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This critique is concerned only with the sections on “No-fault Divorce” (pp. 132-39) and “Marital
Abuse” (pp. 140-46). The author missed the real scandal (if it can be called that), which was that Jesus
abolished divorce for all time. As the promised Messiah, He opened the prison that held God’s people
in bondage to the Law, and brought them out into the liberty of the sons of God. He removed the
stony heart of hard-heartedness, and replaced it with a heart of flesh, such that divorce can have no
place in the life or thinking of His followers.

The author has a problem: how to forgive a persistent fornicator or abuser in a marriage relationship.
His preferred option is to seek to re-establish the marriage and get it working again. If this fails, after
many attempts, he offers the solution of divorce.
God set the example for forgiveness. Using the bold metaphor of marriage and divorce, Yahweh
imagines Himself married to Israel and Judah (polygamy), two adulterous wives. He conveyed to both
‘wives’ His deep sense of grievance over their ‘fornication’ (i.e., their apostasy), but it had no effect
(Jer 3:6-10). The author believes that Yahweh went through a real divorce with Israel, which he sees in
the exile to Assyria and Babylon, and this, he thought, gave credence to the lawfulness of divorce as
an institution, which God introduced into Israel through Deut. 24:1-4. Hatred leads to divorce. The
exiles were proof of His love, not the proof of His hatred for His ‘wives.’
In reply it should be noted that if the metaphor justifies divorce, then it also justifies polygamy and
gay marriages (i.e., He is married to the men of Israel)! The Lord’s second coming will be “like a thief
in the night” (1 Thess 5:2; 2 Pet 3:10). This does not make Him a thief! Yahweh only likens Himself to a
husband married to a wife, purely for teaching purposes, and the analogy is taken from current
practice.
Theology based on the way thieves and adulterers behave is not good theology! Or theology based on
principles derived from studying these analogies and metaphors is not a safe foundation either, when
God has given His people direct and explicit revelation and guidance on how to live a life pleasing to
Him and His Son.

The author is sympathetic to the idea that if a partner persistently breaks his or her marriage vows,
then there comes a time when forgiveness ends and action must be taken to end the marriage through
divorce, albeit reluctantly, and after much prayer and agony. He notes that Jesus does not say how
many times a wronged partner is to forgive their spouse for their broken vows.
However, if a Christian can forgive his or her spouse stoning them to death (cf. Stephen), then surely
they can forgive them the sin of repeatedly breaking their marriage vows, even to seventy times
seven, and seven days a week. The shocking idea of having no limit, or breaking-point, and to
repeatedly forgive a spouse who is repeatedly breaking his or her marriage vows, sets Jesus as a
Teacher far above any other religious teachers (including Moses) who have ever lived. Also, the life
that Jesus imparts to His people sets it above the life of the flesh. The flesh resorts to divorce; the
Spirit resorts to forgiveness.

The whole debate on divorce and remarriage boils down to these two statements, and we
must choose between them. One or other of them is false.

(A) If there is no exception in Jesus’ teaching on forgiveness, then there is
no exception in His teaching on divorce.

(B) If there is an exception in Jesus’ teaching on divorce, then there is an
exception in His teaching on forgiveness.

Every scholar falls under one or other of these two statements. The author falls under (B).

DIVORCE EXPRESSES THE NATURAL MAN’S INABILITY TO FORGIVE

Divorce is a world-wide phenomenon and ‘natural’ in every human society. Moses did not invent
divorce. He inherited the practice. His sole contribution was to command every would-be divorcer to
hand his wife a bill of divorcement as she was sent away.
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The author’s final solution when faced with persistent hate and selfishness is to divorce the person
and start all over again with a new spouse. How different is this from the response of the
unregenerate person? Jesus’ final solution when faced with the same  hate and selfishness is to let the
sinner separate (if that is what they crave), but recognise that the marriage bond can only be severed
by death, never by divorce. Divorce no longer exists as a reality in the life of the Lord Jesus.
The wronged spouse must remain unmarried or be reconciled to their sinning spouse. The wronged
spouse is to use their ‘unbound’ state to the glory of the Lord in evangelism and to being more
devoted to serving the Lord. Looking to serve the Lord takes preference over looking to find a new
partner, in such separated cases. Those who do not serve the Lord will inevitably seek out a new
partner to fulfil and satisfy their earthly desires. Those who are spiritual will use their ‘unbound’
state to further the interests of Christ. Both Jesus and Paul are clear that monogamy is the new
standard, which the author accepts. But both Jesus and Paul taught that only death can sever the
marriage bond, which the author does not accept.
In addition to death, Roman law recognised physical separation as severing the bond.1 This is a man-
made addition to God’s law, and many find it attractive, including the author, who strongly defends
divorce as a legal instrument, which, like death, truly severs the marriage bond. The author is
fundamentally opposed to the doctrine that marriage is a permanent union severed only by death. All
of his writings are based on this presupposition. This is his foundation stone.

EXODUS 21:10 AND CAUSES FOR DIVORCE

The author extracts his principle grounds for justifying divorce among Christians using Exodus 21:10.
He made the assumption that if a slave wife is not looked after properly she can go out free without
money changing hands. What he was not careful to note is that slave wives are not on the same level
as free-born wives, who enter into a covenant with their husbands. This is not so with slave wives, or
virgins captured in war. They are on the same level as chattels, as a man’s possessions. Because of
their underprivileged position as a class, and being vulnerable to exploitation, God cares for them,
and makes provision that should they be the victims of abuse they can go out scot-free. No divorce
was required because no covenant marriage was entered into.
There is a salutary lesson to learn from Exodus 21:1-4. If a Hebrew youth happens to fall on hard
times and has to sell himself to another Hebrew man for six years’ service. If he enters his owner’s
household already married as his bond-servant, then when he leaves, his wife leaves with him and
any children he might have got in that period. But if he enters his owner’s household not married,
and his master gives him one of his slave girls as a ‘wife’, when he leaves at the end of his term of
service, his ‘wife’ does not go out with him, nor do his children which were born to him during his
service. His ‘wife’ and his children belong to his master. This incident makes it explicit that his ‘wife’
was not a covenant wife, and that God did not recognise their union as a marriage. The slave-girl was
a possession which the master loaned to the Hebrew youth. She was not married to him.
Consequently it is not correct to say that the slave-‘wife’ in 21:10 could get a divorce from her
husband if he did not provide her food, her clothing, and her oil (cf. 2 Sam 12:20). It is also incorrect
to deduce that if the slave ‘wife’ could get a divorce on these grounds then so could a free-born wife.
This amounts to picking and choosing out of the Law what suits one’s fancy.
Was God right to take away the ‘wife’ and children of a Hebrew man, and make them the property of
his master just because the master gave him his ‘wife’? This one case shows that God did not put the
slave-‘wife’ and the free-born wife in the same class, and that He operated on the basis of class
divisions, so that some laws were specifically formulated for one class, but not for another. Laws
specifically formulated for the under-classes would not apply to the free-born classes, and vice versa.
It would require specific notice from God for one class to come under the laws of another class. This
we do not have in the case of Exodus 21:10, on which our author has built his case.

The owner who blinded his female or male slave in one eye, or knocked out a tooth, had to let him or
her go free (Ex 21:26). The exact same verb—ejxapostellei'— is used in Deuteronomy 24:1, 3 to denote
‘divorce’ and in Exodus 21:26-27 to denote this ‘sending away’ after an injury, because neither
Hebrew nor Greek have a set word for ‘divorce.’ Because the verb refers to the ‘sending out’ of male
and female slaves, divorce is out of the question. If divorce was intended in Exod 21:10 we would
have expected the LXX to use the verb ejxapostellei' (because of its use in Deut 24:1, 3), but instead
the LXX used ejxeleuvsetai (‘to come/go out’), which is never used in the context of divorce.
This considerably weakens the case for ‘divorce’ in Exodus 21:10, not that it stood any chance of
having that meaning in that context. Now in 2 Sam 13:16 Ammon “sends out” Tamar, after he has
raped her, out of his house. Hebrew has ynIx'l@;#$al; and the LXX translates this as ejxapostei'laiv, the same
                                                            
1 Susan Dixon, The Roman Family (Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University Press, 1992).
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verb that is used for ‘divorce’ in Deut. 24:1, 3. But when Ammon’s servant “puts her out” of
Ammon’s house, this is not a divorce! but it is in Deut. 24:1, 3! It is clear from this comparison that
neither Hebrew nor Greek has a technical term for ‘divorce’. Both use the ordinary verb “to send out”
from which the term ‘apostle’ comes.

MATTHEW 5:32

The revelations that Jesus brought to light in Matthew 5:32 and 19:9-11 are truly breath-taking. The
offence He caused  in Matthew 5:32 was His revelation that due to the permanency of the one-flesh
union that pertains to every marriage, whenever a hard-hearted husband divorces his wife, and he
writes her a ‘get’ and sends her out of his house, he thinks that the marriage bond has been dissolved,
but Jesus steps in to tell him that she is still his wife.
No rabbi had ever dared to say this before the time of Jesus. This was something new, and shocking,
and unacceptable (as it still is today).
The author is under the strong impression that a Mosaic divorce truly dissolved a lawful marriage,
and he has carried this belief over into the present age, where secular divorces also dissolve a lawful
marriage. While he hesitates to see Christians availing themselves of the secular courts to obtain a
divorce, he believes that once the divorce has been obtained, the Christian is free to remarry without
any stigma or hint of being in an adulterous relationship.

But if one takes the view that neither Matthew 5:32 nor 19:9 contains an ‘exception clause,’ then the
outcome of Jesus’ revelation is that the ‘get’ is now an invalid document for all time to come. It has as
much value as a piece of toilet paper. If so, this was a truly shocking thing to convey to every
husband from this point in time onwards. Jesus’ coming had brought a new society, a new regime,
into existence in which the permanency of the marriage bond was reinstated and re-established
among God’s elect as it was in the Garden of Eden. There was to be no continuity between the Old
and the New Covenants with respect to Moses’s permission to divorce a spouse. The soft-heart had
replaced the hard-heart. The author would disagree strongly with this paragraph.

The implication of this re-establishment of the indissolubility of the marriage bond was that when
any husband ‘divorced’ his wife, it was no longer a divorce, and consequently when he sent her out of
his house, he was inviting other men to have sexual relations with his wife, because in Jesus’ eyes she
was still his permanent wife. They were locked together in a one-flesh union that could only be
severed by death. The author would disagree with this paragraph. Many today have taken the shock
out of Jesus’ teaching by resurrecting Moses as their teacher, because he gave in to those who
demanded to be allowed to divorce their wives.

Jesus went on to point out the severe consequences that would now flow from all future divorces. He
informed His hearers that the man who divorces his wife, and she remarries another man, she will be
committing adultery against her husband, but it is not the wife who will be held accountable for the
post-divorce adultery, but the husband who divorced her. He will have to bear the sin of her adulteries.
However, Jesus, knowing all things, was not unjust as to lay every sin of fornication of a wife on her
husband. If she committed fornication before he divorced her, and for which he had divorced her, she
would be held accountable for this sin of adultery or fornication. Jesus had thought through His
teaching very carefully, and being a supreme lawyer in His own right, He absolved the husband of
any blame for his wife’s fornication, which she committed before he divorced her. This is what the
‘exemption clause’ refers to in Matthew 5:32. What the author has taken to be an ‘exception clause,’ is,
in truth, an ‘exemption clause.’2

The husband is exempt from the blame of his wife’s fornication before he divorced her, but once he
divorces her with a document, and she remarries, then all her sins of adultery will be laid at his door.
This can only be fair if she is considered by Jesus to be still married to her first husband. Jesus’
statement implies that the divorce document did not do what it claimed to do, namely, dissolve the
                                                            
2 Mathew 5:32 reads: “But I say to you that who, say, may have put away his wife—apart from the
matter of infidelity [for which she was divorced]—he makes her to commit adultery.” Or, if we put
the exemption clause at the end for greater clarity, it reads: “But I say to you that who, say, may have
put away his wife makes her to commit adultery—apart from the matter of infidelity [for which she
was divorced].” The main sentence is that the man makes his wife commit adultery by divorcing her.
He forces her to break the Seventh Commandment, which carried the death penalty. So all the blame
is transferred to the husband, which was totally crazy in the eyes of every rabbi in Israel.
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marriage bond. If it did dissolve the marriage bond, then Jesus would be unjust to lay the adultery of
her remarriage at her husband’s feet. Jesus’ assessment that the remarriage is adultery also implies
that the first marriage bond has not been dissolved, even after a Mosaic divorce certificate had been
obtained, purportedly dissolving the marriage bond.
So what Jesus taught in Matthew 5:32 was not an ‘exception’ to obtain a divorce, but an ‘exemption’
for the blame of fornication prior to her divorce. It is a pity that the author did not examine the
implications of Jesus’ statements more closely than he did. He has assumed that Mt 19:9 is a duplicate
of 5:32. This is a very common misunderstanding among modern commentators.

MATTHEW 19:9-11

But more shocks were to follow. When the Pharisees came to Jesus, having listened to His severe and
uncompromising teaching in Matthew 5:32, they came in an  incredulous frame of mind. What was
taken for granted among the rabbis of Jesus’ day, and united them, was the certainty that divorce did
what it claimed—it dissolved the marriage bond. The question was put to Jesus , “Is it lawful for a
man to put away his wife for every cause?” The presumed Shammaite Pharisees expected the answer,
“only for fornication.” What they got was, “not for fornication,” or better still, “certainly not for
fornication.” By abolishing the first cause on their list, Jesus effectively abolished all the other causes
that followed it. The presumed Hillelite Pharisees expected Jesus to concede fornication, but they also
wanted to see if He would add any other ‘causes’ to it. The way the question was worded does not
allow us to discern whether it was asked by a Shammaite or a Hillelite Pharisee, if such a distinction
can be back-dated to New Testament times, which I doubt. But by challenging Jesus with the words
“every cause,” they were sure that He could not agree to that, in which case He would be forced to
divulge His short list of causes that would justify divorce.

Jesus’ answer in Matthew 19:9 was, “Now I say to you that who, for instance, may have put away his
wife—not [even] for fornication—and may have married another, is adulterous.” There is an ellipsis
here of the main verb, “put away,” so that the fuller translation would be: “Now I say to you that
who, say, may have put away his wife—not [he may have put away] for fornication—and may have
married another, is adulterous.” Unfortunately, the author was unaware of this obvious translation of
the Nestle-Aland text (27th edition, 1993), or if he was, he has ignored it.

The important thing to grasp in Mt 19:9 is that the Greek grammar marks out an exclusion clause, not
an exception clause. To turn it into an exception clause you would need to adopt Erasmus’s Greek
text, which no scholar worth the name would think of doing. My use of ‘even’ does duty for the
ellipsis verb. Jesus puts His teaching in the form of a hypothetical situation using the subjunctive
mood, which I have conveyed by using ‘may’ in conjunction with ‘say/suppose/for instance,’  which
is the normal way to translate the particle a]n before the subjunctive.

If I wanted to convey the substance of what Jesus said to the ordinary man in the street, I would
paraphrase it this way. Jesus said that: “Any man who divorces his wife is going against God’s will.
He cannot divorce his wife, not even on the grounds of sexual immorality, and if he marries another
woman he is committing adultery against his own wife, because she is still married to him. Divorce
does not dissolve any lawful marriage, either now or in the future. It is a life-long union ‘until death
do us part.’”
That would leave the ordinary man in the street with a clear understanding of what Jesus taught, and
also that it must not be ignored without dire consequences, as Mt 5:32 brings out. And, crucially, it
means that Mark and Luke were right to record Jesus’ teaching in its absolute form, with no exception
clauses.

By replying, “not he may have put away for fornication,” Jesus clearly opposed the later teachings of
the schools of Shammai and Hillel with their carefully crafted lists of ‘lawful’ causes (as it is likely
that these debates occurred well after the time of Jesus). The Pharisees had asked Jesus to list some
causes for which a divorce was ‘lawful’ (with Deut 24:1 in the background). Jesus had listened very
carefully to every word in their question, and He had picked up on the word ‘cause,’ and He
responded by naming just one cause, ‘fornication,’ but He put a negative in front of it, “not for
fornication.” In this exclusion clause, He specifically and deliberately ruled out ‘fornication’ as a cause,
because His Father had decreed that death, not divorce, was its punishment (see Deut. 22:22); and His
Father had not rescinded that law, nor changed it, but man took it upon himself to change it, without
any authorisation from God.
As a consequence of Jesus’ exclusion of fornication as a cause for divorce this means Matthew, Mark,
and Luke are all teaching the same doctrine, namely, divorce has been abolished for all time. There
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are no exceptions. All three Synoptic Gospels are in harmony. Unfortunately, the author was still
immersed in the faulty text of the Textus Receptus, and its translation, when he wrote his book, and
missed this important discovery of the original Greek text.

The author has assumed throughout his writings that divorce was a lawful custom, because it was
grounded in Deut 24:1-4. Jesus could have focussed on the word ‘lawful’ and have pointed out that
nowhere in the Torah is divorce commanded by Moses or by His Father. There is no law of divorce
anywhere in the Bible.3 Divorce preceded the giving of the Law. Instead, Jesus forced his questioners to
point to Moses as the man who rubber-stamped their centuries-old tradition of privately divorcing
their wives (for that is the original context we must use when reading Deut. 24:1-4). Divorce was a
private matter. It came under domestic, not public, law. Every man was lord and sole judge in his own
house. He could, and did, do whatever he wanted to do. If Jesus had focused on the Pharisees’ use of
the word ‘lawful’ He would have exposed the arbitrary nature of divorce as practised by Israelite
men prior to the Exodus from Egypt, and prior to the giving of the Law at Mount Sinai. Moses did
not take away the private right of any husband to divorce his wife. He only commanded them to make
it publicly clear that they had privately exercised their unalterable tradition and inalienable, patriarchal
‘right’ to divorce their wives.

Joseph availed himself of this very ancient, pre-Torah practice, to privately annul his engagement to
Mary. If he had been married to her then he could not have divorced her and remain a righteous man.
In Jesus’ teaching all divorced men are ipso facto unrighteous men (cf. Mt 15:11). And if Mary had
been divorced as a pregnant woman, her son, Jesus, would have been an illegitimate child, and as
such He could not be a full member of the Congregation of Israel (Deut 23:2).

DO THE SYNOPTICS SPEAK WITH ONE VOICE ON THE ISSUE OF DIVORCE?

Whereas the author would bring Mark and Luke together to conform to his imposed exception clause
in Matthew, so that they, somehow, by their silence, become witnesses to Matthew’s exclusion clause,
I would bring Mark and Luke together to conform to Jesus’ exclusion clause in Matthew, and by their
silence see them as witnesses to the exclusion of divorce in Jesus’ teaching on marriage.
The author’s argument from silence in Mark and Luke is a stumbling block to his new teaching, and
difficult to square with an exception in Matthew without his proposed reconstruction of a nationwide
obsession with Hillel’s brand new ‘no-fault’ divorce. My argument from the silence of Mark and Luke
is that it conforms to Jesus’ exclusion of divorce for any cause in Matthew’s record. Matthew confirms
Jesus’ exclusion of divorce in Mark and Luke; this is not so in the author’s presentation.
The author has contrived to get the Synoptics to speak with one voice in favour of an exception to
Jesus’ total ban on divorce. I have shown that the Synoptics speak with one voice in excluding any
exception to Jesus’ absolute ban on divorce. The silence of Mark and Luke regarding any exception is
deafening, and the author should have taken this into account after he had removed Erasmus’s
addition to the Greek text of Matthew 19:9.

THE LEGACY OF ERASMUS

It says something for the force of tradition that the Roman Catholic Church alone, has retained the
permanency of the marriage bond to this day.4 It was Erasmus who added to God’s Word the little
Greek word eij before mh; that destroyed Jesus’ teaching in Matthew 19:9, because it created an
‘exception clause’ that severed the link between the unswerving teaching of the Early Church and the
emergence of the Reformed Churches. Luther translated Erasmus’s 1522 edition believing that Jesus
made an exception for divorce in Matthew 19:9. He was duped by Erasmus.

The English and continental translations of Erasmus’s faulty Greek text were responsible for the
introduction of divorce into Christ’s Church. When it was later discovered that Erasmus had
interfered with the transmission of the Greek text, and that he had established divorce as part of
Jesus’ teaching, the damage had been done. Based on Erasmus’s faulty Greek text, Creeds and
Confessions of Faith were soon formulated that locked the Reformed Churches into Erasmus’s
‘exception clause’ for all time to come.
                                                            
3 F. W. Beare, The Gospel According to Matthew (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981), 387; R. D. Nelson,
Deuteronomy (OTL; Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 2002), 5.
4 The Council of Trent declared, ‘The bond of matrimony cannot be dissolved ... and even the innocent one
... cannot contract another marriage during the lifetime of the other’ (Can.VII, quoted by J. Hastings,
`Marriage' in A Dictionary of the Bible, Volume III, Edinburgh: T and T Clark, 1935, p. 275).
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The author is an ardent supporter of Erasmus’s teaching on divorce. He is unaware of the theological
damage that Erasmus did at the very crucial point when the Reformers were struggling to purify the
Catholic Church of its unbiblical doctrines. The Reformers assumed that Erasmus’s Greek text was a
faithful copy of the originals, and, sticking closely to Erasmus’s doctored text, they introduced
divorce into all their creedal statements.

While scholars now recognise that Erasmus imposed his humanitarian desire for divorce on the
Church through interfering with the transmission of the Greek text—and they have rightly got rid of
his addition in Matthew 19:9—a strange thing has occurred. Erasmus’s Greek text reads, “except” and
the scholars’ Greek text reads, “not,” and there is a world of difference between “except” and the
simple negative “not,” yet all modern English translations continue to read Erasmus’s “except”! So
modern English translations have not caught up with the scholars’ Greek text.

Erasmus’s teaching is also the  teaching of the author, because of his acceptance of the translation
“except for sexual immorality” at Matthew 19:9. The author does not agreed with Erasmus's Greek
text, but he does agree with the English translation of his text (!), for he translates 19:9 as ‘except for
fornication,’ which is an incorrect and misleading translation.

The author also holds that “sometimes a believer has to enact a divorce, just as God eventually had to
divorce Israel.” The author has not distinguished between an ad hominem argument, used by Yahweh,
and an historical event. Yahweh, like any good teacher, is entitled to use any analogy He chooses to,
to make a point. Since divorce and remarriage were ubiquitous in Israel, why may He not choose that
vehicle to convey His feelings? But use of the analogy, or metaphor, does not lend credence to the
lawfulness of divorce itself. In any case Yahweh could not divorce Israel, and did not, so that even the
metaphor can be turned around to undermine its use to justify the institution of divorce as a lawful
practice. Yahweh commanded that no man should marry two sisters (Lev 18:18), but He married two
sisters! Yet the author claims that “all the time [He is] acting in strict accord with the Pentateuchal
laws.”5 This is not so. Yahweh has broken the Law in three ways. First, Yahweh is a bigamist, because
He has two wives, Judah and Israel. Secondly, He married two sisters. Thirdly, He remarrried His
wife Israel (contrary to Deut 24:4) after He had written out for her a divorce certificate. These ‘facts’ in
the metaphor show that we cannot transfer the details of a teaching metaphor on to the historical
plane, as though the metaphor happened in real time, as the author does when He claims that
Yahweh was forced into a literal divorce on the historical plane, which He did not want.6 It should be
pointed out that Yahweh is quite capable of using mixed metaphors and picking and choosing any
combination of aspects of social life that suits His purpose, just as any of the prophets do. The author
has pressed the metaphor of Yahweh’s ‘marriages’ too far and beyond its intended purpose, and this
has led him into some tortuous exegesis to exonerate Yahweh’s failure to abide by His own laws
inside the metaphor.7

If there are no exception clauses in Jesus’ teaching then the very act of divorce is itself a sin against
the permanency of the marriage bond. It elevates divorce to the level that death alone holds to sever a
lawful marriage. It creates two means for dissolving the marriage bond, but Romans 7:2-3 and 1 Cor
7:39, state clearly that only the death of one of the spouses can sever the bond. Unfortunately, due to
the author’s acceptance of the English translation of Erasmus’s faulty Greek text (which created the

                                                            
5 See p. 34.
6 See pp. 36, 38. God is said to divorce Israel reluctantly (p. 34). In Ezek 23 the two sisters were both
immoral before Yahweh married them, but in Ezek 16 they were both faithful before He married
them. The author believes that he must defend Yahweh’s strict compliance to the law of no
remarriage after a divorce, and so he put Yahweh under an obligation to abide by His own law in
Deut 24:4 (p. 42f.). Another glaring discrepancy is that Yahweh ‘divorced’ Israel, but He only
‘separated’ Himself from Judah, yet Judah was the greater sinner of the two. If the sins that Yahweh’s
wife ‘Israel’ committed were so great that they forced (the author’s word) Yahweh to divorce her, then
the same grounds must also be applied equally to His wife ‘Judah’ and she should have been
‘divorced.’ The fact that she was not ‘divorced’ in the metaphor, is due to the reality on the historical
plane. If one transfers the ethics of the metaphor  on to the historical plane, then Yahweh is an unjust
‘husband,’ and shows partiality in His justice, because He punishes the lesser offender more harshly.
7 One such case is that when Yahweh remarried His divorced wife Israel, but our author got round
this by claiming that it was not Israel but Israel-Judah whom Yahweh remarried (p. 42). But Yahweh
never issued Judah with a divorce certificate(!), so how could He remarry her for the second time?
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exception clause in Mt 19:9), he had to go along with the idea that death was not the only means to
dissolve a lawful marriage.

DEUTERONOMY 24:1-4 ARE THE WORDS OF YAHWEH, NOT MOSES

In Deut 24:1-4 we have the words of God, not the words of Moses—a mistake often made by careless
commentators. Unfortunately, the author has fallen into the same error. It should be noted that God
describes (not prescribes) the unauthorised act of divorce itself, and then imposes on this hateful act a
punishment clause, in verse 4, which bans the husband from returning to his first wife.

God never introduced divorce for hardness of heart as the author states, and neither did Jesus. This is
a fact. Because Deut 24:1-3 is descriptive, and not prescriptive, God only describes the sin  in order to
convey His disapproval of divorce (He does the same in the case of man-stealing in 24:7, and
elsewhere). He expresses His disapproval by placing a ban on reconciliation. The only reason why
24:1-3 is in God’s Word is to give God’s mishpat of disapproval a context. Verse 24 is the crucial truth
we are intended to fix on, rather than on vv. 1-3 (which the rabbis did, to make the sequence of
actions prescriptive, as reflected in the LXX translation).
The author believes strongly that Deut 24:1 justifies divorce, not just for non-sexual reasons, but for
adultery, as he adheres closely to the interpretation of the rabbis. This is a pity, because at the time
that Yahweh formulated Deut 24:1 the sin of adultery could not have been intentionally included
under the term ervat davar. The sin of adultery was punished by death in a separate law (Deut 22:22;
Lev 20:10), so that it is illegitimate to use 24:1 to include adultery or fornication, but our author does
not appear to be aware of this rabbinical error, either in this work or in his other works. He followed
the rabbis who, apparently, had always taken Deut 24:1 to mean adultery, he claims. Since the rabbis
were wrong, the author is wrong. Both have fallen into the same ditch.

DO WE HAVE MOSES’S COMMAND IN SCRIPTURE?

Jesus correctly stated in Mark 10:3b, 5 that Moses wrote down a command that when any man wanted
to avail himself of the centuries-old practice of divorcing a wife, he was to write out a ‘roll of
departure’ and hand it to her. What Moses wrote down has been lost. His command never entered
the Hebrew Bible, and Deut 24:1-3 does not record Moses’s written command. Deut 24:1-3 records
Yahweh’s description of a made-up scenario for teaching purposes.
Unfortunately, our author attributed Deut 24:1-4 to Moses, which was careless.

Jesus lays the responsibility for permitting divorce at the feet of Moses, not at the feet of His Father.
(Mt 19:8). Jesus is careful to exonerate His Father from any involvement in Moses’s actions.
Unfortunately, our author attributes permission to divorce to Jesus, which, if He did, would create an
exception to His teaching that we must forgive all the sins of all those who sin against us, without any
exceptions, such as persistent breaking of marriage vows.

FURTHER EXPLANATION OF DEUTERONOMY 24:1-4

I noted above that Deuteronomy 24:1-3 records Yahweh’s description of a made-up scenario for
teaching purposes. This is worth exploring in greater depth here. Jesus revealed that God’s will was
an indissoluble, monogamous marriage. This He did by by-passing Deut. 24:1-4, and taking the mind
of His followers back to what God revealed about marriage in Genesis 1:27 and 2:24. He wanted His
followers to fix their attention on that revelation and not on Deut. 24:1-4, which He abolished.

In Deuteronomy 24:1 Yahweh sets the scene of a man who finds some moral or physical defect in his
wife (new bride or wizened old lady). The defect is not adultery or fornication, otherwise she would
have been stoned to death. The defect does not relate to her virginity, for which she would also be
stoned. The defect, as circumscribed by Yahweh’s terminology and by separate laws elsewhere, can
only be a non-sexual matter. This is described by the vaguest of expressions, “nakedness of a thing.”
The knee-jerk reaction to the term ‘nakedness’ has been that it refers to literal nakedness in this
context. This is not necessarily so. The only other use of the same phrase in the Old Testament refers
to human excrement that is not covered over (Dt 23:14). So, there, it refers to something that is
exposed which ought to be hidden. In Deut 24:1, it refers to something that was hidden which became
exposed, or comes to light, that displeases the husband, and which is not covered by other laws (cf.
“for every cause” in Mt 19:9, which harks back to the ervat davar in 24:1). It would be better to
translate ervat davar as “uncovering of a matter.” This would remove the sexual element and throw
the focus on to ‘matter’ that came to light.



8

The other ‘cause’ that Yahweh gives for a divorce is that a man hates his wife for any reason
whatsoever. Yahweh is not concerned with the reasons behind the determination to be rid of his wife.
The point that concerns Yahweh is the evil of divorce itself. Divorce is not His will, no matter how it
comes about. The reasons are irrelevant. No man has the right to divorce his wife for any reason. To do
so is to rob God of His prerogative. It is to act in a high-handed, arrogant, manner; it is to usurp the
place of God.
The author follows the rabbis’ interpretation here, that 24:1 gives two grounds for divorce, namely,
‘nakedness’ ( interpreted to mean adultery/fornication), and ‘matter/word,’ which was taken to
mean anything that did not come under ‘nakedness.’ The rabbis (and our author) missed the point of
Yahweh’s carefully crafted scenario. Yahweh is not in the least interested in identifying the causes
used by men to obtain their  divorces. If He had been, He would have been very precise and specific.
The fact that He is not precise shows His disdain and/or disinterest in identifying the causes.

Unfortunately, the rabbis, searching for any excuse to divorce their covenant wives, tried to get
behind the term ervat davar, in order to justify their unauthorised break-ups. It is almost as if the
rabbis said to God, “We know you hate divorce and the reasons that our forefathers used to get their
divorces, but can you clarify for us what their exact reasons were, so that we can copy them, and
follow their example?”! And so they burrowed their way into the phrase ervat davar dissecting its
parts in a determined effort to find out how they might copy their forefathers’ excuses to divorce their
wives! What has rabbinical exegesis come to when its goal is to discover, and then to copy, the sins of
their ancestors?

Moving on to 24:2, Yahweh next focuses our attention on the events in the divorced woman’s life. She
remarries. By this action she becomes a defiled woman, because in His eyes she is still married to her
first husband (as Jesus’ teaching confirms). She is an abomination in His eyes, through the fault of her
first husband’s action of divorcing her, forcing her into an adulterous remarriage (as Jesus would see
it).
The fact that Yahweh describes the wife—after she has been married to another man—as a defiled
woman, is clear evidence that in His view the divorce did not work. Her marriage to the first husband
had not been dissolved. It was this fact that directly contributed to her changed status in God’s eyes.
Our author is unaware of the futility of divorce to do what it claims to do, in any of his works. Like
the rabbis, the author is fully convinced that the divorces described by Yahweh in 24:1-3, brought
about a complete dissolution of the marriages mentioned there. The fact that Yahweh declared the
remarried wife to be a defiled woman contradicts this. She can only be defiled if she is still the wife of
her first husband. There is no other explanation for her defilement.

In 24:3 Yahweh continues to keep our focus on the divorced woman. Her second husband hates her
(cf. Deut 23:13). The reason for the hatred is not relevant to Yahweh’s main purpose. The hard-
hearted husband follows the same divorce procedure as the first husband, and divorces her. So she is
now free to remarry anyone she chooses, it would seem. But Yahweh mentions another possible
scenario, which would also leave the divorced woman in a position to remarry anyone she chose,
namely, the death of her second  ‘husband’ (who was not her husband, in God’s eyes).
Now, according to Rom 7:2-3 and 1 Cor 7:38, the death of a husband dissolves the marriage bond, and
in the eyes of God, it is lawful for a first-time widow to remarry. Yahweh has carefully noted the only
two windows of opportunity whereby the defiled wife could return to her first husband. He is also
setting the scene for His judgment on the first husband’s unauthorised divorce.
Now in terms of Moses’ permission to divorce, this widowed woman was clearly entitled to remarry
whoever she chose to. She was entitled to remarry her first husband, it would seem. But there is a
snag. Yahweh never recognised the first divorce. It was unauthorised in His eyes. As a punishment for the
first husband causing his wife to become a defiled woman, she is barred and banned from returning
to her first husband. The ban is for life. The divorced woman is shut out. She can only continue on in
her life of adultery, through further ‘marriages,’ as God and Jesus would view her life.
The first husband set his wife on a course of adultery, and Yahweh will not allow him to terminate
that course of sin that he initiated. If he had been able to be reconciled to his wife, then he could have
terminated her life of adultery by having her back again. But the hard-heartedness that he showed
toward his wife, is now reflected in God’s hard-heartedness not to allow him to terminate his wife’s
life of adultery. Man may arrogantly shake his fist in God’s face and defy His will, but God has the
last laugh. “He that sits in the heavens shall laugh; the Lord shall have them in derision” (Ps 2:4).
Unfortunately, our author, following closely in the footsteps of the rabbis, would regard the first and
second divorces in 24:1-3 as dissolving those marriage bonds. Here we have a head-on disagreement
between our author and Yahweh.
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Yahweh carefully chose the sequence of events in Deut 24:1-4 in order to bring to the attention of all
would-be divorcers that their action results in God’s disapproval. Divorce was sexist. Only men could
initiate it when Deuteronomy 24 was written down. The practice was set up by men for men. It was
institutionalised bullying of the worst kind.

The sequence of events, as described in Deuteronomy 24:1-3, is no longer possible for Jesus’ disciples
to copy, or use for pastoral purposes. It is incompatible with Jesus’ teaching on forgiveness. Our
author would beg to differ.

In a nutshell, we might sum up the present position as regards the correct Greek text to follow.
Erasmus: eij mh; ejpi; porneiva/ “except for fornication” (this created an exception clause)
NA27/Maj. Text:    mh; ejpi; porneiva/ “not for fornication” (this is an exclusion clause)

The author’s position is undermined by following Erasmus’s text. Whether this came about through
ignorance or choice, is for him to decide. Erasmus added eij to God’s Word without any Greek
manuscript support because he approached marriage problems from a humanist perspective.

The author states that Jesus permitted divorce. This is so only if he is right that Erasmus’s Greek text
is the true wording of the original text as it left the pen of Matthew. He will need to look into the
textual problem, because his whole case rests on one small word having been added to the text by Erasmus.
The author also states that Jesus permitted divorce “after marriage vows have been repeatedly
broken.” The idea that Jesus permitted divorce for hard-heartedness is contrary to Jesus’ teaching on
forgiveness, which leaves no room for withholding forgiveness for any sin between humans.

The author also states that Mark omitted to include the words “for Any Cause” in his account
because the author speculates that it was universally understood to be in the background, for he
writes: “Everybody was debating the ‘Any Cause’ divorce,” and, “everybody knew the legal jargon
because everybody was talking about the new ‘Any Cause’ divorce.” But if you insert the words ‘Any
Cause’ into Mark’s text it reads: “And he says to them, ‘Who, if say, may have put away his wife [for
Any Cause], and may have married another woman, is being adulterous against her’” (Mk 10:11).
The idea that ‘everybody’ was debating a new divorce procedure in the time of Jesus is a myth that
the author has created. There is no evidence for such a nationwide debate, nor for his conjectured
new, legal, divorce certificate. This is one of the disappointing aspects of the author’s work. Inventing
creative facts, which deceive the unwary and untaught, is an alarming and unnerving thing to find in
someone honoured with such glowing tributes on the cover of this book.
Let it be said here that the author’s claim to have uncovered some justification for his creation of a
new, legal divorce certificate, that supplemented, and eventually dominated, all other ways of getting
a divorce, is suspect. No such ‘no-fault’ divorce procedure has ever come to light in any source,
otherwise our author would have produced it. Claims are not the same as facts.

It should be pointed out that what the author has translated as ‘any cause’ is actually ‘every cause’
because the Greek reads: kata; pa'san aijtivan,  as used by the Pharisees themselves in Matthew 19:3.
He makes a big claim that ‘everybody’ was talking about the brand new ‘Every Cause’ divorce law. If
we grant this unprovable claim, then everyone understood Mark to teach: “And he says to them, ‘Who,
say, may have put away his wife [for every cause], and may have married another woman, is being
adulterous against her” (Mk 10:11). If his interpretation of ‘any cause’ is that it is an umbrella term
that covers any and every cause that a man might nominate, from adultery to burnt dinners, then
every divorce is unauthorised in Jesus’ eyes! This is a result that the author did not intend his
readership to arrive at!
If his ‘Any Cause’ does not include adultery, because that is covered (in rabbinical exegesis) by the
word ervat ‘nakedness’ in Deut. 24:1, and it does not include ‘neglect,’ because that is covered (in
rabbinical exegesis) by the law in Exod 21:10, then all other causes must come under the word davar
‘word or matter’ in Deut. 24:1.
The Heb. term ervat davar means ‘exposure of a matter,’ which referred to a non-sexual matter. This
was misinterpreted by the rabbis to mean, ‘a matter of exposure’ (by transposing the terms), which
made it refer to a sexual misdemeanour. They then divided the phrase ‘a matter of exposure’ into ‘a
matter,’ and ‘exposure,’ to produce two causes for divorce! It is no wonder that Jesus denounced the
rabbis for making the Word of God of no effect by their traditions (cf. Mk 7:8-13; 8:15), if this was the
kind of subterfuge they got up to to justify dissolving permanent marriage bonds.
However, we have no proof that this subterfuge goes back to the time of Christ. It is likely that it is to
be dated to the time of Rabbi Akiba (c. A.D. 110–35), or even later. Neither have we proof that the
‘schools’ of Hillel and Shammai commenced in the lifetime of these pre-Christian rabbis, or whether
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their names were attached to ‘schools’ that came into existence in the 2nd to 4th centuries A.D. The
Talmud (made up of the Mishnah and the Gemara) was collected by Rabbi Judah the Prince. Its
material is dated from A.D. 200 to 500. Very little of its material can be dated to the time of Jesus.

A careful reading of Deut 24:1-3 shows that the first man divorced her on account of an ervat davar.
Note the use of both words to denote a single cause. This single cause cannot be adultery
(‘nakedness’), nor can it be ‘neglect,’ because these offences are covered by other laws (according to
the rabbis). The second man divorced her because he hated her, so this must also be something
different from ervat davar because it is specific. The conclusion is that ervat davar is a general
expression that is vague enough to cover any and every excuse that a man may have used prior to the
writing of Deut 24:1, to justify privately divorcing his wife.
But Yahweh chooses His words carefully, and the fact that He mentioned that the second man used
‘hate’ to justify divorcing his wife is significant. This must be the most common reason for seeking a
divorce throughout history.
The rabbis, and our author, are now in agreement that ‘hate’ can dissolve a lawful marriage,
alongside adultery, and alongside death. So they now have three means, plus the ervat davar (if it is
distinct from adultery/fornication) whereby a lawful marriage can be dissolved.
The rabbis overstepped their authority when they changed the penalty for adultery from death to
divorce, by using the term ervat to include adultery.8 This is not what God commanded. They have
usurped the position that only God can occupy. They had no authority from God to alter His laws.
No Christian author should be in concert with such rabbis.

The weakness in the author’s position becomes clear when we note that if davar is the biblical term in
Deut 24:1 behind his ‘Any Cause’ divorce—because here he is taking his lead from the rabbis—then
his ‘Any Cause’ divorce must have existed prior to the writing of Deut 24 in 1406 B.C. So it was not
new just prior to the birth of Jesus, as he claims. In any case davar does not mean ‘any cause.’ It means
‘word, deed.’ The author acknowledges that the rabbis interpreted davar as ‘a cause.’ They never
called it ‘Any Cause.’ This was the work of the author himself! The Jews called it ‘a cause.’ Having
invented the term ‘Any Cause,’ the author then pinned it on the rabbis, to get them to side with his
new theory about a new legal way to obtain a painless and cheap divorce. He even drew in Philo and
Josephus to get them to use his newly invented term ‘Any Cause,’  as if it were a legal term! Most
readers reading his book would not realise that a fast one was being pulled on them here.

The Hebrews had been privately divorcing their wives for millennia for “every reason” as the
Pharisees knew. The Hebrews, prior to Moses’s day, did not need to wait until Deut. 24:1 was put
into writing to find justification in the term davar for what they had been doing for centuries.
It may well be that prior to the time of Jesus’ birth, the Jews sought to justify their age-old practice of
private divorce, and they hit on the idea of smuggling it into Scripture inside the word davar. But the
word davar on its own has no connection with divorce, never mind a class of deeds that would justify
divorce, as their eisegesis requires. The word davar cannot convey such a complex meaning.
But the author appears to be gratefully indebted to the rabbis for their eisegesis, which he nowhere
questions.9

Jesus’ universal condemnation of all remarriages as adulterous relationships is brought out starkly in
Luke’s account, for he writes, “Everyone sending away his wife and marrying another commits
adultery. And everyone who is marrying her having been put away from a husband commits
adultery” (16:18). Now, whether you insert ‘for any cause,’ or ‘for every cause,’ makes no difference,
because Jesus makes no exception for divorce on any grounds in Luke 16:18.

Underlying Jesus’ position is the attitude of His Father toward the divorced wife in Deut 24:1-4 who
is termed ‘defiled’ by Yahweh. The reason being that a woman may not have sexual relations with
two living men. It is her remarriage that defiles her, and defiles every modern woman who divorces
and remarries. God does not change His value-system to suit the hardness of men’s hearts in any age.

The unmissable truth coming from Deut 24:4 is that Moses’s divorce did not dissolve a single
marriage,  because every wife who went through a Mosaic divorce and remarried became a defiled

                                                            
8 The Mishnah upheld the death penalty for adultery (Mish. Sanh. 7.3, 9; B. Sanh. 52b, 55b, 66b).
9 For a fuller treatment of the author’s discovery of a new, legal, ‘Any Cause’ divorce in his work, see
David Instone-Brewer, Divorce and Remarriage in the Bible: The Social and Literary Context (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2002), at www.btinternet.com/~lmf12.



11

woman in the eyes of Yahweh. Deuteronomy 24:4 is explicit on this point. That she was not
considered unclean, or defiled, or an abomination, by her contemporaries during the Mosaic period is
an irrelevance. It is the judgment of God and the Son of God that matters. They are united—they are
one—in their disapproval of every divorce that has ever occurred on the earth since the marriage of
Adam and Eve. Every divorce is an unauthorised action. And no defiled person will enter or inherit
the Kingdom of God.

IF THE LORD JESUS DID NOT TRUST THE RABBIS, WOULD YOU?

The Gospel of Matthew was written to convince the Jews that Jesus was the promised Messiah; the
one whom Moses prophesied would come. Matthew is fully aware of the destructive role that the
rabbis played in coming between the people and God. They were Jesus’ greatest enemies and
opponents during His entire four-year ministry on earth, and they eventually had Him killed to
silence Him. If the doctrines of Jesus were to bring the people of God into a new covenant
relationship with God, the threat that the rabbis posed had to be exposed and eliminated. Jesus had to
undermine their privileged, mediatorial position between God and man. They had to be moved out
of the way to allow Jesus to occupy the role of the sole mediator between God and man.
Matthew is the Gospel that majors on recording Jesus’ utter disdain for the rabbis. The Gospel of
Luke does not give such a sustained record, and Mark is completely silent regarding the war that
existed between the rabbis and Jesus all the days of His public ministry, because this knowledge was
of no immediate relevance to the respective readers of Mark and Luke. While Mark passed over Jesus’
severe denunciation of the rabbis in silence, this was not so with Matthew. He sets out to show that
the real enemy of the Jewish people were the rabbis. He does this by mentioning on many occasions
the opposition of the rabbis to be fit leaders of God’s people.
The first recorded denunciation occurred in Jesus’ mid-third year. By this time there was open, verbal
warfare between Jesus and the rabbis, who had been deeply offended by something Jesus had said,
and because He called them hypocrites. When His disciples alerted Jesus to their antagonism toward
Him, Jesus is disdainful of their opposition and replied, “Let them alone.” In modern parlance this
would be, “Ignore them completely,” or, “Forget them!” Then He added, “Guides they are,” which
looks like a compliment, until He added, “blind ones of blind ones.” In modern parlance this could
translate as, “the most blind of all the blind,” or simply, “blind ones belonging to the class of blind
persons.” Whichever way we read it, it was not a compliment! Its pithiness packed a powerful punch
of utter disdain and total disrespect for the rabbis as a class. This would have a tremendous impact on
Matthew’s readers. Jesus is on one side, and the rabbis are on the other side, is Matthew’s message to
his readers.
But Matthew is not content to leave it at that. He records that Jesus then added, “Now if a blind man
should lead a blind man both shall fall into a pit.”  The insulting insinuation that Jesus conveyed was
that the rabbis were ignorant, and they were leading the ignorant into their own brand of
ignorance!10 This kind of spirited language was not going to endear Jesus to the rabbinical class.
Class mentality and group psychology would ensure that to a man the entire rabbinic class would be
out to destroy Him and His reputation. But what did Jesus care? He was master of His own destiny
and His own teaching. He neither sought nor courted their approval. He stood alone against the
entire religious establishment. He had passed the point of no return in His relationship with them. He
had burnt His boat.
Matthew records that in Jesus’ last week before His death, in quick succession, on one occasion, He
denounced the rabbis, threatening them with a triple curse, “Woe to you . . . you hypocrites!” “Woe to
you . . . you hypocrites!” “Woe to you . . . you hypocrites!” (Mt 23:13, 14, 15). We can feel the hot
breath of Jesus’ indignation and denunciation here. He immediately hurls a torrent of abuse at the
rabbis, “Woe to you, blind guides, . . . fools and blind, . . . fools and blind, . . . hypocrites! . . . blind
guides, . . . hypocrites! . . . blind Pharisee, . . . hypocrites! . . . hypocrites! . . . Serpents! brood of vipers!
How can you escape from the judgment of Gehenna?” (Mt 23:16-33).
It is an understatement to say that there was no love lost between Jesus and the debased class
(‘brood’) of rabbis. They are a distinctive breed of religious academics who are destined for hell
without the shadow of a doubt in Jesus’ mind. You would not want to be a follower of them, or be in
any way associated with them, is Matthew’s clear message to his countrymen. Matthew knows that
these are the academics who will see to it that Jesus ends up on a Roman cross, by hook or by crook,
by fair or foul means.
Yet there are those today who glory in the writings of these ‘brood of vipers,’ and promote their
exegeses as if they were from God Himself!
                                                            
10 Luke records the same thought without mentioning who Jesus was referring to in Luke 6:39, “Is a
blind one able to lead a blind one? Will they not both fall into a pit?”
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John records a revelation from Jesus that came just before the Feast of Dedication, about four months
before Jesus’ death, in which He said, “For judgment I came to this world, that those not seeing may
see, and those seeing may become blind” (Jn 9:39).11 When the rabbis heard this they asked Him,
“Are we also blind?” Jesus replied, “If you were blind, you were not having had sin.” By this He
meant, “If you had confessed that you were spiritually blind men, I would have healed you, and your
sin would have been forgiven, but now that you say, ‘We can see,’ therefore your sin remains
unforgiven.”
The class of people that Jesus meant by “those not seeing,” were the spiritually blind, who were
conscious that they were blind. The class of people that Jesus meant by “those seeing” were the
spiritually sighted who were deluded that they could see. These were the rabbis and the religious
classes.
The physically blind came to Jesus because they wanted to see the physical world. Jesus was essential
to obtain their heart’s desire. The sighted people had no need to come to Jesus to have their sight
restored. Jesus was redundant to their requirements.
Jesus transferred the physical situation into the spiritual sphere. The ‘blind’ people would come to
Him to have their ‘sight’ restored; the ‘sighted’ rabbis would not come to Jesus because they could
‘see’ already.

This clever piece of analogy matched the spiritual state that the rabbis found themselves in. They had
no need to come to Jesus to ‘see’ God’s truth, because they were not ‘blind.’ After all, they were the
teachers of the nation. Jesus was redundant to their requirements.
The coming of Jesus into the world forced these rabbis to make a decision about Him, and thus Jesus
fulfilled the purpose of His coming; receiving Him brought sight, rejecting Him brought blindness.
And so it continues to this day wherever Jesus is held up as the only Saviour on offer for mankind.

From Jesus’ perspective, what the rabbis considered to be their ‘sight,’ was, in fact, a blindness. And
as in the physical world the sighted people did not feel any need to come to Jesus to receive their
physical sight, so the ‘sighted’ rabbis in the spiritual world did not feel any need to go to Jesus to
receive their spiritual sight. So they locked themselves into their own spiritual blindness for all time
to come. Jesus was surplus to their requirements and so redundant. The stone that the builders
rejected, the same became head of the corner.
Jesus taught the same truth when He said that those who are well have no need of a doctor, but only
those who are sick. But if the sick believe that they are well they cannot make use of the skill of the
doctor to make them better. They will die in their sickness.
The rabbis were blind, but they were in denial of this fact. They claimed that they could see, and so
they had no need to come to Jesus to receive their sight. Because of this they would live and die in
their blind condition, or as Jesus put it, their sins would remain until they came to their senses and
recognised that they were ‘blind’ all along.

In the last week of Jesus’ ministry, and possibly just three days before His death, Jesus launched into
His most devastating denunciation of the rabbis. He exposed their hypocrisy and how they loved to
be called “Rabbi! Rabbi!” in the market-places, walking about in ostentatious religious robes, and
taking for granted that they would be given the chief seats at dinners and in the synagogues. Jesus
had nothing but scorn and ridicule for these celebrity rabbis. For a pretense they make long prayers
but within they are full to the brim from extortions  and lack self-control. Outwardly, like
whitewashed tombs, they look clean, but inwardly they are full of every defilement. Outwardly they
appear to be righteous men, but within they are full of hypocrisy and lawlessless. Is Jesus
exaggerating the corrupt state of the rabbinical class of His day?
The Mishah gives up a glimpse into the hypocrisy of the rabbis. Their complete dominance of the
people can be seen in the way they dictated to the people what should happen in their bedrooms!
They determined how often different clases of men should have sex with their wives. “The sexual
duty of which the Torah speaks:12 those without work [the unemployed, must have sex with their
wives] every day; workers, twice a week; ass drivers, once a week; camel drivers, once in thirty days;
sailors, once in six months” (Mishnah, Ketub. 5.6). This ruling is thought to date back before the
destruction of the Temple in AD 70.13 The longer periods between sexual intercourse took into

                                                            
11 Jesus identified spiritual blindness in the Church of the Laodiceans, Rev 3:17-18.
12 There is no such explicit reference in the Torah, Presumably they might have exploited Exod 21:10-
11, if the third term there refers to sex.
13 See p. 106.
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account the nature of the job that each man had. However, the rabbis allowed themselves up to thirty
days of abstinence because they were totally engrossed in the study of the Torah! They were too busy
to have sex—only twelve times a year (if that).
The Misnah is something that every Jew ought to be ashamed of, because it records in detail the way
they allowed a small class of men to impose their interpretation of how the Torah was to be read.
These men claimed to extract hidden levels of meaning in the text which was denied to the ordinary
man in the street. This superiority meant that they could impose heavy burdens on the people
springing from their exclusive access to hidden codes of interpretaion. Jesus described the situation in
His day: “They bind together burdens, heavy and grievous to carry, and they lay these on the
shoulders of men, but with their finget they will not move them” (Mt 23:4).14

CONCLUSION

Gordon Wenham15 wrote a very critical review of David Instone-Brewer's theology. In his review,
“Jesus and Divorce: did he permit it?” Gordon wrote:

It is both heart-warming and reassuring to find a biblical scholar with a pastoral outlook, the
more so when he deals with such a sensitive subject as divorce.  It is doubtless for this reason
why David Brewer’s article in this magazine last year was welcomed by many people and
even taken up by Time magazine.  But in my judgment David Brewer is quite mistaken in his
views, and were they to be widely accepted, the church would be guilty of betraying its
Master, whose teaching on this issue is very different from David’s.

The warning of Jesus could not be clearer that to avoid being considered an unclean, or a defiled
person today, every married person should avoid remarrying while both spouses are still alive. A
remarriage under such circumstances is adultery, and no adulterer or adulteress will enter or inherit
the Kingdom of God. Heaven is reserved for the undefiled and the clean.

In the author’s writings he is legitimising remarriages following a divorce. In the reviewer’s
assessment, this is contrary to Jesus’ teaching, and it is not a good position to be in. I would urge the
author (and others like him) not to oppose the clear teaching of the Lord Jesus with regard to the
permanency of the marriage bond. The author will be held responsible for the defilement that his
writings will bring upon married men and women by his endorsement of their remarriages while
their spouses are still alive.

There are other aspects of the author’s understanding of Jesus’ teaching that I have not touched upon
in this extended review. I have set these out in my larger website critique at:
www.btinternet.com/~lmf12.

To the reader of this review I would say, we need to be absolutely clear on Jesus’ teaching, otherwise
we may be guilty through ignorance (and many are) of misrepresenting Jesus’ clear teaching on the
permanency and indissolubility of every lawful marriage, which death alone can sever. We are all
duty bound not to endorse, justify, or open the door to divorce for any marriage, something which I
have adhered to all my life.

Divorce is incompatible with forgiveness. Jesus taught His followers that forgiveness of our own sins
is conditional on forgiving others their sins against us. The sin of adultery, the sin of fornication, the
sin of abuse, the sin of cruelty, the sin of desertion, the sin of neglect, and the sin of hard-heartedness,
are not special sins which a follower of the Lord Jesus is entitled not to forgive. What greater sin can

                                                            
14 Jesus had earlier made a similar charge against the lawyers, just before the start of His fourth, and
last, year of ministry (cf. Lk 11:46). He accused the lawyers of taking away the key of knowledge,
presumably because of their eccentric principles of interpretation. They, themselves, did not enter
into the knowledge of the truth, and they prevented anyone else from entering (Lk 11:52). On hearing
this accusation the scribes and Pharisees ”began fearfully to urge and to press Him to speak about
many things, laying wait for Him, and seeking to catch something out of His mouth, that they might
accuse him.”
15 Gordon Wenham is emeritus professor of Old Testament at the University of Gloucestershire and
was Chairman of the Tyndale Fellowship for Biblical Research. He has written widely on biblical
ethics, including Jesus and Divorce (with W. A. Heth) and contributed to Remarriage after Divorce in
Today’s Church (Zondervan, 2006). His commentaries on Genesis and Leviticus are well-known.
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there be than to be murdered? but even this sin Jesus and Stephen forgave as their lives were being
taken away from them. This is not the natural reaction of the natural man. It is the natural reaction of
one who has the Spirit of God living within their physical bodies, overriding the old nature and
making it ineffectual and unable to get control of the Christian’s mind.
An unforgiving spirit is incompatible with the Spirit of forgiveness. Those who cannot forgive their
spouses their sins will not themselves be forgiven their sins against God and His Christ. They have
allowed themselves to be overcome by their old natures, and unless they can snap out of this
condition with alacrity and alarm, they will quench the Spirit and return to their old, unregenerate
ways.
The Christian must ever keep in front of him the truth that no sin will enter heaven. Consequently
those who spurn the clear teaching of the Lord Jesus Christ and selfishly attempt to dissolve their
indissoluble marriage bond are guilty of flagrant sin. This sin must be repented of. Those who go
further and remarry after obtaining a secular divorce are guilty of adultery. It is clear from Scripture
that no adulterer or adulteress will inherit the Kingdom of God. The sin of the remarriage must be
repented of. It is not sufficient (as some teach16) that the ceremony of the remarriage is to be regretted
and repented of, but that the remarriage itself is not to be undone. The remarriage is a state of sin. It is
an on-going adulterous relationship. The Lord’s instruction, “Go and sin no more,” applies to all
adulterous relationships. They must be broken off, and repented of, if the sinner is to enter and
inherit the Kingdom of Heaven.

David Instone-Brewer’s book is written in a popular, and deliberately jocular style, designed to
appeal to, and reach as wide an audience as possible, and to spread his ‘good news’ with its universal
application in all religions and none, that Jesus permitted all men and women on planet earth to
divorce their spouses, if their spouses hard-heartedly break their marriage vows. He counsels
Christians and non-Christians alike, across all five continents, that they can obtain the dissolution of
their marriages if the following sins are committed repeatedly with no sign of a cessation or let up: (1)
adultery, (2) desertion, (3) abuse (physical and sexual), (4) hard-heartedness, and (5) neglect.
The author maintains that Jesus condemned by implication the more trivial grounds for divorce that
rabbis, like Hillel, had introduced (a big assumption, since the debates are by the ‘schools’ which
developed much later), when He restricted divorce to cases of fornication. The author then has the
problem that Jesus did not refer to the grounds for divorce given in Exodus 21:10.
Even if the author’s ‘Every Cause’ was restricted to cases of trivial causes to obtain a cheap, quickie,
no-fault divorce, the effort is all to no avail if Jesus made no exception to dissolve any lawful
marriage.  That this is the case, explains why Jesus never referred to Exodus 21:10 in Matthew 19:9-11.
The reason for this is that Jesus could not permit divorce for fornication without countermanding His
Father’s fixed penalty of death for it. The rabbis had no such qualms. They laid aside the death
penalty and substituted divorce in its place (if the Talmud is to be believed). Our author would
encourage us to follow the rabbis, rather than the Lord, in this instance.

David Instone-Brewer’s case rests squarely on Erasmus’s ‘exception clause’ in Matthew 19:9. We have
pointed out that this ‘exception clause’ was imported into the Bible by Erasmus and it has no Greek
manuscript support. His doctrine hangs on the slender thread of a two-letter Greek word which
should not be in our Bibles.
The ‘success’ of this book will see the re-introduction of the Mosaic laws, and a hybrid form of
Judaistic-Christianity emerging as a result. Christians will be brought under the bondage of the Law
once again, and the eisegesis of the blind, hypocritical guides will become the standard for
interpreting the Scriptures. Where, then, would this leave Jesus’ teaching on unrestricted forgiveness
of our neighbour’s sins?
One can only wonder at the naiveté of some ignorant Christians who would prefer to follow the self-
serving rabbis, oblivious to the warning of Jesus not to trust them, and especially in the area of
divorce and remarriage. We would do well to steer clear of these serpents lest their bite does serious
damage to our spiritual health.

POSTSCRIPT

ABSTRACT FROM McFALL'S INTRODUCTION (DIVORCE & REMARRIAGE)

(This is taken from my web-site monograph called DIVORCEMcFALLview.pdf.)

                                                            
16 See my critique of H. Van Dyke Parunak on my web-site.
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Sometimes it is possible to get lost in the fog of debate, so here is a kind of literary compass
that you should read over very carefully to get a good grasp of where this work is taking you.

TRUTH No. 1: No civil, legal, or State divorce is valid. This includes all human divorces that have
taken place on planet Earth since Adam and Eve sinned. Not a single one of them severed the one-
flesh union of a lawful marriage. They all took place without God’s permission. They were all
unilateral decisions, as they are to this day, and will be to the end of time.

TRUTH No. 2: Only God can end a lawful marriage. His only instrument is death, never divorce. The
very act of getting a divorce is itself a sin if the person getting it believes it dissolves their first
marriage.

TRUTH No. 3: All remarriages are adulterous relationships while both spouses are alive.
Consequently a divorced person is still married to their first, lawful, one-flesh partner, irrespective if
either or both spouses remarry. God only recognises the first marriage as a legitimate relationship.

TRUTH No. 4: Reconciliation was deliberately made impossible by God as a punishment for divorce
under the Law of Moses, but it is highly desirable under Grace. Second marriages must be undone
(retracing the legal steps if necessary). Divorced-and-remarried persons will not enter or inherit the
Kingdom of God if they do not obey Jesus’ command, “Go and sin no more.”

GENERAL TRUTH: Remember that all human divorces (including Moses’s) are play-acting, that is,
nothing happens as far as God is concerned, so the first wife or husband will have to go through the
charade of ‘playing the system’ to undo their bogus divorces in order to get free, and return to their
first partners (if possible, otherwise they must remain unmarried to another person).
The divorce certificate has no greater value than a piece of toilet paper. God hates divorce. We
underestimate the gravity of this sin to our eternal regret. Flee divorce as you would flee fornication.
Flee the divorce court as you would flee the brothel, for both bring spiritual death to all who enter
them to satisfy their passion.

Everything that follows in this work, from obscure textual discussions to fine-tuning the Christian
marriage to reflect the will of God in all its glory through the doctrine of love-headships, is intended
to uphold these compass truths.

The whole of the debate on divorce and remarriage boils down to these two statements, and
we must choose between them. One or other of them is false.

(A) If there is no exception in Jesus’ teaching on forgiveness, then there
is no exception in His teaching on divorce. (McFall’s choice)

(B) If there is an exception in Jesus’ teaching on divorce, then there is an
exception in His teaching on forgiveness. (Erasmus’s choice)

Every scholar, and every solution, falls under one or other of these two statements.

END OF DOCUMENT


