation was understood and interpreted in
contemporary literature, especially noting its

connection with the myth of the aﬂdryg’nus Andreq ynous
man,
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reciprocal relationships are themselves borrowed Irom
earlier Haustafel forms.7°

The more logical reason for the inclusion of Gen,
2:2L; 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 avaflableto 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 1mperativeoh}ﬂ0fdaaguaa .
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

submisgive before othera.71

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 &yapﬁék) could well have been the main verb

70. Cf. Te Beryh, Phetae ;,Erici Graeci, Pars II, Leipzig,
Teubner, 1915, pe. ’ e Oe 1The Poem of Pseudo-
Phoeylides gives specific instruetions for the
marital relationships, and commande husbands to love
their wives, Philo also gives the same instructions,
urging the husbands to love their wives, and
mentions also reciprocal obligatiocns for wives, Cf,

Philo, Luod Deus JImmutabilis Cite. IV, 17 and 19.
71« loc, ¢it. pe. 240ff XK, Kamlah
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in the Haustafel form72 received by the author of the
Lphesian Haustafel, This idea of ozyum;w 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,

Go;oas;ana };1§=g;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, feor that is

pleasing to God and is the Christian way,

Fathers, do not exasperate your children, for

fear they grow dlsheartened,” vv, 18-21,

Working on the premicse that Colossians i3 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 fv Kupcw has an ethical
significance here, meaning what is ethically 'fitting'
for Christian wives who are in the body of Christ, the

Church, The phrase i@ &uq«zv £v Kuptw  teaches

72, See note 70 above, both the poem of Pseudo=-
Phoeylides, and the writing of Philo mention a
husband's love for hie wife,.
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submission a8 an act complying with the character of
Christian women. As was already noted,the idea of
submissive quietnese is a virtue to be sought by women
within the Christian worshipping community (ef, I Cor.
14:34), 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 Bilen$.73

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 Phi.lfazha

The Haustafel in Colossians appears with very little
elaboration on its original form, with the ma jor emphasis
being put on the 'Christianizing' of the code by the

appropriate phrases such as &v Kupcw o

73« The idea of women being sinful, and indeed the
transmitters of sin, is essentially a Semitic
creation going back to the earliest epics, CIr. A,

Heldel, nian Genesis and ;%ﬁ_g%%gggggn
Ep} stament prarallels, bo cago, 1963,

dea of women ng sinful carried on in
the 0ld Testament tradition, where women are almoat
always spoken of disparagingly, cf, for example,
Prove 21:9, 27:15-163 31:3; Ecles, 7:26-28; Isa,
33116=-2L; Gir 9:12-9; 25:2-25; L42:9-1L4, In Tobit
3:8, 6:14 we find an echo of the popular <
superstitftion 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,

Tha, Cf, Quod Deus Immutabilis Site IV, 17 and 19,
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"In the same way you women must 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 Jjewellery, or drese —- but in the inmost
centre of your being, with its imperishable
ornament, a gentle, qQuiet 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 f'ixed 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 must conduct
your married life with understanding: pey
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 & missionary motive, While
the basic instructional theme of submiesion is adhered
toy, 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 husbands, "Sueh was
sarah, 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, rMore
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 equalitx.
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 contritute to one's religiocus 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 c¢laim to be religious, A
woman must be a learner, listening quietly and
with due submiesion, I do not permit a woman
to be a teacher, nor must woman domineer over
many she should be quiet,” I Tim, 2:9-1L4,
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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 1£'t disrepute”,

itus 2:2-5

As was noted earlier, the Pastoral Epistles make
use of the Haustafel 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 Chureh leaders who are to teach young wives, meén,
51&vea and all Christians to be submissive to their
superiors,

The motif which the author of Titus seeme to attach
to the Haustafel form 18 (vx uy o Aoyos 7ov Beouv
ﬁ;t\ac’py/a?m(. It appears that the author of Titus was
concerned with the maintenance of sound doctrine within
the Chureh (Cf, Titus 2:1b36ff), Throughout his Epistle
there appears this curious notion thet the "word of God"
is to be defended by the good ethics of Christian women,
Wrong ethice is said to bring blaspheny against God (his
name, his doctrine, and his way) by Gentiles, and, as

a correlative, right ethics will defend God's name and

teachings against blasphemy,

&
v 9
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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 guiet (I Tim. 2:11f), appears from the example
used by the author (the story of the fall, Gen, 3) to be

an emphasis on the Jewish idea of women's ainfulness.’h

afe ne
Agoato ¢c rathers

The Haustafeln in the Apostolic Fathers are used 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 1,33 21,6-9

The author of I Clement does not, if he is familiap
with 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, €.g.y Wives,
children, etc,, but instead are adéresaed 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

74e See 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 wae a means of combining
the social obligations of the day with an active and

positive Christian witness,

istle of Barnabas

In Barnabas 19:7 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
glves 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 superiores are to exercise
consideration,

Didache L, 9=11

This passage contains the same teaching of the "Two

Ways" as Barnabas 19:5,7. However, the Haustafel form

is reversed with superiors addressed first followed by
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subordinates, €.Z.y fathers, children, nasters, and
slaves, The motives for obedience and consideration by
subordinates and superiors are identical with that of
the Epistle of Barnaban.75
Polyca ad Ph

Polycarp uses the Haustafel form in the same
fragmentary way as the author of I Timothy.-Ih fact,
this passage has so much in common with I Timothy that
some commentatorn76 believe that Polycarp is quoting
from the Epistle, and that the form of the Haustafel
here is little more than a reproduction of I Tim. 5:5.

From 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 strueture, but instead used it in a
fragmentary way for their own purposes. It is quite
poseible 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 lathers, Vol. ¥+, The Didache and ) TC
parnabas, London, 1965, p. 153511,
76« Cfy P.,V,4, Benecke, "Polycarp", in The New Testament

in the Apostolic Fathers, Oxford, 1905, PpPeOLIT,
especially pe .



Social and Religious Implications of the Haustafeln

Form eritical 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
Judaeo-Hellenistic world./! These codes summarized the
¢ivil 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 aﬁme 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 prevalent

extended family and in the greater community of the state,

77« 313ff above,
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The question which arises here, especially for our
particular problem of marriage, is this: Are ve
confronted here with a Christian confirmation of existing
ethical forms which are thus presented in the New
Testament as an unchangeable norm? Or, are vwe to suppose
that what we &re to experience "in the Lord" are the
ethical values and social structures already present in
socliety, 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
Tfactually inferior social status in the aancient 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 "sugare
coating” the old social order with its inequalities,
making it more palatable by adding, as reasons for
adherence, Christian motives?

Ee Schillebeeckx7a 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 remarks:

78+ E., Schillebeeckx, Marriage: Seog;ag Reality and
Saving iliystery, pe. y London, 1 .
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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," 2

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 convictiona went back
to an inner demand made by revelation which'they expressed
thematically in conceptual terms 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 siructure,
the believing community was forced to re-examine its
convictions to see whether what they believed was
essentially a religious truth expressed thematically, or
simply an adherence to outdated social structures which
were in the process of being replaced by newer ones,

A comparison oi the structure of domestic life in
the New Testament with domestic life in the secular world

75 Ibid Pe 2148.
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of the period shows that the liew 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

80 The husband was very much the 'master',

ancient world,
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 marriasge" (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, 3:187,
Ephe 5122ff; I Peter 3:4ff; Titus 2:5).°'  1In all
likelihood it appeare that what we have expressed in the
New Testament idea of 'esubmicsion' ie the ancient idea

of 'paterfamilias' expressed in Christian terms,

The New Testament Haustafeln 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 expreassion 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 und

Urchristentum, &"W
81+ In the Epistle to Titus, the author urges the Church

leaders, "tc train the young women to love their

husbands and their children," (Titus 2:4), 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 is no direct mention of women's
subordinate poeition 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
Schillebeeckx again:

"It is undisputed that human values and social
relationshipe were beginning to change in the
secular world, both before and during the rirst
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, and husband
and wife were gradually coming to treat each
other more as equals, The ancient social
structures were not swept aside as yet, but
they were filled with & new spirit 1
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 hiefarchical gocial structure of
the 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'waa, 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 Paulsaw the emancipation of women as

threatening the normal domestic order and harmony that

824 Ope Clts pe 253=l,



349

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
11fe.83 The relationship of man and woman, in Paul's
view, was threatened by the prevailing epirit of the age,
especially in the case of the Greek Christians.ah
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 Jewilsh orthodox view expressed in Josephus,
"The wife, says the ILaw, is subject to the husband in
all things", Contra Apionem, 2,24, 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 1s
the man; and the head of Christ is Cod", reflects the
notion that the woman is to be subordinate to man 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, 14:35-5), Rabbinic
tradition (I Cor, 141:16), and Stoiec philosophy (I Cor,
1116, 7=10)s 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,
Epletetus, who remarks on the growing custom of
addrescing girls as Kyria "lady"” or "madam", as the
counterpart of XKyrios "lord" or "sir", Cf, J.
Leipoldt, op, cit, pe. 4TET,

84s While this view had not penetrated to the sphere of
legislation, it wa uite elear that in both Greek
and Homan society woman was beginning to
experience a degree of emancipation, Cf, W.,J.

Woodhouse, "Marriage (Greek)", Bneyclopaedia of
%e;;éfgn and Ethics, ed., by James HaatInga, VIIiIi,
AN » De .
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over the woman, that Paul appeals to the Yahwist account
of Creation (Gen, 2:24ff), in which the woman's position
and function in the social system of the time is one of
aubordination.a5 It is significant to note Paul's use
of' this particular account of Creation, when the second
account (Gen, 41:27ff) 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 'ecreating' 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 (ve. 28) the blessing as well as the command to
subdue the earth (41:28)., 1In 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 sodial 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 Cod, and equal heirs to all
that he has ordained, Paul pays scant attention to the
Priestly account (Gen, 1:26-28) with its emphasie 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 E,C..
The second account, given in the first chapter of
Genesis (1:26-8), the Priestly narrative, was
written some flve centuries later, The Priestly
narrative is not influenced as much by the social
system as it is by the theological idea of equality
before Cod,
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equality, and instead prefers the much earlier Yahwist
account (Gen, 2:24ff) that refers to the actual social
situation in which women occupied a subordinate position,
This social m ttern,maintained throughout the history of
Israel.as 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 0ld 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 o0ld values of dominance and submission by attributing

86, In fact thic social pattern still exists in Near
Fastern society, with the man being very much the

head of the family, Cfy R, Patal, Fami;xa Love and
The Bible, London, 1960, pp. 60ff; also He
Granqvist, Marriage in a Palestinian Village, II,
Helsinki, 1935,




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 1s moving with the times, adjusting and
developing its theology along the lines of secular
developments in human society. However, 1its ethical
theology is still very much tied to the social patterns
of soclety, amounting to little more than a theological
substructure that reflects the social system of the
time, Nevertheless the Christicn 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 guite a sensation in contemporary
society. Christ, himself, initiated this new attitude
toward women which was in total contradiection to
contemporary Jewish custom (Cf. Jn L:7-11,27; Mt 8:1L;
Lk 13:10-17; 8:1=3), The Church carried forward this
tradition by permitting women to speak in the community
of believers (Acts 2:17-18),87 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
reprecented 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, While Jesus,

87. Compare for example, I Cor 411:3L.
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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
over wbman.88 At times the community is divided as to
the direction in which 1t 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 message; 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 Meani of Submission
Two questions need to be answered regarding the NT

Haustafeln: Why did the Christian community require to

88 See note 83 aboves p. 349.
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borrow the 'Haustafel form' for its ethical instruction?
And secondly, how did this form influence the different
social relationships, especlally marriage, within the
Christian community? The simplest answer as to why they
borrowed the 'Haustafeln' as a framework for their ethies
is that expressed by Kenneth E, Xirk who suggests that
"the Jewish and the Greek world ... were demanding clear,
authoritative, and easily remembered instructions on
ethical questiona."ag The Gentile converts were asking
gquestions 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 mey 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. Kil’k’ De 118,
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law of moral behaviour, Chriatianity, 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 sald to have passed through three
stages, The first stage of its ethical development was
governed largely by an apocalyptiec outlook, where ethical
behaviour was subsumed in a rigorous sectarian practice
similar to that of Qumran, At this stage the whole
comnunity 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
internalized to govern thoughts as well as acticns (Mt
5:283 Mk, 10:5). Therefore, instead of specific

ethical instructions to guide behaviour, ethical decisions
were handed down through theological generalizations =e-
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 Jewiesh 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;19:97).
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 apocalyptie
hope of the followers of Jesus quickly faded, leavingothe
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, 1In this situation there
wes 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 wae still invariably linked with
religious faith, The eschatological 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 Churech 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 coming of Christ, while expected,
may not occur in the present generation, Therefore
there was need to speak realistically and practicelly to
the everyday human relationships that were now taking on
a degree of permanency for the Christian, This need was
met by the Church'e adoption of the Haustafeln, which
provided a basls 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 basic underlying social motives that already
supported the social structures of the socilety, This

three stage development may best be understood in terms of
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W.D., Davies'? 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 Christien community (e.g.?), and are
attempts to record the firet beginnings of the Christian
Church, and more particularly the ministry of Jesus,
These Synoptiec 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 014 Testament in the

and Other Essaﬁa, Studies in fonor of william Franklin
tinespring, edited by James M, Efird, Durham, N.Ce,
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 Cumran. The second stage ic clearly
seen in the genuine Pauline Epistles, here the
apocalyptiec idea is displaced by an eschatological hope.
In this erisis Bitﬁation 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 elearly seen in the deutero-Pauline
Epistles,

The idea of 'submission' in the New Testament
Haustafeln differed significantly from the idea of
'submission’ in the secular household codes, The
dirference, however, is not 8o much 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 1t from a passive social obligation
that was imposed on subordinates into a dynamic and
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positive way of spreading the Gospel., Vhile 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 submicsion, which 1ift 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 whele 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 examplej

it is for you to follow in his steps, He

committed no sin, he wae cenvicted of no

falsehoody 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 Jjudges Jjustly." 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 18 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 4id 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
meane of changing the social situation, for example the
doing of good as a means of changing one's enemies
(Proverbs 25:21f)., 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 Chriectian believers
and the acceptance of their position in the spirit of
non~-retaliation according to the example of Christ were
important elements in the miscionary 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
wag a means of combining the social obligations of the
day with an active and positive Christian witness, This
factor is of utmost importance in that the success of the
Church in the CGentile 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, nct 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 submiesion in the marriage
relationship was no longer passive on the part of the
wife, in fact it no longer existed in the form of tLe
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 Greeks, 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 Gospel,



INTRODUCTION

The swing from an emphasis on a l1life of virginity
under the tension of Paul's eschatological gospel, to a
positive approach to marriage when this eschatological
hope faded was vital to the survival of the Christlan
community. Had the Church insisted on a custom of
'eonsecrated virginity', which came into prominence
under Paul's eschatological preaching, it would 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 CGod", and what is more, an instrument
through which the Church may, by precept and example,
make known the Gospel of Christ.1

However, was this swing in the Church's thinking as
marked as the 'Haustafeln' teaching seem to indicate? Do

1 Cfe I Tims 5:10,1L4f, Titus 1:6, Also I Tim.2:15;
Heb, 1 3:’40
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we find this 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 ecommunity 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, 4:3=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

God's own word and by prayer,"
There has been, and still is, considerable discussion in
the exegetical literature as to what group or groupe the
writer is referring to in making this statement regarding
marriage, Some early commentator32 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
2s Cf, J.E, Huther, Pastoral Epistles, in lieyer'

Commentary on the New Testament, Edinburgh, 1881,

rans, by pavi »

unter, pe. 170, GSee note 1, which
gives the position of some early exegetes,
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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) ie intrinsically
evil, They 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)e It must be added that Paul's
reservations with regard to marriage rested
on grounds_quite different from those of the
Gnostics,"

Se

Le

S5e

If we consider the scrolls of “umran as the
literature of the Essenes, which is the view of most
scholars (e.,gs Yo Yadin, M. Black, R, de Vaux, M,
Dupont=Somuer), we find this view of Eesene marriage
is brought into question, While Philo, Josephus
and Pliny the Elder have recorded the abstention of
certain segments of the Essene community from sex
and marriage, the Secrolls themselves, and the
evidence of its cemetery, where the remains of

women have been found, indicate that the coumunity
practiced marriage, In the texts so far published
there is no evidence of asceticism being practiced,
%he Manual of D;sgig%&ge does not mention abstention
rom marriage, he scus Document recovered from
three of the Qumran caves in two slightly varying
manusceripts takes for granted marrying and begetting
children, Cf, IQS A, VII, Vermeés, g%e Dead Seg
Serolls én English, Harmondsworth, 1 » Pe b3

1, ey De 119s)
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 Viar Seroll, VII,
ibid., pe 133. See also Chapter 5 above,

Cfy AsR.Cs Leaney, The Lpistle to 7T t itus
Philemon, The Torc¢h Bible Commentaries, London, H

koK. Simpson, The Pastoral Epistles, Clarendon Press,
Oxford, 1963, pp. y among others,

The Pastoral Epistles, Oxford, 1963, pe 5l.
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A few echolars 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, JelNeDe Kelly

states:
"eese 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. see¢ 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 maln
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.,1ff,:
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
ineipient tendency in that direction
manifested by converted Jews in a syncretistic”
environment, ”

Kelly had noted earlier that:

"It i8 in faet 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 elemnntary; and
it is significant that much of the writer's
polemic is directed, not so much against any
specific doctrine, as againet the general 7
contentiousness and loose living it encouraged,"

It has been suggested that the asceticism referred to in
this passage (I Tim, 4:3f) is not altogether the
asceticism of a heretical sect, similar to what was

encountered in the Corinthian correspondence,8 but is,

6e A Commentary on the Pastoral Epistles, London, 1963,
Pe 950

Te Ibid, Pe 114-
8« Cf, Chapter L above, pp.2L2ff,
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in fact, an instance of over-realized eschatologyg on
the part of some Church members,

The whole problem seems to centre around a
misunderstanding of the resurrection on the part of
certain false teachers.1° They believed that by virtue
of the resurrection of Jesus Christ the Christian

11 ana

community has been projected into the Age to come,
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¢ W.lL, Lane, "I Timothy IV.1=3, An Early Instance
of Over-realized Eschatology," NTSt, 11 (1964~-65)

pPre 164=7,

10, Hymenaeus and Philetus were teaching that the
resurrection was already past, 77v dvoo 7XoIv

%Sv YSYOVEVKL , II Tim, 2:18)

11« It is interesting to note that such a confusion
regarding the resurrection was also entertained by
later Christians, Cf, Iren,, Adv, Haer, I, XX1i1i,5,
of the Samaritan Menander, a disciple of Simon
Magus (c¢f., Justin, Apol., I, 26)3; Justin, Dial, 80;
Tertullian de Anima 50, of Marcion, Minuecius Felix,
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 resurrectedl'
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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 experiencze
of 1ife 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.
L:3ff), and to the author's hostile attitude to this
ascetic practice, is found in I Tim, L:8, which makes
this distinetion between the present reality and the
future hope crystal clears

"The training of the body does bring limited

benefit, but the benefits of religion are

without 1limit, since it holds promise not

only for this 1life 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 Gnostie
faction within the Church, This much more elementary
"something"” appears to have been this confusion regarding
the meaning of the reaurrection'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
forces 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 1s anxious to point

out to all believers that the present circumstances in

(=N g B
which the Church finds itself is not the eschatolozical
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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 hils 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
widespread practice of asceticism in the pagan w'orld,12
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 l1life by the false belief
that the eschatological Age has already arrived and
therefore there i8 no need for the basic institutions of
earthly existence, such as 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, Christentum und Fhe in den ersten

drei Jahrhunderten, 1927, Ds 211f. Preisker g%vea

us some indication of the extent of ecelibacy 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, ppe. 63T,
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in the Christian community (I Tim. 5:10, 14f; Titus 1:6).

T 2 23 Titus 6

Further light from the Pastoral kpistles comes from
the regulations regarding Church oificers, contained in
both Timothy and Titus, The phrase "Faithful to his
one wife" (I Tim 332, Tit, 1:6), is understood by many
recent Protestant scholars as forbidding remarriage
after the death of the first wife;'” this is also the
claseie interpretation of the Catholic Church and has
strong support in the ancient canons1u and in the
Fathera.15 On the other hand, many Protestant exegetes,

16

and not a few Catholie scholars, interpret the text as

a prohibition of polygamy.

13. Among Protestant scholars who hold this view ares
Karl Barth, Rudolph Bultmann, Heinrich Greeven, Karl
Miller, Herbert Preisker, Cf, Preisker's book,

Christentum und ¥he in den ersten 3 Jahrh.,, 1927,
PPe 1 o

14 For references to support in the ancient canons see,
WeA, Schulze, "Ein Bischof sei eines Vielbes Mann e
Zur Exegese von I Tim 3,2 und Titus 1.6", Ker
d 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 Exhor. cat., De monogamia; Jerome,
'Advi Jovig%gng%' 1, 34, PL 23, 269, For a complete
catalogue of references to the above view see,
"Remarriage after Divorce in the Primitive Church:

A Propos of a recent book", H, Crouzel, IrThG., 38
(1971=72) ppe 21=ld,

16, For a list of Catholic scholars who hold the view
that the texts refer to a prohibition against
Polygamy, see i, Lyonnet, "Unius uxoris vir (I Tim
3y 24123 Tit 146)", VerDom 45 (1967) pe 6Ge
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In support of the first opinion we have in the
Pathers 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 adulterye seoe 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 17

beginning God made one man and one woman,"
Tertullian's works, on the other hand, are a bit more
ambiguous, owing, no doubt, to his later conversion to
Montanism. 1In his earliest treatise on the subject ‘'Ad
Lxorem' (two books, ¢.203), he asks his wife either to
remain a widow or to marry only a Christian after his
death, However, during his Montanist period, he
produced two other works 'De exhortatione castitatis' and

'De monogamia's In the first he exhorts a friend who 18

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. Quasten, in
y Spectrum Publishers, Utrecht-Antwerp,

» Pe 235,
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18

WeAs Schulze 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

study has proved this practice to be nonyexistent.19

Furthermore, little value is added to the argument by

18,

19

"Ein Bischof sei eines Weibes Mann ,,., Zur Exegese
von I Tim 3,2 und Titus 1.6", Ker und Dogmé, IV
(1958) ppe 295.

Ibid. ppe 295ff, While this practice (remarriage)
may have been non-existent in the pagan priesthoods
of the culis, there is strong evidence that
Tertullian and Jerome were basing their arguments
on the monogamy practiced in the Jewish priesthood,
interpreting the Christian priesthoocd to be the
whole body of believers (I Peter 2:5), In tais
sense all Christians, and not just the bishops and
deacons wvere to practice monogamy. To show the
likelihood of this interpretation I need only to

quote a short passage from L, Lpsteln, Marriage
ngx*;% the Bible and Talmud, 192, showing tge
emph&gis on monogamy he Hebrew priesthood, and

a passage in Tertullian's 'De monogamis'. ZEpstein
remarks "it is noteworthy that not a single case 1is
recorded in the Bible of a priestly family living in
pPolygany .e.ee The new Testament denies polygamy to
bishope (I Tim 3,2, Tit, 1.6). The Kishnah assumes
that the high priest had only one wife (i, Yoma 2a),
and the Telmud reads into the biblical text itselfl
the prohibition of polygamy for high priests (Yoma
13a, Yeb.5%a on Leve 16.9,11)e These facts give

us ground for the suspicion that perhaps older
Hebrew tradition restricted the priestly tribe to
monogamy', Tertullian is aware of this monogany in
the Hebrew priesthood, and also aware that we are
called to be a priestly people: "The lLaw (of lioses)
prohibits priests from marrying a second time, The
daughter alsc of a priest it bide, if widowed or
repudiated, if she have no seed, to return into her
rather's home and be nourished Irom his breads. se.
Us moreover Jesus has made "priests to God His
Father" according to John ... Priests we are withal
called by Christj debtors to monogamy, in accordance
with the pristine Law of God, which prophesied at
that time of us in its own priests," (Ch, VII).
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appealing to Roman burial insecriptions praising a woman
as 'univira', for these epitaphs only reflect the egotism
of the husband who 4id not wish his wife to remarry after
his death, and, significantly enough, inseriptions are
lacking which praise a man for not remarrying after the
death of his wife,

The key figure in support of the argument against a
second marrisge is undoubtedly the Alexandrian theologian,
Clement, Clement was the first Christian author to give
a systenmatic 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 It is on his understanding of the concept of

21

world,
matrimony that he is against any second marriage, For
Clement matrimony is higher than any sexual union; it is
a spirituval and religious union between husband and wife
so that he avers: 'Sacred is the state of matrimony'.22

S0 sacred is marriage thet even death does not dissolve

20, Paed, 2, 10, 83, 2,
21e Stroms 3, 12, 82,
22, Strom., 3, 12, 84,
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this union completely, It is because of this spiritual
unity that Clement is against any second marriage.25

However, this view was not unanimous throughout the
early Chureh, 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 Tinm.
352, and Titus 1.6 may have been referring to in their
regulations to Chureh officers, One of the earliest
non-ganonical writers, the Chepherd of Hermas, contrary
to & number of Christian authors, permits remarriage:

"If, Sir, said I, a wife, or on the other hand

a husband dle, and the survivor marry does he

8in so doing? He does not sin, said he, but

if he shall remain eingle, he shall thereby

gain for himself more exceeding honor and

great glory before the Lord; but even if he

marry he does not sin,”
According to J. Pcspiah1125 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 pelygamy in the Church, To take Just

23, Ibid, For a full treatment of Clement's systematie
treatment of sexuality, marriage snd virginity, see
Jean-Paul Broudehoux, Mariage et Pamille Chez

Clement D'Alexandrie, Paris, 1 .
2L, Mand, I-I.’ ’4, 1=2,.

25 Among the Fathers listed as permitting remarriage
after divorce are: Theordoretus, Ambrose, Lactantius,
Theophilactus, Epiphanius, Chromatius, John
Chrysostom, Hilary of Poitiers, Tertullian, Basil
the Great, and Theordores of Mopsuestia, Cf, "Divorce
and Remarriage in the Farly Churech", IrThg 38 (19M)
PpPe 338f,

For a positive view of marriage in the rifth century
ef, "Theodoret of Cyrrhus on Marriage", G,%W, Ashley,

Theology, 72 (1969) pp. L82=L4F1.
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two examples we might look at the interpretations of
Theo¥doret and Theordore of Mopsuestia,

Theokdoret explains the regulation found in I Tim,
342 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
lived honourably in the married Btate.26

Theokdore of Mopsuestia, in his Commentary on our
texts,2! 1s in strong agreement with this same view,
According to Theokdore's thinking the reference in I Tim
3, 12 of 'a woman being the wife of one husband' does not
refer to a woman who has not contracted a second marriégo,
for, as Theoﬁdore 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
Theohdore'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 hag wed a second, provided
that she has not thought of a second at the same time
when she had the one partner.28
26, crf, Pa, 82, 805,
27+ Theoldore Mopsuestenus, In egiatolaa Be Pgu%}

ggggsg%gg%; Ed., H.B. Swete, vo & €%

pp. 10

(de I Tim 3,2) et p. 160-1 (de I Tim

28, cr. 8. Lyonnet, "Unius uxoris, (I Tim 3, 2, 12
Titus 1,6)," VerDom L5 (1967) p. 4f.



375>

some scnolarszg have given a variation to the
traditional Protestant interpretation, which retains the
idea that the authors of I Timothy and Titus were
Tfighting against the polygamy that was prevalent among
the Greeks and Jews, but in addition were guarding the
Church against successive polygamy 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 against 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 Ifrom
the Pastoral Epistles, The question of remarriage
generally in the early Church was by no means a cleare
cut issue for the early Church Fathers, and cne only has
to read the very interesting debate between Henri
Crousel,30 and Vietor J. Pospish1131 on the gquestion of

remarriage and divorce, to appreciate the divergence of

29, Among those who hold this view are J, Jeremias,

astoralvriefe, Gottingen, 1949, pp. 18 57ff.§
« Godet, Introduction au NT, vol., I, 1593, Pe f
A, Oepke, TWNT, Vole I, Pe 560Ls

30, Cf, "Remarriage after Divorce in the Primitive Church:
A Propos of a recent Eook," %rThg. 38 (1971) ppe21=l1,
This artiecle highlights the erences of opinion
and interpretation concerning the question of
'remarriage and divorce' among Patristic exegetes,

31e "Divorce and Remarriage in the Early Church",
38 (1971) ppe 338=3L47. Cf. José Montserret-Torrents,
The Abandoned Spouse, Bruce, Milwaukee, 1968,
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opinion that existed among the early Church iathers, and,
for 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 oi 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
oi 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 had 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 seecn in the
practical rcasons he gives for the permicsion to remarry,
it is to aveoid the pitfalls of a passionate nature, and
the idleness that a young woman has to contend with when
she has no family reaponsihilitiea.32

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. Re Schnackenburg, gives

32. Cfe I Tim, 5:9"‘15.

33 7Unius uroris vir (Titus 1,6)", VerDom, 28 (1950),
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something of a description of these conditions when he
states:

"In the time of the Emperors (at the turn of

18t Century) the 0ld 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 Caesar Augustus were

evaded by sham marpriages,”

It was this appalling situation, aggravated by the
practice of polygamy and concubinage among the Greeks
and Jewa,55 which gave the young Chufch, who had by now
become aware of 1ts new role in human 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 membership 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 0ld
Testament (Gen. 1:27, 2:24), the preaching of the
prophets, and the early Church tradition (Mk, 10:1-10,
Mte 5:32ff; 19:35=12), To convey this concept of

marriage it ‘'christianized' the existing moral codes,

34 The Moral Teaching of the New Testament, London,
y P y Je

X5 W.A, SChu.lze, ODe cit. 287-300l
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thus giving marriage a deeper meaning and larger purpose

36 Secondly, the Church

than mere social obligation,
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 aes a means
of cleensing society of its moral aberrations.37

While 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
interpretation made by a number of notable exegétes,Ba
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 Lightfoot, the early Church Fathers
saw "compulsory celibacy at once caused the
immeasurable scandal 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, BSee note 29 sbove. Pe 375
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polygamy and divorce, This interpretation also makes
sense of the regulation regarding widowe that they be
the 'wife of one husband', VWidows, 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 preal widow' (I Tim. 5:3ff) is
one who is made 8o by death and not divorce,

In this passage regarding widows (I Tim 5:3-15) 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
dauvghter to the husband on the completion of the marriage,
and the husband relinquishes his rights over the wife upon
hie death (ef, Rom 731=6)s The young uvnmarried 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 Churche

Hebrews 13:4
Thie positive approach to marriage is also expressed

in another piece of contemporary writing, the Epistle to
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the Hebrewa,39 which states:

"Marriage is honourable; let us all keep it

80, 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 wae 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
communitye Apart from the insistence on indissolubility,

39« The Epistle to the Hebrews is purported to have been
written around A.D., 90-95, However, some scholars
for example E,T. Merrill, date the Epistle as late
as 140 A,D, c¢f, Essays in Early Christian History,
1924, ppe 217ff, This date, however, is not
usually followed.For a complete discussion on the
authorship and date of this Epistle see Donald
Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, London, 3rd ed.
1970y pPe (10=713.
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a traditional Christian trait, ° the Church demanded a
radical change in sexual behaviour by confining all
sexual rights to the marriage relationship, which was,
most likely, & reaction to the sexual aberrations of the

pagan world,

Contemporary Christian ¥ritings

The most substantial evidence in support of & 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. Massingberd

Ford, in an article entitled, St, Paul, the Philogamist

(L Cor, VII in Early Patristic Ixegesis), notes:

"ees One is immediately struck by the, dearth

of references to was&zves and mapbevia  and

the apparently apposite text I Cor, vii, 25,
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 'De Habitu Virginum' and Pseudo-
Cyprian's 'De Bono Pudicitiae, De 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 St Ambrose
has seven,"42

This sllence concerning virginity by the authors of the

various non-canonical writinges in the latter first and

40e Cf, Chapter Three above, ppe/05FF
L2, NTSt, 11 (196L4-65) pe 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 faect, where virginity is mentioned by the
earliest Christian authors it is toned down and
attributed no spiritual advantage. For example,
Ignatius of Antioch in counselling virginity statess

"Il anyone is able to remain continent to the

honor of the Flesh of the Lorﬂ let him

persistently avoild boasting", 3
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."
Another interesting feature of the earliest Christian
writers is that they make no reference whatsoever to
I Corinthians VII, which becomes for the later Second

and Third century Fathers the basis for their teaching

L3 Pol. 5.2, translation by Quasten J,, Patrology,
gpectrum Publishers, Utrecht-Antwerp, 1966, Pe 08

Elchasai declares that he hates celibacy and
continence and required his disciples to become
married, cf, Epiphanius, Adv, Haer., XIX, 11,

L4y, paed, 2, 10, 83, 2, Cf, J. Quasten, Patrology, Ope
cit, Pe 3’4, v°1. Il.
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on virginity.hB The absence of thie highly suggestive
passage in favour of virginity, suggests that the Church
at this particular time, saw virginity as a possible
hindrance 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 of the abuses perpetrated by secular and
cultic celibacy, the Church saw in marriage an
alternative approach to the curing of society's ills,
thue 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 Polycarp's
letter to the Philippians (11:4) and Irenaeus' 'Againet
Heresies (I, 13,5)«

However, toward the end of the second century the

pendulum began to swing once more toward asceticism and

L5, The following first and second century writers make
no mention of 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 :vdyveia o3
Polycarp, Didache ({1st-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.cei15. Some remain pure up to
70 yeare of age,, Pseudo~Justin, One reference to
male virginity 'De Resurr. ¢ 3. Athenagoras, 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 oi Caesarea, Ambrose and Jeromeé have nuuerous
references to I Cor, VII and produce individual
WOrKks on virginiiye.
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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
L6

and followed Marcion, The Pythagorean philosopher
Sextus is also responsible for certain 'Sayings', that
is, moral sentences and rules of life which counselled
against marriage.h7 However, by the turn of the third
century a definite change in attitude had come abouts
Tertullian, Hippolytus and Origen opposed clerical
marriage,*® with Tertullian in his later, Montanist
period opposing all marriagea.hg
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

L6, Cf, Eusebius, 4,29 quoting Adv, Haer,., lib i.c, Other
Fathers who refute Tatian are Hippolytus, Haeresium
Refut., 1libs vii 16; Clement of Rome, Strom. 1iii,
Celle

47, Cf. P,C, Conybeare, The Ring of Pope Xystus, London,
19103 also J, Quasten, Patrology, vol, 1, De. 170

L8, Tertullian's arguments against clerical marriage are
contained in De exortatione castitatis, 13, L, 8, 3;

7y 1% Ad_uxorem, 1, fele, and De monogamia 8.4=7, 11,
2, 12,3, Hippolytus' objection comes in his

Adversus omnes haereses, 9, 12, 12, QOrigen Homilies
on LUKE€, lieb,

L9, Cf. references in note 47 from De monogamia.
50, Adver., omnes Haer, 9, 12, 12




the Alexandrian catechetical school, Clement, by denying
any fatherhood to priests of the new law but a spiritual
one like St. Paul's.?! This emphasis on clerical

celibacy had a negative eiTect on marriage generally, and
during the third and fourth centwiss marriage was not held

in high esteem in Christian circles.52

onc i

In this brief survey of the contemporary Post-Pauline
literature we have seen how the Church reacted to the
asceticiem 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
ma jor part of the moral problems in the Hellenistic and
Roman world, At this stage the pendulum had swung from
an emphasis on virginity in expectation of the imminent

return of our Lord, to a positive attitude towards

51 Cf, reference to Origen in note 47, also Quasten, Op.
cit, Vol. II,pPPe J-\lef.

52, Thie 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 Apostolorum' (first
half of the third century) supposes t candidates
for the bishopriec will be married men or widowers
and stresses the criteria of Timothy for a good
family man (2,2,2-4), Under the persecutions of
Decius, Diocletian, and Maximinian there are
nunerous references to married bishops and priests,

Cfe Roger Gryson, Les origines du célibat
ecclésiastique, Gembloux, 1 +« PPe 504
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marriage where the Christian was called to share in those
human inetitutions which were ordained by God for the
enjoyment and well-being of man --- of which marriage was
one, The Pastoral Epistles, in particular, sought to
overcome the ascetic influences of secular society and
Gnosticismy, and in addition attempted to clarify some
misunderstandings 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 marrisge,
as there were many forms of marriage practiced in the
syncretistic environment of' the Hellenistic world, The
Church defined what it meant by marriage by elaborating
on the existing 'household codes' of the Hellenistic
world, injeeting into these moral codes Christian hotiven
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 characteristies of this Christ~Church
relationship were now to be expressed in the basic human
relationship —=--= marriage, Love, understanding, sharing,
equality, responsibility and concern, became a part of
the new ideal of marriage in the Christian community,

What 1is more, through the influence of the Prophets
of the 0ld 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,
While 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
Trom the Church regulation in the Pastoral Epistles

(I Tim 3, 2, Titus 41.,6), that the Church favoured
monogamy, and prohibited, at the admihiatrative 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 Paul's illustration in
Romans 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, Higbly 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 in the third century. Purthermore, those who did
speak of virginity in this period such ac Ignatius of
Antioch 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 New
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Testament literature is not a smooth evolution of ideas
based on the teaching of Jesus, but develops as the result
of reactions to different trends within the Christian
community itself, Different ethical principles dominate
the Christian community at different periods influencing
and determining the community's ethiecal behaviour,
However, when the dominating prineciple subsided or a
different ethical principle was given priority, the

ethics of the Chureh changed, because of a reaction to

the previous trend, In the Pauline letters the

pendulum had swung, under the eschatological prineciple,

to favour virginity. Nowy, in the Post-Pauline 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
Haustafeln period ——- that the Church laid the foundation
for its new ideal of marriage, Stemning the cultural
and ascetic tide of the Hellenistie 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 Bome, as a sacrament,



CHAPTER VII
QUARDS A T GY OF MARRIAGE

INTRODUCTION

To suggest a theology of marriage presupposes that
we are prepared to think of the institution of marriage
in a "religious-ethical” framawork.1 For the essential
thing about theology is that it has to do with God,
therefore ,if we propose a theology of marriage) or
morals,it simply means that God is involved in some way.
However, such a theclogy is not about God 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 1t is in the context and meaning of our

Jesug Christ,
humen relationships that we eatch a glimpse of Cod's
creative activity and purpose in our lives, This is why

theologians, of all shades of opinion, can see in

1e 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 ethieal for
the sake of theologlizing, 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 of faith, and derive their
validity and authority from the fact that they are
God-given, Supras Chapter 1, ps 5¢

24 Rosemary Haughton, The Theolo of lMarriage, The
Mercier Press, Cork, 19/1, De 10
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Ephesians 5:21=33 a two way 1llumination: -— a teaching
that heightens the basic secular reality, perfecting it
in some respects, while at the same time expressing in
this secular reality profound spiritual realities, Ve
see the human relationship of husband and wife, parent
and child,as mirroring the relationship between God and
man, and because we do this we have a tendency to speak
idealistieally of what the secular reality of marriage
ought to bes Marriage 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 i8
incapable of such perfection; instead it points out how
we might overcome our imperfections by_exercising in our
human relationships those redeeming quﬁlitiea that we
discern in God's relationship with us === forgiveness,
love, compassion, and ridelity. These are the qualities
that perfect the marriage relationship because they
diminieh our imperfections, raising us and our relation-
ships to a new level of awareness, It is at this level
that merriage becomes more than a secular reality, it

becomes for the partners involved "a means of grace" in

Se Helen Oppenheimer, "Marriage and Grace", Theoclogy
72 (1 969) pe 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 that 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 basie
exegesis that needs clarification,

Jesus' Concept of Eschatology

In an earlier Chapteru we outlined a three-stage

development in New Testament ethics, the apocalyptic
outlook of Jesus' teaching, the eschatological ethiec of
Paul, and the Post-Pauline 'Haustafeln' teaching, What
is in need of clarification here is the sense in which
the teaching of Jesus 1s understood as "apocalyptiec".
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 Bultmann notes:

Ls Cf. Chapter 5, ppe 354fFf.
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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 miraculous 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 exprecsed in the
special doetrine of the two aeons into which
the werld'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 whieh are found in other apocalyptic writings,
As Re Bultmann remarks:

"he completely refrains from painting in the

details of the Judgemeng, the recsurrection,

and the glory to come,"
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
comei The Kingdom of God is breaking in! The end is
herel" Thus for Jesus, the Kingdom of God is not a
historical condition that will be realized 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 man to decision;

he is determined thereby either in this direction

or in that, as chosen or ag rejected, in his
entire present existence,"

Se T%eologx of the New Testament, I, London, 3rd Fd,,
1959y Pe 4o

6. Ibid‘ De 5.
7o Re Bultmann, Jesus and the Viord, London, 41958, pe Uk
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Jesus rejects the demand for a more rigorous adherence

to Mosaice 1aw8

one's place in the Apocalyptic Xingdom, instead he

as a means of bringing about, or ensuring

contrasts Mosalc 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 making a concession for
"your hardness of heart”, but the actual intention of God
was that marriage was to beiiggggg:;b;e" (Mk 10:2-9),
For Jesus the absolute authority is no longer the
external authority, but complete obedience to the will of
Gode

"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 whole

man stands behind what he does; o»r better,
when the whole man is in what he does, when he

is t do 80 obediently, but is

esaﬁ%f?ﬁi%§£353§§£§%%§9
This essential obedience to God's will is something whieh,
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,

What is understood as the will of God in the
teaching of Jesus 1s the demand to love, However, Jesus
did not make this love-commandment an ethic of worlde

reform, It is not a social ethic, but rather an

8« The Sectaries of Qumran called for, and demanded, a
rigorous adherence to Mosalc laws

9¢ R, Bultmann, Jesus and the liord, London, 1958, pe52e¢
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eschatological one, in that it does not envisage a future
to be moulded within this world by plans and sketches for
the ordering of human life, Jesus, too, believed that
marriage belonged to that 'form of this world which is
paesing 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 demancding more than
the law that regulates human society does and requiring
of the individual the waiver of his own rights, makes the

10 operefore

individual immediately responsible to God,
Jesus made plain that God does not lay elaim 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 forbide is not simply the
overt acts of murder, adultery, and perjury, with which
law can deal, but their antecedents; anger and name=
calling, evil desire and insineerity (Mt 5:21f, 27T ey
33-37);11 Therefore, the demand to love claims man
totallye.

Thus the fundamental and radical difference of
Jesus' teaching compared with that of Jewish apocalypticiam

and Pauline eaohatology,12a is that, he conceived the

10+ Re Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, I, ps 19

11« Ibid De 13.

12a, The dif erence 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
Jesug refers to the Kingdom as already 'realized' in
the here and now,
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Kingdom of God not as a historical reality that will come
in the future, nor as a state of life which n&n 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 smplification of what is meant by Jesus'
'apocalyptic outlook' should not only help to eclarify any
misunderstanding 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 levele to the discussion of

marriage in the present literature, The first is the
development of marriage theologiesy which have been
inspired by a variety of new approaches to the foundations
of the Christian faith, The secondy is the lively
discussion, especially in Catholic cirecles, of Canonical
practice which has come under critical review gince
Vatican II shifted the emphasis from the idea of marriage
as a contract to that of 'community of 1ove’.12 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 basie for canonical and pastoral practice,

12, COf, Mgr Alan Clark, "What the Council says about
Marréage," London, Catholiec Truth Society, July 1967,
PPe '7.
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and pastoral attitudes seeking support in both marriage
theology and canonical practice, DBecause of this
interdependence it is difficult to dirferentiate between
the three levels of 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 purposge of a marriage theology is to try to
find out what God purposes "marriage" to be for human
society, regardless of legal,-aocial and historical
circumstances, This search for the divine purpose for
mwarriage 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 Approach

The textual approach is by far the oldest and most
familiar approach to formulating & Christian theology of
marriage, It can be argued that all marriage theology
is textually based, in that seriptural 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 problemj; 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,
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One could not attempt to outline here the many uses
. and abuses of this approach to marriage theology. At
best vwe may attempt to show some of the developments in
this more fundamental approach, and how it has affected,
and is affecting, marriage theology in the current
literature,

The most serious criticism regarding the textual
approach to merriage theology has been the tendency on
the part of earlier exegetes, and some modern ones &as
well, to exprese a theology of marriage solely on the
basis of the half dozen or so emphatic statements on the
subject found in the 0l1d and New Testaments, Lxegetes,
of all shades of opinion, have expended much energy in
trying to co-ordinate these biblical texts into a _
coherent 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

13 several factors have come to

exegetical developments,
light which demonstrate the futility of this earlier
approach to marriage theology.

The most obvious difficulty in combining biblical
texts stems from the fact that the different statements
in the 01d and New Testaments on marriage are drawn from
widely divergent historical and cultural situations which
makes factual historical coherence on the basis of form,

laws, and practice, virtually impossible. A second

13, Cf, Chapters 4 and 5 of this thesis,
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difficult arising out of this historical divergence is
the faet 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, FPaul's teaching of marriage and
virginity under the eschatological crisis is a case in
point.11L 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
positively15 other texts treat it negatively.16

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 W.J. 0'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 A7

interpretations proposed by biblical scholars ...
This ambiguity often sends the exegete off into the

labyrinth of subseguent theories to explain the

1ke Cfe I Corse 7e, Also Chapter 4 above, pp. 273 FfF

15« Compare I Cor. 7, Reve 14:45 Luke 20:34=35; 17:27
among others, See also Chapter 3 above pp |94 FF

1€, Cf, Mk, 10:2-10; Also Chapter 5 & 6 above,

17. "Marriage and Divorce: The Biblical Evidence",
AusCathRec 167 (1970) ppe. 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 apprcach hermeneutically,
that is, an attempt 1s 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, '8

Another problem with this approach is that it
tended to revert to 'legalism', 1In Chapter 1 we
discussed the problem of legalism in Protestant
exegesia.19 However, lecgalism was not merely a problem
in Protestantism, it was a problem before Protestantism
came into being, as the early Catholic Church had long
since translated into absolute Juridical laws the moral
imperatives of the lNew Testament teaching. The 'ought
not' preached by Jesus had become in early Catholie

20 ppepefore,

exegesis a definite juridical prohibition,
while 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 Baltensweiler,
Bonsirven, and others, summarized in Chapter Three,

19, Cf, Chapter 1, ppe 24ff,

2¢. Cf., ¥, Bockle, 'Morale Fondamentale', Recherche de
sciences religieuses, 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

22 the Chureh, both Catholic and Protestant,

hermeneutics,
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 mad;z5 some serious 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, &xegetes began to interpret the

21, Cf, Vi,Js 0'Shea, op. cit. pp. 89-107. The
comuentary of the early Church Fathers on the various
biblical texts illustrates the divergence of opinion
and the focus of attention (indissolubility) in early
marriage theology.

22, ©See Chapter 1, page 2, note 4,

23, 1In 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.
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biblical evidence in ethical and religious terms,
Jesus' 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,zu

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 othera,25 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 f'ound
expression in Protestant theology where the difference

vetween ‘'ideal' and 'divine intention' was laboriously

worked out.26

24, Cf. V, Steininger, D%I°i2°| %gguments for a change
in the Church's disc ne, Trans, F, Quinn, §He§3 &
Ward, London, 1969; W, Harrington, "Jesus' Attitude _
towards Divorce",/37 (1970) pp. 206, Among others, T~ 7hQ

25, Cf. P. Hoffman, "Jesus Saying about divorce and Its
Interpretation in the New Testament Tradition’Cone
Vol, 5, Noe. 6, (May 1970), pe 51=66, See also A.R,

Winnett, The Church and Divorce, London, 1968,
ppe. 181f, ng others,

26, Geoffrey Fisher, Problems of Karriage and Divorce,
London, 1955, pe B ArcE%IsEop Fisher sets the

tone for suvbsequzrant Anglican interpretation of
Jesus' teaching when ne stated that our Lord, in
declaring marriage to be a lifelong union, was not
setting forth an 'deal' but stating what marriage
essentially is in the divine intention, 1Ibid.p, 8.
Cf also AR, Winnett, The Church and Divorce, London,
1968, 18f; Gordon Dunstan, "Development ol the
Theology of Marriage in the Churches of the Anglican
Communion", Conc. 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
Creator'27 that a difficulty, akin to legalism, creeps
back into this theological development, Let us take,
for example, the theory of J.C. Margot28 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 Phairsaic .
interpretation of God's laws., What Jesus does, according
to Margot's view, is 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)e 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
Gode Cf. R, Bultmann, Theology of the New
Testament, I, London, 1959, ppe. 5ff,

28, Cf, J.C. lMargot in Wie unaufldslich ist die Ehe,
edited do. David, F, Schmalz, Pattiock, Aschaffenburg,
1969, DpP. 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 God,

A further difficulty in escaping from the legal
interpretation derives from the context of certain sayings
themselves, If, for example, the Pharisees were
guestioning Jesus about the casuistry of the law as it
applied to the social situation of his day, as appearse
to be the case in Matthew 5,32, 19:9f, why did Jesus
chose to answer on a different (ethical) level? This
difficulty has helped to maintain en interest in the legal
interpretation of Jesus' teaching on marriage and divorce,
and has, in its own right, made a considerable
contritution to our understanding of particular texts,

A recent article by J.D,M, Derrett®” illustrates the
validity of this approach (tﬁat is the analysis of a
particular text or texts hermeneutically, 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 klosaic law,

Derrett's theory is based on the idea that the Jews

have two sources of information, the Law of Moses, and

29, J. Dunean M. Derrett, gav in the New Testament,
London, 1970, pp. 363-3C8.
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the"law of human nature' as expressed in Genesis.so He
contends that,

"a truly legal mind, in construing the meaning

of' the Law of loses, willl go first to the law

apparent in Genesis, and then see what, against

that background, Koses had to tell the Jews,"31
wWhat Derrett attempts to establish ie that kosalc law,
truly understood, does not contradict 'the natural law'
ol Genesis, but is in harmony with it, To prove this
he shows that Dt. 24:1-l4, the divorce regulation in the
0ld Testament associated with Jesus' teaching in the New,
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
regulation for divoroe.je What it does forbid is
divorce and remarriage -- & prohivition which, contrary
to lioses' 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 ol the
(written) Torah because the correet interpretation of
Dte 24:1-l4 shows this text to be in perfect harmony with
Jesus' own stand,

Derrett shows that the lMosaic Law does not abrogate
the 'natural law' of Genesis, as it does not provide for

30, Ibid p. 366

32, This view has been worked out by Abel Isaksson in
his book, Marriage and Minist
Lund, Gleerup, 1965, See especially p.
Chapter 3 above, ppe.
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'‘remarriage' which would break the 'one-~f'lesh' concept

of Genesis 2:24, Thus the fundamental law laid down in

Genesis which Jesus repeats verbatim to the Pharisees,

"What God has joined together, let no man put asunder,"

is not, nor can it be, contradicted by ilosaic law,

because Moses while permitting divorce did not contemplate

remarriage, which would violate the "one flesh" union

which alone conforme to Genesis, What aectually

happened, according to Derrett, was that Jewish practice

failed to perceive that the "one flesh" union persisted

after divorce, and therefore developed theological views

entitling a husband to divorce and remarry.33
On the basis of this understanding Derrett concludes

that the "incorrect (soft) 1nterpretation“3h of the

exceptive clauses, which see them as a result of change

in the early Christian community - a modification of

Jesus' demands in the light of experience,35 can be

dispensed with, Granted, lMatthew 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. pe 369ff.
3’4. Ibiad, Pe 369l

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. €.Ze)
Baltensweiler, Bonsirven, Dupont, among others,
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Jesus, by calling for the true interpretation of losalec
law which states that if a man's wife commit n'r36 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
ilesh” union of Genesis, and also contravene the Mosaic
law of Deut 24:4-=l,>! 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)e The prohibition in Matthew 19:9 is,
according to this interpretation, disjunctive: "Whoever
divorces his wife, except for unchastity, coumits
adultery; and whoever divorces his wife, and marries
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 (porneia), he cannot

resume sexual relations with her without himselfl incurring

36. There is evidence here of Derrett's dependence on the
spade work done by Isaksson (ofe. Chpte 3, pell2ff
above) . He argues that the Decalogue rendering of

(1o tineaf) as adultery is an inaccurate rendering of
the root word (n'f)(na' af) which in other contexts

is associated with fornication or sexual 1rra§ularity
in general, Cr, Derrett, pe 371« Therefore n'f

f may
best be understood as 'porneia' in the sense of
Deut 22:21, Cf, Isaksson pp. 105ff.

37+ This interpretation 1s in line with that of CQuentin
Quesnell, who understands the saying to refer
precisely to the state of a man who has put his wife
away on account of 'porneia' (an'f) -- but without
being able to remarry, Cf, his "lMade themselves
BEunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven" (Mt 19:12)"

Cat@;bg 30 (1 968) PP 335"‘358-
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n't (porneia).38 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.39

This interpretation, according to Derrett, takes the
mystery out of the "exceptive clauses", and instead of
making a concession on Jesue' absolute demand, strengthens
it, in that it points out the fact that the "one flesh"
concept of Genesis is upheld by Mosailc 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 conments 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
situvation, but instead seeks, through the exercise of
gound hermeneutics, to understané 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, 223 2h:1-=l, 2 Sam 16:21-22, 20:3,
Also Chapter 3, pp. 37ff ebove,

39. Derl"ett, Poe 372.
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place within the context of Mosaic law as the participants
understood it, with Jesus, 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 1is
demanded by God and to comnit oneself to that demand,™°
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 0ld Testament laws, and the 0ld
Testament itself as formal legal authority.M

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 1n‘tneir own
historical, social, and legal environment, demonstrates
that the textual approach has 'come of age'y, and continues

to contritute to our understanding of biblical truth,

LO, Cf.GH. Bultmann, Jesus and the Word, London, 1958,
Pe 60,

)—H. Ibid Pe 60.
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fhe Natural Law Approach

WWe have already outlined, from the Protestant
viewcoint, 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 facte 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."
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,"Ul

Now in the realm of sex relationships the natural
factors of sex differentiation, parent-child relations,
and the dissimilarity in runntionnh5 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, 18, essentially, the
ideal to which we should strive to purify and perfect
the 'existing order' in obedience to his will and

Purpose,

L2, Cf, Chapter 1 above pp., 41ff

L3 E. Brunner, The Divine Imperative, London, 1937,
PPe 2100

Ly, cCf, Liam Ryan, "The Indiescolubility of Marriage in
Natural Law", IrThg, Vols 30, No. 4, Oct. 1963, pe299.

L5, Cf, E, Brunner, The Divine Imperative, London, 1937,
PI)021 2=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, What
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

eircumstances,"l
Oppenheimer suggeste, 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

is: to the Christian, created, fallen, and

redeemed nature,"47
Therefore what sc<¢ens to militate against this approach to
marriage theology is that an idea like an 'order of
creation' presupposes a structure of marriage that pree-
exists human society itself, and is not tied to the "is"
of human nature., Dennis 0'Callaghan points out this
flaw when he states:

"The structure of marriage i& really derived

from rational analyeis of the over-all human

values which it serves in the family and in

socletye. It is not as if there were some
pre-existing blueprint written in human nature

LG, H. Oppenheimer, "Marriage and Grace", Theology, 72
(1 969) pe. 542,

h?o Ibid, Pe 5}-1»2-
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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,” LS8
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 0'Callaghan notes,

"The eriterion 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

greateat extent that this is possible in a

given civilization or historical situation of

mankind,"” hg
If this is the case, polygamy, 88 well as monoganmy, 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 ie to take, History has confirned
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.5°

L4L8s "Theology and Divoree" IrThQ 27 (1970) pe. 214
h9. Ibid.p. 215.
50, Cf, Chapter 2 above,
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Now, apart from this basic criticism, natural law or
the natural order of things play 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 ereation' on
the basis that a natural theology cannot furnish a
satisfactory foundation for theological ethics,

Barth definee 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 &nd a

woman leads to a responsibitity undertaken Aﬂ

life-union which is lasting, complete, and

exclusive," 51
Now, monogamy and indissolubility areessential ingredients
in this definition of marriage, However, they are
arrived at from a different standpoint than Brunner's
idea of 'ordem of ecreation's 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 1is
the rule rather than the exception in the 0ld 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. III 4 p. 140,
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requirement of monogamy.," Now if we were to question
how the exclusiveness of monogamy can be derived from
God's 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 unigueness of God and the particularity
of his election call for the exclusiveness ol monogamy
as their appropriate reflection in the relation of man
and woman in marriage,

VWhile Barth insists upon an understanding of the
marriage relationship in terms of Cod'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

every such relationship."52 Likewise he considers birth

52, Cf. CD IILI/4 pp 206=7
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control problematical because it goes againet the nature

53 Therefore while Barth strives

of the sexual act,
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
inherent feature" of the marriage bond.Sh

Because God is not in isolation but God in
reletionship, 80 man-in-relationship reflects on the
ereaturely level something of the image of God. This
image of God finds 1t 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 muset not only know God's dealing with
man in Jesus Christ, but must know also the "is" of
human nature, that i1s, the "oughts" of the human marriage
relationship must be derived also from the actuval RAuman
sitvation iteelf, and not from some obscure command,
This is why Barth's theology of marriage, while proposing
to be Christologically centered, is thrown back on
naturalistic Judgemente which are derived net from
Christology, but from his cultural understanding of the
"nature” of man's human relationships, This point is
geufficient to illustrate the fact that no matter what
epproach to mrriage theology one cares to take, be it
Christology or something else, one cannot escape the

idiosyneratic view that is imposed upon our understanding

53. Cf. CD III/L pp. 269=70.
5“0 Cctf. Q Ill/h Pe 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 'ereation' itself, W, Lohff explains this
new understanding of ecreation as follows:

"When Jesus speaks of marriage, he conceives

it as a gift of coreation and refers to the story
of creation (Mk 10,6, Gen, 1,27, 2,24), Vhen 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-historic times,
On the contrary, creation takes place in the
present, Referring to marriage that means:

The marrisge 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,” 5

Lohff points out that this certainty that God hiuself is
at work in marriage is formulated in Genesis Chapter 2,
For God sees that man is aloney; God creates woman,
brings her to man as his helpmeet, and gives both of them
the command to incerease and multiply. In all of these
statements we can see that what God does findg meaning

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", Conc.

Vole 5¢ No, 6, May 1970, ppe 144f Das Neue Bi%d Dﬁg
Ehe, Chr, Kaiser Verlag Muchen, 1969, H, Harsh, ed,
56, ''Das neue Bild der Ehe in der evangelischen Theologie",

in Das Neue Bild Der the, H, Harsh, ed,, Muchen, 1969,
Pe 26, Translation mine,



416,

concrete, actual marriage. God is acting and creating
in history, and not setting forth a pre-historical ideal,
Thie 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 is 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

ereative activity as deseribed in Genesis, of creating

57a. Ibid pe 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 aetively 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 c¢reation,
cannot be rejected as a totally inadequate approach to
marriage theology, as we cannot deny those ordinances
of hurman 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 forme 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 basie for understanding Christian marriage, and
for determining a theology of Christian marriage, 18 not
natural law, or specific scpiptural evidence (although
seriptural texts are used to illustrate the theological
stance arrived at) - it is rather a principle of human
existence ~-- love, ridelity, 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 freshnese and
originelity of this new approach to the problem of
marriage theology,

Probably the best example of thie approach to a
theology of marriage is the recent work of V,
Steininger.57 Steininger's thesis that marriage is by
its very nature monogamous and indissoluble is based on

the theologileal principle of 'self—tranacendence’.58 He

57 )
A it vnaufloslicher Ehen, Styria, Graz,
1 s London, 1909,

58 Ibid pe 9=10, This idea of 'self-transcendence' in
Steininger'a theory is not unlike the concept of
!'immanence' postulated by Helen Oppenheimer,
Oppenheimer, using the analogy of the Trinity, with
ite concept’ of 'immanence' =—- unity in plurality,
seeks to show a2 human 'immanence' in the marriage
relationship where two diverse people can be united,
really united and not Jjust harmoniously allied}
without losing their separate identities, just as,
the persons of the Trinity, are at once, one and the
same, yet individuval, e¢f, "Marriage and Grace",

Theology 72 (1969) pps 535ff,
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assumes that the encounter of men and woman in marital
love is 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 thie encounter,
Man, when he surrenders himself to the beloved evouse,
transcends his own being and realizes himself again as a
new person in this union.59 The family which comes into
existence is the result, and not the purpose, of this
encounter, Now thies self-transcendent union, in common
with every love relationship with fellow hwmanity, 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-centrednese,

This theological hypothesis of Steininger is based
largely on Karl Rahner's theology,so which sees the love
of neighbour as virtually equated with the love of Cod,
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. ¢it. pp 9-10.

60+ Cf, K. Rahner, Theological %nveatigationg, VI, ppe
231-49, "Reflections on Unity of The Love of
Neighbour and the Love of God",

61. ©Gteininger, 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, Steininger, in illustrating the
strength of his theory on the basis of seripture, 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 Christ in
mentioning the above five prohibitions along with the
prohibition of divorce, put forward ideals where
attainment is judged according to the progrese an
individual may have made on the way towards perfection,
Others have come forward with a theoclogy 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
lhasg

ethical decisions, and have built a new system of

62, For a discussion of the new morality see the
article "The New Morality -- What, Why -- and Why

Nat?". R OorIL L [ ] VOI. 35. NO. 2, pp. 170"'
229, Kfso Oe.0, Darr, The Christian New Morality,
New York, 1969, Se Chapter 1 above, notie 1,
page 1.



L21,

Christian ethics on this one central absolute.63

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 Jjuridical interpretations of earlier
eras, and has done much, as can be seen from the examples
guoted 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
ma jor 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 merriage
theology based on a philosophical or theological
principle is often rejected, not on the basgis of its

inherent weaknesses, but because it fails to displace a

63s Cfs J. Duquoc, in Wie unaufloslich ist die Ehe,
Pattloch, Aschaffenburg, 1969, edited J. David &
F. Schmalz, pp. 1-24, 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 makese marital love visible. However,
the tension between love as the basic "stuff" of
marriage, and as institution is brought out by
Duguoc, 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,
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a ganFrjage theology that is entrenched behind the
authority of a long standing tradition, and is supposedly
backed up by a seemingly coherent dogmatic teaching,
Hevertheless, traditional resistance and dogmatie
doctrines are beginning to bend in the face of this new
approach to marriage theology, as 1s evidenced by the
move on the part of the Second Vatican Coun.cil6h to treat
marriage no longer in 1nstitutiona1/£bstraot terns, but
to assert it as "a community of love', This came about
according to Dennis O'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
guestion of the nature and quality of the
marriage relationship,"65

66

In another article, O0'Callaghan makes it quite clear

why this change in emphasis was necessary if the Catholie
Chureh was to provide a relevant theology of Christian
marriage, He statess

"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 marriasge was lived provided
that it continued to exist,"”

6lie Mgre. Alan Clark, What t e Couneil §

Marriage, July, 1 3 Cfy Leonard I, GGerke,
ghr;atian Harriage: A ngg%gegt cacrament, Catholic
niversity, Washington, 1 .
65. "Marriage as Sacrament", Conc, Vol. 5., No. 6, May

1970, pp. 101-110,
66s '"Theology and Divorce", IrThg 27 (1970) pp. 213
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Since Vatican II, however, Catholic exegetes, as 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
c¢ircumstances; and it is in the process of 'living' this
reality that the problems of human existence break in and
of'ten destroy the marriage relationship.67

It is precisely in this area of meaning that this
new approach on philoscphical 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,

Thie new awareness regarding the nature and meaning
of the marriage relationship, that is, marriage as a
lived relationship rather than an institution abstiractly
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
Pivorce", IrThd 37 (1970) ppe 199.



hal,

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 0ld and New Testawents, but
rather to look &t 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 exaet 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,
since the latter part of the nineteenth century,68 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 Form Criticism of the gospels, which led
to the more fundamental question of faith and
history. From 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

nq/ 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
'content' of Gospel or Kerygma.sg We will not indulge
ourselves in the long and volurinows debate concerning the

'content' of Gospel that has been going on in Kerygmatic

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 Lacnato%ogx. Edinburgh,
1957, Pe 119, Thus an existential relation between
the historian and the event is called for, This
existential approach to history wae 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
hristian Origins, New York, Oxford Univ, Press,
1§3ﬁ; also his article, "The Historical Jesus and
the Origins of Christianity,” ScotJTh Vol. 13, 1960,
pps. 113-136, Cf, also Carl E, Braaten and R,A,
Harrisville, ed,, Ker 88 ! !

Al80 Hans= s LThe Present Stand of the
Debate, Kergggg and Egth I1, tr, Regina o Fuller,
ndon, 1 3 PPe “51(e In addition a more
comprehensive bibliography may be found in P.J.
Cahill's article, "Rudolf Bultmann and Fost-Bultmann
Tendencies", CathBiby 26 (1964) pp. 153-178.

69, For the moment we are using the terms 'gospel' and
'kerygma' interchangeably, However, we are aware
that the term 'kerygma' c¢an 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," EX .
Vol, 76, 196L4=5, ppe 143-1L47s 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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tneology7o

but rather, state, as simply as possible, how
we understand and intend to use 'gospel' in our
theological formulation about marriage, It might be
said that our understanding of 'gospel' is Post-Bultman-
nian,71 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 il Robinson, A ng
593 £0

ﬁueag of the Historical Jesus, London: 19

he “ormal Structure of Jesus' Message" in

ssues NaT terpretation, Ld, “m, Klassen an
GeFe Snyﬁer, ﬁew Ybrﬁ, 1§5%, PPe HM=-110; ', Herzog
"Possibilities and Limits of the New Quest", JRel.

L3 (1963) pp. 218-233, Also H. Anderson, Jesus and
Christian Origins, ep. cit,

71e« The Post-Bultmannians have attempted to establish a

unity between the Christ of the Kerygma 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 hie
Person, Bornkamm, Conzelmann, Kidsemann, Fuchs, and
Ebeling are among the Post-Bultmannians who have
attempted to show that the kerygma is faithful to
Jesus, FPor example, Bornkamm in his book Jesgf of
Nazareth, puts stress on Jesus' ministry as a sign
calling for decision; 4in his ministry the cruecial

hour was already present, Among the impressions of

the ministry which must be considered authentiec are
Jesus' submission to God, his authority, his
acceptance of sinners, Ebeling ("Jesus and Faith"

in Word and Faith, London, 1963, pp. 236=238)
stresses Jesus teaching about faith, and considers

the following teachings of Jesue as historical: the

imminent kingdom of God, charity, obedience to the
will of CGod liberating men from causistry, and call
to diseipleships 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 "eee
that Jesus intended to confront the hearer

lec .

inesecapably with the God who is nc<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, A N

Quest of the Historical Jesus, London, 1959, De 77e




427,

2 pbut to

about the death and resurrection of Jesus,7
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 for 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 hecart of the New Testament
is 'gospel', the proclamation that God was in Christ

72, The 'kerygma' in Bulimannian terms seems to refer

solely to the death and resurrection of Jesus as
reached by the primitive Chureh, This concept of
kerygma' stems from the fact that Bultmann contends
that we know nothing of the 1ife and teaching of
Jesue, 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 "Dass" includes a knowledge
of Jesus' teaching in which His person is disclosed,
Therefore, the "Dass" to which Bultmann refers
involves more than the mere fact that Jecus lived,
but the fact that he taught, and that His Vord
placed men in the crieis of decision, That in His
Word the will of God meets man and compels him to
decisicn, His Word 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 c¢an
know him, and in fact expresses in its 'content' the
words, deeds, teachings and activity of the earthly
Jesus, Cf.,GeE, Ladd, "The Role of Jesus in Bultmamn's
Theology", SeotJTh. Vol, 18 (1965) pp. 57-68; Also
Raymond L. Bro "After Bultmann, WVhat? =-= An
introduction to t ost-Bultmannians, "CathBiby 26
(1964) pp. 1=30; Hhub M, Ogden, Christ Without
Myth, New York, 1961, (Among others,)
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reconciling the world to himself in a decisive
revelatory and redemptive act. Hence, the New
Testament itself findsin Jesus, in his Person, message,
and deeds, the clue to the meaning of life and the
resources for fulfilling that meaning, Therefore,
while Jesus became, &8 Bultmann puts it "the content of
the Church's kerygma“Ts, this content did not involve
just the 'Easter-event' --- a preaching about Jesus'
death and resurrection, but reveals something of His
self-understanding, His intention, His meaning.’® The
humble Jesus comee 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
Kerygma, identifying the humiliated with the
exalted Lord, confronts us with the .75
existential decision about a Ferson,"'-
The significance of this existential approa%h?s 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 New Testament I, London, 1959, pe33.

74+ H. Anderson, "The Historical Jesus and the Origins
of Christianity", 8cotdTh 13 (1960) p. 135.

75+ Ibid. pe 135.

76+ This emphasizes the 'new hergmeneutic' which involves
the whole process of Cod's speaking to us: God's

Wiord, ite expression in Seripture, 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
kerygmatie 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 ethie of the FPost-Pauline Church,78
we find that each stage has as its norm and source the
Person and message of Jesus; 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
ethical teaching.79 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 Frage nach dem historischen
Jesus", Frage nach dem historischen Jesus,
Gesammelte ﬁufaatze I1 (Tdbingen: J.C.B., Mohr (Paul
Siebeck), 1959« pPPe 1U43=167.

78« Supra Chapter V above ppe. 358ff.

79« Supra Chapter IV above ppe 215f7T,
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seen,®® made the ethical interpretation of the 0ld
Testament Creation myths the foundation of His teaching
on marriage, and in turn Paul not only repeats this
teaching,81 but includes in his instruction on marriage
a teaching whieh he claims came from the lips of Jesus
(I Cor. 7:10ff)., VWhat ie 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-rauline Church likewise bases
its ethical teaching not so0 much on the pagan 'Haustafeln'
but onthe'core of Jesus tradition' that has been passed
down in the Church's Catechetical codes and her teaching
ministry (Cfe esge Ephesians 5:22-33 and its use of
Genesis 2:24), 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 actifity of the earthly Jesus, Thus the
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 Tfoundetion and set the standard for
Christian ethical teaching,

In. the light of this understanding of Ygospel' how

are we to interpret the New Testament teaching about

80s A large part of Chapter 3 above is devoted to the
uestion of the origin of the New Testament
Synoptic) teaching regarding marriage.

81, Cf, Chapter IV above == "Letter A" I Cor, 6.12-20,
PPe 243ff0
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marriage, and in what sense can it serve as a basis Ior
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 reduires of the individual the waiver of
hie own rights which, in turn,makes him immediately

82 e preaching of the 'will of God'

responsivle to God,
by Jesus is not a Jjuridical activity either in terms of
human law (Gesetz) or in terms of divine law (Gebot), but
is a redemptive activity of God in his Son Jesus Christ,
who through grace, calls ;E; 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 E{ggjg Day

Last Autumn (41972) New College students held a
retreat whoee theme, "Creation on the Tighth Day",
emphasized God's continuous creative activity in His
world, It is with such a dynamic concept of 'Crecation'
that we must begin in laying the foundation for a
relevant marriage theology, for it is on th}a idea of

Creation that Jesus bases his teaching about marriage,

82, Cf, Re Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament I, op
cit. Pe 11T




In the Sermon on the Mount Jesus found it expedient
to include in his teaching concerning man's gssential
obedience to the will of the Creatory a teaching about
marriage, and considered this human institution as not
merely a social arrangement that man determines on the
basis of human valuee, 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 'logia' is not
restricted to this pre-historic conception, On the
contrary, he sees creation ag taking place in the present,
Thus the marriage of which Jesus speaks is not an ideal ==
a pre-historic blueprint set up for our guidance by God,
‘but marriage as we experience it 'mow' in its concrete
reality. He is speaking of a human reality that was
made possible and continues to be possilble because it
has its foundation in God's creative will,

Now the idea that God 1is creatively involved in
marriage as we experience it is brought out by the very
example that Jesus himself uses (ef Mk, 10:6f; Mt. 19:5¢
regarding Gen, 2:24), for God chose to act, not outside
history, but withir 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 vword,
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 God's,
and man by participating in marriage is by virtue of his
actions, obeying the will of 006.83 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-historiecally, as applying to some ‘ideal' 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
marriage not at man's disposal but God'a.8h
In turning to the idea of 'gospel' with its demand
for radical obedience to the 'divine will' we are
seeking in Seripture, guidance for our own human

conditions This does not mean, however, that the

83, Cf, We Lohff, "Das neue Bild der Ehe in der
evangelischen Theologie", in Das Neue Bi%d Der The,
Chr, Kaiser Verlag lunchen, 1969, p. .

84y, cCr, H, Baltensweiler, "Current Developments in the

Theology of Marriage in the Ref'ormed Churches",
Conc. Vol, 5 No., 6, May 1970, p. 1L6TT,
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biblical utterances we consider are to be taken as time-
transcending laws which can in some way be implemented
legally for our own situation, As we have already noted,
and demonstrated by our exegesis,as 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 conceps and practices of marriage, which are in
themselves varied and diverse, must be seen as a part of
social history, Vhile 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
bygone 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 cuiture, or to the bygone patriarchal form of
marriage which existed in the time of Christ, Ve have
to cut through that which is historically and
sociologically conditioned, and determine in the light of
God's speaking to us whet God requires of us now in our

human relationships,

85« The biblical statements are addressed to specifiec
historical, cultural, and social situations, which
give them relevancy only within these historical-
social contexts,
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Zhe Purpose of Marrjage

Throughout the long history orjhg;riage institution
there have been many answers given to the question, what
ie the purpose of marriage? Most of these answers were
derived from the socioclogical conditions pertaining at a
given period, Por example, the begetting ol children
was considered the essential purpose of marriage in early
Hebrew society, as great importance was attached to
oifepring for ensuring the continuance of the family,
tribe, and nation, and, the handing on of 1nher1tanco.86
Therefore, if a wife was found to be barren, it was
sufficient grounds for the husband to break off the
marriage, or to teke a second wife.87 In this
situvation 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 comee to us in the recorded history of Israel as
contained in the 0ld 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 of children, the avoildance of fornication

and the mutual soclety, help and comfort that one ought to

864 Cf, Chapter 2 above, pp 66ff,which deals with the
development of marriage in Hebrew society,

87+ Cf. Chapter 2 above pp. 56fFf.
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have for the other, Barly Christian thinkers did not
attempt to get behind the sociological and historiecal
circumstances, which gave rise to thie purpose for
marriage, but were content to accept the scriptural
statements regarding procreation as God's Word for them,
as a time-transcending regulation for all men, However,
Protestant theology, with the impetus of Higher
Criticiesm and new Heremeneutical techniques, has
liverated Christian thinking from this earlier social
and historical conception of marriage,aa putting the
emphasis on what marriage means for the contraecting
partnerss — the result 5eing a shift from seeing marriage
as a meang to an end, to viewing it as an end in itself,
This new approach to marriage is best summed up in a
statement by the Anglican Church of Canada which says:

"The purpoees of marriage are mutual fellowship,

support and comfort, the procreation (if it may

be) and nuture of children, and the creation of

a relationship in which sexuality may serve

g::zogg% fulfilment in a community of faithful

.

Sufficient time has not yet passed for a great deal
of theological reflection on this 'new' priority in the
purpose of Christian marriage, However, little

reflection 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 Marrisge 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, pe 1.
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is, in fact, more true to biblical teaching than the
almest pagan idea that marriage 1s designed for the sole
purpose of proecreation, Once we break through the
plane of history and search out the divine will of the
Creator for ourselves, we find that the idea of "mutual
fellowship' is not 'new' but at the very heart of God's
creative act 1n'br1nging together man and woman,

Vincent Taylor secs Jesus' teaching regarding the
mutuval 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 mnrriage.go The idea of 'mutual fellowship'
is, when one looks closely at the creation story in
Genesis 2:2Lf, a central feature of Cod's creative
activity. For in God's set of creating marriage man
receives woman as a 'helpmeet', This 'helpmeet' is to
enjoy 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 fellowship' 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',

90. V, Taylor, The Gospel According to St. Mark, London,
1953, pe 4211,




mutual fellowship is the essence of true marriage: "The
wife has not power over her own body, but the husband,
likewise also the husband hath not power of his own body,
but the wire"” (I Cor, T7:4ff)., It is even more evident
in the Post-Pauline literature, for example, "each of
you must love his wife as his very self; and the woman
must see to it that she pays her husband all reapect’
(Ephe 5133)s

Now we need to look more closely at this central
feature of biblical teaching =-- mutual fellowship, For
it is this feature that constitutes the very meaning of
the marriage relationship, and determines whether a
particular marriage is, in fact, the kind of relationship
that God called into Leing and eontinues to enrich, 1It,
too, will help us determine the degree to which the
marriage partnere 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 legnl regulations, but where a union occurs
t1ove'”! can only be effective in acte of acceptance and
recognition of the other partner, It is through these
acte of acceptance and recognition that love creates a
'law' between two partners, Such a law is, of course,
characteristically éifferent from the normal law of
legislation; it goes beyond the outward formal authority,
and demands of each partner the waiver of his and her

/ at.

N
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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, forglveness,
compassion, and fidelity, The degree of commitment by
the partners to this 'inner law of love' and not to
outward 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
ecsence of marriage is lost, The marriage may continue
in its outward form, but once it fails to maintain or
achieve this 'inner mutualnesg! 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
diifference between covenant and law (legislation) is
accentuated, For as C, Jalme Znoek reminds us:

"What 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

callingz us in his teaching on marriage in the Iiew

92, C.J. Snoek, "Marriage And the Institutionalization
of Cexual Relations”, Conce. Vol, V. No., 6, lay,
1970, Poe 113.
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Testament, but to the possibility of taking account of
the 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, i1t will be noted that this evangelical
challenge of Jecsus to obey the 'will of the Creator' is
spoken in the context of a legal debate, where divorce
is acknowledgeAaB 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, We do not accept the reasoning that Jesus
represents the legal ruling of the Pentateuch,93 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 realized in the obedient man, The man
for whom the law of Moses is given 1s not the obedient
man, but the hard-hearted, the man who, for selflish
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 GCod, and expresses in its very ruling the 'hard-

heartednecs' of man,

93. Cf, J.D.M, Derrett, Law in the lew Testament, 1970,
PPe 363‘3880
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Up to now we have been talking about twoe different
aspects of marriage., The 'inward structure' of the lived
law of marriage can only be realized when both spouses
are prepared to commit themselves totally in a
relationship that inds its expression in acts of love,
submission, forgiveness, and fidelity, The second
aspect of marriage is the 'outward legislative law' that
gilves the inward structure of the love relationship
public recognition, Now the question has been raised as
to the necescity and validity of this second 'outward
legislative' nature of marriage. Is it necessary to
institutionalize 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
by the selfishness of the p.t.xr-tne:r-s.gl‘l

There is, as C, I)ubq_uoc.notea,95 a tension between

this 'inward structure'! and 'institution', And the

9, Current trends such as trial marriasges, communal
living' etc.y are efforts to have marriage without a
legel ‘contract', that is, an outward legal form,

A good summary of these new developments is contained
in an article entitled "New larriage Life Styles”, by
JeDe Diamond and Michele Landaberg‘ in Chatelaine,
Toronto, Canada, liove 1972 Also 'New Marr!age
Contracts' b larjorie Harris, in Chatelaine, Dec,

1972,
95 Cf, Ce Dubguoc, oOpe cit. pe 1-24,
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question to be asked here is whether the Church and the
Otate 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
of an objective 1egaliam.96 Does 'Christian marriage'
demand both inward structure and outward 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, Iet us turn for the moment to this
important question of public recognition,

It is an observable fact that sexuvality is regulated
in every culture.97 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 demonatrated,gﬁ especially true of human

96. Ibia. Pe 16.
97 Cf, X, Westermarck, The History of Human larriagej
London, 1894, also his Jarriage, lew York, 1920,

98, Cf. E, Brunner, The Divine Imperative, op. cit,
PPe 21211,
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relationships having to do with sexuality.

One must appreciate that a multiplicity of cultures
will lead to a multiplicity of customs and institutions
designed to soclalize and institutionalize 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 realization in the message of Jesus, Thus
the fidelity of Cod and the relationship of Christ and His
Churech is reflected in the man and wom&n who, in their
total and irrevocable gift of themselves, the fruit of
grace, reproduce the love and fidelity of the Cod of the
Covenant,

Now while the biblical evidence regarding the
statements about marriage is, as we have seen,99 uncertain
and inconclusive with regard to the kind of institution
or form marrisge ought to take, the Christian, partly on
natural considerations, and partly on Jesus' demand for
total comuitment to the will of the Creator, has come to
a definite decision as to what the outward form of
marriage ought to bes The 'mutual fellowship' that

makes up the very essence of marriage can only be

99, Cf, Supra ahove ppo8ff.
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maintained when the partiners seek public recognition of
this fact in their lives through the framework of the
community's legal system, For the nature of marriage is
both personal and institutional, Therefore recognition
on the part of both partners and community is necessary

100 shows that

to bring it into existence, F. Bockle
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 as 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 alsc by the outward legal form, Thus any form of

100, Cf, F., Bockle and J. Kohne, geschlechtliche

Beziehungzen vor der “he, Mainz, 1967 cited in
C.de. ONOEK, ODe Cite De 120,
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marriage that fails to measure up to the formal authority
of the community is considered by traditioconal 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 recognitian,
then what are vwe to say to the '"new' forms of marriage

that are appearing on the scene? Can they be an
authentic expression of the divine will, even when they
fail to comply with the formal authority oi' the socliety?
The recognition of marriage as a personal relationship
that exists for the partners and not necescarily for
society opens up the possibility ol new forms for
marriage, which might more adequitely express what God

intended the marriage relationship to be,

Indissolubility
In the 1light of what we have been saying about

marriage in terms of gospel, what about the questlon 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. No theologian or
exegete of any significance leaves this question aside,

nor can he, for the idea of indissolublility is in essence

a constitutent part of rarriage itself, The conclusion

of most scholars is best put in the words of H, Baltensweiler

who states:
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"The Christian Church must emphasize and affirm
the indissolubility of marrilage as the essentlal
intention, even if in certain concrete cases a
divorce has to be permitted,” 101

Now, as we have noted before,102

indissolubility ae 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 fermon 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 kount,
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 emphasizing 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 liarriage in
the Reformed Churches", Conc Vol. 5, No. 6, kay 1970,
Pe 150.

102, Supra pl.yi2f,
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biblical evidence regarding indissolubility is not

103 ppe 'exceptive clauses' in

altogether clear,
Matthew have introduced a certain ambiguity in both the
teaching and practice of the Christian Churchy which
demanded explanation, This ambiguity raised a question
of authenticityjou regarding the teachings attributed to
Jesus in the Gospels, thus the answer to the whole
question was sought by attempting to find out what
Jesug, and not the early Church, had to say to this
question, Therefore, the answer lay not in the fact
that diveorce according to the exceptive clauses was
permiseible or possible, but what was the essential
intention for marriage in the 'divine will' as preached
by deBus,

Jeeus, contrary to the icsaic law, establishes the
indiscolubility of marriage as the original intention of
the Creator, Therefore, the only argument which supports
this indissolubllity is that the state of marriage itselfl
is not ai man's disposaly '"What God has Joined together
shall no man put asunder,"” The spouses who embrace
marriage are seeking permanency in their relationehip,
for the idea of marriage incorporates with it the idea
of permanency, Thus the couple are, as Lohff points
out, whether they realize it or not, obeying the will of

the Creator, and are partaking in an institution that is

103, Cfe WoJe O'Shea, "Marriage and Divorce; The Biblical
Evidence", AusCathRee, 19267 (1970) pp. 89-109.
104, Cf, Supra Chapter 3 which deals with the guestion 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
Qod '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 who
instituted marriage for the benefit of man, will also
help him to accomplish it in reality. Marriage 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 procesc of
the lived relationship, Therefore for the couple who
leave their lives open to this creative activity of Cod,
who through commitment to one another are essentially
obedient to his will, indissolubllity 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 uarriage)as far as Jesus was concerned, was a
constituent part of life which is realized in the
obedient man, The man for whom the law of Moses is
given, ies not the obedient man, but the hard-hearted, who
exercises hisc own will as opposed to the will 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 marriage. The 'inner structure' is, as we
have described, the unwritten law between the spouses of
I'ree acceptance and recognition, which makes up the very
essence of marriage, However, this freedom also includes
the possibility of such a law being broken, ol 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 involvee submission,
obedience, r'idelity and forgiveness, the marriage has
already broken down at its 'inner core', What remains
has been deseribed 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 marriage 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 nade 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, nile we
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can assert that God does not intend marriage to be broken,
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 Jjurisdiction 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's 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 gualities 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 f'idellty,
submission and understanding, The 'gospel' teaches them

that
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"Love is patienty; 1love 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 wrongsj;

doee not gloat over other men's sins, but

delishts 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' indefinitely, asserting his own self-
will -=-- alienating himself in his human relationships
and in his relationship with God, the ruling which
permits divorece in the formal legal sense is justified,
and must be allowed when the marrijage is so irretrievably
broken that the continuation of the marriage bond will
cause more harm than separation,

True indisesolubility is possible only through the
message of Christ, who declares to us the 'divine will'
which undergirds the whole of authentic human existence
and which is at work in human history for the redemption
of mane Jesus makes possible human fulfilment of God's
divine will by opening up the way of 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, Filrst,
it stands outside the traditional definition of
sacrament as understood in Protestant theology as "a
holy ordinance instituted by Christ“;1o5 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

106 and thirdly, marriage

earliest patristic literature;
as such, does not conform to the typical sacramental
structure, It needed no minister to officiate (practice
made it clear that nuptial blessing was optional107), and
there was no 'visible sign', such as water in baptism,

and the bred2d and wine in the Lord's Suppery -- Nothing

105, Cf. L. Berkhof, A Summary of Christian Doctrine,
London, 1968, De 155G

106, Willy Rordorf, "Marriage in the New Testament and
farly Church", JEcelH Vol, 20 (1969) p. 204,

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 coming together in marriage of
Christian mén and woman,

However, despite these obstacles in claiming
marriage to be a sacrament, Roman Catholiciem 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
marriage vows until death.108

Within the Canonical sphere of Roman Catholicism the
notion of '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 had
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

1084 Leonard ", Gerke, Christian larriage; A Permanent
tacrament, Catholie University, " ington, 1§33.
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as sacrament, Its impoverished definition of the object
of consent in terms of an exchange of physical sexual
rights, and its preoccupation with the permanence of the
marriage bond distracted from the far more important
guestion of the nature and quality of the marriage

relationship,!®?

This narrow conception of marriage
brought a reaction from the more progessive Catholic
theologlans,

To overcome the difficulties arising from the
Canonistd narrow view and the earlier view of marriage
as non=Sacramental, Catholic theologians began to look
for the sacramental nature of marriage within the
relationship itselfl, Thus Catholic thinking began to
shift its emphasis from marriage contract to marriage
inatitution.11° Thus the secular reality of marriage
was seen to be a sacrament in that the Christian gospel
transfuses and transforms the huran and natural
institution of marriage, This new thinking is put by
Dennis O'Callaghan as follows:

YAs a human institution marriage associates man

and woman in a family unit in which they achieve

their identity and fulfilment and rear new lifle
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 realization of the Kingdom of Gode

Against this background marriage consent is the

dedication of man and woman in partnership to a
Christian mission in Church and world.," 111

110, lgr, Alan Clark, What the Council says about
karriage, Catholic Truth Coclety, London, July,
1 a
111+ Dennis 0'Callaghan, op, cit. pes 103,
¥ 109. Cf'. above pp. 422,
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When Vatican II defined marriage as a 'community of love'
it endorsed the view that is current in Protestant
tneology112 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 for this
before it exists for anything elsce, Therefore for the
modern Catholic theologian it is this relationship which
Christ grasps and samrctifies 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 own right, Bellarmine was the
first to define marriage in this way when he stated that
marriage is

"a sacrament like the FEucharist, 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 13

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 refer to Christ

and the Chureh" (Eph. 5:32), VWhat is understcod from
this teaching in Ephesians is that the secular reality

112, Supra pp. 436 1,

113, Bellarmine, De controversiis, III (De matrimonio)
cont, 2, Cebs Aeheiey 22 (1930) pe 583, quoted from
L, Gerke, Christian Marriage: A Permanent Sacrament,
washington, 1968,
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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

e.'“h Therefore Christian marriage becomes a real

grac
expre:.cion in the world of the unity of Christ and the
Church, and is 1ndiasolublo115 because the bond between
Christ and the Church is indi:soluble,

Catholic theology differs in several respects from
Protestant theology regarding marriage, W“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 degencrated and has ceased to be
meaningful, is still sacramental because the sacrament is
not Jjust 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 Catholies regard the
sacraments as themsglves the channels (means) of
santifying 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
11ke CT, Encyclical‘Letter of Pope Pius XI 'gggg&a

Connubii', 1930, translated 'Christian liarriage,’'

London, 1965, pe 17, Par, 31 .-3?.——_&-
115, Ibid, pe 18, par, 33,
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poseibility 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.116
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 Cathelic 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, 80 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, %g; ¥§2k§.1%%gvey, A Handbo%% gf gg:;gogici; Terms,

’ ? Pe ’ o U ’ Sm%

of Christian Doctrine, London, 1968, 3rd ed., pe152f
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secular and sacramental terms, The secular reality
itsell’ 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 Baptiesm, This
is in line with the Roman Catholic thinking regarding
sacraments as a channel of sanctifying grace, Therefore,
if two unbaptized 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, Thug for the Catholic baptism makes
marriage a sacrament.117

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

commitment.118

117+ Cf, On the relationship of Baptism and marriage,
0. Casel, "Die Taufe als Brautbad der Kirche" in

Jahrbuch fir L;turgiewisagnaghafg, 5 (1925), pPe

14l={o 80 Leona erke, ope. cit., who contends

that Baptism is the key to marriage as a sacrament,
118, Cfs Dennis 0'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,

e have already indicated that there is no biblieal
evidence to support marriage as a sacrament, and that in
the patristic period Ephesians 5, which is now used as
the basis of the Catheolic understanding of marriage as
sacrament, was never used to interpret marriage, either
as a secular reality or a sacramental 1n3t1tution.119
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
in a Christological context, 2° making no attempt to draw
ethical conclusions, However, later exegetical research
had shown that the author of Ephesians, or, more
correctly, the author of the 'Haustafel' aection121 (Eph.
5:21=33), had drawn together typologies irom both the 0ld
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 practical applications of
the Gospel to the married life of Christian couples, On
the basis of the 'Haustafel' framework in which the author

has arranged his material, it appears that Ephesians

119« Willy Rordorf, ope. cit. p. 208,
120, Supra Chapter IV, pp
121, ‘upra Chapter II1I, ppe
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53:21=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 indq 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,
We 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 Ephesians 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. Jecondly, that

which is true of Christ is not necessarily true

of husbands, who, even il they are baptized,

remain sinners, Wwe have seen that Jesus does

not quote the passage 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 Rordorf's observations, we might ask how
and when marriage came to be considered a sacrament by
the oman Catholiec communion, and in what sense does this
interpretation differ from the Protestant understanding

of marriage?

122, "Marriage in the New Testament and “arly Church",
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Marriage was first spoken of as a sacrament in
Augustine's De bono Con]ggalg.123 However, it is to be
noted here that Augustine makes no direct reference to
the 'mystery' of Ephesians 5:32, but instead uses the
term 'sacramentum' in its classical Latin sense, The
basic meaning of this word in secular Latin usage was
"religious commitment" or "engagement“.12h Wie can
better appreciate the meaning of 'sacramentum' in the
works of Auguatine,125 if we consider, first of all, the
conception of marriage given in Roman civil law during
the late Roman Fmpire: 'Nuptias non concubitus, sed

1126 That is, it is the mutual consent

consensus facit,
of the couple which makes the marriage valid.127
Therefore, what Augustine does 18 to render the idea of
consent by the word 'sacramentum', which had, in secular
Latin, this idea among other maanings.128 Thus the
consent, which makee 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'.

Marriage was a 'sacramentum' because it was indissoluble

and inviolable, and therefore holy.129

123, De bono conjugali, 32 (PL L4O,394), Cf also, L,
£eh ebeeckx, Harr%age; Secular Reality and 'aving
stery, London, 1965, part II, D. e
124, Cf'y E, Schillebeeckx, ibid, Part II, pp. 72«
1254 We Rordorf, op. cit, p. 210,
126, Codex Justiniani, Dig., xvii. 30
127, Cf, ©, chillebeeckx, pp. 73ff.
128, Ibid p. 71f.

129, Cf, Harie-~Francois Berrouard. "Auguatin et
L'Indissolubilite du Mariag Reecherches

Augustiniennes, Vol, 5 (1988) pp. 139=1554
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Thus for Augustine the sacrament of marriage is
basically the ethical imperative of perpetual fidelity,
which is derived from the commandmente 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 eraves 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

different than what Augustine had in mind,'2% It was at

130, Sacrament is used in the twelfth century in the sense
in which the scholastics understood it (11L0=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 'Casti Connubii' op. cit.
Pe 18) but no one dreamt of translating the 'mysterion
referred to in the Epistle to the Zphesians (5:32) by
'sacrament' in the scholastic and Tridentine sense,
What is there described as mysterious, and what was
understood by the early FPathers, is the mystical bond
between Christ and the Church, The mystery 'par
excellence', is God's plan to save all men by
identifying them with his Son, Now while the carnal
union between man and woman alsc 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", Conc Vol. 5,

No. 6, 1970’ PPe 85f.
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this point that the theologians began to look to
Seripture and to various patristic texts for guidance in
determining what was meant by sacrament in marriage,131
and 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 ic a great mystery
(mystery interpreted in the iest by the word sacrament),
and I take it to refer to Christ and the Church". (Eph.
5:32), The Sphesians passage now took on a two way
illumination, it reflected Christ's relationship with His
Churchy, 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 man
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 dirfers radically
Irom this conception, especially regarding the idea of
sacrament, What marks and accentuates the difference
between Catholie and Protestant understanding of narriage

is, as we have noted earlier, the different understanding

4131+ Ephesians 5:32 was seen now not nonly 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, Frotestant 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
ontological sense, but as a 'representation' in the
functional sense of marniage actually 11ved.132

In Fphesians 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 by Creation (Gen 1:27,
2:24) is seen as a prophetic allusion to Christ and the
Church, which enjoys the dimencion of salvation history.
However, it is evident that the above mentioned passage
in Genesis refers essentially to marriage, that is, to
man and 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
basically intended in Creation.133

Thus the fundaﬁental 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 the im lieuen Testament,
Zurich und Stuttgart, 1 s De 5

133. Supra p.432f,
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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 Ephesians 5 is
inadequate; 1t 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,
Christian marriage realizes the presence of Christ in uaz3h
Thus marriage is not only a part of creation but also of
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 7:1L4).

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, Marriasge, as created and sustained by
the Creator, is, as Helen Oppenheimer puts it, "a natural

aacrament"155 in itself, This is the essential point:

134, H, Baltensweiler, "Current Developments in the
Theology of larriage in the Reformed Churches",
Conec Vol. 5, No. 6’ 1970’ Poe 11‘7.
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War

Marriage does not belong to® redemption or to

fall but to creation, Surely this is what

Christ was stressing in his quotation of

CGenesis? 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 honour of signifying to us the mystical 136

union which is between Christ and his Church,"”
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 marrliage, 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, and 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: 1Is there a
difference gt all between natural and Christian love and
marriage? The answer, for Protestants at least, is this:
IT 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. 5u43.
136, 1bid 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 Sermon on the iount,) - a
love which has forgiving power, which enables, heals and
founde new and lasting partnerships, It is only in this
senge 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 and wife, but
indicates a new possibility which becomes ef'fective and
is realized when man 1s essentially obedient to the
preaching of the 'gospel' --- when he is satisfied to
forego his own egotiem, 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 Chriet 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 & human, moral and
personal task, but owes its origin and existence to God's

reconciling and re-creating action,

Conclusion
In the preceeding pages three things were attempted:

first, to show what is meant by a theology of marriage;
secondly, 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 terms
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 marrisge as a new and lived
relationship. God is present and active in marriage, in
both creative and redemptive ways, because He not only
instituted marriage for man but helps him to bring it to
fulfilment, The literature approaches the guestion 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 theologye. In its
earliest development all relevant texts were collected
and co=-ordinated into a doetrine 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 doetrine of Christian marriage, Thies combination was
made, innocently enough, because little or no
conslderation 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 theolcgy that we
coneidered in this chapter was that based on the 'orders
of ereation' 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 lif'e 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 thoughte 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 of this natural law approach is, in fact, the
0ld problem of legalism, where the laws of nature regarding
corporate life are conceived as arbitrary divine laws and
thus translated into legal rulings regardless of human
circumstances, This legal conception of 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
{rom the 'is' of human nature, which for the Christian is
created, fallen, and redeemed nature,

The third approach to marriage theology coneidered
in this chapter is, in fact, the newest, and in nmany ways
the most promising.,. The philosophical or conceptual
approach attempis on the basis of one or more principles
of human existence such as love, fidelity, etc., to show
how God is at work in our human relationships, striving
to redeem our fallen nature and to make meaningful all
our personal relationshipe, It attempts to show how
these higher qualities of human existence reflectk, on
the creaturely level, the true nature and gqualities of a
(iody who in illis never ending love and concern I1or
humanity, continues to help, sustain and redeem fallen
man, This approach, as we have noted, suifers from two
major disadvantages rather than weaknesseg; one it 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 theclogy based
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on anything other than the ileriptures, even when

seripture is used to illustrate its validity, is not
always welcomed, and 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 inadequute
and theologically misleading,

The second half of this chapter is actually an
attempt to Tind 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
that a theology of marriage that speaks dynamically to
our present human condition must have as ite 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, Thus while it
is profitable to analyse and speculate about Jeaﬁa'
sayings 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 aayinga_}n their
historical, social and legal environment,[ggghing f'or 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
nevep}EEeQuately 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 will find thec means Ior 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 itselfl in acts of total commitment, recognition
and acceptance; (3) indissolubility is 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 a matter
of interpreting law, but accepting the divine intention;
and (4) 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 1is
accepted in the freedom of faith, and celebrated in the

action of grace,
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CHAPTER  VIII
CONCLUGION

Recent developments in New Testament exegesis have
given a totally new perspective to the study of the New
Testament literature, Porm=criticism , and the
subsequent developments in "higher" and "lower"
criticism, along with the introduction of a I-'nezw
Hermeneutic"1 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 protlems, It is in the light
of these necw 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 sum 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 lew Testament
material, but also of our understanding of Christian

marriage,

1 Cf, Chapter I, pp. 2ff,
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In Chapter I we saw how the introduction of the
"new" hermeneutics in New Testament exegesis provided a
bridge between 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
to textual analysis, as we have aeen,2 is in pointing out
the weaknessges 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
peinted out by this fresh approach to New Testament
exegesis.3

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

24 Cr. Chapter I, pp. 10ff,
Se Cfs Chapter I, ppe 24ff.
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these texts is historically and socially conditioned, and
what, if anything, is valid even for todaye. Therefore
the value of the text for our own time is determined 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 marriage in the
llew Testament by attempting to establish what the form and
nature of marriage was in the New Testament period, We
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 Fast, and in the history and
development of the institution in the Hebrew and Greco-
Joman worlde. The results of our investigation revealed
that the institution of marriage in the New Testament
period, especially among the Gentile Churchee, was an
amalgam of social and religious customs gathered from
three nations -- the Hebrews, the Greeks and the Romans.
However, the generg;_featurea of the marriage relation-
ship in the Byngg;gézgtie society of the Hellenistic
world to which the 'gospel' came adhered very much to
the general conception of marriage common in the anclient
world, Thus marriage in New Testament times was
considered as primarily an economic arrangeient,
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 polygany, the subjection
of women, and the sole right of the husband to divorce.u

We began our analysis of the New Testament material
with the Synoptic Gospels, While the :‘ynoptics are
not the first Christian writings5 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,

We 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 divorce 'logion' as found in the
Synoptics are modifications of a single original logion,
possibly spoken by Jeaus.s However, we.round 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
origina1.7 Furthermore, we noted that some recent
exegetes were claiming that while the 'logia' in the

Synoptics are thematically the same they are not

L, Cf. Chapter II, pp. 66T,
S5e Cf. Chapter III, Introduction, Chapter I, p. 50
6« Cf, Chapter III, p. 105¢Ff,

7¢ Cf. Chapter III, p. 105 to 114,
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necessarily based on the one original 'logion', but

8 Later in

derive their origin from different sources.
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 5:32, 19:9. These 'clauses' have occupied the
centre of all discussion regarding the teaching on
marriage in the New 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 divorce
in the New Testament.g Early exegesis followed a
definite pattern in examining these 'clauses''® ana
sought an interpretation of the teaching in Matthew
either by analysing the whole 'logion' and comparing it
with the accounts found in Luke and Mark, /ETreating the
'clauses' as 'interpolations' (Proteatanta)11 or
'prescissions’ (Catholios),1f7 or by looking at the whole
'clause' and trying to explain its origin and reason for

inclusion in the original 'logion',

8e Cf Chapter III, pe 114, 115,
9« Cf Chapter III, pp. 126=1L48,
10 Cf Chapter III, pp. 116=-125,
11« Cf Chapter III, ppe. 116f.
12s CT Chapter III, DPpe. 1201,



L79.

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' themaelvea.13- This gave rise to
a whole new set of explanations based on the analysis of
such terms as 'po::'z'ma:l.lsm'.'”4 This shift to an analysis of
the background, use and significance of a particular
term, injected new interest 1nE:he problem of the
"exceptive clauses",opening up new possibilities for a
solution to the 'erux interpretum' 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 ecriteria, Abel Isaksson, for example, argues that
the remarks made by Jesus were inspired by Ezekiel LL:22
rather than Genesis 1:2, and, in the context of the "New
Temple" idea in the New Testament he works out a
convineing interpretation of the New Testament teaching
in Mt 19:3-9.17

13+ Cf. Chapter III, pp. 138ff,
14, Cf., Chapter II1I, p. 138ff,
15« Cf, Chapter III, p. 142,
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In the light of this new idea we decided to re-examine
the marriage and divorce 'logia' in the _ynoptics, We
began our analysis of the divorce 'logia' in the Synoptics
by looking at them in the context of Jesus' whole teaching
on marriage and the family., What 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

16 This discovery

Synoptics on marriage and the family.
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 Seripture, Using Norman
Perrin's criteria of authenticit317 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 éuthors, 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 'logia',

164 Cfe Chapter III, pe. 151ff.
17« Cf, Chapter II1I, pp. 102ff,
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We 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 Cynoptics, and according
to available evidence appears to be closest to the

18 Working on the basis of recent

original form.
developments in the study of Luke 16:18, we cane 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
groups of the New Testament epoch, such as Qumran,19 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, 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
ascociation with Jesus in the early stages of Jesus'
ministry, and the circumstances of His arrest and
execution, strongly indicate that his rigorist stand
regarding marriage may have been taken up by Jesus.2°
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

mﬁrriage an authentic part of His own teaching,

18« Cf, Chapter III, pp. 163ff,
19s Cf. Chapter III, pp. 169-194,
20. Cr, Ch&pter III’ PPe 2071‘1‘.



482,

Indications are that this teaching did pass through the
prism of Jesus' 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
Church.21

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

e Furthermore, the work of

genuine Pauline letters,
such scholars as J. Vielss and W, Schmithals in dividing
the Corinthian correspondence into six separate letters
has aleo affected our understanding of the Pauline

teaching on marriag3023

21, Cf, Chapter III, p. 212ff,
22. Cf, Chﬂpter IV. Pe 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
found in the 'Jmma---tmditit:m'.2'4 Paul attempts to
overcome the differences which 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
eschatological principle which dominated his whole
theological outlook, and, like the authors and editors ol
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 raul's teaching on
marriage was emphasized, We 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

for the imminent day of the Lord.25

24, Cf, Chapter IV, p. 263ff,
25. Ct, Chapter IV, Pe 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 ethies passed through a three stage
development beginning with an apocalyptic stage which
established the 'Jesus-tradition' -- consisting as we
have aeen,26 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 (ecira 90-110
A.Ds)e 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

teaching on marriage and divorce.27

26, Cf, Chapter III, pe 163=-19,
27. cf,. Ch&pter IV, pe 294ff.
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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 Jjurisdiction
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-Pauline letters, What 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 eschatological period was
now replacéd by a positive attitude toward marriage and
all social institutions; the Church now realizing 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

28 and in the

passages of the Pastoral Epistles,
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, ppe. 36511,



Our investigation has shown that while there is no
complete teaching about marriage in the New Testament,
and that a Christian doctrine of marriage cannot be
arrived at by combinihg 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's This 'tradition', whether authentic or
unauthentic, is seen to speak dynamically 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
develop, 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
Seripture, which biblical research 18 called to provide.

The task of biblical research must be seen to be vital to
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the development of' theologies and the pastoral function
of the Churchs It is hoped that the knowledge and
insights gained in this present study will make some
emall contribution towards the development of such a

theology of marriage.
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