John 1:1
Matthew 19:3



 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb PROSERCHOMAI, which means “to come: came.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees produced the action.


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

Next we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural proper noun PHARISAIOS, meaning “Pharisees.”

“And Pharisees came to Him”
 is the nominative masculine plural present active participle of the verb PEIRAZW, which means “to test; to tempt.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what took place at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial—“testing.”

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him.”  With this we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative masculine plural present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”  The morphology is the same as the previous verb.

“testing Him and saying,”
 is the particle EI, which is used as a marker to introduce direct and indirect questions.
 Here is introduces a direct question and is translated by quotation marks and the question mark “?”  With this we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EXESTIN, which means “to be right, authorized, permitted, or proper.”


The present tense is a gnomic present describing a universal truth—a status or situation that is always true everywhere.


The active voice indicates that this situation produces the state of being what it is.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Next we have the dative of advantage from the masculine singular noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “for a man.”  This is followed by the aorist active infinitive from the verb APOLUW, which means “to release; to see free; to divorce.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a hypothetical fact.


The active voice indicates that a married man produces the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun GUNĒ with the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his wife.”

“Is it right for a man to divorce his wife”
 is the preposition KATA plus the accusative of cause from the feminine singular adjective PAS and the noun AITIA, meaning “for any and every reason?”

“for any and every reason?’”

Mt 19:3 corrected translation
“And Pharisees came to Him, testing Him and saying, ‘Is it right for a man to divorce his wife for any and every reason?’”
Mk 10:2, “And after coming to Him, Pharisees asked, whether it is permitted for a man to divorce a wife, testing Him.”

Explanation:
1.  “And Pharisees came to Him,”

a.  While Jesus is in Perea beyond the Jordan, word gets to the Pharisees in Jerusalem of Jesus’ location.  Remember that there were Pharisees following Jesus just about everywhere He went, and it is very likely that one of these men was sent off to notify the Pharisees in Jerusalem, who then sent a delegation to confront and entrap Jesus.


b.  These Pharisees are not just some local average everyday Pharisees, but a special group of highly skilled Pharisees, trained in the art of debate, logical argumentation, and public defense of their beliefs.  These were men of the caliber of Saul of Tarsus.  They could think on their feet and argue points of the Law with anyone.  These men sought out Jesus and come to Him for the nefarious purpose of trapping Him in His own words.  They are not there seeking wisdom from the Son of God, but hoping to show everyone what a great blasphemer He is.

2.  “testing Him and saying,”

a.  Matthew immediately identifies their purpose.  They come to Him to test Him.


b.  They are not testing Him to prove how right He is, but to prove how wrong He is about one point in the Mosaic Law.  A person can be tested to show how good they are or how bad they are.  These Pharisees seek to prove how wrong, bad, and evil Jesus is.  There is no good purpose in their scheme.  They have nothing but bad intentions.  What they are doing is pure evil.

3.  “Is it right for a man to divorce his wife for any and every reason?’”

a.  The Pharisees ask a question designed to trap Jesus in His answer.  If He answers that it is right for a man to divorce his wife, then they will argue that God doesn’t sanction divorce and Jesus is wrong.  If Jesus answer that it is wrong for a man to divorce his wife, then they will argue that Jesus is wrong because Moses permitted divorce in the Law.  In the Pharisees’ thinking, not matter how Jesus answers He will be wrong and they can accuse Him of being against the will of God or against the Law.  In either case they set a trap for Jesus.


b.  Is it right for a man to divorce his wife for any and every reason?  No it is not right.  God designed marriage to be permanent as long as both parties were alive.  Marriage was designed by God to be between one man and one woman ‘till death do us part’.  This can be seen in the marriage of Adam and Eve.  Adam was not permitted to divorce his wife after their sin in the Garden of Eden.  He had to live with her for the rest of her and his life.  He was never allowed to divorce her and marry one of his children, grandchildren, or great grandchildren.  
c.  What are the divine reasons that permit divorce?



(1)  The death of a marriage partner (with the right of remarriage).



(2)  Desertion by a marriage partner (with the right of remarriage).



(3)  Physical, mental, verbal abuse (with no right of remarriage).



(4)  Adultery (with the right of remarriage for the innocent party).



(5)  The divorce gimmick (a spouse divorces to marry someone else; the innocent party has the right of remarriage).


d.  As we can see divorce is not permitted for any and every reason, but there are some reasons where divorce and remarriage is permitted by God.  The innocent spouse should not be punished for keeping their marriage vows and being unjustly treated by their guilty spouse.  There are good reasons for divorce and bad reasons for divorce.  The Pharisees’ use of the phrase “for any and every reason” was the trap, which our Lord will now avoid.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The nation was divided over this issue. Followers of Hillel felt a man could divorce his wife for almost any reason, but others, following Shammai, thought one could not divorce his wife unless she were guilty of sexual offense.”


b.  “Jesus’ stand on divorce was so consistently opposed to it that the Pharisees specifically tried to trip Him up on the question (Mk 10:2), feeling that He was going beyond the Mosaic Law, and thus criticizing it.  This, by their lights, would be blasphemy, and it is in this that they were hoping to trap Jesus.  As Jesus was in Perea, Herod’s domain, it may well be that the Pharisees were trying to engineer some provocative statement which could cause Him, like John the Baptist, to be imprisoned and executed by Herod.”


c.  “Knowing Jesus’ views, The Pharisees could expect Him both to incriminate Himself by apparently making light of the ‘law’ of Dt 24:1–4, and to lose popular support by condemning the divorce which was freely practiced by His contemporaries.  Moreover, among those contemporaries was Antipas, whose recent divorce had already drawn the fire of John the Baptist, with disastrous results.  So it was an explosive question.  The question is in Matthew’s version about the permissible grounds of divorce (‘Will any cause do, or are there limits?’).  But underlying this is the whole question of whether divorce is permissible at all (which is how the question reads in Mark), and it is at this level that Jesus answers it.”


d.  “Their question reflects the intra-Pharisaic debate between the ‘schools’ of Shammai and Hillel concerning the correct interpretation of Dt 24:1.  In that passage God apparently permitted divorce for ‘anything indecent.’  Shammai, placing the emphasis on ‘indecent,’ took this to refer to sexual unfaithfulness; Hillel, placing the emphasis on ‘anything,’ allowed divorce even for as trivial an offense as a wife burning her husband’s food.  The recent Herodias affair, along with Jesus’ own teaching in Mt 5:31–32, may also have influenced the Pharisees’ question.  The wording reflects only a man’s perspective, since women were rarely if ever able to divorce in ancient Judaism.  Mt 5:31 and Mk 10:11–12 show that Jesus’ teachings on the topic granted both women and men equal privileges and responsibilities.  The specific historical background that informed this debate, the particular way in which the question is phrased, and the unscrupulous motives behind the Pharisees’ approach all warn us against the notion that Jesus was comprehensively addressing all relevant questions about marriage and divorce.”


e.  “They came with a question, but they were not genuinely looking for information; they were posing a question that they hoped He would not be able to answer satisfactorily, and at the very least the Pharisees might expect that whatever position Jesus took up He would antagonize those who held strongly to other positions.  It was accepted throughout Judaism that a man had the right to divorce his wife, though a woman had no such right to divorce her husband.  In some circumstances she could petition the court, and the court might direct her husband to divorce her, but even then the actual divorcing was done by the husband.  The Pharisees’ question was not whether a man had the right to divorce his wife, but rather what grounds justified him in proceeding to divorce her.  The question in the rabbinic schools revolved around the meaning of ‘because he has found some indecency in her’.  The term ‘indecency’ is not defined in this passage, but it is unlikely that adultery was in mind since the penalty for adultery was death (Dt 22:22).  However, the strict school of Shammai understood the passage to refer to adultery; they saw that as the only ground that justified divorce.  But the more lenient school of Hillel interpreted the words more widely.  A little later Akiba interpreted the words ‘if she finds no favor in his eyes’ to mean that if he found someone prettier he could proceed to divorce her.   With such a variety of opinions the subject of divorce was a veritable minefield; thus the Pharisees may well have thought that it did not matter greatly which way Jesus answered; He would offend many people whatever He said.  Even Jewish men who had no intention of divorcing their wives might be expected to defend strongly their right to do so.”


f.  “The choice of either view (the school of Hillel or Shammai) would involve Jesus in the Jewish party disputes or they expected Jesus to declare Himself against all divorce and accuse Him of contradicting the Law.  They felt certain they asked a question which Jesus could not answer without great harm to Himself.”
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