John 1:1
Mark 10:2



 is the continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And,” followed by the nominative masculine plural aorist active participle of the verb PROSERCHOMAI, which means “to come to.”


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


The active voice indicates that some Pharisees produced the action.


The participle is a temporal participle that precedes the action of the main verb and can be translated “after coming to.”

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural proper noun PHARISAIOS, meaning “Pharisees.”  This is followed by the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb EPERWTAW, which means “to ask.”


The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuous, past action without reference to its conclusion.


The active voice indicates that some Pharisees produced the action.


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.

“And after coming to Him, Pharisees asked,”
 is the conditional particle EI, “frequently used in indirect questions, meaning: whether Mk 10:2; Lk 14:31; 1 Cor 3:12; 2 Cor 13:5; 1 Jn 4:1.”
  Then we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EXESTIN, meaning “to be authorized for the doing of something: it is right, is authorized, is permitted, is proper.”


The present tense is an aoristic/static present, which regards the state of being as an established fact.


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


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

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular noun ANĒR, meaning “for a [married] man.”  If this were just ‘a man’, then ANTHRWPOS would have been used.  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun GUNĒ, meaning “a wife.”  This is followed by the aorist active infinitive from the verb APOLUW, meaning “to let go, to release, to set free, and technically here: to divorce.”
“whether it is permitted for a man to divorce a wife,”
 is the appositional nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb PEIRAZW, which means “to test.”


The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what was occurring at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees were producing the action.


The participle is telic (indicating the purpose for asking).

Finally, we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.

“for the purpose of testing Him.”
Mk 10:2 corrected translation
“And after coming to Him, Pharisees asked, whether it is permitted for a man to divorce a wife, for the purpose of testing Him.”
Explanation:
1.  “And after coming to Him, Pharisees asked,”

a.  Mark continues the story of Jesus’ first advent by telling a significant event that took place in the area of southern Perea (which was the district controlled by Herod Antipas) about twenty miles east of Jerusalem and just across the Jordan River.


b.  Some Pharisees came to Jesus to ask a question.  These Pharisees probably came from Jerusalem and were likely members of or agents of the Sanhedrin.  One thing is certain—they were not doing this because they wanted to learn from Jesus and trusted Him as a superior Teacher of the Law.  They weren’t seeking to solve a difficult problem in the Law or find correct answers to troubling questions that affected the behavior of men in their society.

2.  “whether it is permitted for a man to divorce a wife,”

a.  Mark now mentions the question indirectly (Mark doesn’t state the actual question, but paraphrases it).  The question is whether or not a Jewish man has permission under the Law to divorce his wife.  According to Dt 24:1 the simple answer is “Yes.”  Dt 24:1 says, “When a man takes a wife and marries her, and it happens that she finds no favor in his eyes because he has found some indecency in her, and he writes her a certificate of divorce and puts it in her hand and sends her out from his house,…”  This statement clearly authorizes the writing of a certificate of divorce.  The real problem and real question being asked by the Pharisees is Jesus’ interpretation of the phrase “because he has found some indecency in her.”  The liberal interpreters of the school of Rabbi Hillel said this meant that the husband could divorce his wife for any reason.  The conservative school of Rabbi Shammai said that the husband could divorce his wife only for adultery or some other serious act of shamefulness (for example, murder, incest, treason, etc.).

b.  Jesus knew exactly what these men were up to.  They wanted to side with one side or the other.  Regardless of which side He picked they would accuse Him of being wrong in His interpretation of the Law.  And if Jesus said no one could divorce at all, then He was directly contradicting what Moses permitted in the Law.  So the Pharisees figure that they have Jesus trapped in a ‘no-win’ situation.  And if He refuses to answer, then they will accuse Him of not knowing the Law, not having an adequate answer, or being evasive.  This was truly a subtle satanic attack.


c.  “Probably, then, they already had some indication that Jesus’ views on the subject were extreme, not likely to endear Him to people (or at least men) in general, and leaving Him open to the charge of contradicting the Mosaic law.  In view of the fate of John the Baptist an injudicious reply concerning divorce might well also land Jesus in trouble with Antipas and his wife, especially as Jesus has now moved into the area both of John’s activity and of his death at Machaerus in Perea.”

3.  “for the purpose of testing Him.”

a.  Mark concludes this introduction to the situation by telling the real purpose of these Pharisees.  There were not ‘tempting’ Jesus (a very wrong translation of the verb here), but were testing Him. “This was a test, not a temptation.  He claimed to be a Rabbi, and the Pharisees proposed to put Him to a test by propounding to Him one of their puzzles.”
  What was the test?


b.  The test was really a trap.  “Their object is not to obtain an answer to this question but to tempt/test Him to make a pronouncement that shall discredit Him.”



(1)  If Jesus answered that a man could divorce his wife for any reason, then the Pharisees would accuse Him of destroying God’s divine institution of marriage and “would reproach Jesus for moral laxity.”



(2)  If Jesus answered that a man could not divorce his wife for any reason, then the Pharisees would accuse Him of attempting to destroy the law of Dt 24:1, which permitted divorce under certain circumstances.



(3)  If Jesus answer that a man could divorce his wife for only certain reasons (actual shameful conduct), then the Pharisees would accuse Him of being too strict in His interpretation of the Law and at odds with the current popular application of this passage, which was that a man could divorce his wife for ‘any cause whatsoever’ (Josephus), including if the wife had burned her husband’s food or if the husband found a better-looking woman.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The only point of real dispute concerned the interpretation of the phrase ‘something shameful’ in Dt 24:1, which constituted the grounds upon which divorce was to be permitted.  From the beginning of the first century variant opinions had polarized into two camps.  The followers of Rabbi Shammai argued that something morally shameful was in view, particularly adultery, but also a failure to observe the Jewish law which prescribed great reserve for a wife.  The followers of Rabbi Hillel argued that in addition to any moral fault, anything which caused annoyance or embarrassment to a husband was a legitimate ground for a divorce suit.  The question was hostile in its intention, as Mark indicates by the qualifying phrase ‘testing Him’.  The intention behind the question was to compromise Jesus in Herod’s eyes, perhaps in the expectation that the tetrarch would seize Him even as he had John.”


b.  “Aren’t the Mosaic instructions concerning divorce in Dt 24:1–4 at variance with the teaching of Jesus (Mark 10:2–12) and Paul (1 Cor 7:10–16)?  Dt 24:1–4 does not actually bestow any divine approval or blessing on divorce as such.  It simply recognizes that divorce was practiced in Israelite society and seeks to mitigate the hardship and injustice accruing to the wife when her husband, displeased with her for some reason, decides to put her away and send her back to her parents.”


c.  “They had once involved the Baptist with Herod Antipas and Herodias on this subject. They may have some such hopes about Jesus, or their purpose may have been to see if Jesus will be stricter than Moses taught. They knew that he had already spoken in Galilee on the subject (Mt 5:31-32, “It was said, ‘Whoever sends his wife away, let him give her a certificate of divorce’; but I say to you that everyone who divorces his wife, except for [the] reason of unchastity, makes her commit adultery; and whoever marries a divorced woman commits adultery.”


d.  “The Pharisees were not attempting to influence our Lord to do evil.  They were trying to put Him to the test as a teacher.  They wanted Him to commit Himself on the law of Moses.  Their purpose was an ulterior one.  If they could show that He was unorthodox, that would put Him in an unfavorable light with the people.  The question appears to have been already answered during the Galilean ministry (Mt 5:31-32) on an occasion when probably no Pharisees were present.  They may have heard a rumor as to His view of the matter and wished to verify it, but it is unlikely that they hoped to draw Him in a moment of forgetfulness into a denial of His earlier teaching.  Rather, they expected a negative reply, and were prepared to turn it to their own purposes.  It might be used to excite the anger of Antipas, who had put away his first wife and married again; more probably their intention was simply to place Him in apparent opposition to Moses, who had permitted divorce.”


e.  “The inquiry was not made sincerely.  They were not looking for instruction, but rather for an opportunity to bring a formal accusation against Him.  If possible they desired to expose Him as an unsafe and heretical teacher who taught contrary to the law of Moses.”


f.  “The narrative begins in 10:2 with Jesus being confronted with a group of Pharisees who are seeking His opinion on whether it is legally permitted for a man to divorce his wife.  But the questioning is done to trap Jesus in what He will say.  In other words, Jesus is once more being put to the test.  Thus in a sense, the Pharisees need not be confronting Jesus with a live possibility in his setting.  The Pharisees’ question could have been hypothetical and offered to flush out Jesus’ real thoughts on the matter.  This passage follows a traditional pattern of early Jewish debating in which there is (1) a question by an opponent; (2) a public response sufficient to silence the inquisitor, but which states only part of the truth (Mk 10:5–9); and (3) private explanation given to one’s followers in a fuller way (Mk 10:10–12).  There has been much discussion among scholars about the differences between the Matthean and Markan forms of this discussion, for in Matthew the question has to do with what legitimate causes there are for divorcing (with the privilege of divorce itself simply assumed) and the response of Jesus takes into account at least one exception to the no-divorce rule, whereas in Mark nothing is said about an exception.  In Mark the discussion is clearly about the legitimacy of divorce itself, not its grounds.  In view of 1 Cor 7:10–11, it seems reasonably clear that Mark is closer in form to the original teaching of Jesus than Matthew in this matter.  As early as the 50s it was clear to Paul that Jesus’ teaching was that two (believing) people joined together by God should not divorce.  This, to say the least, was a radical teaching, even within early Jewish circles, and thus we need to consider Mark 10 in more detail.  Firstly, it needs to be said that separation of a married couple without divorce was not a legal possibility in early Judaism.  Secondly, it seems clear that Matthew has emended his Markan source here to make it more apt for his own, more Jewish Christian audience.  Thirdly, divorce in Jesus’ setting was almost without exception a male privilege.”


g.  “Matthew’s wording (Mt 19:3) is closer to the exact wording Pharisees would normally have used at that time; the issue was the grounds for divorce, not whether divorce was ever valid.  Because Moses had assumed the practice of divorce (Dt 24:1), Jewish interpreters debated only the grounds for divorce; to ask whether Jesus thinks divorce is permissible at all is to ask whether he knows or agrees with Moses’ law.”


h.  “Jesus’ stand on divorce was so consistently opposed to it that the Pharisees specifically tried to trip Him up on the question, feeling that He was going beyond the Mosaic Law, and thus criticizing it.  This, by their reasoning, would be blasphemy, and it is in this that they were hoping to trap Jesus.  As Jesus was in Perea, Herod’s domain, it may well be that the Pharisees were trying to engineer some provocative statement which could cause Him, like John the Baptist, to be imprisoned and executed by Herod.  However, Jesus stayed with the Old Testament doctrine, and did not get involved in individual cases.”
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