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

 is the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative use of the relative pronoun HOS, meaning “what” plus the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun THEOS, meaning “God” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb SUZEUGNUMI, which means “to make a pair, join together, pair specifically of matrimony Mt 19:6; Mk 10:9.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact with emphasis on its completion.  This can be translated by use of the English auxiliary verb “has.”


The active voice indicates that God has produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

“Therefore, what God has joined together,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “man.”  Then we have the negative adverb MĒ plus the third person singular present active imperative from the verb CHWRIZW, which means “to divide, separate Mt 19:6; Mk 10:9; Rom 8:35, 39.”


The present tense with the negative is a prohibition to stop an action that is now taking place.


The active voice indicates that man is required to stop doing the action.


The imperative mood in the present tense with the negative MĒ is an imperative of prohibition,
 which is used to stop and action already in progress.  It should be translated “stop doing” or “let x not.”  The negative modifies the verb, not the noun.  Therefore, the translation ‘no man’ is incorrect.  Another possible translation here is “man must stop separating.”
“let man not separate.’”
Mk 10:9 corrected translation
“Therefore, what God has joined together, let man not separate.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, what God has joined together,”

a.  Our Lord concludes His answer to the Pharisees on the subject of divorce by giving them (and us) a natural result or conclusion based upon God’s original design and institution of marriage.


b.  The word “what” refers to the institution of marriage, that is, the marriage of a man and woman.  God joined the first man and first woman together, which instituted marriage.  It was God’s plan, God’s purpose and God’s design.


c.  The Son of God joined the original man and woman together.  They didn’t do it to themselves; the Lord Jesus Christ joined them together.  They received the action of being joined together by Jesus in the Garden of Eden.  The person who joined them together is the same Person who is now standing there explaining this to the Pharisees.


d.  The fact that Jesus states that God joined the original man and woman together in marriage also confirms that God created Adam and the woman, and created the Garden of Eden, and placed them in the Garden of Eden, and came and taught them every day, and came looking for them when they sinned.  In other words the entire story of Genesis 2-3 is an absolute historical fact.  God didn’t join two fables or analogies together.  He joined two real people.

2.  “let man not separate.’”

a.  There are two ways to translate a third person imperative verb: (1)  Let man not separate; or (2) man must not separate.  The point is that this is a command, which mankind has no authority to violate.


b.  Man is not given permission to change God’s design of marriage.  The original design was for one man and one woman to be joined for as long as they both shall live.  Man was not supposed to commit adultery or any other sexual sin that dissolves the marriage bond.  Neither party was not to desert the other party and dissolve the marriage.  Neither party had the right to send the other party away because they were tired of them, upset with them, or ‘fell in love’ with someone else.  Man had no right to do anything that would cause the separation of the married couple.  The union of the two people in marriage was designed to illustrate the union of God with the believer—an inseparable union.


c.  Neither of the two parties in marriage had the right to dissolve the marriage, nor did any outside third person have the right to dissolve the marriage (such as a mother or father or brother or sister or friend, etc.).


d.  Nothing was supposed to originally dissolve the marriage bond as God designed it.  However, after the creation of the sin nature by the fall of the man and woman in the Garden, the sin natures of people kept interfering with the divine design, so that God had to protect the innocent party in marriage, when the marriage dissolved.  Therefore, the right of remarriage was given to the innocent party in the following cases:



(1)  The death of a spouse freed the living spouse to remarry.



(2)  The unfaithfulness of a spouse freed the other spouse to remarry.



(3)  The desertion of a spouse freed the other spouse to remarry.



(4)  The departure of an unbelieving spouse, 1 Cor 7:10-16.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “It was never God’s intention or desire for divorce to occur after a true and lawful marriage—unless the relationship was broken up by an adulterous union with a third party.  What Dt 24 permitted was a very definite change that was no longer to be allowed in the New Testament age.  The Deuteronomy provision was to be recognized as a merely temporary measure, not really corresponding to God’s ideal and purpose in marriage, and destined for abrogation in the new age ushered in by the Messiah, Jesus Christ.”


b.  “To be sure, Jesus realizes that the primitive order has been shattered by the corruption of the human heart [the creation of the sin nature].  He sees the historical justification and necessity of the Mosaic law of divorce which introduces the second period in the history of marriage, the period of compromise, that is, the direction to give a bill of divorcement.  Jesus Himself, however, introduces a new period in the history of marriage.  This third and decisive period is characterized by a new conception of the law of divorce, a deepened ideal of marriage and finally a fourfold reservation in respect of it.  Jesus begins by recalling the original order of creation, thus assuring the elementary unity and inviolability of marriage, and overthrowing the lax interpretation and practice of the Mosaic law with the corresponding Jewish teaching and practice of divorce.  But Jesus is no fanatic dreaming of a new Paradise.  In all sobriety He creates practical conditions for carrying out the ancient divine order in the present age.  In place of Jewish traditions He sets a sharper interpretation of Moses which handles the problem of divorce according to the principle of the lesser evil, a new teaching which can sometimes allow legal divorce but leaves intact the union of the marriage partners.  This means quite clearly and unambiguously that dissolution of marriage may be conceded at a pinch, but that there must be no contracting of a new marriage.  The replacement of one spouse by another is adultery.  For it affects the fundamental unity of the partners.  This unity is posited and actualized in accordance with creation.  It remains even when human hard-heartedness causes a rift which leads to legal divorce.  Hence it must not be violated by any law of divorce permitting another union.”
  In other words the right of divorce is granted, but not the right of remarriage.  For example, this would apply in the physical and mental abuse of the spouse and/or children.


c.  “Man (probably meaning the husband) is to stop disrupting marriage through divorce.  Marriage is to be a monogamous, heterosexual, permanent one-flesh relationship.  Jesus indirectly confirmed John the Baptist’s courageous pronouncement (Mk 6:18), contradicting the Pharisees’ lax views.”


d.  “Men may make laws that violate this divine order, but no human decree can nullify God’s Word.  Marriage is a life partnership.  Elsewhere Jesus shows that if one of the contracting persons proves unfaithful and by taking up with another in cohabitation breaks the tie, the innocent one is free (Mt 19:9).”


e.  “It needs to be observed that Jesus is only talking about believing persons whom God has joined together.  He says nothing about pagan marriages, nor does he suggest that God joins all marriages together, for he objected to relationships such as that of Herod Antipas and Herodias.  The qualifiers Jesus makes in His remarks need to be taken seriously.  Jesus’ argument, then, seems to be as follows: God in creation made two distinct but complementary human genders.  God then also brought the two complementary genders together in marriage.  No third party is allowed into this relationship.  Anyone who seeks to divide those who share such a marriage and one-flesh union attacks not only the marriage and the two united in it, but God who brought them together as well.  The Creator and the creation order both undergird marriage.  If in fact a couple so joined together do divorce, they must not remarry anyone else because to do so would be adultery.  The upshot of the teaching here is that while Jesus recognizes the reality of divorce, he does not think this legitimizes remarriage if the original couple were joined together by God in the first place.”


f.  “Because divorce has become so commonplace and is such a problem in society, let us consider Jesus’ teaching carefully.  He made the following points:



i) He commanded that no man is to divide a married couple (Mt 19:6; Mk 10:9). The Greek text uses the imperative voice so this is a clear command.



ii)  He based His teaching on the Creator’s intent in creation, thereby invoking the Creator’s right to tell His creation how He wants it to live.



iii)  Whoever divorces his wife and marries another commits adultery (Mt 5:32; 19:9; Mk 10:11; Luke 16:18).



iv)  Whoever marries a divorcee commits adultery (Mt 5:32; 19:9; Lk 16:18).



v)  This applies to women and men with equal force (Mk 10:12).



vi)  There is one exception: a man may divorce his wife if she has committed fornication (Mt 5:32; 19:9).  [‘Fornication’ is the act of having sex before being engaged to a man under Jewish law—as was the case with Mary and Joseph in Joseph’s mind before he was told by the angel that Mary conceived by the provision of genetic material by the Holy Spirit.]

The two points unique to one Gospel need comment: Mark was addressed to the Gentile church in Rome, and under Roman law a woman could divorce her husband, so this facet of Jesus’ teaching was pertinent to its initial addressees.  This was not important in Matthew which was initially addressed to Jews, for the Mosaic Law made no provision for a woman to divorce her husband.  In any event, this truth is self-evident, for every adultery has to have two parties.  Mark does not discuss the exception clause which Matthew repeats from 5:32, but as we shall see this was a situation that arose from Jewish law.  The second point is the exception recorded in Matthew, for there is much debate around the meaning of the Greek word translated ‘fornication.’  ‘Fornication’ is obviously distinguished from ‘adultery’ as both terms are used in the same verse; as a married woman cannot commit ‘fornication’ as distinct from ‘adultery,’ this poses a conundrum.  A solution to this conundrum is indicated by the fact that only Matthew, the Gospel addressed to Jews, reports this exception. A Jewish betrothal could only be terminated by a formal divorce.  Dt 22:13–21 discusses the circumstance of a bride who held herself out to be a virgin (during her betrothal), but on the consummation of her marriage was found not to be one.  This gives us the answer to the conundrum: she had committed fornication because the event took place before her betrothal (if it occurred after betrothal it was adultery [Dt 22:22–27]), and the Mosaic Law imposed the death penalty on her for concealing this fact.  Jesus explained that if this situation was discovered before the marriage was consummated (i.e., while still betrothed), then her husband (we would add ‘to be’) could divorce her.  Now, this is exactly the circumstance Mt 1:18–19 reports, for the word rendered ‘put her away’ in Mt 1:19 is the identical word rendered ‘divorce’ in the gospel records of Jesus’ teaching on divorce.  The exception, then, is found in the Jewish practice of betrothal and marriage which differs from ours (and to that of the Romans and Greeks to whom Mark and Luke were addressed), and required a bill of divorce to terminate the betrothal which was instituted by a marriage contract.  Notably, only Matthew, which is addressed to Jews, records this exception; the Gospels addressed to Gentiles do not.  This, in our terms, is nothing more than permission to break an engagement on one ground only, the grounds of fornication.  This gives us insight into the chastity which Christ expects of His followers.”


g.  “The disciples are shown that even the ordinances of the Law are not to be followed blindly but are to be carefully considered in the light of the highest standards which Scripture exemplifies.  In this historical and geographical context, Jesus’ pronouncement confirms the bold testimony of John and condemns equally Antipas and Herodias.”
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