John 1:1
Matthew 5:31



 is the postpositive conjunction DE, which is used as “a marker linking narrative segments, meaning: now, then, and, so, that is.”
  With this we have the third person singular aorist passive indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: to be said in the passive voice.”


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


The passive voice indicates that the saying which followed received the action of being said/taught etc.


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

“Now it was said,”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS plus the indefinite particle AN, meaning “Whoever.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active subjunctive from the verb APOLUW, which means “to set free; release; let go; send away; to divorce.”


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


The active voice indicates that ‘whoever’ produces the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive.

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

““Whoever divorces his wife,”
 is the third person singular aorist active imperative from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give.”


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


The active voice indicates that ‘whoever’ produces the action.


The imperative mood is a command, which in the third person requires the auxiliary verb “must.”

Next we have the dative indirect object from the third person feminine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to her.”  Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular noun APOSTASION, which means “a certificate of divorce.”

“must give to her a certificate of divorce.””
Mt 5:31 corrected translation
“Now it was said, “Whoever divorces his wife, must give to her a certificate of divorce.””
Mk 10:4, “Then they said, ‘Moses permitted to write a certificate of divorce and to send away.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Now it was said,”

a.  Our Lord turns His attention to another problem in the spiritual lives of believers and unbelievers in Israel.  The word “Now” transitions us to a new topic.


b.  The word “it” refers to Dt 24:1, “When a man takes a wife and marries her, and it happens that she finds no favor in his eyes because he has found some indecency in her, and he writes her a certificate of divorce and puts it in her hand and sends her out from his house,”


c.  The new subject is that of the sacredness of marriage and problem of divorce.
2.  ““Whoever divorces his wife,”

a.  Again the Lord uses the generic “whoever” to indicate that this principle and teaching applies to everyone.  The responsible party in this illustration is the husband.  He is the one producing the action.


b.  In Roman society the woman had the legal right to divorce her husband, but this was not the case in Jewish society.  She had no legal right of divorce.

3.  “must give to her a certificate of divorce.””

a.  According to the statement in Dt 24:1, the husband seeking a divorce had the obligation to give his wife a legal document stating that they were no longer married.


b.  This legal document had to be witnessed and certified by the Jewish leaders of the place where they lived.  The purpose of giving her the certificate of divorce was supposed to free the husband from having to live with a wife who had disgraced herself and him in some way.  Whatever the disgraceful thing might be is not exactly mentioned, because any one of a number of things might be too disgraceful for the man to continue to live with her.  Certainly the offense would be something less than adultery, since that was not punished by divorce, but by stoning.


c.  The problem in Jewish society at the time Jesus spoke this was that men were using this law as any flimsy excuse for dumping the current wife and trading her in on a new model.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “Among the Jewish leaders were two schools of thought regarding the matter of divorce.  Those who followed Hillel said it was permissible for a husband to divorce his wife for any reason at all, but the other group (those following Shammai) said divorce was permissible only for a major offense.”


b.  “Dt 24:1 was universally accepted among Jesus’ contemporaries as permitting a husband to divorce his wife (not vice versa).  The permissible grounds for divorce were debated: while the school of Shammai restricted the ‘some indecency’ of Dt 24:1 to refer only to a sexual misdemeanor authenticated by witnesses, actual practice was governed by the school of Hillel, who reputedly took it of any cause of complaint, even including burning the dinner. (Mishnah Gittin 9:10).  No court decision was required, only unilateral action by the husband.”


c.  “Jesus requires a more exacting standard of his followers than was prevalent in the Judaism of his day.”


d.  “In the other passages in this section Jesus is dealing with a specific command of God. But people were not commanded to get divorced; this passage assumes the practice of divorce and speaks of the way it was regulated in the Mosaic law.  The bill of divorce was a protection for the woman; a capricious husband could not drive her from his home and afterward claim that she was still his wife.  He must give her the document that set out her right to marry someone else.  It was accepted throughout Judaism that a man was entitled to divorce his wife.  A wife was not permitted to divorce her husband, though she could petition the court, and if her plea was accepted the court would direct the husband to divorce her.  The husband’s right was regarded as inalienable, and the only question was the ground on which he based his action.  The school of Shammai took a hard line and saw the meaning of ‘some indecency’ as adultery, whereas the school of Hillel allowed a much wider range of interpretation, and, for example, permitted a man to divorce his wife if she spoiled his dinner (and Rabbi Akiba allowed divorce ‘Even if he found another fairer than she’).”
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