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The following writing sample consists of Session Four with Appendices D and E from Sermon on the Mount: A Translation and Bible Study. I hold an M. Div. and a Th. M. from Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, Wake Forest, N. C. During my studies at Seminary I concluded that Formal Equivalence (FE) Bible Translation was a better method than Dynamic Equivalence (DE). It is now apparent to me that both terms are theoretical. In reality the intended result of translation is to obtain equivalence and identify the grammatical/linguistic methods for doing so. This study is an attempt to make this happen.
SESSION FOUR

MATTHEW 5:27–38, ADULTERY AND OATHS


27: You have heard that it has been said: do not commit adultery. 28: But I say to you: anyone who looks at a woman
 for the purpose of desiring her has already committed adultery against her in his heart. 29: But if your right eye offends
 you, tear it out and throw it from you because it is in your best interest that one of your (body) parts be lost instead of your whole body be thrown into hell. 30: And if your right hand offends you cut it off and throw it from you; for it is in your best interest that one of your (body) parts be lost rather than your whole body go to hell. 31:
 And it has been said: whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a certificate (of divorce). 32: But I say to you: whoever divorces his wife, except for an evil sexual matter, commits adultery (against) her and whoever marries a woman who has (participated in the process toward her divorce) is himself committing adultery. 33: Again you have heard that it has been said 

by men of old: “do not swear falsely but return to the Lord your oaths.” 34: But I tell you 

to not swear at all, not by heaven because it is the throne of God, 35: nor by the earth because it is a stool for his feet, nor by Jerusalem because it is a city of the great king, 

36: nor by your head because you cannot make one hair white or black. 37: But let your speech be yes, yes, no, no. Indeed, beyond these is from the evil one.

Commentary


The divorce/remarriage/adultery issue is a complex relational issue. The variety of theological and grammatical approaches to the issue makes the relational aspect that much more complex. Strong, dogmatic declarations and heightened emotions seem to add more heat than light to the interpretative situation.


William Luck in his book Divorce and Remarriage draws this conclusion of the situation in 5:32a: “Thus: ‘the one who is divorcing is causing his wife to be adulterized’––or simply, when he divorces her he commits adultery against her.”
 Notice that even though Luck’s perception keeps the causative verb in the first part of the clause, the meaning is the same as the actively stated clause in my translation of 5:32a. Luck provides some light to the interpretative situation here. There appears little reason for insisting that an active verb be translated causatively to make it appear passive. It should also be noted that when others state the meaning of 5:32a as if the wife is an adulteress, but it is the husband’s fault, it casts Jesus into the role of setting up the kind of justice system for which he was crucified. He was innocent, but he was crucified as if he were guilty. 


Luck provides more light to the interpretative solution in his development of the concept of treacherous (unjust) divorce/remarriage. This concept is developed in the context of Malachi Chapter 2. Luck contends that the divorce God hates is the kind of divorce that breaks the marriage covenant and treats one of the marriage partners treacherously (unjustly). It appears that some of the Israelite males had divorced their wives intending to marry women outside the Israelite community.
 It does not take much imagination to perceive the pain involved in this process, especially if children are involved. Luck’s summary of the situation at Matthew 5:32b carries the concept of unjust   divorce/remarriage to the New Testament.

          Matthew 5:32b and Luke 16:18b affirm that any man who is a party to a woman’s unjust divorce of her husband is guilty of the sin of adultery. The fact that treacherous divorce by the woman is for the purpose of taking another man obviously places it in the category of standard sexual adultery as set forth in the Law (e.g., Lev. 18 and 20; Deut. 22:23 ff.). In this case, the fact of a legal divorce does not displace the overall judgment that this woman and her new husband are taking a man’s wife (i.e., herself) for sexual purposes. (Luck 1987, 158)



With his treatment of Matthew 5:32a–b, Luck accomplishes an understanding of two very important principles. He keeps the guilt where Jesus actually intended for it to be (5:32a) and preserves the discipline of life under which Jesus expects a disciple to live (5:32b). Turn to Appendix D for the grammatical exegesis of Matthew 5:31–32.

Reflection/Discussion

1. Use as many words as you need to tell the person next to you what you think verse 28 means.

2. Again, use as many words as you need to explain why Matthew sandwiched verses 29 and 30 between verses 27 and 28 and verses 31and 32.

3. Does Jesus prohibit divorce? Is the wife in 5:32 guilty of adultery or not?

4. Which literary devices do you think Jesus uses in verses 27–37?

5. How do you feel about divorce? Remarriage? Tell in your own words what you think Jesus means by verses 31and 32.

6. Does anyone have a personal testimony regarding verses 31 and 32?

7. What is the point of verses 33–37 and how does it affect your speech and your relationship with other people?

APPENDIX D

MATTHEW 5:31–32, ADULTERY AND DIVORCE


31: And it has been said: whoever divorces his wife, let him give her a certificate (of divorce). 32: But I say to you: whoever  divorces his wife, except for an evil sexual matter, commits adultery (against) her, and whoever marries a woman (who has participated in the process toward her divorce) is himself committing adultery.


Many studies perceive Jesus as quoting Deuteronomy 24:1 in Matthew 5:31. The reader should decide what the reader perceives as a quote. My perception of  “quote” is the use of exactly the same words in the same order in the same language for the quote as in the original. According to my perception, no part of Deuteronomy 24:1 is quoted here. If Jesus is referring to Deuteronomy 24:1 (it is plausible) as his starting thought for what follows, he is altering the entire concept of marital relationships from the time of Deuteronomy 24:1 writing until the time of Matthew 5:31–32. I think this is exactly what he is doing. Read the following analysis to see how this happens. A word about culture here. In my opinion the translation of New Testament Greek into English should not be culturally driven. Culture may be used to inform the appropriate conditions of first century life on the understanding of the translation, but culture is not intended to affect the accuracy of the words in the text.


Consider the following observations about verse 5:32a first: 

1. The word “commits” translates the verb poie,w in NT Greek. Although BAGD provides for a causal interpretation for this verb and gives Matthew 5:32 for an example (Bauer, Lexicon, 681), the verb is in the active voice. There is no passive implication for this verb at this point. 

2. The word “adultery” translates the NT Greek aorist passive infinitive moiceuqh,nai( conjugated from the verb moiceu,w( here used as a substantive object of the verb poie,w. In the aorist tense the passive voice is clearly marked in this verb. The wife is definitely not the subject of this adultery, but rather the object of the rejection received from the husband’s divorcing her. 

3. Auvth/n: “her”; third person personal pronoun in the accusative case here used as an adverbial accusative of reference (“with respect to”) describing “the person connected with the action” (Robertson, Grammar, 489–490). In this case the action is being committed with respect to her, in other words against her. We should note Wallace’s statement about this situation: “The accusative substantive frequently functions semantically as the subject of the infinitive. Though older grammars insist that technically this is an accusative of respect, from a descriptive and functional perspective, it is better to treat it as a subject.”
 From my perspective, however, the linguistics of New Testament Greek should be dealt with first. When the characteristics of New Testament Greek are satisfied, then an appropriate “descriptive and functional perspective” is proposed that gets the Greek idea into English. To maintain the integrity of New Testament Greek linguistics, a substantive in the accusative case cannot function as the subject of anything.


In summary the translation given above uses the proper grammatical rules and linguistic considerations for New Testament Greek. The translation puts the charge where the charge belongs. From Jesus’ point of view a husband cannot simply divorce this wife by giving her a certificate. He therefore assigns to the husband the guilt of adultery. In so doing he goes beyond the law of Deuteronomy 24:1 straight to the heart of the matter.


Now we should turn our attention to 5:32b. The phrase describing the woman as one “who has participated in the process toward her divorce” is an alternate way of entering the text into English. The verb is in participle form as a perfect middle/passive participle, feminine accusative singular. The perfect tense implies a process toward divorce. The middle voice implies that the woman contributed toward the process of the divorce. As a passive the woman would be innocent of any participation in the divorce process. The same situation exists for the man who marries this woman. Jesus describes the man with the verb in the present middle/passive form. For the present and perfect tenses in NT Greek the middle and passive forms are identical. The hearer/reader must make the decision regarding the voice of the verb. I elected the middle as the most likely choice for the verb form for both the man and the woman because neither is passively entering into marriage. They know what they are doing. Note that the man is identified in the translation by the phrase “is himself committing adultery.” 


Looking at this situation from the English point of view in the previous paragraphs seems to yield a valid interpretation for the charge of adultery applied to the husband in verse 5:32a plus both the woman and the man in verse 5:32b. The verb for adultery, however, in 5:32a is different from the verb for adultery in 5:32b. The verb moiceu,w (5:32a) entered New Testament Greek from the Attic dialect in Greek, whereas the verb moica,w (5:32b) entered New Testament Greek from the Doric dialect (Hauck, TDNT, 4:729–730). Why should Jesus pick two different language dialects for a verb meaning the same thing in the same sentence? The verb moceu,w (5:32a) appears as an aorist passive infinitive. Could he not use moica,w (5:32b) in the aorist passive infinitive form, thus keeping the same verb in both parts of the same sentence? Maybe. But it does not happen. So then could he not use moiceu,w in the present middle indicative form at 5:32b, keeping the same verb in both parts of the same sentence? Maybe. But it does not happen. 



Let’s observe the facts of the situation to see how this does not happen. According to Bible Works 4 software, moiceu,w occurs 26 times in our Bible (11 in the LXX and 15 in the NT). Six LXX occurrences are part of the Pentateuch laws concerning adultery. Three LXX occurrences are in Hosea concerning the adulterous relationships involving Hosea’s family and the Israelite relationship with God. There is one occurrence in Jeremiah and one in Ezekiel, both concerning the relationship of Israel with God. Of the 15 NT occurrences, 13 are directly related to the Pentateuch law or Jesus’ comments about it. The occurrence at John 8:4 regards the scribe’s and Pharisees’ confrontation with Jesus over the woman caught in the act of adultery. The occurrence at Revelation 2:22 regards Jesus’ confrontation with the church at Thyatira over the false prophet Jezebel. 


There are 13 occurrences of moica,w in our Bible, 9 in LXX and 4 in the NT. The 9 occurrences in LXX are in Jeremiah and Ezekiel, all concerning Israel’s relationship with God. The 4 NT occurrences all relate to Jesus’ comments on the Pentateuch law of adultery. There is too much interchangeability regarding the situations of use for these two verbs to insist on a pattern of use for any given situation. The one significant observation appears to be that both verbs are used in the same sentence of Matthew 5:32. There are no textual variants with respect to moiceu,w or moica,w at Matthew 5:32. Bauer, Lexicon, 526, lists the two forms moiceu,w and moica,w. The meanings are given as synonymous. 


We must take the investigation one step further. The verb moica,w is not used in the aorist tense in our Bible. We will assume that Jesus was sensitive to the conventions of language use and that he knew that his hearers would understand the language as he used it. Therefore he would not use moica,w at 5:32a. The present middle form of moiceu,w is not used in our Bible. Therefore Jesus would not have used moiceu,w at 5:32b. Jesus expressed his thoughts using the commonly accepted forms of his audience to make the point he wanted to make. We should follow his lead.


In summary and conclusion the process of thought is as follows.  As far as 5:32a is concerned, there is no doubt about the pronoun auvth/n. It is a feminine accusative third person pronoun. The adultery of 5:32a is expressed with an aorist passive infinitive. Jesus wants to be sure his hearers understand that the wife is passively involved (she is the “person connected with the action,” but not the actor) in the adultery. Concerning 5:32b, moi,catai (5:32b) is conjugated from the verb form moica,w as a present middle/passive indicative 3rd person singular. It is connected with a perfect middle/passive participle feminine accusative singular, describing a woman who has herself been divorced and  bears some responsibility for the process toward the divorce. Since the middle and the passive voice have the same form in this conjugation, an interpreter must determine from the context which form fits. It is reasonable to assume that Jesus uses the middle/passive form in the middle sense for the man because it connects with the middle/passive participle in the middle sense for a woman who has participated in her own divorce. Jesus expects his disciples to be at least as perceptive in the choice of a spouse as in other relationship issues involving our “exceeding righteousness.” 

APPENDIX E

EVIL IN MATTHEW


Four widely respected New Testament Greek grammars state that the evil expressed in Matthew 6:13 by the phrase avpo, tou/ ponhrou/ represents the devil. One of these grammars also states that the phrase evk tou/ ponhrou/ in Matthew 5:37 represents the evil man. The research expressed below attempts to show that these statements are based on theological grounds rather than grammatical grounds. An alternative grammatical approach is proposed with the recognition that without more exhaustive research a grammatical approach to differentiate between evil in the general sense and evil in the personal sense is likely to lead to theological conclusions, regardless of the grammatical method used.


We will begin with Zerwick’s method:

The question has been raised whether at the end of the Lord’s Prayer in r`u,sai h`ma/j avpo, tou/ ponhrou/ (Mt 6,13) the words avpo, tou/ ponhrou/ are to be understood as referring to ‘evil’ or to a personal ‘evil one’ (the devil). Various reasons in favour of the latter sense are given by J. - B. Bauer in Verb. Dom. 34. 1956, 12–15, and one of them is the use of the preposition avpo, instead of evk after r`uvesqai, which is predominately used with evk when the reference is to deliverance from non-personal evils, and with avpo,  when the reference is to personal foes. In the NT (leaving out of consideration the text at present in question) avpo, is twice found with a personal object and once with a non-personal one, while evk is never found with a person but seven times with things. This is confirmed by the usage of the LXX: avpo, with persons ten times, with things seven times; evk with persons ten times, with things sixty times. This perhaps suggests, so far as this argument is concerned, that Mt 6,13 is to be understood as referring to the devil. (Zerwick, 1963, 29)


Zerwick does not detail his comments further than this, but if his comments are put in tabular form, we can better understand his analysis. See Table E 1. Deliverance in terms of r`u,sai is mentioned in 11 NT verses with a prepositional phrase beginning with either evk (7 times) or avpo. (4 times including Matthew 6:13). Zerwick’s comments are on target as long as it is recognized that his only perspective is the use of the verb r`u/sai, and that “the rulers of darkness” (Colossians 1:13) are “things,” or “non-personal evils,” or “non-personal objects” (terms which he apparently uses interchangeably). Statistical analysis of the LXX seems like a weak argument for settling a differentiation of personal and non-personal evil in the NT. As Table E 1 indicates, the only exception to Zerwick’s theory is 2 Timothy 4:18 (provided the “rulers of darkness” are non-personal evils). The amount of evidence given in the NT does not seem conclusive for a positive differentiation of any use other than with r`u,omai. Zerwick appears to recognize this, since his comment is a “suggestion” rather than a conviction. It would seem that as the information below unfolds, a theological argument might provide an alternative. It will not provide a solution, but it should open the situation to a wider dialogue.

Table E1. Interpretations of Zerwick’s Conclusions

	Scripture
	Deliverance From (r`uomai)
	Deliverance Type
	Preposition

	Rom. 7:24
	Body of Death
	Non-personal evil
	Evk

	Rom. 15:31
	Unbelievers
	Personal Foes
	Avpo,

	2 Cor. 1:10
	Death
	Non-personal evil
	Evk

	Col. 1:13
	Rulers of Darkness
	Non-personal evil
	Evk

	1 Thes. 1:10
	The Coming Wrath
	Non-personal evil
	Evk

	2 Thes. 3:2
	Harmful and evil men
	Personal foes
	Avpo,

	2 Tim. 3:11
	Persecution, suffering
	Non-personal evil
	Evk

	2 Tim. 4:17
	Mouth of Lions
	Non-personal evil
	Evk

	2 Tim. 4:18
	Every evil work
	Non-personal evil
	Avpo,

	2 Pet. 2:9
	Trials
	Non-personal evil
	E.k

	Matt. 6:13
	Evil One
	Personal evil
	Avpo,



On the same subject, Black has this to say: “On the other hand, one must assume that the New Testament writers chose their prepositions with care. For example, in the last clause of the Lord’s Prayer (Matt. 6:13b) it is relevant to observe that avpo,, not evk, follows r`u/sai. In the New Testament avpo, is used with persons, while evk denotes deliverance from non-personal enemies. Hence it is probable that tou/ ponhrou/ means the ‘evil one’ rather than ‘evil.’


If we assume Black has the same perception as Zerwick, including the accuracy to the conclusions about Zerwick’s comments given above, Black and Zerwick are in agreement.


The comments of Wallace and Robertson about Matthew 6:13 are enumerated below.

1. Wallace uses Matthew 6:13 as an example of the independent or substantive use of the adjective. The example is worded: “Matt. 6:13 . . . avlla. r`u/sai h`ma/j avpo. tou/ ponhrou/ deliver us from the evil [one] . . . The devil is in view here, not evil in general. (However, in 5:39 just the evil man is in view). This is one of the many passages mistranslated in the KJV: ‘deliver us from evil.’ The prayer is not a request for deliverance from evil in general, but from the grasp of the evil one himself.”

2. For a different purpose Wallace uses Matthew 6:13 as an example of the use of the definite article with adjectives, particularly those adjectives that stand in place of nouns. Wallace’s comments are slightly different in this case: “Matt. 

6:13 mh. Eivsene,gkh|j h`ma/j eivvj peirasmo.n( avlla. r`u/sai h`ma/j avpo. tou/ ponhrou/ do not lead us into temptation, but deliver us from the evil [one]. Although the KJV renders this ‘deliver’ us from evil,’ the presence of the article indicates not evil in general, but the evil one himself. In the context of Matthew’s Gospel, such deliverance from the devil seems to be linked to Jesus’ temptation in 4:1–10; because the Spirit led him into temptation by the evil one, believers now participate in his victory.”
 Note, however, that the expression at Matthew 5:37 (5:39 is a misprint) also uses the article. The problem with Wallace’s conclusion seems to be that the article makes the substantive personal. From a grammatical point of view, none of the four grammars used here (Wallace included) indicate use of the article to personalize the substantive. My perception sees ponhrou/ as an abstract substantive with its quality “tightened up.” The article “particularizes a general quality,” not translated but brought out in exposition. 
 Particularizing and personalizing are not equivalent concepts.

3. Robertson has this to say about Matthew 6:13: “In Mt. 6:13, avpo, tou/ ponhrou/, most likely dia,boloj is meant, not mere evil.” At this point Robertson’s category of discussion is a neuter adjective (ponhrou/) used as a substantive, but on the previous page he uses the same phrase to categorize a masculine adjective used as a substantive, without the comment about dia,boloj) In either 


case, note that the use of ponhrou/ as a substantive use of the adjective is the same concept used by Wallace.

4. Now we discuss the phrase tou/ ponhrou/ as it is used at Matthew 5:37. In order to do this, the complete phrases of 5:37 and 6:13 are compared (for my translations see pages 24 and 31):

(a) 5:37: to. de. perisso.n tou,twn evk tou/ ponhrou/ evstin

(b) 6:31: avlla. r`u/sai h`ma/j avpo. tou/ ponhrou/


Note three conditions in these phrases: (1) the verb r`u/omai is not part of 5:37, (2) the prepositions preceding tou/ ponhrou/ are different, and (3) my translation of tou/ ponhrou/ at 5:37 is “the evil one,” but at 6:13 is “evil.”

The two major concepts for which Wallace uses the phrase tou/ ponhrou/ at Matthew 6:13 (ponhrou/ as a substantive use of an adjective; tou/ as a definite article used as a substantiver with an adjective) are valid concepts for understanding the grammatical/linguistic features of New Testament Greek. The two concepts complement and reinforce each other, and are attested to in other New Testament Greek grammars (Robertson,
 Dana,
 Zerwick,
 and Black
). If this complementary grammatical situation was the only factor applicable to exegesis of Matthew 6:13, the exegesis of Matthew 5:37 should be the same, and both identical phrases should have the same reference (the devil). The exegesis is a theological one, not a grammatical one.



Let’s tie the links between Matthew 6:13, Matthew 4:1–10, and Robertson’s use of dia,boloj together from a different perspective. There is no doubt about the fact that the devil (dia,boloj) is tempting Jesus at Matthew 4:1–10, because the text states this fact clearly. But to imply that Jesus’ deliverance from temptation is equivalent to Jesus’ deliverance from the devil may distort the picture. Jesus, being secure in his relationship with the Father, would not need deliverance from the devil until Jesus did what the devil told him to do. The same is true for believers in any generation. The “victory” is victory in Jesus through temptation. Believers, secure in Jesus, do not need deliverance from the devil until we do what the devil tells us to do. How this plays out is beyond the scope of the present discussion. In the passages under discussion here dia,boloj is not part of the text and should not be implied as being so. Jesus was delivered from evil, but not necessarily from the devil.


Where does that leave us? A reasonable alternative is proposed here. The expression in question occurs at Matthew 5:37 and Matthew 6:13 as part of a prepositional phrase, but the prepositions are different (Matthew 5:37: evk tou/ ponhrou/; Matthew 6:13: avpo. tou/ ponhpou/). The prepositions evk and avpo, are both translated “from” into English, but the image created in New Testament Greek is significantly different. Evk implies “from out of” or “from within”; avpo, implies “away from” or “from the edge of.” This differentiation is attested by Robertson
 and Dana.
 If we apply this image to Matthew 5:37, evk tou/ ponhrou/ could mean that irresponsible use of oath taking comes 

from within a person, from the heart, so to speak, a fact of life. Theologically the 

perception could be the devil replacing the Holy Spirit in influence over the disciple at a point in life. The image would be consistent with Jesus’ Sermon admonitions for the disciples to “greatly exceed the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees.” The image is different at Matthew 6:13, where the admonition is for disciples to pray for deliverance from evil that surrounds disciples as a result of living in an imperfect world (the same kind of evil Jesus was delivered from in Matthew 4:1–10). The devil was there, but Jesus was delivered from temptation, not from the devil.


So how far have we come? Not far from theology as it may turn out. Wallace gives the frequency of occurrence for avpo. and evk as 646 and 914 respectively including use in composition.
 Bible Works 4 gives the frequency individually as 479 and 680 respectively. One who desires full clarity on any differentiation between avpo. and evk has a long road ahead, and may come up with a theological differentiation (see Matthew 3:16, Mark 1:10, and 1 John 1:1) with no possibility of a clear grammatical/linguistic differentiation. Such is life. But we have pointed out that in the meantime there is an alternative option.
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The full study includes the Bibliography.

� “woman”: the Greek word gunai,ka occurs in 194 verses of the NT. BAGD references Matthew 5:28 and 5:31 as examples of using the word to denote a wife (Bauer, Lexicon, 168). But there is no justification for this conclusion. The word is used both for “woman” and for “wife.” Louw/Nida comment that the context indicates clearly which usage is correct (Louw, Lexicon, Bible Works version 4). In Matthew 5:28 there does not seem to be a reason for Jesus to limit his comment to a man who only looks at married women as sex objects. In Matthew 5:31, the word clearly seems to be used for a wife.





� Skandali,zw: “cause to be caught or to fall, i. e. cause to sin . . . ”  (Bauer, Lexicon, 752). This interpretation is frequently given in translation. However, BAGD also assigns the gloss “give offense to, anger, shock . . . ” Ibid., 752. This is the interpretation given in the above translation using the word “offend.” The verb is in the active voice. The eye and hand are active participants in the process of relationship destruction. Bonhoeffer has a pertinent comment about this situation: “ . . . Surely, at this point we must make up our minds once and for all whether Jesus means his precepts to be taken literally or only figuratively, for here it is a matter of life or death . . . but the question is both wrong and wicked, and it does not admit of an answer. If we decided not to take it literally, we should be evading the seriousness of the commandment and if on the other hand we decided it was to be taken literally, we should at once reveal the absurdity of the Christian position . . . ”  Dietrich Bonhoeffer, The Cost of Discipleship, (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1959), 132. 
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