John 1:1
Matthew 19:7



 is the third person plural present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say: they said.”


The present tense is a historical present, which describes the past action as though occurring right now for the sake of vividness or liveliness in the narrative.  It is translated by the English past tense.


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to Him.”

“They said to Him,”
 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” with the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “why?”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular proper noun MWUSĒS, meaning “Moses.”  Next we have the third person singular aorist deponent middle indicative from the verb ENTELLOMAI, which means “to command.”


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


The deponent middle voice is middle in form but active in meaning with the subject (Moses) producing the action.


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

Next we have the aorist active infinitive from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give.”


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


The active voice indicates that Moses produced the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun BIBLION plus the genitive of identity or descriptive genitive from the neuter singular noun APOSTASION, meaning “a certificate of divorce.”

“‘Therefore, why did Moses command to give a certificate of divorce”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the aorist active infinitive of the verb APOLUW, which means “to set free; to divorce.”
  The morphology is the same as the previous infinitive.  The accusative direct object of the third person feminine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS is questionable.  It is not found in Codex D or Sinaiticus, but is included in Codex B and most other texts.  It is easy to see why scribes would include it just to have the ‘proper’ grammatical ending to the statement, but there is no good reason for its omission.  Even if not part of the text, English grammar begs for the addition of an object here.  So I include it in brackets to indicate that it was not part of the original text, but clearly understood by the scribes.

“and divorce [her]?’”
Mt 19:7 corrected translation
“They said to Him, ‘Therefore, why did Moses command to give a certificate of divorce and divorce [her]?’”
Explanation:
1.  “They said to Him, ‘Therefore, why did Moses command to give a certificate of divorce”

a.  The Pharisees respond to Jesus’ question and answer with another question of their own.


b.  In the thinking of the Pharisees, if God intended marriage to be a lifelong relationship, then there was no logical purpose for Moses commanding in the Law that the husband was required to give his wife a certificate of divorce.  Giving a certificate stating that the couple were no longer married would be contrary to the will of God.  Why would God will that the two stay married and also will that the man could divorce his wife?  The will of God cannot be contrary to the will of God.


c.  The Pharisees believe they have Jesus trapped in a blasphemous statement.  God cannot be contrary to Himself or did Moses do something contrary to the will of God?


d.  The certificate of divorce was a legal document that released the man from marriage and permitted him the right of remarriage without being guilty of polygamy.  This certificate is mentioned in Dt 24:1, “When a man takes a wife and he marries her, and it comes to pass that she finds no favor in his eyes because he has found in her a matter of shame [dishonor, indecency] in her, then he writes her a certificate of divorce and he places it in her hands, and he sends her out of the house.”


e.  Because she is the innocent victim of a divorce gimmick, she has the right of remarriage.  The divorce gimmick is based on a sly, self-justification to get rid of an unwanted spouse.  It is can be used by either party in marriage.  The innocent victim has the right of remarriage, but only after an elapse of time to recover from the shock.  The guilty party does not have the right of remarriage.  The divorce gimmick is simply a flimsy excuse to divorce one spouse for the purpose of marrying someone else.  The divorce gimmick seeks to maintain a superficial righteousness, and even self-justification.  Hence, it becomes a combination of hypocrisy and sinfulness.

2.  “and divorce [her]?’”

a.  Having applied for and received a legal document from a Levite, the husband then presented this document to the wife and ordered her out of the home.  The marriage was dissolved and the former wife had the right of remarriage, since she had done nothing wrong.


b.  Some of the excuses used in the divorce gimmick were:



(a)  By causing her husband to eat food that had not been first tithed.



(b)  By not keeping a Temple vow.



(c)  By walking in public with her hair loose (down).



(d)  By flirting with a man.



(e)  By being noisy, so that neighbors can hear her arguing.



(f)  If the man found a woman who was more beautiful.

3.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The divorce that Moses permitted in Deuteronomy 24 actually severed the original marriage relationship.  God permitted the woman to marry again, and her second marriage was not considered adulterous.”


b.  “The Pharisees, realizing that Jesus was speaking of the permanence of the marital relationship, asked why Moses made a provision for divorce.”


c.  “The Pharisees’ counterquestion raises the obvious objection: Why did God permit divorce in Old Testament times if He categorically opposed it?  Since the Pharisees were trying to trap Jesus…perhaps the Pharisees’ question is less deceitful than many imagine.”


d.  “Jesus’ answer was not quite what His interrogators were looking for; therefore they came up with a further question.  What Jesus had said sounded like a prohibition of all divorce, and that suited none of them.  So they pose a question reminding Jesus that divorce was due to what Moses said.  Their question goes beyond Scripture; for Moses did not command divorce.  He pointed to current custom and did something to regulate it.  The Pharisees assume that the dissolution of marriage was part of the will of God in instituting the married state.  This Jesus denies.  The certificate of divorce had to include the provision that the woman is now free to marry.  (The essential formula in the bill of divorce is, ‘Lo, you are free to marry any man.’).  Provided it was properly drawn up, witnessed, and served in the due legal manner, that was all that was required.  Jesus’ questioners did not understand why divorce should not take place, if not according to the teaching of one rabbi, then certainly in accordance with the teaching of another.”


e.  “The whole question rests on a false supposition.  They present it as though Moses ‘did command’ this in an absolute way, and as though dissolution of marriage for sufficient cause was originally contemplated in the will of God concerning marriage.”
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