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DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE 
David W. Jones 

ELV WOULD DISAGREE WITH THE OBSERVATION THAT the issue 
of divorce and remarriage is one of the most pressing social 
coilcerns today. The demonstrable deterioration of the  insti- 

tutions of marriage and the family in modern society has  prompted 
many within the church to engage in moral evaluation of the  prac- 
tice of divorce and remarriage. Given the  possible ramifications of 
divorce and remarriage, which range from matters related to basic 
sanctification on a personal level to ministerial qualification on a 
corporate level,' such ethical assessment is commendable. Yet in 
spite of the attention given to divorce and remarriage, scholars 
have not been able to construct a s tandard moral framework for 
this issue--that is, there is no unanimity of thought on what  the 
Scriptures teach on divorce and remarriage. 

Proposals for a Christian ethic of divorce and  remarriage are 
numerous, and  several surveys of the  major positions a re  avail- 
able.2 What separates the majority of divorce and remarriage views 
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Two of the  best works on divorce and remarriage with a n  emphasis on personal 
sanctification are Andrew Cornes, Diilorce a n d  Remarriage: Biblical Principles and  
Pastoral Practice (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1993); and Johann Christoph Arnold, 
Sex, God a n d  ilfarriage (Farinington, PA: Plough, 1996). Ed Glasscock has  written a 
good survey of views on the "husband of one wife" clause in 1 Timothy 3:2 and its 
implications for ministerial qualification (" 'The Husband of One Wife' Requirement 
in 1 Timothy 3:2," Bibl~otheca Sacra  140 [July-August 19831: 244-58). 

For example H. Wayne House, ed. ,  Di~lorce and  Remarriage: Four  Christian 
Views (Grand Rapids: InterVarsity, 1990); and Mark L. St rauss ,  ed., Remarriage 
after Diuorce in Today's Church: Three Vietus (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2006). 
With the exception of a few passing references the  betrothal view is largely absent 
from both of these sources. Bruce Vawter has a shorter yet well-written summary of 
the major views of divorce and remarriage in  "The Divorce Clauses in  Mt  5.32 and 
19.9," Catholic Biblical Quarterly 16 (1954): 155-67. 
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is their interpretation of the so-called "exception clause" in  Mat- 
thew's Gospel (5:32; 19:9), and more specifically their  understand- 
ing of the word r r o p v ~ i a  within this ~ l a u s e . ~  I n  many books on di- 
vorce and remarriage one view t h a t  is mentioned, though usually 
just in passing, is the betrothal view.4 This interpretation holds 
that with the exception clause Jesus  was referring to the  unique 
Jewish practice tha t  allowed for a marriage to be annulled if evi- 
dence of infidelity was manifest during the  betrothal period. Advo- 
cates of this view, then, believe t h a t  the  Bible prohibits marriage 
partners from actively seeking a divorce, since the  exception clause 
refers to a nuptial custom not followed today. 

A review of the citations of the  betrothal view in the  divorce 
and remarriage literature reveals t ha t ,  with very few  exception^,^ 

While most of the major views of divorce and remarriage focus. on the interpre- 
tation of the  term TIOPI ,E~CL in Matthew 5:32 and 1 9 ~ 9 ,  there a r e  some notable excep- 
tions. For example the inclusivist view and  the  preterative view (also known a s  the  
exclusivist view or the Augustinian view) focus on the  words preceding the term 
noputia (i.e., ~ U P E K T ~ S  X ~ Y O U  in 5:32 and irii in 19:9), with the inclusivist view 
giving the translation "not even in the  case of rioputia" and the  preterative view 
rendering "setting aside the mat ter  of riopvtiu" (cf. Michael Brunec, "Tertio de 
clausulis divortii," Verbum domini 27 [1949]: >16; and Vawter, "The Divorce 
Clauses in Mt. 5:32 and 19:9," 1 6 S 6 5 ) .  

Moreover, the  interpolation view (also known a s  the traditio-historical view) 
focuses on the legitimacy of the  presence of the  exception clause in  Matthew, while 
the assumption view deals with the  legitimacy of the exception clause being absent 
from Mark and Luke. See Robert H. Stein,  "Is I t  Lawful for a Man to Divorce His 
Wife?" Journal  of the Evangelical Theological Society 22 (June 1979): 1 1 6 2 0 ;  and 
R. C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation of St.  Mark's Gospel (Columbus, OH: Wartburg, 
1946; reprint ,  Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1961), 420. Some advocates of the patristic 
view focus more on word order and the placement of the exception clause in  Jesus' 
teaching, as  opposed to the precise meaning of the clause itself (e.g., Gordon J. 
Wenham and William E. Heth, Jesus a n d  Divorce, 2nd ed. [Carlisle, UK: Paternos- 
ter, 20021; and Henri  Crouzel, L'eglise primitive face a u  divorce du premier a u  cin- 
quibme siZcle [Paris: Beauchesne, 19711). 

Brian C. Labosier accurately observes tha t  the betrothal view is "found with 
moderate frequency in  the [divorce and remarriage] literature" ("Matthew's Excep- 
tion Clause in the Light of Canonical Criticism: A Case Study in Hermeneutics" 
[Ph.D. diss., Westminster Theological Seminary,  19901, 238). The betrothal view is 
known as  the  "espousal view" or somewhat misleadingly the  "engagement view" 
(ibid., 116; Paul E.  Steele and Charles C. Ryrie, Meant to Last [Wheaton, IL: Victor, 
19831, 96; and John Coblentz, What the Bible Says about Marriage, Divorce, a n d  
Remarriage [Harrisonburg, VA: Christ ian Light, 19921, 3>38). 

While most authors in the  field indicate tha t  they consider the  betrothal view a 
plausible interpretation, a n  exception is Timothy Crater, who asserts tha t  the view 
is "an erroneous and dangerous position. . . . a n  artificial interpretation . . . [which] 
suggests t h a t  a pre-determined view has been carried into the  text" ("Bill Gothard's 
View of the  Exception Clause," Journal  of Pastoral  Practice 4 [1980]: 5, 8). See also 
Richard G. Fisher, A Study in  Evolving Fadism: The Dangerous Leanings of Bill 
Gothard's Teachings (St. Louis: Personal Freedom Outreach, 1996). Another exam- 
ple is John Murray,  who describes the betrothal view a s  "untenable" and a "facile 
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authors find the  position to be a t  least a credible interpretation, 
even if they do not favor it. For example Instone-Brewer writes, 
"This is a very plausible e ~ p l a n a t i o n , " ~  and Ryrie notes t ha t  the 
betrothal view "is quite defensible and easily harmonizes with 
Paul's summary of the Lord's t e a ~ h i n g . " ~  However, many inter- 
preters who reference this view do not describe it in detaiL8 often- 
times even leveling critiques against  the  position tha t  betray a 
general misunderstanding of the view.9 Regarding this  phenome- 

interpretation" t ha t  i s  not worthy o f  serious academic engagement (Divorce [Phil- 
lipsburg, N J :  P&R, 19531, 34 n. 4). 

David lnstone-Brewer,  Divorce and Remarriage i n  the Bible: The Social and 
Literary Context (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,  2002), 276. 

Charles C. Ryrie, "Biblical Teaching on  Divorce and Remarriage," Grace Theo- 
logical Journal 3 (fall 1982): 188. Also W e n h a m  and Heth  write,  " I t  is possible that  
the divorce which Jesus permits i n  Matthew's exception clause i s  . . . divorce for 
betrothal unfaithfulness.  . . . [It  is] a definite possibility and should not be dismissed 
lightly" (Jesus and Diuorce, 174, 177). Likewise,  although not a n  advocate o f  the  
position, Will iam F. Luck writes, "The betrothal view seems to  be correct i n  arguing 
that betrothal unfaithfulness i s  intended by  porneia" (Diuorce and Renzarriage: Re- 
covering the Biblical View [San Francisco: Harper & Row, 19871, 95). 

Examples o f  such superficial discussion o f  t h e  betrothal view i n  t h e  divorce and 
remarriage literature abound. Some examples are Raymond F. Collins, Divorce in 
the N e ~ u  Testament (Collegeville, M N :  Liturgical, 1992), 204, 321 11. 124; Jacques 
DuPont, Mariage et Diuorce darzs L'Euangile: Matthieu 19, 3-12 et parall2les (Ab- 
baye de Saint-Andre: Desclee de Brouwer, 1959), 108 n. 3; Instone-Brewer, Divorce 
and Remarriage i n  the Bible, 276-77; Craig S .  Keener, And Marries Another 
(Peabody, IvM: Hendrickson, 1991), 152 n. 42; Luck ,  Divorce and Remarriage, 94-95; 
and R. Stanton Norman, "Biblical, Theological, and Pastoral Reflections on  Divorce, 
Remarriage, and the Seminary Professor: A Modest Proposal," Journal for Baptist 
Theology and Ministry 1 (spring 2003): 82-83. 

See also t h e  discussions o f  t he  betrothal view i n  D. A.  Carson, "Matthew," i n  The  
Expositor's Bible Commentary, vol. 8 (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1985), 414; John S .  
Feinberg and Paul D. Feinberg, Ethics for a Brave New World (Wheaton, IL: Cross- 
way, 1993), 306-7, 328; and Charles C. Ryrie, You Mean the Bible Teaches That? 
(Chicago: Moody, 19741, 48--49. A n  example o f  a nonadvocate o f  t he  betrothal view 
who nevertheless has attempted to engage the  position intelligently is Andreas J .  
Kostenberger, "Marriage and Family i n  the New Testament," i n  Marriage and Fam- 
ily in the Biblical World, ed .  Ken  M .  Campbell (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 
2003), 256-64; and idem w i th  David W .  Jones,  God, Marriage, and Family: Rebuild- 
ing the Biblical Foundation (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2004), 23S44 .  Other fairly 
balanced treatments o f  t he  betrothal view by  nonadvocates include J. Carl Laney,  
The Divorce Myth: A Biblical Examination o f  Divorce and Remarriage (Minneapolis: 
Bethany House, 1981), 69-70; and W e n h a m  and Heth,  Jesus and Diuorce, 169-78. 

For example W e n h a m  and Heth  note t ha t  "H. Montefiore's criticisms o f  the be- 
trothal view either betray his misunderstanding o f  the authoritative presentation o f  
the view or that  he  has not read it" (Jesus and Divorce, 278 n .  1). T h e  t e x t  to which 
they are referring is H. Montefiore, "Jesus  on  Divorce and Remarriage," i n  Mar- 
riage, Divorce and the Church: The Report of a Commission Appointed by the Arch- 
bishop o f  Canterbury to Prepare a Statenrent on  the Christian Doctrine of Marriage, 
ed. The  Church o f  England (London: SPCK, 1971), 86. 

In another work Will iam Heth  writes, " I t  is clear from Edgar's discussion o f  the 
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non Wenham and Heth observe, "This view is often summarily 
dismissed and considered impossible,"10 and Chase notes, "This 
interpretation i s  generally put  aside a s  unworthy of serious consid- 
eration."" Difficulty in  interacting with the betrothal view is per- 
haps understandable, for there is no locus classicus for this inter- 
pretation,12 and the view has  attracted i ts  share  of "fringe" advo- 
cates who have arguably distorted the  position,13 while even some 

betrothal view tha t  he has not understood the  view" ("Response [to Thomas R. Ed- 
gar]," i n  Diuorce and Renzarriage: Four Christian Views, ed.  H. Wayne  House 
p o w n e r s  Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 19901, 209). 

A specific example o f  a misunderstanding o f  the  betrothal view is that  some 
critics classify t he  position as  a modern-day interpretation, including Collins, who 
describes it as  "novel" (Divorce i n  the New Testament, 321 n .  124). Frederic Henry 
Cliase also mentions that  this  i s  a common error among interpreters. "It  i s  said to 
be not an  ancient bu t  a modern interpretation" (What Did Christ Teach about Di- 
vorce? [London: SPCK,  19211, 27). 

While  it has  never been the majority position o f  t he  church, t h e  betrothal view 
has been present i n  Christian divorce and remarriage literature for centuries. For 
example i n  his remarks  on  t he  exception clause, seventeenth-century Puritan writer 
Matthew Henry noted,  "Dr. [Daniel] Wh i tby  understands th is ,  not o f  adultery, but- 
because our Saviour uses the  word nopveia (fornication)--of uncleanness committed 
before marriage, but  discovered afterward; because, iF it were committed a f ter ,  it 
was a capital crime, and there needed [be] no divorce. Jesus disallows it i n  all other 
cases, 'Whosoever puts away h is  w i f e ,  except for fornication, and marries another, 
commits adultery.' This  is a direct answer to t he  Pharisees' query,  that  i t  is not 
lawful" (Matthew Henry's Comrnentary on  the Whole Bible [London: Marshall, 1706- 
29; reprint (6 vols. i n  l) ,  Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 19611, 5:270). 

Allon Maxwell notes, "The  betrothal view . . . is really t h e  early church view, 
dressed u p  i n  a slightly dif ferent way" ("Divorce and Remarriage: Sorting Ou t  t he  
Confusion o f  t he  Many Conflicting Theories," Bible Digest 42 [March 19941: n.p.). 
And Walker  Gwynne suggests that  th is  interpretation was  t he  view o f  the  early 
church, or at least t ha t  it is compatible w i th  t he  patristic view. He wrote that  the  
exception clause "was never meant  to contradict three other witnesses [i.e., Mark,  
Luke,  and Paul] t o  Christ's teaching. . . . W e  know that  the  whole primitive Church 
understood [this]" (Holy Matrimony and Conlnlon Sense [London: Longmans, Green,  
19301, 133; c f .  144-46). 

lo W e n h a m  and Heth,  Jesus and Diuorce, 169 

l1 Chase,  What  Did C h r ~ s t  Teach about D~vorce? 27. 

l2 T h e  work by Abel Isaksson, Marriage and Ministry i n  the New Temple, trans. 
Neil Tomkinson wi th  Jean Gray (Lund:  C. W .  K .  Gleerup, 1965), is considered by 
many to be the  most  competent statement o f  t h e  betrothal v iew.  W e n h a m  and Heth 
refer t o  Isaksson's book as " the  authoritative presentation o f  t h e  view" and the  
"most authoritative defense" o f  t h e  view (Jesus and Diuorce, 278 n .  1, 169). More- 
over, Luck writes,  "The  most able defender o f  th is  view is A .  Isaksson, who did a 
noteworthy linguistic study o f  porneia" (Diuorce and Remarriage, 94). Y e t  as Wen-  
ham and Heth  themselves lament ,  "Evangelicals appear t o  be largely unaware o f  
Isaksson's book and though many  reviews o f  i t  have appeared, w e  have found none 
in traditionally evangelical journals" (Jesus and Diuorce, 278 n. 2). 

, 
rr 

l3 Advocates o f  the  betrothal view who fall into this  category lnclude controversial 
f, Bible teacher Bill Gothard (Supplementary A l u m n ~  Book [Oak Brook,  IL Institute 

In Basic Y o u t h  Conflicts, 1978-19791, 5 8-9, idem,  Rebuzlderk G u ~ d e  [Oak Brook, 
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Heimbach further  explains this distinction. "In Semitic prac- 
tice, the moral and  legal obligations of marriage began a t  betrothal, 
something tha t  took place before the  wedding and before a couple 
started having a sexual relationship. But betrothal meant  a lot 
more than  getting engaged. Engaged couples a re  not married. They 
plan to get married but definitely a re  not married yet. By contrast, 
a betrothed couple in Bible times was morally and  legally married. 
They already were husband and  wife in  legal and moral terms."17 

In summary the practice of betrothal involved a time period, 
usually twelve months in length,18 during which a couple was con- 
sidered morally and legally married, even though they had not yet 
consummated their relationship. Jewish civil laws tha t  regulated 
this nuptial custom are recorded in  Exodus 21:%9; Leviticus 
19:20-22; Deuteronomy 20:7; 22:23-27, and in  the Talmud.lg Ex- 
amples of betrothal abound in Scripture, including Lot's daughters 
and their husbands (Gen. 19:8, 14), Isaac and Rebekah (24:50-67), 
Jacob and Rachel (29:1%21), Samson and his Philistine wife (Judg. 
14:l-20), David and hlichal (1 Sam.  18:27; 2 Sam. 3:14), Joseph 
and Mary (Matt. 1:18; Luke 1:27), God and Israel figuratively (Isa. 
54:5; Jer .  3:14; Hos. 2:19-20), a s  well a s  the figurative "betrothal" 

Tract Society, 1876), 148-52; idem, The Li/e and Tirr~es o/'Jesus the Messiah (Lon- 
don: Longmans, Green,  1883), 3 5 S 5 - I ;  Edmond Stapfer,  Palestine i n  the Time o/' 
Christ, trans. Annie Harwood Holmden (New York :  A. C .  Armstrong, 1885), 160-62; 
George Foot J t ~ d a i s n ~  in the First Centuries o f t he  Christ ian Era (Cambridge,  
bN: Harvard University Press, 1927), 2:121-22; Joachim Jeremias, Jerusalenl i n  
the Time o f  Jesus (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1969), 367-76; Ralph Gower,  The  New 
Manners and Customs a/' Bible Times (Chicago: hloody, 1987), 65;  and Victor H .  
hlatthews,  Manners and Custonls in the Bible, 3rd ed.  (Peabody, hL4: Hendrickson, 
2006), 120-21. Reg Harcus gives a good overview o f  the practice o f  betrothal i n  both 
ancient and modern t imes  ("The Case for Betrothal," i n  Celebrating Christian Mar- 
riage, ed. Adrian Thatcher [Edinburgh: Clark,  20021, 41-51). 

l7 Daniel R .  Heimbach, T ~ L L ~  Sexual Morality: Recovering Biblical S tandards  /or o 
Culture i n  Crisis (Wheaton,  IL: Crossway, 2004), 146 (italics his);  c f .  205. 

l8 Scholars disagree on the  exact length o f  the  betrothal period i n  Jewish practice. 
While Wight  claims that  i t  was  "at  least a whole year" (Manners and Customs o/' 
Bible Lands,  130), Edershiem says t ha t  betrothal was  '.a period . . . not exceeding a 
twe l vemon th  (The Li/e and Times o f  Jesus the Messiah, 353). It seems safe to con- 
clude that most betrothals were about a year in length. Th i s  is the  t ime frame iden- 
tified by Jeremias, who writes that  i t  was  "ordinarily . . . one year" (Jerusalen~ in  the 
T in~es  o/' Jesus, 368), and by Gower, who notes that  "betrothal lasted for about 
twelve months" (Gower, ,The New Manners and Custonrs o/'Bible Times,  65). 

l9 Stooke-Vaughn cites several passages from the  Babylonian Talmud tha t  men-  
tion the practice o f  betrothal (The Solution o/' St .  Matthew u. 31, 32, and xix. 3-9. 
14-15). See also the references to the  Talmud in Bull, Marriage and Divorce, 8; and 
in E .  G.  Selwyn, "Christ's Teachings on  hlarriage and Divorce: A Reply to Dr. Char- 
les," Theology 15 (July-December 1927): 98. 
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of Christ and the church (Matt. 9:15; 2 Cor. 11:2; Eph. 5:25-27; 
Rev. 19:7; 21:9).'O 

Reasons for the practice of betrothal include allowing the  bride 
and groom time to get better acquainted-a necessity in  a culture 
of arranged marriages-and to give the  participating families time 
to prepare for the  ensuing wedding ceremony. However, one of the  
major reasons for the betrothal period, if not the main reason, was 
to confirm the  bride's chastity.21 This was a n  important component 
of the betrothal process, for a bride's chastity was viewed a s  a n  in- 
dicator of her  commitment to t he  marriage tha t  was in  the process 
of being realized. 

I n  Jewish practice infidelity in the betrothal period was cause 
for dissolution of the relationship. I t  is important to note, however, 
that  while a betrothed couple was considered married for moral 
and legal purposes, the termination of such a relationship on ac- 
count of unfaithfulness was not regarded a s  a divorce a s  such, but  
rather  a s  a n  annulment of t he  marriage itself. I n  other words infi- 
delity during the  betrothal period was not viewed a s  a n  act tha t  
could end a marriage, but ra ther  a s  an  event t h a t  demonstrated 
tha t  there had never been a legitimate marriage i n  the  first place. 
Isaksson comments on this practice of dissolving a betrothal. 

A husband's divorcing such a wife [i.e., one who has been unfaithful 
during the betrothal period] can equally well be described as the an- 
nulment of an unfulfilled contract of sale as a divorce. . . . Although 

Regarding t h e  relationship between Christ and t he  church, Isaksson makes  the  
following o f t en  overlooked observation: "The marriage symbolism we encounter i n  
the  New Tes tament  is not really a marriage symbolism bu t  a betrotha1 symbolism. 
In th is  world t he  Church i s  only betrothed t o  Christ: the  marriage will be consum- 
mated i n  t he  world to come" (Marriage and Ministry i n  the New Temple, 137). O n  
the  importance o f  the  symbolism between the  husbandlwife relationship and the  
Christlchurch or GodlIsrael relationship see David J .  Engelsma, Marriage, the Mys- 
tery o/' Christ and the Church: The  Covenant-Bond i n  Scripture and History, rev. ed.  
(Grandville, MI:  Reformed Free, 1998). 

John K .  Tarwater ,  apparently following Isaksson, notes t ha t  t he  practice o f  be- 
trothal "rests  upon two key  truths: the  importance o f  a m a n  not having sexual rela- 
tions wi th  h is  wife after she has  had sex w i th  another man  and t h e  importance o f  a 
bride's virginity" (Marriage as  Covenant: Considering God's Design at Creation and 
the Contemporary Moral Consequences [Lanham,  MD: University Press o f  America, 
20061, 113). In Isaksson's discussion o f  th is  concept he makes  t he  interesting obser- 
vation t ha t  Old Tes tament  priests, those positionally closest t o  God under the sacri- 
ficial sys tem,  were explicitly forbidden from marrying prostitutes, defiled women, or 
divorcees, "for t he  priest is holy t o  his G o d  (Lev.  21:7; c f .  Ezek .  44:22), and t he  high 
priest, who most clearly represented God, could not marry a prostitute, a defiled 
woman, a divorcee, or even  a widow. Rather,  the  high priest had to marry a virgin 
i n  accord wi th  Leviticus 21:14. Isaksson f inds th is  significant for t he  church i n  light 
o f  t he  fact t ha t  New Tes tament  believers are described as "a  royal priesthood" i n  1 
Peter 2:9 (Isaksson,  Marriage and Ministry i n  the New Temple, 23-25). 



the term divorce was used in these cases, it is Inore accurate to say 
that it was a matter of cancelling an unfulfilled contract of sale, be- 
cause one of the parties had tricked the other as to the nature of the 
goods. . . . The word divorce is used even when a man divorces his 
wife because of her premarital unchastity. .Actually he does not di- 
vorce his wife but is himself relieved by a court order of the need to 
fulfull his obligations under the marriage contract, since it has been 
established that the other party has deceived l ~ i r n . ~ ~  

Gwynn writes, "A divorce granted under  such circumstances [i.e., 
infidelity of one of the parties] would be the  equivalent of a decla- 
ration tha t  there had never been a t rue marriage."" Advocates of 
the betrothal view assert tha t  this practice of nullifying a n  uncon- 
summated marriage during the betrothal period because of un-  
faithfulness is the event in view in the RIatthean exception clause. 

I11 general, proponents of the  betrothal view have supported their  
position with two key arguments, t he  first of which focuses on the  
context of Matthew's Gospel. 

T H E  J E W I S H  CONTEXT OF h l A T T H E W  

Since ~ iopvt ia ,  the pivotal word in  t he  exception clause, is a general 
term for sexual sin,24 its exact meaning must be informed by the 

22 Isaksson, hfarriage a n d  Mirlistry i n  the New Temple,  137, 140. 

23 G w y n n ,  Holy nlatrinlony and Cornrnon Sense.  136. Similarly J .  Dwight  Pente-  
cost writes t h a t  this  procedure involved t h e  "cancellation o f  a marriage contract . . . 
before t h e  marriage had been  completed" (The  1Vords and Works o f  J e s ~ ~ s  Christ: A 
S t u d y  o f  the Life  of  Christ [Grand Rapids: Zondervan,  19811, 358).  W e n h a m  and 
t Ie th  note,  "This  i s  not actually a divorce, t h o u g h  a legal bill o f  divorce was  required 
by t h e  Jews  i n  such cases" (Jesus a n d  Di~!orce,  170). Ryrie explains t h a t  dissolving a 
betrothal o n  account o f  inf idel i ty  " i s  actually not  a divorce . . . [ b u t ]  cancelling a n  
unfulfilled contract" ("Biblical Teaching o n  Divorce and Remarriage," 187). And 
Chase writes,  " I f  a w o m a n  was  proved guilty o f  premarital unchas t i ty ,  t h e  marriage,  
as w e  should say,  might  be regarded as void a b  initio" (ll 'hat Did Christ Teach about 
Diuorce? 28). 

24 While  t h e  standard Greek lexicons and concordances agree t h a t  t h e  t e r m  .rrop- 
rltia IS a n  ambiguous word tha t  can  refer to all t ypes  o f  sexual s in,  Bruce Malina 
concludes t h a t  t h e  meaning o f  nopvtia is not as  broad as  sonie scholars have 
thought.  " W h a t  m a k e s  a given line o f  conduct porneia, hence u n l a w f u l ,  is t h a t  i t  is 
expressly prohibited b y  Torah." W h i l e  this  sounds plausible, Malina t h e n  claims,  " I t  
would appear t h a t  i n  no case is pre-betrothal, non-commercial, non-cultic hetero- 
sexual intercourse ( w h a t  i s  commonly called 'fornication' today) prohibited!" ("Does 
Porneia h lean  Fornication?" Nouunl Testarr~enturr~ 14 [January  19721: 15).  ILlalina's 
conclusions were challenged i n  Joseph Jensen ,  "Does Porneia Mean Fornication? A 
Critique o f  Bruce h,lalina," N o u u n ~  Testanlenturn 20 (Ju ly  1978): 161-84. T h e  t e r m  
rropueia occurs twenty-s ix  t imes  i n  t h e  New T e s t a m e n t  i n  twelve books ( M a t t .  5:32; 

context. Advocates of the  betrothal view contend t h a t  i t  is  not just 
the proximate context of the exception clause t h a t  gives the word 
nopvcia its meaning, but  ra ther  the milieu of t he  entire Book of 
Matthew. Since Matthew's Gospel is widely recognized a s  written 
for a Jewish audience,25 champions of the betrothal view suggest 
tha t  i t  is reasonable to understand the Matthean exception clause 
a s  a reference to infidelity during the betrothal period. For example 
Grant  supports  the betrothal view with this observation: "Mark 
10:ll-12 represents a n  a t tempt  to formulate our Lord's teaching a s  
law under  Gentile conditions. . . . Matt .  19:9 represents a parallel 
a t tempt  to formulate it a s  law under  Jewish conditions. . . . This is 
entirely within the Jewish-Christian horizon; t he  motivation is 
Christian, and  the conditions presupposed a r e  J e w i ~ h . " ~ ~  

An appeal to the Jewish context of Matthew's Gospel is made 
by the majority of advocates of the betrothal view." This is not sur -  
prising, for a s  Labosier notes, "It is the  context of Matthew 5 and  
19 tha t  provides the  strongest evidence for this  interpretation of 

15:19; 19:9; Mark  7:21;  John  8:41; Ac ts  15:20, 29; 21:25; R o m .  1:29; 1 Cor. 5:l  
[ twice];  6 :13 ,  18; 7:2;  2 Cor. 12:21; Gal.  5:19; Eph.  5:3; Col. 3:5;  1 Thess .  4:3; Rev.  
2:21; 9:21; 14:8; 17:2, 4;  18:3; 19:2).  A review o f  these passages supports Jensen's  
conclusions, not  Malina's. 

25 C f .  S tan ley  D .  Toussaint ,  Behold t h e  King: A S t u d y  of Mat thew (Portland,  O R :  
Mul tnomah,  1980);  Andrew J .  O v e r m a n ,  Matthew's Gospel a n d  Fornlative Judaism:  
The  Social it'orld o f  the h la t thean  Corilrnunity (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990); A n -  
thony  J .  Saldarini ,  Matthew's Christ ian-Jewish C o n l ~ n u n i t y  (Chicago: Universi ty  o f  
Chicago Press, 1994);  and Donald Senior,  " B e t w e e n  T w o  Worlds:  Genti les  and Jew-  
ish Christ ians i n  hlat thew's  Gospel," Catholic Biblical Quarterly 61 (January  1999): 
1-23. 

26 Fredrick C .  Grant ,  " T h e  Proposed Marriage Canon," Anglican Theological Re- 
view 22 ( J u l y  1940): 172-73 (italics his) .  W h e n  comment ing  o n  t h e  exception clause 
i n  another work  Grant  wrote ,  "Porneia i s  s imply not  adultery b u t  fornication. . . . O f  
course such  a situation could only arise i n  a conservative Jewish  Christ ian mil ieu,  
where  t h e  Mosaic code was still i n  force; and such a milieu is presupposed by m u c h  
o f  t h e  material i n  t h e  Gospel o f  Matthew" ("The Mind o f  Christ  o n  Marriage," i n  
F i ~ ! e  Essays o n  Marriage, ed.  Bur ton  Scott  Easton [Louisville: Cloister. 19461, 36).  

27 C f .  Coblentz ,  What  the Bible S a y s  about Marriage. Divorce, a n d  Remarriage, 34- 
35; Dijllinger, T h e  First Age o f  Christ ianity  and  the Church,  372; Evenhuis,  Holy 
Matrirtlony, 50-55; Mark Geldard, "Jesus' Teaching o n  Divorce: Thoughts  o n  the  
Meaning o f  Porneia i n  Mat thew 5:32 and 19:9," C h u r c h n ~ a n  92 (1978): 141; 
Gothard,  Supplen~entary  Alurnni Handbook,  5:8; G w y n n ,  Holy Matrimony and  
Corr~nlon Sense,  135-39; Heimbach,  True  Sexual  Morality, 2 0 5 6 ;  Isaksson,  Mar- 
riage arid Ministry i n  the  New Temple,  131,  139-41; Labosier, "Mat thew's  Exception 
Clause," 201; Pentecost, The  Words a n d  Works of Jesus Christ ,  357-58; Arne Rud- 
v in ,  " W h a t  Jesus  Said about Divorce and Remarriage," Dagen (1994):  7-8; Se lwyn ,  
"Christ 's  Teachings o n  Divorce and Remarriage," 99; S tooke-Vaughn,  The Solution 
of S t .  Mat thew v. 31, 32, a n d  xix. 3-9, 10; and Tarwater ,  Marriage a s  Covenant, 
11LL21. 










