JOURNAL OF THEOLOGY

VOLUME 52 DECEMBER 2012 NUMBER 4
CONTENTS
The Circumcision of Jesus—A VeS8ignificantDay ...................... Paul Naumann
The Usage oGrace(yapic) in the New Testament ..............c..eeeeee.. Steven Sippert

The Proper Understanding of Matthew 5:32, Matth&® land Luke 16:18 in Their Relation to
Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage.......... oo eeeeeenneereennnn. Michael Roehl
Reformation BOOKS iN REVIEW ........ceuivniet e eee e s e Reviewer: Datidu

All Scripture quotations, unless otherwise indicated, are taken from the New King James Version®. Copyright © 1982 by
Thomas Nelson, Inc. Used by permission. All rights reserved.

Luke 2:21: The Circumcision of Jesus—A VenSignificant Da
(New Year's Day sermon preached on January 1, 2012)

Paul Naumann

“Grace be with all those who love our Lord Jesusi€hn sincerity. Ameh(Eph. 6:24). The
brief text that will occupy our thoughts this margicomes from the Gospel of Luke, chapter 2, v2tse
“And at the end of eight days, when he was circuradishe was called Jesus, the name given by the
angel before he was conceived in the won{gSV). So far the holy Word.

In the Name of Jesus Christ, that precious Nanfer&evhich we bow ourselves today, dear
fellow redeemed.

If I asked you to name the most significant dayair life, it might take you a minute to come up
with an answer. Most likely a number of days cdmenind, which all have a special significance for
you. It's hard to single out just one. Spouses inigimk of the day they were married. Parents, oobd,
think of the day their child was born. Young peopight think of the day of their confirmation, dret
senior prom, or their high school graduation. Thaseall very significant days in their own right.

Well, as Christians we have another set of sigaifi days, don't we? We celebrated a big one
last Sunday [Dec. 25, 2012] with the birth of owvi®r. This Friday is another—the Epiphany of our
Lord. April 8 [2012] is Easter, the most signifitar all the Christian holidays. Did you know thatay
is actually a very significant day too? And nottjos the Christian calendar either. It's significtmyou
specifically and in a very personal way. This mognGod’'s Word will demonstrate to you that a day to
which you probably haven't given much thought i® @f the most important days of your life. And so
we consider as our theme:

The Circumcision of Jesus—A VerySignificant Day
I. The ceremony He underwent signified that He \@dudep the Law for you.

II. The name He received signified that He would congirefor you.

I. At the root of the wordignificant,of course, is the worsign. In the Bible the wordign means
a visible mark or event intended to convey a smtitmessage. After the Flood the rainbow was a sign
that God would never again destroy the world byewathe Passover lamb was a sign of the Lamb to
come, the Lamb of God who would take away the i@ world. And for the Jewish people there was
no sign more important than the sign of circumeisid/hich may seem strange to us, since in our day



circumcision is but a minor medical procedureslperformed on a little over half the male infamtsn

in the USA. Doctors are divided about whether tiseapy medical advantage in doing it, but eithey wa
it's not at all significant. Not so for ancient é&l. For them circumcision was incredibly signifitalt
was a constant reminder of their identity as thappeof God and their inclusion in the Gospel carén
God made with Abraham. God said to hitAs for you, you shall keep My covenant, you amadir
descendants after you throughout their generatidhg is My covenant which you shall keep, between
Me and you and your descendants after you: Evelg igfald among you shall be circumcised; and you
shall be circumcised in the flesh of your foreskardd it shall be a sign of the covenant betweeraite
you. He who is eight days old among you shall beumicised, every male child in your generations. .
And My covenant shall be in your flesh for an eagrhg covenarit(Gen. 17:9-13).

I'd call that pretty important! No faithful Jewigharent would omit having their son circumcised
on the eighth day after his birth. So when the h#sus was eight days old, Mary and Joseph didifar
what the Law required. Now consider: Why was thishsa significant day in the life of our Lord amd i
your life as well? First of all, becauiee ceremony He underwent signified that He would &ep the
whole Law for you.

With circumcision a Jewish boy officially came @ndhe Law that God gave to the people on
Mt. Sinai. He became responsible for it and wasgabtd to keep all its provisions. The ceremony of
circumcision presumed its subject to be a sinner@der the condemnation of God. Well, it was this
obligation that Jesus took up when He willinglygad Himself under the Law.

| wonder if you realize what an amazing thing ttgatl remember visiting a gym once where
some weightlifters were practicing a lift callecethnatch. That's when they pick a barbell up o# th
floor, lift it to their chest, and stand up. Theigles they were using were huge; | knew I'd neverable
to complete a lift like that, but | did wonder hder off the floor | could raise the barbell. Wethe
answer was that | couldn’t. | couldn’t lift it omech. The barbell might as well have been weldethé&o
floor for all the effect my efforts had! God’s Law a lot like that. You think you're strong. Youirtk
you can keep the commandments. Or at least, ifcgat keep them all, maybe you can lift the burden
part way, make a start at satisfying God's demaiis. it's a delusion. It's a delusion that vastly
overstates your ability and vastly understatessthiet requirements that God’'s Law places upon you.
James reminds usWhoever shall keep the whole law, and yet stunmbtne point, he is guilty of &ll
(James 2:10)And you and | have broken this Law not in one pdiut in many points, every day. With
every hurtful thing you have said to your spousgaur child. With every disparaging remark you have
made about a coworker or relative. With every fmuangry word you've allowed to cross your lips.dAn
those are just the sins of the tongue. What altusins of our mind? The sins of our hands? “Wéydai
sin much,” Luther says, “and indeed deserve nothirtgounishment.”

Now the good news is that Jesus Christ—the onlgdtewho by nature wa®ot subject to the
Law—willingly placed Himself under the Law for you hat's what He was doing when He was
circumcised. He put that heavy yoke upon His shensldnd lifted the crushing burden for you and me.
We refer to this as Jesus’ active obedience, adoesn’t get much press. We're always talking albbsit
passive obedience, that brief yet very intenseodeoi His passion when He suffered and died toeton
for our sins. But equally important was Histive obedience. Can you imagine? Thirty-three years of
living each day in perfect compliance with the LaivGod, perfect obedience to His Heavenly Father,
without committing a single sin. The writer to tHebrews says that Hevas in all points tempted as we
are, yet without sih(Heb. 4:15) And Jesus did it all for you. He stepped into yshoes and lifted the
weight. He did what you and | could never do. Inergvplace where we have broken God's
commandments, Jesus kept them all. Jesus’ misgiam the very beginning was to take up this burden
for us, which is exactly what the ceremony of Hisumcision signified. Paul saysWwhen the fullness of
the time had come, God sent forth His Son, bora wbman, born under the law, to redeem those who
were under the law, that we might receive the adaps sons(Gal. 4:4-5). He came down to earth and
was born a human child specifically so that He ddake your place and provide you with a perfect



record of righteousness and obedience. That rigbtezss is yours now—a gift by faith from the Christ
Child to you. Yes, thank God for the day of Chastircumcision! What a significant day that was!

Il. But that day was significant for another reass well. It was significant for the name He
received, the name “Jesus.” Ebat name signified that He would also conquer sifor you.

Ask any kid what the next most important day tai§thmas is, and you know what he’ll say—it's
his birthday. Birthdays are important in our cuitubut did you know that in much of Europe and Asia
one’s birthday is no big deal? What's importantraere is a persontsame daythe day soon after birth
when the child receives his name. In Christianuce# this often happens at the time of baptism.

A similar event took place in Hebrew culture. Aldlwas customarily named on the eighth day,
and for a male child that was the day of his circision. It was typical for a boy to be named a#tenale
relative, ordinarily his father or grandfather. Thavhy the relatives of Zecharias, you recall,edb¢d to
the choice given for his son, the name John. Tineenef Mary and Joseph’s child was similar to John’s
in that it was not chosen by men, but by God Himdéirough His angel He gave to Joseph the name as
well as its meaning. We hear in Matthew Behold, an angel of the Lord appeared to him inreach,
saying, ‘Joseph, son of David, do not be afraitbie to you Mary your wife, for that which is conee
in her is of the Holy SpiriAnd she will bring forth a Son, and you shall ¢4i6 name JESUS, for He will
save His people from their sins(1:20-21).

That is why this day is so significant, for thsme of Jesus is so meaningful for us. In America a
child’'s name seldom has any specific meaning; garefien choose a name simply because it sounds
nice. Hebrew names were different. Every Hebrew enaould be translated as a short description or
statement. Each Hebrew name had a meaning andathsignificance to it. But no nhame was more
significant than Jesusesusis the English transliteration, of course. In Gréé&k lesous.Both of these
transliterate from the Hebrew/AramaY@’'shua,or Yehoshuawhich means “Jehovah is our salvation.”
It's identical, by the way, to the Old Testamentnealoshua Which itself is significant, for what did
Joshua do? He led the people of God into the pemniand of Canaan. Thirteen centuries later his
namesake, Jesus, would appear on earth to leagddigle out of their captivity to sin and intioe
promised land of salvation and eternal life! Thatwhy “at the end of eight days, when he was
circumcised, he was called Jesus, the name givaihéangel before he was conceived in the wiomb
(ESV). “Jehovah is our salvation.” What a fittingsgtription of our Savior and His work, which makes
the name given to the Babe of Bethlehem the mgsiifeiant name in the history of the whole human
race!

| saw a cartoon once that showed a boy standing snowy sidewalk, looking into a store
window at a sign that said, “Have the best Christeer!” And in the thought balloon above his hteel
boy was musing to himself: “It's pretty hard to tte first one.” It's true, isn't it? It's imposd@to top
the first Christmas, for that is when God Himselhke-tgreat “I AM"—came down to earth as a human
being to save you and me. On the day of His cirgsiot Jesus—"“Jehovah Saves!"—shed the first drops
of His blood for us. Drops that would become stredinirty-three years later when He gave up Hisdifie
the cross. My friends, it is in those blessed stieghat you and | have been cleansed. Your sine hav
been washed away, conquered once and for all lys Jgsur Jehovah SavidiNor is there salvation in
any other,” Peter said“for there is no other name under heaven givermagnmen by which we must be
saved (Acts 4:12). And Paul said to the PhilippianBeing found in appearance as a man, He humbled
Himself and became obedient to the point of deatan the death of the cro§herefore God also has
highly exalted Him and given Him the name whichhisve every nam#at at the name of Jesus every
knee should bow, of those in heaven, and of thossadh, and of those under the eadhd that every
tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lordheoglory of God the FatherPhil. 2:8-11). One day
every kneewill bow to that mighty name. And on that great Juddgnizay you will enter the bright
corridors of heaven because of that name, whichtiftes who your Savior is and what He does. It is
JESUS, “JEHOVAH SAVES”!



Just a few weeks after His birth the Christ-Chlould cross paths with an elderly believer in the
Temple, and the encounter would be much greaterdigmificant. It would be the most important ddy o
the older man’s life! This man was Simeon, who iMetry and Joseph in the Temple and took up the
baby Jesus in his arms. He was so happy he cceddlderally! Having met his Redeemer, he felt heswa
ready to leave the world a happy man. My Christigamd, there is no reason that you shouldn't Is¢ #s
happy as Simeon when you leave our church this imgpriwVhy, even happier! For the circumcision of
Christ is one of the most significant days in ybigrtoo. The ceremony signified that He would kekep
Law for you, and keep it He did! The name signiftedt He would conquer sin for you, and conquer it
He has! In a few moments we’'ll receive our Rede&negry body and blood in the sacrament of the
Lord's Supper. And when we're finished, we willgithe words of aged Simeon, words that have rung
down joyfully through the centuries wherever beties have gatheredi6rd, now lettest Thou Thy
servant depart in peace, according to Thy word,nfone eyes have seen Thy salvatigihich Thou hast
prepared before the face of all people, a lightighten the Gentiles and the glory of thy peoplaéds .

" (TLH). In Jesus’ saving Name let us also rejoice and hapd=N.

The Usage ofGrace(yapirg) in the New Testament
Steven Sippert

We learn the wordraceearly on in our religious instruction, often hearia definition like this:
“Grace is God's undeserved love and kindness,” witiphasis usually placed on the fact that this love
from God isundeservedSuch a concept gfipic has been upheld in confessional Lutheranism, taagh
our churches, and proclaimed from our pulpits wiitle conviction thatgrace as used in the New
Testament especially, truly refers to God’s unde=sgftove for us sinners given through Christ. Sarg,
of course, enlightens Christians as to how the vi®itd be understood in its many contexts. To émat
we direct our attention, noting both general aret# uses ofapLc in the New Testament.

xepLc was not coined for the first time by the Holy ®pivhen He inspired its usage in the Greek
New Testament. The common usage of the word cdrabed in the ancient literature of secular writers
both Classical and Koine. In summary of its secuisage Trench states thatfic, connected with
xelpewy, is first of all that property in a thing whichuwses it to give joy to the hearers or beholderis of
and so it was used with the meaning of “beautyglioess, or charm” (157). Later usage, especially i
Koine writings, conveyed another meaning. The wgeielc also expressed “favor” that one person would
show to another. The conceptwifdeservedavor did not seem to be inherent in the seculagef the
word, although Trench maintains “that already i #thical terminology of the Greek schoglgc
implied ever a favour freely done, without claim expectation of return—the word being thus
predisposed to receive its new emphasis, its oelgyi. . . its dogmatic, significance; setting lioais it
does the entire and absolute freeness of the Ikwidgess of God to men” (159). Be that as it mayas
still the Holy Spirit who chose this word and lidté& up to a far greater significance when He fetly
employedyapirc in the New Testament to describe the loving digmmsand benefaction that God has
bestowed toward sinful man. We recognize this e&zljaglorified usage especially in the Epistles of
Paul.

Initial observations

- In the Septuagintipic was used to translate the Hebrew wrdbut rarely to translatepry, which
seems to be the Hebrew word that comes closebetbléw Testament idea of “grace.” This opinion
of Trench (158-9) is shared and defended by Paulnidan in hisJournal article “1pn—
Synonymous withGrace?” that appeared in the September issue of 2010.

- xapic does not occur in Matthew or Mark. Luke and Joka it just a few times in their Gospels.
Paul's Epistles employpic with greater frequency than that of any other Nestament writer.



- Theyapic of God, His free grace and gift, displayed in filigiveness of sins, is extended to men as
they are in theiguilt; the¢ieoc of God, His mercy and compassion, is extended to asethey are in
their misery(Trench 161).

- Though examples of plural usage can be foundaim&secular literaturegpic does not occur as a
plural (“favors”) in the New Testament. When thepimed writers spoke of many or various gifts that
God has given, they would ugepiopate (gift, free gift gift of grace or a substantive form derived
from a different root.

In the following study ofiapic as used in the New Testament, | will approachuege of the
word categorically. In the examples offered belanless otherwise noted, the New Testament quogtion
are taken from thlew King James Versiand italicized for the sake of distinction. The daranslating
xepLc is usually underlined. My words of commentary xplanation are indented.

Xapig asfavor or goodwillextended by people

Luke 2:52And Jesus increased in wisdom and stature, anavior fvith God and men.
As He lived a perfect life, growing up in Nazarellesus attracted the interest, respect, and “favor”
(xaprc) of men. He also grew, we are told, in “favor” iGod. Here's a case whey&.c could not
meanundeserved lovsince Christ never did anything to prove Himselfvorthy of His Father’s
love or goodwill.

Acts 2:46-47So continuing daily with one accord in the templeg breaking bread from house to house,
they ate their food with gladness and simplicityhefrt, praising God and having favavith all the
people. And the Lord added to the church daily ¢heko were being saved.
Acts 24:27But after two years Porcius Festus succeeded Falixd Felix, wanting to do the Jews a
favor, left Paul bound.
The idea of people showing “favor” to other peoiglapparent in these passages from Acts. Cf. also
Acts 25:3 and Acts 25:9 for a very similar usagee Teason for the “favor” or goodwill depends on
the context.

1 Corinthians 16:3nd when | come, whomever you approve by yourseitteill send to bear your gift
to Jerusalem.

2 Corinthians 8:1And not only that, but whi@'itus] was also chosen by the churches to travel with us
with this_gift which is administered by us to the glory of tlhed Himself and to show your ready mind
In gathering and sending offerings to the famim@leen Christians of Judea, the Corinthian and
Macedonian churches were giving their brethrenhnisT a gift of their own goodwill, showing them
a “favor,” as it were, out of Christian love andncern. The money itself, carried and delivered by
Paul, Titus, and others, was deemed to jée; from them, or as the Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich
lexicon (BDAG) puts it, “a practical application gbodwill, (a sign of) favor, gracious deed/gift,
benefactiorf

Xapirg asgracethat God has toward or bestows on man

In studying this particular and most frequent usaf¢he word, | wondered if any distinction
might exist. Mightyapic at times refer to the innate kindness and undedgelwe that God has as an
attribute of His glory? Might it refer more specdily to God’s grace in action, that is, in gragtian
undeserved gift or benefit? The Greek lexicons comlynused in our exegetical work have made some
attempt to discern and describe variation in thevNestament usage gfpic. BDAG, for example,
offers the following listing of definitions, withugigested glosses put in italics:

1. A winning quality or attractiveness that inviedavorable reactiorgraciousness, attractiveness,
charm, winsomeness

2. A beneficent disposition toward someofajor, grace, gracious care/help, goodwih. act., that
which one grants to another, the action of one wblointeers to do something not otherwise



obligatory. . . . Esp. of the beneficent intentioinGod and of Christ; b. pass., that which one
experiences from another.

3. Practical application of goodwilla sign of) favor, gracious deed/gift, benefactiean on the part
of humans; b. on the part of God and Christ; thetexd will show whether the emphasis is upon
thepossession of divine favas a sourcef blessings for the believer, or upostare of favothat
is dispensed, or favored statugi.e. standing in God's favor) that is brought afyar agracious
deed wrought by God in Christ, orgracious workthat grows from more to more.

4. Exceptional effect produced by generodiyor.

5. Response to generosity or beneficetftanks, gratitude
The definitions and glosses of 2 and 3 above wbeldnost applicable to the useydp.c as an attribute
of or action of God.

Thayer's lexicon takes a somewhat different apgrom what is defined as variation in the
meaning ofapLc:

1. properly, that which affords joy, pleasure, glelj sweetness, charm, loveliness

2. good-will, loving-kindness, favoin a broad sense [both of God and magdjic is used of the
kindness of a master towards his inferiors or s@s/aand so especially of God towards men. . . .
Moreover, the worgapic contains the idea dfindness which bestows upon one what he has not
deserved. . . The N. T. writers usgpic pre-eminently of that kindness by which God bestow
favors even upon the ill-deserving, and grantsriness the pardon of their offences, and bids them
accept of eternal salvation through Christ. .t.is styled thedrace of Christ'in that through pity
for sinful men Christ left His state of blessednedth God in heaven, and voluntarily underwent
the hardships and miseries of human life, and s ddifferings and death procured salvation for
mankind. . . yapic is used othe merciful kindness by which God, exerting his hofluence upon
souls, turns them to Christ, keeps, strengthensieases them in Christian faith, knowledge,
affection, and kindles them to the exercise ofthestian virtues. . . .

3. what is due to grace

4. thanks(for benefits, services, favors).

With either lexicon and with others like them,tatistions are made from a study of the context in
which yapic is used. At times the meaning seems to be broaathier occurrences it refers to something
more specific. Examples of both can be found thhowg the New Testament.

John 1:14And the Word became flesh and dwelt among us, anoelveld His glory, the glory as of the

only begotten of the Father, full of graaad truth.
The “glory” of Christ is said to be “full of gra@nd truth.”"Gracecould here refer to the undeserved
love and kindness of our Savior as an evident, ed@minant attribute of His glory that He
demonstrated during His earthly ministry.

John 1:16And of His fullness we have all received, and gifacgrace

Here the usage seems to be more specific thantiémdatof kindness that Jesus showed to His
disciples. The writer John has all Christian diggpin mind, not just the Twelve, when he says
“grace for grace”fepw avtl xapitoc). Again and again they (we) all have experienceidayother
effect of, another benefit of, another gift of tce of Christ at work. Or as one exegete had put
this grace comes forth to believers like waveshenseashore—one wave of grace coming to us after
another. When the accusatjg.v is used as a direct object, it may have the distin of a practical
giving or doing that stems from God’s grace, esdbcivhen used with verbs that mean “receive” or
“give.”

The undeserved aspect)@hbic we shall consider shortly. But first we highligimother feature
of the word used in reference to divine grace akwim many contextgapic goes beyond the disposition
God has toward man. Titus 2:11, for example, shgd the ‘Grace of God has appeared, bringing
salvation to all people(ESV). xapic can thus refer to action, giving, benefiting, egawrifice that God
does for man. We consider a few examples of suldwbe



2 Corinthians 8:9or you know the gracef our Lord Jesus Christ, that though He was rigét, for your
sakes He became poor, that you through His poweidgit become rich
The “grace of Christ” is expressed here as somgthore than the Lord's loving attitude toward
sinners. Thért. clause afterny yapww tod kuplov MuAY Inood Xpiotouv specifies this “grace” as
Christ giving up His richness to become poor (is Himiliation) so that His believers might become
rich with salvation and eternal life.
Romans 5:18ut the free gift is not like the offense. For yfthe one man’s offense many died, much
more the gracef God and the gift by the gracéthe one Man, Jesus Christ, abounded to many
The “grace of God” and the “grace” of Christ aree tbffective cause of the “free gift” of
righteousness (justification) abounding to manyd/Ass the rest of Romans 5 goes on to state, this
grace will prevail in the giving of eternal lifeMoreover the law entered that the offense might
abound. But where sin abounded, grat®munded much more, so that as sin reigned inhdesten
so _gracemight reign through righteousness to eternal tlieough Jesus Christ our LofdRom.
5:20-2).
Acts 11:23When hgBarnabasfpame and had seen the gramfeGod, he was glad, and encouraged them
all that with purpose of heart they should continuth the Lord.
Barnabas had been sent to investigate the spraae @ospel to the Hellenists in Antioch. Verse 23
says that he came there and saw the grace of Guwdchlin one see God'’s disposition toward people?
Only by seeing what God has gracioudiyne for or givento those people. In this contexpic
apparently refers to the grace of conversion antttgeation that God had worked among the
Hellenists in that city.
Acts 14:3Therefore they stayed thefonium] a long time, speaking boldly in the Lord, who was
bearing witness to the word of His grageanting signs and wonders to be done by thendsa
Acts 20:24“But none of these things move [iRaul]; nor do | count my life dear to myself, so that lyma
finish my race with joy, and the ministry whicheteived from the Lord Jesus, to testify to_the elosp
the graceof God.”
Acts 20:32"So now, brethren, | commend you to God and to thid wf His grace which is able to build
you up and give you an inheritance among all thelse are sanctified
Since the “grace” of God is such a prominent featofr the Gospelyapic is here combined with
A6yog andedayyériov. The “gospel” is not only the “word” that portraysetundeserved love God has
for all people; it also dispenses the gifts of atibn that this love has procured for us.
Ephesians 2:8-%or by graceyou have been saved through faith, and that ngbofselves; it is the gift
of God, not of works, lest anyone should boast.
It was the “grace” of God that led to the “gift Gfod,” namely, our salvation through faith. This
salvation, including the very existence of saviaigifin our hearts, was not “of works”; it was neve
something we earned for ourselves or accomplisheghy way within ourselves.
Romans 3:23-2#or all have sinned and fall short of the glory@dd, being justified freely by His grace
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus
Justification is dispensed “freely by the grace”@bd at the expense of Christ. This passage and
Ephesians 2 previously cited offer a context in chihthe active benefitingof grace and the
undeserved naturef grace both stand out. The Epistle to the Romamesshould note, has several
contexts that show “grace” in stark contrast toitndebt, wages, and works.
Romans 4:Now to him who works, the wages are not countegtase but as debt
Romans 11:@\nd if by gracethen it is no longer of works; otherwise graseno longer graceBut if it is
of works, it is no longer gracetherwise work is no longer work.
xepLg is put in contrast withgeiinua to illustrate the point thapic can never be used to describe
the “wage” or reward that a person earns. Wages beisonsidered as something owed to the one
who works. Only that which is unmerited, undeseread rightly be termed as “grace.” In both
passages above the apostle specifies “grace” agtly@pposite of works. The difference lies in the




aspects of merited vs. unmerited. Works deservamtwGrace, on the other hand, gives freely to
those who have not deserved anything at all.
Romans 6:MWhat shall we say then? Shall we continue in sahdghacemay abound?

Theundeservedeature of grace comes out in this passage tad.rBgcts an idea that seems to have
surfaced in his day (ours too). Perhaps some atitha were suggesting that they sin all the mare s
that grace could overflow in abundance. An abunéarfcsin, it was reasoned, would amplify the fact
that God’s grace was truly undeserved—we keep onirgl more and more, and God keeps on
forgiving more and more. Paul, of course, had tectethis thinking as blatant abuse and misuse of
divine grace. Cf. also Romans 6:I%What then? Shall we sin because we are not underblat
under _grac® Certainly not!

Galatians 5:4¥ou have become estranged from Christ, you whangttéo be justified by law; you have

fallen from_grace
Paul again contrasts law and grace—this time pwnout a danger. Self-righteousness or work-
righteousness will have the deadly effect of caysa person to lose the standing of grace
(undeserved favor in Christ) as the relationshat tie has with God.

2 Corinthians 6:MWe then, as workers together with Him also pleati wou not to receive the gracé

God in vain
What Paul sums up as “the grace of God” in thisseeas the rich Gospel content expressed in 2
Corinthians 5:18-21: Now all things are of God, who has reconciled usdtmself through Jesus
Christ, and has given us the ministry of recontibia, that is, that God was in Christ reconcilifget
world to Himself, not imputing their trespassesthem, and has committed to us the word of
reconciliation. Now then, we are ambassadors foristhas though God were pleading through us:
we implore you on Christ’s behalf, be reconciledsmd. For He made Him who knew no sin to be sin
for us, that we might become the righteousnessodfiGHim?

Xapirg asdivine grace at workor or in believers

We praise God for His grace—His amazing willingnasgive up His Son into death that we
might be saved from our sin. We praise Christ f&r gface—His willingness to give up His life thaeH
might redeem us as His own. In the same vein wenctenhow the New Testament ugégic to define
and describe thenfierciful kindness by which God, exerting his hajuence upon souls, turns them to
Christ, keeps, strengthens, and increases themhimsitan faith, knowledge, and love, and kindles in
them the exercise of Christian virti€$hayer 666). Thus we find the word “grace” imtexts where the
New Testament record is speaking of the Christiaaissersion and sanctification.

Even from eternity it was divingp.c that elected or chose us to be adopted into Gadifly of
believers, as the next two passages attest.
Romans 11:%ven so then, at this present time there is a retnaecording to the election of grace
Paul refers to a “remnant” of Jewish believers isiday as the result of God's “election of grace,”
His choosing them to be His own and converting themsaving faith in Christ. As indicated by the
use ofyapic, their election and conversion were entirely a fgift, not something they in any way
deserved to receive or experience. And so Paulgo#s say: And if by gracethen it is no longer of
works; otherwise grace is no longer gra¢Rom. 11:6a).
Ephesians 1:5-6laving predestined us to adoption as sons by JEsuist to Himself, according to the
good pleasure of His will to the praise of the glof His_grace by which He has made us accepted in the
Beloved
2 Timothy 1:9[God] has saved us and called us with a holy calling, amtording to our works, but
according to His own purpose and grasgich was given to us in Christ Jesus before tiegan
God is to be praised and glorified because of &g which predestined us to be adopted as His
children through faith in Christ. This grace ofatlen, bringing to pass the event of our beingezhll
to faith, was done and “given to us in Christ Jdsefsre time began™o xpévwv ciwviwy).




The same grace that elected believers from etehaitycontinued to work in the course of time,
bringing about the conversion of each elect indigid In support of this truth are several conterts
which xapic is used in reference to the divine gift of Chastfaith.

Acts 18:27And when h¢Apollos] desired to cross to Achaia, the brethren wrote petihg the disciples

to receive him; and when he arrived, he greatlypbdlthose who had believed through grace
The New Testament record indicates that “graceVi@iypic) was the instrument causing these
Christians to believe. Acts 18:27 above and otlasspges too can help one see the Scriptural basis
for the concept expressed by the term “means afegr&Ve come to believe and continue to believe
only by the grace of God that is brought to ushiem Gospel and is at work in us through the Gospel.
Acts 20:32 previously quoted, says that “the word of Hisogra. . is_able to build you uand give
you an inheritance among all those who are saedtifiCf. also_Colossians 1:5-6Because of the
hope which is laid up for you in heaven, of whic yeard before in the word of the truth of the
gospe] which has come to you, as it has also in allviloeld, and is bringing forth fruit, as it is also
among you since the day you heard and knew theeghGod in trutli In our use of the terrmeans
of gracethe sense of grace is two-fold: a) The grace efHbly Spirit at work in the heart and b) the
grace of what is proclaimed and offered, the faegess of sins and salvation won through the
atoning work of Christ.

Galatians 1:6 marvel that you are turning away so soon from kho called you in the grace Christ,

to a different gospel.
When the New Testament uses a formxadfw in the Epistles (cf. 2 Tim. 1:9 above), it means a
effective callingeither to faith or to ministry. For the Galatiaglievers God accomplished a work of
grace when He converted them, as He does with@det who have saving faith in Christ.

Ephesians 2:4-But God, who is rich in mercy, because of His gteaé with which He loved us, even

when we were dead in trespasses, made us alivhavgeith Christ (by gracgou have been saved)
Though we were “dead” in sin, God “made us alivethviaith, performing a spiritual resurrection in
the heart. In this context of conversion Paul makesarenthetical remark: “By grace you have been
saved,” referring not only to the Christian’s jéisation before God, but also to the fact that God
saved him from spiritual death through the “graaetonversion.

The grace that elected and converted the beliewginues to work for the believer’s benefit day
by day. And so we hear the apostle speak of thetfe¢ we “stand” in God's grace. Based on such
passages, theologians have coined the &tatus gratiag “state of grace,” to describe thepiritual
condition of one governed by the power of divireecgr(Thayer 666).

Romans 5:Z'hrough whonjJesus Christhlso we have access by faith into this grace irclviwie stand
and rejoice in hope of the glory of God
God’'s undeserved love acting in our behalf is agefin which we “stand” securely, knowing that the
same grace that procured our peace with God irsCfRom. 5:1) is freely accessible for every other
blessing we may need. This includes the victorgrafce reigning “through righteousness to eternal
life” as noted in the previous quotation of Romaril.
Romans 6:14or sin shall not have dominion over you, for yoa aot under law but under grace
The grace under which we live by faith has becordaily force that breaks the dominion of sin and
leads us to fight against the encroachment ofrémour life. For all who are “under grace,” it da@
no other way.
1 Peter 5:1Xhis is the true grace of God in which you stand
The preceding verses (1 Pet. 5:8-11) speak of plstke’s exhortation and prayer that his readers
remain steadfast in the faith into which they weadled. The idea of standing calls to mind a word
picture that portrays our ongoing status as belgewd/e “stand” by faith (rather than fall in untag)i
only because of the solid ground underneath, theegof God that holds us up. What Paul and Peter
both write in their epistles has always been tlea pb God’s people, namely, that thepritinue in
the grace of God(Acts 13:43 and that they grow in the grace and knowledge of our Lord and
Savior Jesus Chris(2 Pet.3:1§.




Thus we can also look to a number of passagesehbagnizeyipic as a power to preserve faith
and alsoto impel the Christian to bear various fruits aitti. Paul speaks of such “grace” in connection
with our Christian sanctification.

Romans 12:6-8aving then gifts differing according to the gratat is given to uslet us use them: if
prophecy, let us prophesy in proportion to ourtlair ministry, let us use it in our ministeringe lwho
teaches, in teaching; he who exhorts, in exhonmatlee who gives, with liberality; he who leads, hwit
diligence; he who shows mercy, with cheerfulness.
The grace of God is the reason why we have thewsutialents and abilities that we have, which are
gifts (xeplopate) that we put into the service of our Lord and Kisgdom work.
1 Corinthians 1:4-% thank my God always concerning you for the grat&od which was given to you
by Christ Jesus, that you were enriched in evengtly Him in all utterance and all knowledge.
The grace given to the Corinthian believers isrifiin verse 5: They were “enriched in everything
by Him in all utterance and all knowledge.” Theirowledge of the truth, for example, was a gift of
grace.
2 Corinthians 1:1For our boasting is this: the testimony of our cdeace that we conducted ourselves
in the world in simplicity and godly sincerity, neith fleshly wisdom but by the gracé God, and more
abundantly toward you.
Paul attributed his godly conduct not at all to wisdom of human nature, but to a far greater power
at work in his heart and life—the grace of God, eithivorked abundantly in his dealings with the
Corinthian congregation.
2 Corinthians 8:1-4Moreover, brethren, we make known to you the gmic&od bestowed on the
churches of Macedonia: that in a great trial ofliatfon the abundance of their joy and their deep
poverty abounded in the riches of their liberaliBor | bear withess that according to their abilityes,
and beyond their ability, they were freely willinmploring us with much urgency that we should reze
the gift(xapic) and the fellowship of the ministering to the saints
Paul testified to the grace of God at work in Ciais sanctification by pointing to the Macedonian
churches. God had, shall we sgyacedthem with the necessary gifts, both material guidtsal,
which then resulted in their exemplary and geneguisg to the famine-stricken believers in Judea.
They had given liberally to the Judean Christiaftsr &Sod had given ultra-liberally to them. That is
the grace of God had given them their faith in &thibrought them together as the churches of Christ
and then continued a transforming influence ofSpeit, who was producing in them all the fruits of
faith that Paul mentioned.
2 Corinthians 9:8And God is able to make all gra@dound toward you, that you, always having all
sufficiency in all things, may have an abundancetery good work
This verse occurs in the same stewardship confexiGorinthians 8 above. The “grace of God” will
continually supply to all believers (in Macedonia Corinth, in the USA) whatever is needed (faith,
compassion, love, material wealth, godly desird)dlp believers serve their Lord and do His will.
1 Peter 4:1(As each one has received a gift, minister it to @anather, as good stewards of the manifold
grace of God
In reference to this verse BDAG says: “Tj.c of God manifests itself in variougpilopota.”
Though the same grace of God is at work in alldvelis, it dispenses gifts that vary from person to
person.
1 Peter 5:1But may the God of all gracevho called us to His eternal glory by Christ Jesafter you
have suffered a while, perfect, establish, streeigtland settle you.
When Peter prays for the spiritual preservatiohisfreaders, he recognizes the “God of all grase” a
the One to hear this prayer and respond to it aaogrto the needs of His people. God had the grace
to call them to faith in Christ, and the grace tegerve and strengthen them in that faith, and the
grace to bring each one of them to the final gda¢ternal life. If another undeserved favor was
necessary for His people, God had “all the gracejrant it.
1 Peter 1:13 herefore gird up the loins of your mind, be solaerd rest your hope fully upon the grace
that is to be broughtb you at the revelation of Jesus Christ.




The “grace . . . at the revelation” of Christ isr @ntrance into the glory of heaven, the last dct o
grace that God will perform.

Xapig asdivine grace appliedn the apostolic ministry of Paul

Throughout his Epistles Paul makes a point of rggatihat his call and his labors in the ministry
were conducted and blessed entirely by the graGodf as we see in the passages below.
1 Corinthians 3:1@&ccording to the grace of God which was given to &sea wise master builder | have
laid the foundation, and another builds on it. Beiteach one take heed how he builds on it.
Paul knew that his work as one laying “the fourmlati i.e., his Gospel ministry that led to the
founding of many Christian congregations, was edrout and prospered by divine grace. Paul was
sensitive to this grace because of his prior hysés a persecutor of Christians and a work-rigrgeou
Pharisee. What better and more glaring examplera¢egcould there be—that God would set His
sights on a Church-destroyer, convert such an uimaonan, and then use him mightily as a Church-
builder! Paul alludes to this very thing in the hexample.
1 Corinthians 15:9-1For | am the least of the apostles, who am not yotb be called an apostle,
because | persecuted the church of God. But bgithee of God am what | am, and His grace toward
me was not in vain; but | labored more abundantigrt they all, yet not I, but the grace of God which
was with me
Paul sees grace at work, not only in the fact Hebelieved in Christ, not only in the fact that a
persecutor of God’'s Church was called to be anthptis God’s Church, but also in the fact that he
labored more abundantly than his fellow apostlest. iYwas not his effort, he said, but the grace of
God that was working in him. Cf. also what Pautlsabout his ministry in Galatians 1:15:T®ut
when it pleased God, who separated me from my m®themb and called me through His grate
reveal His Son in me, that | might preach Him amtiregGentiles. . .”
Ephesians 3:7-8f which[the gospel] became a minister according to the gift of thaagr of God given
to meby the effective working of His power. To me, atmwless than the least of all the saints, this grac
was giventhat | should preach among the Gentiles the urtdedole riches of Christ
In realizing his own unworthiness (“less than tlask of all the saints”), the apostle was ever
impressed with such grace that favored him with gheilege of preaching Christ crucified to the
Gentiles. May we likewise have the same amazemest the same grace that favors us and works
through us in our own Gospel ministries.

Xapic used with the meaning othanksor credit

In a few contexts the worghpic has a sense other than “undeserved love or faespécially
when it's used as the direct objectégh. For instance, Jesus said in Luke 17Dpé&s he thanKeye.
xepw) that servant because he did the things that wenencanded hini?Other examples occur without
the use of a finite verb. Typically it's somethilike xapic T 6e®, which is translated: “Thanks (be) to
God.” Cf. 1 Corinthians 15:57, 2 Corinthians 2:18t16, and 9:15. The idea of thanks thap.c
occasionally expresses can be linked in part tdfdhethatedyepiotéw, to give thanksis based on the
same root. And the extended meaning of “thanksivélauite naturally from the basic meaning of
“grace” or “favor.” When one does you a favor, guate compels you to speak your thanks.

Even rarer would be the usageydp.c in Luke 6:32-34: But if you love those who love you,
what credit(yapLc) is that to you? For even sinners love those whe tbem. And if you do good to those
who do good to you, what credjtp.c) is that to you? For even sinners do the same. Agdu lend to
those from whom you hope to receive back, whatitctatp.c) is that to you? For even sinners lend to
sinners to receive as much b&ackhe translation above is New King James. Onectoffier a paraphrase
to show thatyapic here used is not far from its basic meaning ofotheill”: If you love or do good to
those who love or do good to you, what quality @bdwill or graciousness can we credit to you? itldo
be argued, then, thatp.c in the verses above still retains part of its basinse, i.e., acting to help on the



basis of undeserved kindness (on a human to huewat) Irather than on the basis of quid pro quo (‘I
scratch your back; you scratch mine”).

Another example, somewhat different, is the useyxdfic in 1 Peter 2:19-20: For this is
commendabléyapLc), if because of conscience toward God one endures, guiffering wrongfully. For
what credit(yaptc) is it if, when you are beaten for your faults, ytake it patiently? But when you do
good and suffer, if you take it patiently, this@nmendabléyip.c) before God’ BDAG states that this
occurrence ofaptc is used “by metonymy” to denotéhiat which brings someor(&od’s)favor or wins
a favorable response from GO6dBut even so, one could still say that the Charstis being gracious,
albeit in a passive sense.

In closing summary several assertions can be mbadetdhe usage ofipic in the Greek New
Testament.

* When used in the context of divine gragep.c describes the love and kindness of God that
favors the recipient with blessing that he doesdesterve, especially in granting the gift of sabuat
through Jesus Christ. God's grace in all its maidfiions is never based on human merit.

* In many contextgapic denotes the grace of God doing or giving sometfangur benefit. This
idea is prominent in passages that speak of joatifin and also of sanctificatiogup.c is, therefore,
more than a kind feeling God has toward us, althoug recognize the undeserved love in God as the
sole basis for the action or the gift from God.

* When consulting a Greek lexicon, remember thatéhitor's suggested meaning is just that—a
suggestion. Context must decide if any distinotdteof the word is intended to be understood.

* Grace as the New Testament portrays it is tdygue, non-existent in the characteristics of
sinful human nature, yet quite prominent in theilaites of God's nature. It is, in fact, the attie
that makes the holy God who should condemn us &&évior God who redeems and adopts us as
His dear children. This undeserved love from abaemonstrated in the person and work of Jesus
Christ, will always be the basis of our peace v@ibd and our hope of eternal life. It is our constan
prayer that by His grace God would help us to nthi¢ same grace be the prominent truth that we
preach, teach, witness, and counsel in our ministry
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The Proper Understanding of Matthew 5:32, Matthew 9:9, and Luke 16:18 in Their Relation to
Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage
Michael Roehl
Introduction *

In the pastoral ministry few problems consume ashmtime and energy and evoke such
heartache and frustration as those times whenmsiades God’s perfect marriage arrangement. The
problem, of course, is neither the plan nor the @he devised it. God’s plan for marriage is as\adg
and fulfilling as it is simple: one man, one womgoined together for life—with the wife submittirig
the headship that God demands of the husband,hentdusband practicing a self-sacrificing, outward-
directed love for his wife wherein he considers ieeds and well-being above his own.



As good as God's plan is, however, man invarialggigrates and dishonors all that he touches.
The focus of this essay will therefore be on thertend will of God that is in effect once man hasel
what God has told him not to do. We will focus oad® will as man seeks to pick up the pieces @div
shattered by a sinful abuse of God'’s plan for ragej especially in the area of divorce and its iageh.

In this endeavor, however, we must proceed witkaigrcaution. Discussing divorce and
remarriage before the fact can feel like handingpatraceptive to a teenager and telling himpf’t
fornicate; but when you do. . . As is true when discussing God's view of suicidéhva person who is
depressed, so also in a discussion on marriagedarmice, it can be dangerous to the point of
recklessness to discuss resolution of the afterremtn before the sin has taken place. To the one
contemplating suicide our counsel is that it wobkl a great and grievous sin and would place one
directly in the crosshairs of God’s divine wratidgsunishment. lll-advised would be any discussibn o
possible exceptions. So it is also with marriagd divorce. God’s under-shepherds do not serve our
Master well by pointing out doors of opportunity Wwhich sinful people can avoid the struggles inhere
in every marriage. Rather, we serve faithfully lnypdasizing God’'®ne man-one woman-ftife plan for
marriage. Let this continue to be a given among us.

That said, God’s representatives also plan wielyhe worst even as they pray for and promote
the best. Divorce is a tragic fact of life among Tikerefore those called to shepherd others woald b
foolish not to master also God'’s will and presadilm®urse of action when sin invades His perfeah.pla
We too must take to heart God’'s warning in Jerer@iaifBehold, | am against the prophets, declares
the LORD, who use their tongues and declare, ‘desldhe LORD." Behold, | am against those who
prophesy lying dreams, declares the LORD, and whahtem and lead my people astray by their lied an
their recklessness, when | did not send them orgehthem. So they do not profit this people at all,
declares the LORD{Jer. 23:31-32 ES\).

There is also a great danger here in that we appr&od's Word and will on this subject with
either a preconceived idea of what we will findvath a bias that taints our judgment of what He has
said. All pastors feel pressure to problem-solve] all pastors have a natural tendency to say what
hurting sinners want to hear. God alone must aarcourse. His is the only will that counts, andage
begin this study by clearing our hearts and mindd¢hat which wehope Scripture says, fall in great
humility before our God and His Word, and pray dynpiSpeak, Lord, for your servant is listening.”

Defining the Specific Question

Since the topic of marriage and divorce is obvipuather broad, we need to define the current
guestion or issue. To this end it is helpful toikefor identify the questions that aret under study. We
are not, for example, questioning God’s definitafrmarriage, nor are we seeking in any way to fiysti
encourage divorce. Divorce always involves sin, asdsuch can never be part of God's will for His
children and the institution of marriage that Hes hput in place. We are not seeking to restudy the
passages that speak on this subject in order tb&finlever loophole that will allow man to followet
sinful dictates of his corrupt heart with impunity/e are not seeking to use these passages tc juvbift
God has condemned. We are not, finally, by the ¥acy of this study giving indication that anything
other than forgiveness and reconciliation are inbat very specific cases God’'s will for those who
encounter difficulties after they enter the “oresfi” relationship that God Himself has ordained.

With this understood, it is profitable for us asfors to know how to counsel our members in the
matter of God’s will when divorce becomes a realitlgerefore our central questionWhen, if ever, is a
divorced man or woman free to remarry?

Specific Passages under Study

The original essay assignment was limited to aysof the following passage, Matthew 19:9
”And | say to you: whoever divorces his wife, excépt sexual immorality, and marries another,
commits adultery”(ESV). This translation, likehe NIV, NAS, and others, is based on the NestkmaAl

text: Aéyw Duiv GtL O¢ dv amoAldon THy yuvaike abTOD un €Ml Topvely Kol yeunon ANy poiyatet. My




assumption here is that the New King James traosl#éietter identifies the full question that proegbt
the assignmentAnd | say to you, whoever divorces his wife, extépr sexual immorality, and marries
another, commits adultery; and whoever marries hetho is divorced commits adultery.A key
difference, of course, is the additional clausthatendof the verse, which is present in both the Majority
Text and the Textus Recepiusn the latter the NKJ translation is based. The agldti clause is
underlined in the Majority Text wording that follew

Aéyw 8¢ DUy Ot O¢ v gmoAlorn thy yuveilke o0TOD, UT) €Tl Toprely, Kol younon &AAnY, pouyatel:

kol O dmolelupévny youniooc LoLyatol.

Where one stands in the area of textual criticiglnin large part determine which Greek text he
believes reflects the original. Since both readiags fairly well attested (with internal and extrn
evidence to support each) and since we follow anbeeutical principle that no doctrine of Scriptaas
be established only on the basis of a variant ngadive also include two other passages in this
discussion. The first is Matthew 5:3But | say to you that everyone who divorces hisfeyiexcept on
the ground of sexual immorality, makes her commuddtery, and whoever marries a divorced woman
commits adultery”’(ESV). Note that the NKJ translation of this versgicates that the second part of the
passage does not represent a variant readingprtedtextBut | say to you that whoever divorces his
wife for any reason except sexual immorality caudesr to commit adultery; and whoever marries a
woman who is divorced commits adulterflKJ). Nestle-Aland, Majority Text, and the TextRsceptus
all have the last clause, WhICh is underlined bdlotine Majorlty Text (BYZ) wording of verse 32:

Yo o Aéyw Upw 0tL O¢ v gmoAvom ‘ET]V Yuvelke o0TOD TaPeKTOC AOYOU TOpUelag, TOLEL odThV
HOLYX&OBL Kol OC €V GTOACAVUEVTY YOUNOT) OLYETOL.

A similar clause is found also in the third passagder discussion. In citing Luke 16:tb8&low,

we consider both the ESV and NKJ translations had3reek texts from which they are rendered.
“Everyone who divorces his wife and marries anotheommits adultery, and he who marries a
woman divorced from her husband commits adultei§gSV).

Ilag 6 amoAbwy Ty yuveike a0ToD Kol YOGV ETEPUY HOLXEVEL, KalL O GTOACAVUEVNY ATO Grdpog

vapdv poiyever (N-A).

“Whoever divorces his wife and marries another comtsnadultery; and whoever marries her who
is divorced from her husband commits adultergRIKJ).

Iag 6 amoAbwy Ty yuveilke c0TOD Kol YoU®Y €TEPUV HOLXEVEL: Kol TAC O GTOACALREVNY &m0

Gvdpde youdr pouxedel (BYZ).2

Background, Context, and Occasion for the Lord's Weds

Matthew in particular makes it clear that the wondsler study from chapter 19 were spoken in
reply to a direct challenge from the Pharisees:
And Pharisees came up to him and tested him bygs¥is it lawful to divorce one’s wife for any
cause?” He answered, “Have you not read that he wheated them from the beginning made
them male and female, and said, ‘Therefore a mafl &ave his father and his mother and hold
fast to his wife, and the two shall become ondfReSo they are no longer two but one flesh. What
therefore God has joined together, let not man sspd They said to him, “Why then did Moses
command one to give a certificate of divorce andend her away?” He said to them, “Because of
your hardness of heart Moses allowed you to divgma wives, butrom the beginning it was not
so” (Matt. 19:3-8)’

This was a test on the part of the Pharisees intkiey again tried to divide and conquer JesusyThe

believed that the greatest hindrance to their fdaremove Him was in His popularity with the people

counter this popularity, they sought to alienate group or another against Him.

The plan of the Pharisees in Matthew 19 was faidgsparent. Had Jesus answered, “Yes, a man
can divorce his wife for any cause,” He would halienated the women. Had He just said, “No, a man
may not divorce his wife for any cause,” then im thinds of the Pharisees this would at least dshini
His popu-larity among the men.



In the answer Jesus gave in Matthew 19, He dicertizan deal with the opposition wisely. He
established several truths pertinent to the mafterarriage and divorce
1. Once a man and a woman enter the estate ofagestihey are no longer regarded as two but one.
This union is a profound mystery, which only Godlarstands completefy(“Have you not read
that he who created them from the beginning madmtmale and female, and said, ‘Therefore a
man shall leave his father and his mother and Ha#d to his wife, and the two shall become one
flesh? So they are no longer two but one fleshaMiherefore God has joined together, let not
man separatey
2. Divorce is never God’s will in connection withs-original marriage plan; thus sin (lawlessness) i
always involved in divorcg®. . . butfrom the beginning it was not sg.”
3. Jesus again established the Scriptures as tiieaothoritative norm for man’s questionsHgive
you not read. . . .")
As with His “‘Render to Caesar . . . and to Godhswer to the test in Matthew 22, so here too
Jesus answers masterfully without falling into tifago of His enemies. More than that, by His ansver
kicks out from beneath them the crutch on whiclythad sinfully been leaning for centuries and by
which they had artificially justified their sinfalctions. In effect He was telling theifhe fact that Moses
made legal provision for your sinful actions canbet used as justification for your ongoing sin. fro
the beginning divorce was a sinful perversion ofiGgerfect plan, and that is still true today.

God'’s Divine Guidance

It bears repeating that the direction of our celing in connection with marital discord should
always be toward forgiveness and reconciliation. Wed constant reminders toward this end, given the
temptation to regard every case as exceptional eVhey-case-is-an-exception mentality compromises o
renders impotent that which should be our primaynsel. The difficulty here is compounded by that fa
that forgiveness and reconciliation require muchereffort than the alternatives. They require Glans
virtues that will always be in conflict with the tngal inclinations of our old Adam. We should never
regard God’s will as impractical or obsolete in amgy, nor should we yield to our natural tendencies
toward laziness and choosing the path of leasiteegie. Again, forgiveness and reconciliation ta&ek,
while the alternatives often hold a subtle alluethe sinful flesh, which gravitates constantlyaod the
thought of a fresh start or something new and mxgior to pridefulness, stubbornness, self-centegss,
yielding to desires for vengeance, etc. Human eaftorever longs for what is forbidden and strives f
what is denied.

While forgiveness and reconciliation are the gead,continues to taint or destroy all that is good
in God’s creation. Divorce is a fact of life in tinlly every culture and at every time in histodgsus
acknowledged this sad reality in Matthew 19Betause of your hardness of heart Moses allowedag/ou
divorce your wives, but from the beginning it was $0.” In a paraphrase of this verse Luther recognized
the same problems in his day:

He [Jesus] answers (Matt. 19:8): “For your hardtsdsloses allowed you to divorce your wives. It is
still not a good thing to do; but since you arelsuwicked and unmanageable people, it is better to
grant you this much than to let you do worse byingor murdering each other or by living together
in incessant hate, discord, and hostility.” Thisneathing might even be advisable nowadays, if the
secular government prescribed it, that certain. .stubborn, and obstinate people, who have no
capacity for toleration and are not suited for negtife at all, should be permitted to get a doeor
Since people are as evil as they are, any otherofvggverning is impossible. Frequently something
must be tolerated even though it is not a goodgthndo, to prevent something even worse from
happening.

It is a gross understatement to say that the gaoidems that have always existed are prevalent
also in our day. Divorce is rampant and casuahgges more so than at any other time in historys Thi
fact creates more than one problem for God’s pedpiee society rejects God’s counsel in any area of
life, those who still teach and practice the sdechl'old ways” are routinely ostracized and ridexl



Compare our observance of close Communion and hoghmmore offensive it has become to visitors,
even in the last decade or two. It will only getrasas this godly practice grows ever smaller aiefg's
rearview mirror. This serves as a warning that aownsel which differs from society’s current
permissiveness toward divorce and remarriage waktmvith substantial headwinds, if not outrightreco
and rejection. This reality, however, cannot bevadld to divert us from whatever path God has laid o
for us in his Word. The identification of that paghin fact, the central theme of this essay ass@nt.

Truths Universally Accepted in Our Fellowship

To my knowledge the following truths are nowheispdted among us:

1. God's original plan for marriage is that it wasend only in the death of one or both spouses.
Romans 7:2-For a married woman is bound by law to her husbarnle he lives, but if her
husband dies she is released from the law of mgeriAccordingly, she will be called an
adulteress if she lives with another man whilethgsband is alive. But if her husband dies, she is
free from that law, and if she marries another nsha is not an adulteress.

2. Scripture allows (but does not command) divorcthe cases of adultery or malicious desertion.

This is demonstrated from the following passages:

Matthew 19:9And | say to you: whoever divorces his wife, exéepsexual immorality, and
marries another, commits adultety

1 Corinthians 7:1But if the unbelieving partner separates, let itdoe In such cases the brother
or sister is not enslaved. God has called you tcpe

3. The innocent party in a divorce, i.e., the ongowdid not commit the adultery or malicious

desertion, is free to remarry without sin, but omlgen the marriage has truly been broken through

adultery or malicious desertion.
Matthew 5:32 “But | say to you that everyone who divorces hig,vakcept on the ground of
sexual immorality, makes her commit adultery, ahdaver marries a divorced woman commits
adultery”
1 Corinthians 7:1%See same verse above).

4. God, not the government, ultimately determind®nva marriage begins and also when it has

ended. While Christians obey the laws of the lalsd & connection with marriage, that institution

has been ordained and instituteddyd and is ultimately regulated by Him alone.

The Specific Questions under Study

While Scripture is always clear in its teachingg, in our hearts and minds are not always clear
on what Scripture teaches. The problem undoubtiestiywith us, not with God's Word. Thus Christians
of all generations have struggled as they seekntawkand follow God'’s will in the area of remarriage
after divorce. The Roman Catholic Church has gkitte issue by declaring, on the one hand, that no
divorced person can remarry; and yet, on the dibhed, it has determined that (for the right priag)
individual can obtain an annulment from the churthat annulment says, in effect, that the marriage
never took place—in which case the individuals laed are free to remarry because the Roman Catholic
Church has declared that they were never marriethanfirst place. Clever perhaps, but certainly not
Scriptural. In fact, it is reminiscent of some bktlegal contrivances established by the Jews lnheBi
times to circumvent God’s Word and will in theiryda

The key to dealing with questions relating to dosoand remarriage is to bear in mihat it is
God alone who determines when a marriage begirg—anore to the point—when it has come to an end.
Failure to hold this central truth in mind will iakiably cause confusion when dealing with the pgesa
under study. These are printed again, with thelblédand text also provided for two of them.

Matthew 5:32'But | say to you that everyone who divorces his,v@kcept on the ground of sexual
immorality, makes her commit adultery, and whoewarries a divorced woman commits adultery

(ESV).
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Matthew 19:9And | say to you: whoever divorces his wife, exdeptsexual immorality, and
marries another, commits adult&feSV).

Luke 16:18Everyone who divorces his wife and marries anottemmits adultery, and he who
marries a woman divorced from her husband comnditdtary’ (ESV).
IIag 6 amoAdwy THY yuvelike o0TOD Kol YOUGV €TEPUV WOLYEVEL, Kol O GTOACAVLEVMY &TO
GUdpOC YLDV poLyeveL.

It is important to note that Scripture routinelges the word “divorce”afrordwr) in a legal
sens€. The same is true afmootdoiov, which refers to the issuing of a certificate tfadce. That means
that when we read the word “divorce” in Scriptuse are to think only of a society’s dispositionview
of a marriage, never God’s view. The use of thedwor and of itself, gives no indication as to wiestor
not a marriage bond has been broken in God’s &grsthis reason it is critical that pastors courikelr
members to look at marriage with the eyes of faitd with an understanding governed by Scripture—to
see the marriage as God sees it and to act acgtydirhe pivotal question for them is thiBoes_God
regard us as married, i.e., as the one flesh Hejbiaed together he answer is always yes, unless one
spouse has died, or unless either spouse hasyEstiee marriage bond through adultery or desertion

Let us understand also that we are not to regandteng and desertion as some sort of legal
means to a desired end, which according to Gods |8 always supposed to be forgiveness and,
wherever possible, reconciliation. In other wordssus is here stating a fact rather than a legality
spouse is not bound in a marriage where the otheguilty of adultery or desertionbecause the former
marriage bond no longer exists in God's sidlolultery and desertion are not get-out-of-marrifrge-
cards; they are real sins that end real marridg@gliveness on the part of the innocent spousevaadly
lead to reconciliation, but that is not a scriptweqjuirement that God places on the one who has be
wronged. More to the point here, however, is tligcdilty of seeing how theffendingspousean be truly
repentant if he or she rejects the reconciliationght by the innocent spouse. If the couple does
reconcile, the reconciliation needs to be formaliby re-establishing the marriage vows between the
couple whose marriage bond had been broken byThis. establishes the fact that once reconciled, the
above-mentioned past sins cannot be held in resenee used at a later date as grounds for divimyce
the offended party. This is true, of course, beedbsd again sees the marriage bond as intact fiopw
the reconciliation.

Much of the fog that clouds the issue of remarriafjer divorce will fade away when we regard
the word “divorce” as a strictly legal term thasha bearing on God’s determined reality. The pgessa
under study here are then a basic statement thas raetions do not alter God's reality. Whenevemma
acts as though they do, he sins—in this case byrottimg adultery.

Note especially in the Matthew 5 passage abovedw@m the innocent party “commits adultery”
through the sinful, legal actions (i.e., divorcd) her husband.This is true even though our Lord
mentions no subsequent actions on her part to rgroato engage in sexual intercourse. Greek gramma
and syntax create some challenges for us hetgevbiver is an aorist passive infinitive verb from
woLyevw (to commit adultery. Rightly translating or even understanding theoept of an aorist passive
verb for “commit adultery” poses a problem. Lenskeks to address the problem with his translation:
“brings about that she is stigmatized as an ad@$s;” to which he adds this comment:

This is even an aorist passive: .hy. hisToieiv he forces his wife out of the marriage. She who
according to the Commandment: [*You shall not cotreiultery”], ought to be in her marriage, is
now, contrary to the Commandment, outside of ittHeywicked action of her husband. . . .

A further complication is due to our helplessnesdranslating this passive infinitive . . . into

English. We have no passive for the active “to camadultery.” But this is no justification for
translating these two passives as if they werdyraatives, like the two actives in v. 28- Since



our English fails us here, we must express thegassive forms as best we can to bring out the
passive sense of the Greek forms.

Many commentators have simply opted to transla¢epassive verb as if it were an active, and
then to add a parenthetical idea to clear up anjustmn. Examples of such are similar to the folloyv
translation and parenthetical remarkie' makes her commit adultery (when she remartiés)n
opposition Lenski again offers comment: “But th&agnthesis is wrong. When is this woman made what
Jesus says? The moment her husband drives hewbether she ever marries again or not. What if
women like this eventually married again, they waadeuioiyevbijvet the very moment they were driven
out. . . . Of what is the woman guilty? Jesus hadictment against her”

Jesus’ statement in Matthew 5:32 is thereforeangiide for remarriage following divorce, but a
commentary on the effects of sinful divorce aselates to all parties involved. The innocent spdase
driven from a marriage and stigmatized as aduler@s is anyone who later marries a wrongfully
divorced person. As with much of the Sermon onMueint, the passage is a proclamation of the moral
law of God,; it is Jesus telling the Jes®n’t do this, because this is the reality of yaations.

The inevitable question that follows is whethemot the innocent party—namely, a husband or
wife whose spouse has divorced him or her for othan Scriptural reasons—is free to remarry. In
answer we cannot repeat often enough that Chrisiéme to operate on the basis of God’s truth, not
man’s. If a man divorces his wife for an unscriptueasonshe is still married to him in God’s eyes and
she should act accordinglpbviously, at some point the husband will hawekbn the marriage in God's
eyes by desertion (or perhaps adultery), and apthiat the innocent party would be free to remaifiye
stigma of the spouse’s sinful actions, however ai@siupon the innocent spouse and any future ngarria
partner.

As we turn once more to Luke 16:18, we note belmt Jesus uses the present active indicative
woiyever rather than the passive. The verse seems to stame i its context (Luke 16:14-31), but the
same basic truths are nevertheless conveyed.

“Everyone who divorces his wife and marries anot@nmits adultery, and he who marries a
woman divorced from her husband commits adultgEgV).
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The issuance of a human document does not bindabBaahy point. Whenever one who is in
God's eyes still married to his first wife joinsniself to another, he is committing adultery, athesone
who joins himself to a woman who is, aga@mGod’s eyes still married to her first husband.

Jesus’ use of the present verb hgoeyeier, some find disconcerting, as though Scripturesieh
teaching us that the adultery is ongoing. It issgdia frightening thought that one may be livingyfears
in unrepentant sinfulness and therefore under Gerkth and condemnation. Since the present indieati
can be translated in a variety of ways, the usthefpresent tense alone is not enough to estaddish
dogmatic truth that any and all who marry wrongfulivorced spouses are guilty of adultery
perpetually** At some point it must be acknowledged that theioal marriage bond has been broken,
either through adultery or desertion.

Time and circumstances surely play some role Iiéoe.only is the marriage bond broken if the
guilty spouse has sexual relations with anothespate point the one who has been wrongly divoregd c
rightly claim that the marriage has been broken &lsGod’s eyes through desertion. When the magriag
bond has truly been broken in God's sight and wiree repentance has been expressed by those
involved, including the desire to reconcile if pibds, neither the injured party nor the guilty pai$
bound by the previous marriage bond.

A myriad of possible permutations further servesclioud the basic truths outlined in God’s
Word. Consider the case where a wife commits agylteit subsequently repents, confesses her sih, an
seeks both forgiveness from and reconciliation wignt husband. The husband nonetheless files for
divorce. Is he sinning by doing so? God’s Word gime such indication. Is she free then to remawgn
though the marriage bond was broken by her ownmilsadtions? A broken marriage is a broken marriage.
In God's eyes the marriage bond no longer exStsit would appear artificial to state categohc#hat



the innocent party may remarry, but not the one sihoed and repented. Again, time and circumstances
certainly play some role. While the marriage boad bertainly been broken—in both the eyes of thie st
and in the eyes of God—yet it would undoubtedlygheéng offense for the woman in that particulareas
to remarry quickly, especially to the one with whehe committed adultery. Time does not remove sin,
but time does help to remove a potential causdfense.

Conclusion

In the passages under study in this essay, Sogigloes not specifically address remarriage in
connection with marriages that are truly brokenGad’s sight. Nor do these passages give specific
forward-looking guidance for those whose originarmage bond has truly been broken. The idea that
one must forever remain single following a divoregems to have been imported from a different
passage, which actually deals with a differenb$eircumstances.

1 Corinthians 7:8-1To the unmarried and the widows | say that it isdjéor them to remain single
as | am. But if they cannot exercise self-contitedy should marry. For it is better to marry than t
burn with passion. To the married | give this clargot I, but the Lord): the wife should not
separate from her husband (but if she does, shelgdhfemain unmarried or else be reconciled to
her husband), and the husband should not divorsevtie

Through the pen of Apostle Paul the Holy Spiriteh@ddresses several specific issues. The
general rule, as always, is that a husband andshibald not separate. Yet the Spirit also givegatibn
that exceptional circumstances will arise that widlrrant special actions. If, for example, a wornsim
an abusive marriage where she is routinely suljeteviolence, no conscientious pastor would counse
her to remain in that situation. Such a situatiauld undoubtedly fall under Paul'ddt if she doés
statement concerning separation.

Much more germane to the topic of this paper—reiage following divorce—is the Spirit's
statement hereTo the unmarried and the widows | say that it isdjéor them to remain single as | am.
But if they cannot exercise self-control, they $thanarry. For it is better to marry than to burntivi
passion” This statement gives background and contexh¢oQId Testament laws concerning divorce as
well as to Jesus’ statemenBécause of your hardness of heart Moses allowedtgodivorce your
wives” God knows sinful mankind. Thus He knows our fsgiland while He can never be accused of
making provision for our sin, He also cannot beuaed of forcing a situation wherein man is tempted
beyond what he is able to bear.

Our course of counseling therefore has been glearlined for us. Is the marriage bond still
intact in God's eyes? Then God'’s desired coursetbn is for both parties to work toward maintagi
and improving the marriage that exists. Has theriage truly been broken? Then God desires
repentance, forgiveness, and if possible, recatioh. If reconciliation proves impossible, an acent
party is free to remarry as the Lord offers oppaitiu At that point—following repentance and whére t
marriage bond has truly been broken in God's sight—find nothing in Scripture that prevents the
offending party from also remarrying. That said,ri€trans will certainly take great pains to avoid
offense, which would almost certainly mean allowisgme time to pass before either courtship or
remarriage.

A conservative Lutheran church body published wedyston this subject that included the
following salient comment:

In the case of the spouse who sinfully ended a iagerby adultery or desertion, we first and

foremost look for repentance. With repentance ve® anticipate a genuine desire to restore the
broken relationship, if possible. Should this baytrimpossible, there seems to be no categoric
prohibition that prevents the repentant person fremarrying. This assumes, however, that, as far
as one can observe, the repentance is genuindermdtémpt at reconciliation is equally genuine. In
other words there can be no “planned”’ repentarmethiat is no repentance at all. The repentant
person must also have the intention of living algtite in the new marriage bortd.




Christians want to avoid sin, for the renewedgteliof our hearts, once we have put on the new
man, is to follow God’'s Word and will in all thing#&s Christian pastors we will certainly counsel
accordingly, including also in the areas of mamjadivorce, and remarriage. Yet while we counsel th
ideal, we will also seek to follow God’'s Word wh#re less-than-the-ideal (sin) becomes a reality and
taints or destroys God’s perfect plans for Hisdrfeih. Our counsel must therefore never fall shbdro
go beyond that which God has told us to communidaadure to communicate God's Word accurately
will result in either a justification of sin or amnecessary binding of consciences, a tying of dnsd
upon wounded souls that they are unable to carho W equal to such tasks? God grant us wisdom and
courage as we seek to communicate His Word andawdlrately and evangelically to those He has
entrusted to our spiritual care.

Endnotes

! The writer presented his original essay to the @UEst Central Pastoral Conference that met in Sdyeenf
2011. It is here offered in a partially revisednfiprwith the writer’s footnotes converted to endsated additional
endnotes (1, 3, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 13) provided leyetiitor.

2 All references are taken from the English Standémsion (ESV) unless otherwise noted.

*Note that the only variant here is the inclusiomif in the second clause, which does not substanthiynge
the meaning of the verse.

* For the purpose and scope of this essay we wilsiden the account of Mark 10:2-12 as parallel,tfa most
part, to Matthew 19:3-9. There are a few differsnisetween the two narratives. In particular notekvig:10-12:
“In the house His disciples also asked Him agaouaithe same matter. So He said to them, ‘Whoeweraks his
wife and marries another commits adultery agaiest And if a woman divorces her husband and maamegher,
she commits adultery” (NKJ).

®Cf. Ephesians 5:31-32.

® Martin Luther, Luther's Works Vol. 21, American Ed., trans. and ed. Jarosldik&ée (St. Louis: Concordia,
1956) 94.

" The historical circumstances of the Lord’s worddHie original audience did involve rabbinical rgi (“the
tradition of the elders”) that the Jewish religicusthorities had made binding on the people. It sease their
practice of divorce had thus become a legal matter.

8|t was undoubtedly because women were not permittelér Jewish law to issue a certificate of divdmctheir
husbands that Jesus spoke only of a husband digohis wife. However, compare what the Lord saidviark
10:12 (see endnote 4 above). Thus the same peschpbld true in a society where either spouse candaes
initiate divorce.

°R. C. H. Lenski)nterpretation of St. Matthew's Gosp&olumbus: Lutheran Book Concern, 1932) 226-27.

9E g., in connection with Matt. 5:32 and its passren poiyevdfvar the Bauer-Danker-Arndt-Gingrich lexicon
(BDAG 3rd Ed.) hashe causes her to commit adultéifyshe contracts a subsequent marriage).”

" Lenski 226.

2 s indicated above in endnote 3, the Majority Tsmtding hasiac in the second clause.

3|n the pastoral theology textbookhe Shepherd Under Chrighrmin Schuetze and Irwin Habeck; Milwaukee:
Northwestern, 1974), the exegetical difficulty afde 16:18 is noted and treated in this way:

Jesus here is speaking against the Pharisees, argoattempting to justify their practices and waeeding
him. The free manner in which marriage and divonege viewed by them and accepted by all made
everyone involved in such practice guilty. The mdr married the woman who had been put away did so,
not because he considered her innocent, but beteuaecepted these loose practices in regard twodiv
Under such circumstances everyone was guilty. Alairsituation exists today when people freely marr
divorce, and remarry and accept that as perfecthpay, regardless of the reasons. When this ocellirs,
involved are guilty of adulterous action over agaihe biblical views of the marriage relationst{#92)

It is not unreasonable to regard the use of theepteindicative in this verse as a gnomic preseahaoristic
present. A gnomic present is used to indicate wensal truth that is true at all times or a genetith that is true at
any time (D. WallaceGreek Grammar Beyond the Basigs 523). Or perhaps the present tense here, anith
aoristic aspect, points to a result taking place; any time a man divorces his wife wrongfullgubiery occurs.
Regardless of how one takes the force of the praseb here, the idea that marriage to a divoreadgn makes
one guilty of ongoing sin cannot be establishe@ onl the use of the present indicative in this ettbr verses like
it.



15 A Study of Marriage, Divorce, Malicious DesertiondaRemarriage in the Light of God’s Worrepared
under the auspices of the Conference of Presidentise Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod (Milkee:
Northwestern, 1990) 26.

Reformation Books in Review

Gerald L. Bray, Editor: Galatians, Ephesians: New Testament>Reformation Commentary
on Scripture (General Editor Timothy George); IVP Academic, Dowrers Grove, lllinois;
2011; hard cover, 446 pages and 57 introductory pag.

We have previously mentioned in theurnal of Theology51:2) some mammoth projects taken
on by InterVarsity Press; these aacient Christian Commentary on Scriptuaed Ancient Christian
Texts With this commentary on Galatians and Ephesiamhave the beginning of another giant series
entitled Reformation Commentary on Scriptuiieventy-eight full-size volumes are projected, eang
all the books of both Old and New Testaments.

This first volume to be published includes a 38ggeneral introduction to the whole set written
by the general editor, Timothy George, and a 1%patroduction to this volume on Galatians and
Ephesians. The contents for each volume will berialkom specific Bible commentaries written by
individual Reformers, with the period of time coeerby this series ranging from the late 1400s & th
mid-seventeenth century. Much of the material leioeen previously available in the English languag
The authors chosen represent various confessios#igns: Lutheran, Reformed, Anglican, Puritand an
Anabaptist. A few humanists who remained Roman @iathare also included, such as Desiderius
Erasmus of Rotterdam.

What will be particularly useful for confessionhltherans, of course, are the exegetical
comments of Martin Luther himself, as well as theitings of Philip Melanchthon, Johannes
Bugenhagen, Johannes Brenz, Caspar Cruciger, EsaSatcerius, George Major, Jacob Andreae,
Nikolaus Selnecker, Johannes Wigand, and Johanha@krMany of the writings of the lesser known
Lutheran leaders have been available only in Lagirto this time, and so we are happy that transato
are now willing and able to make this material asd#e to us.

As one would expect, the section on Galatiansasesitmany excerpts from the two series of
lectures Martin Luther gave on this epistle, ond%19 and the other in 1535. Both of these have bee
translated irLuther's Works Volumes 26-27. But in this volume we also haveess to the exegetical
comments of Johannes Brenz (1499-1570), whose catamnyeon Galatians was published shortly after
Luther’s death in 1546. The introduction has tbisay about Brenz: “It is probably not too mucls&y
that the preaching of Lutheran theology in Germawwgd more to Brenz than to any other individuatl an
it is a great pity that his freshness and insigitehnot been more widely appreciated in recentsirge
xlviii).

Another Lutheran commentator on Galatians whoejgresented on these pages is Erasmus
Sarcerius, whose name | did not recognize (Fraapd?fis three-volum€hristian Dogmaticsloes not
mention him even once.). The introduction saysiof. HHis commentary on Paul appeared in 1542 and
was clearly an attempt to demonstrate the bibfmahdations of his systematic theology. . . . [Whas
Sarcerius’s theology was translated and widely,reedcommentaries were not. They remained in Latin
and were accessible only to . . . [those] who cdolldw the academic language” (p. xlviii).

Martin Luther wrote no commentaries on Ephesiang, so the section on Ephesians has nothing
at all from him. But other Lutherans are represgniecluding Brenz and Sarcerius, and also Johannes
Bugenhagen, Luther’s pastor, as well as George Mabo lapsed into error by claiming that good
works are necessary for salvation. His teachinthahpoint was condemned by thermula of Concord
of 1580.

To show that Brenz and Sarcerius were faithflluther’'s Reformation theology, included in this



review are a few quotations from this volume.

On Galatians 3:4 Brenz wrote: “We must not imagdhmg we are counted righteous in the sight
of God because of the righteousness of our deedsfterings but only because of the righteousnéss o
Christ” (p. 93). Likewise Brenz on Galatians 3:6afith by itself is an imperfect work, just like aather
good work done by human beings, but when it acc@pisst it is reckoned and counted as faith for
perfect righteousness, not because of the valueofwork but because of the Christ who has been
received by that work of faith” (p. 95). On Jesaoricifixion he states: “Christ also took on himstlé
punishment that is the horror of hell, saying, ‘Bgd, why have you forsaken me?’” (p. 104).

Erasmus Sarcerius is known as a Gnesio-Lutheran egposed the later errors of Philip
Melanchthon with reference to conversion. Sarcedlearly gave glory to God for his salvation,
including election and conversion, as the followmgtations show. On Ephesians 1:4 he wrote: “&n th
same way, neither predestination nor justificatimn our redemption would be certain if the caudes o
these things were in us” (p. 241). “The causehisf ¢élection are the love of God, grace and me(py”
243). “The mistake is to place the causes of pteddn in us, which error Jerome and many others
have been guilty of” (p. 244). “Similarly, this emmgsis on the overflowing grace of God reminds as$ th
there is no reason to think that our works or maie the causes of salvation . . .” (p. 247). b&do the
praise of God'’s glory is to attribute praise anorgito God alone in the matter of salvation andeject
our works and merits as its cause” (p. 256). “Theaning of this passage [1:13] is that we have been
saved by the ministry of the Word, which is effeetthrough the Holy Spirit, who makes us certain of
our salvation and seals us” (p. 258). In his contamgnon the text of Ephesians 2:1-3 Sarcerius wrote
“Because they were dead in sins and children ofhwitse asserts that they have been delivered gnly b
the love, grace and mercy of God” (p. 275).

Non-Lutherans are quoted more than Lutherans,obumany subjects what John Calvin and
other Reformed leaders had to say is on the mdrkogt all the Reformers agreed in theory that wee ar
justified by faith alone, apart from the deedshaf taw. They went astray chiefly on the teachihthe
means of grace, God’'s working through the Gospé&Vord and Sacrament. They also did not have a
correct understanding of the distinction betweew bad Gospel.

We look forward to the twenty-seven commentariesty be published and especially to having
access to the remarks of Brenz and Sarcerius.

Johann Gerhard:On the Ecclesiastical Ministry—Part Tw(@ heological
Commonplaces:XXVI/2, translated by Richard Dinda; Concordia Publishirg House, St.
Louis, Missouri; 2012; hard cover, 363 pages and lghges of preliminary material.

The March 2012 issue of theurnak review of Gerhard@n the Ecclesiastical Ministry—Part
One Sincd?art Twas now available, this review calls attention ®dbntents also.

The first section (Chapter V) includes a discussab ecclesiastical power and the grades and
ranks of ministers of the church. Adiart Onethere is the same emphasis on the Christian magsis
having equal power with the clergy and the laity tbé church. For example, in connection with
excommunication and suspension from Holy Commun@erhard says: “One should not advance to this
extreme degree of ecclesiastical censure rashtioui serious counsel and without the consent ef th
church and especially of the Christian magistr@pe”7). Of course, the body of believers must cotse
as is clear from Matthew 18:15-17; but where igritten in Scripture that the Christian magistratest
consent? With this provision we can easily undedstahy Christian church discipline was neglected in
Lutheran churches throughout the era when churalees controlled by the state. In our country today
Gerhard's stipulation would be altogether unworkabl

Nevertheless, Gerhard wants to maintain a distindbetween ecclesiastical power and political
power. He writes: “The ecclesiastical power usessthiord of the Spirit, namely, the Word (Eph. 6:17)
.. By no means does it use the physical swordp. .8). The papists in the Roman Catholic Chunoh
faulted because “they have changed ecclesiastmaémpinto political lordship” (p. 10). “Papist bigps



also arrogate for themselves an autocratic powénenchurch. . . . They assign themselves an atiesolu
license to interpret Scripture and establish dogaw®rding to their whim. . . . For the most paeiyt
prescribe unprofitable and useless ceremoniesa@sidthese on the church as ceremonies to be aaserv
with the opinion of necessity, worship, and merit. ., and in this way they confuse church punigiime
with civil punishment. They sell indulgences fompeace and even attribute to themselves an absolute
power to bind and loose” (p. 14).

With regard to ministers of the church Gerhardhttigdeclares: “Pastors of the church . . . are
called ‘leaders’ with regard to a certain powert Biat power is not political but spiritual, nottacratic
but ministerial, not lording it over consciencedaith but serving the salvation of men” (p. 16).

With regard to the ranks of the ministry Gerhawtl,course, finds fault with the hierarchical
system of the papal church, with pope, cardinatshlashops, bishops, priests, deacons, and subagaco
In contrast Gerhard stresses equality among migsjsteting that the power of ministthe preaching of
the Word and the administration of the Sacramemttha power of jurisdictionwhich consists of the use
of the Keys, belong to all ministers equally” (, Zmph. orig.). Since there is no divine instaatof
various grades in the ministry, Gerhard maintalnag tthe church has been given freedom according to
circumstances—namely, of time and size—to estabfieine or fewer grades among ministers in any
assembly” (p. 20). In connection with this subjeeitter Gerhard investigates all the various tersesu
in Scripture for ministers, such as apostles, petgphevangelists, bishops, elders, deacons, pastais
teachers. He stresses that the New Testament d@benake a distinction between bishops, elders, and
pastors. These terms are used interchangeablyshaaees.

As always Gerhard discusses Scripture first innakters, but then he continues with lengthy
consideration of the views of the fathers. No dptlet felt this was necessary to establish the misfis
the fathers on the part of Roman Catholic theolmgiguch as Robert Bellarmine (1542-1621), hisfchie
antagonist. In fact, Gerhard seems to delight mdlifig every possible error he can in Bellarmine’s
argumentation. A few of Gerhard’'s own points ofektseem a bit far-fetched, but generally he stays
track and demolishes his opponent with Scripture fathers, and sound reasoning.

In the second section (Chapter VI) Gerhard dissidbe two-fold purpose of the ministry,
namely, “th@rincipal, which is the glory of God; and tinéermediate which is the conversion of men,
reconciliation with God, and eternal salvation” (p4). Here Gerhard takes aim against “the new
Enthusiasts, Anabaptists, and Schwenkfeldians (ddmy that the external ministry of the Word and
Sacraments is a means of conferring faith and saiyebut who, on the other hand, send men baehto
inner Word and movement of the Holy Spirit . .()" 75). This is certainly an important consideratin
our day when so many would-be preachers neglecd\&nd Sacrament in favor of what they consider
more successful means to accomplish their goals.

In Chapter VI Gerhard also discusses the variaugesl of ministers, such as preaching the
Word, dispensing the Sacraments, praying for tleekfl administering church discipline, following
traditional rituals, and caring for the poor and #ick. He also shows that the papists prefer atbges
for their priests, such as sacrificing the Masssigling as lords and masters, and blessing vapietsons
or objects, yet with no divine command to do so.

On the basis of such passages as Acts 20:30-Fim@hy 2:24-25, and Titus 1:7-9, Gerhard
maintains that “the ministers of the church aregastiéd to keep a vigilant eye, watching out for the
snares of the wolves, and to resist them withrairtmight” (p. 106). On the question of whethersit
loving to condemn false teachers, Gerhard decldfidse true nature of true love. . flows from faith
(Gal. 5:6) and, therefore, does not approve ofrertisat oppose the doctrine of faith. . . . Becdase
burns not only for the neighbor but also and eglgcior God, it declares and claims that the glofy
God is shaken by corruptions of doctrine. . . eA#ll, there must be a distinction between theicerd,
who stubbornly speak against a truth proved to thiem and again, . . . and the seduced, who do not
understand the darkness of Satan lurking in caooptof doctrine but have been carried off into
fellowship with error out of their weakness but wdne prepared to embrace the demonstrated truth. .



In fact, even through their corrupt ministry, Gaahcstill gather His church, and in the midst of the
assemblies of the priests of Baal He can still sesme who do not bow their knees before Baal. . . .
Offensive humor and levity, jesting and insultingshbe avoided, and the words of Scripture must be
applied in reproof. Finally, we must work in evergy to make clear to all that in our debate agaimest
erring we are seeking only the salvation of thd"sgp. 108-110).

On the daily lives of church ministers Gerhardssa{Those who teach uprightly but live
wickedly again destroy with their bad behavior wtiaty are building with genuine doctrine” (p. 117).
He quotes this word from Lactantius: “People predgamples to words because it is easy to speak but
difficult to act as an example™ (p. 117). The qtieations for the public ministry as outlined in 1
Timothy 3 and Titus 1 he has discussed in someldeta

Chapter VII is lengthy, dealing mainly with twobgects: the salaries of and the marriages of
ministers of the church. On the basis of 1 Coranhi9:13-14 Gerhard teaches that ministers should
receive pay for their work. But caution is needddeceiving wages is one thing; love of money is
another” (p. 184). Gerhard concludes “that the stigibe taken up for the love of God to promote His
glory and people’s salvation, not out of a zeal d&eguiring what becomes one’s own” (p. 186). “For
pastors of the church to change parishes contintalithe sake of greater income is sinful . p.”187).

Eighty-two pages (pp. 190-271) are devoted taoeotigh discussion of the marriages of pastors.
At Gerhard's time this was a crucial issue, for Reman Catholic Church strongly opposed such
marriages and severely condemned the Lutherangdomitting them. Bellarmine is the target for
Gerhard’s sustained attack against the Roman Gattlottrine and practice. On the basis of Hebrews
13:4 Gerhard states: “Whatever is honorable irpatiple must not be forbidden to a certain class of
people who are seeking it rightly and legitimatdflarriage is honorable in all people” (p. 193). the
basis of 1 Corinthians 7 Gerhard concludes thatrfiaige must be conceded as a divinely instituted
remedy to those who are subject to the danger rofidation. . . . But most priests are subject te th
danger of fornication and understand that they motdeen endowed with the gift of continencée’ (p.
193). Gerhard provides evidence from history thami&n Catholic enforcement of celibacy has led to
horrible acts of fornication and sexual perversibrseems obvious that the Catholic Church of today
still plagued by the same kinds of sin, resultinghie payment of millions of dollars of church figrig
the victims of sexual abuse on the part of Romathdia clergy.

This volume concludes with very brief chapters (MX, and X) on things that conflict with the
ministry, the use of this teaching on the minisagd a definition of the ecclesiastical ministrigis
certainly a useful book for any minister of the itu Some issues that Gerhard had to deal witlofare
little interest to us, such as the teaching offétikers on celibacy and marriage. Yet even witlarédo
these topics there is much we can learn and patgractice. The most useful part of this book i th
opportunity to examine what the Scriptures haveay on various matters of doctrine and practice and
how Gerhard used these Scriptures to establispdims he felt necessary to make in his time. May w
be just as careful and thorough in the examinadfdhe matters in controversy in our own time.

Martin Luther: Prefaces I(Luther's Works Volume 59), edited by Christopher Boyd Brown;
Concordia Publishing House, St. Louis, Missouri; 202; hard cover, 388 pages and 40
introductory pages.

The introduction points out that “Luther burstanprominence with the controversy over
indulgences and the ‘Luther case’ became the thfRevmany. Luther himself became by far the best-
selling author in the German press, transformirgptinting industry . . . with the popularity ofshown
works” (p. xix). It is understandable that othethaus and printers would ask Luther to write pretator
their books in the hope that they too would becqmgular with potential readers. Because Luther was
primarily interested in the cause of reformatiothea than his own reputation, he was happy to hap
friends in this way.

In this volume we can read Luther's prefaces tokisoor pamphlets written by his close



associates, such as Johann Bugenhagen, Philip dhéteom, Johann Brenz, Justus Menius, and Justus
Jonas, as well as prefaces to material from thg pash as some writings by John Hus and Girolamo
Savonarola. Luther was generally generous in fagserof the work of others. His main object, of rsay

was to bring to light the wonders of the true Gaspaile launching a powerful attack on the falskegid
views of the Roman Catholic pope and his supporters

Luther’s teaching was strongly opposed by manhaittes in both church and state, and those
who publicly agreed with his teaching were ofterspeuted, even executed. Luther knew that Christian
are not to defend the true teaching with force, dvet only to use the Word of God. In response ¢o th
death of the first two Lutheran martyrs in Brussklsther wrote in a preface in 1523: “And the setea
of the popes are raging against Christ with unbaliée madness. Others are writing curses and
blasphemies. . . . Up to this point we have bed¢m@aenore calmly, but if they persist, we, too, lwil
finally bid farewell to the emperor’s edict, not s@mt we might burn anyone at the stake (as th¢ydo
vanquish [our foes] or act with any kind of forder(that is not the way Christians behave), buthsd
we might defend the glory of the Word with our wehd writings . . .” (p. 68).

Luther was even willing to quell a false rumor rigpispread against his associate who turned
against him, Andreas Karlstadt. In a preface toekket Karlstadt wrote in his own defense, Luthads
“Dr. Karlstadt is my greatest enemy with respecttetrine, and concerning it we have attacked each
other so vehemently that there is no hope of aogn@liation or further fellowship. Nevertheless,..I
do want him to find me to be faithful, as much asn able, and will gladly avail him of this serviaed
others, considering that Christ teaches and gwiddsy His own example to do good to our enemies and
to love them. . . . And | am all the more glad tothis because | hope that God will bestow His grac.
and [Karlstadt] will at last acknowledge his gaifid abandon his error . . . , and return to thintru. .
[B]y rendering this service | do not in any respeonfirm Dr. Karlstadt's opinions and teaching,
especially on the Sacrament, nor do | agree wigmthn any way” (pp. 130-131). Luther’s actions
matched his words, for he even provided secrefgeefn his own home for Karlstadt when he was in
danger from the authorities (p. 134).

Karlstadt's writings against the real presence&hfist’'s body and blood in the Lord’s Supper
were followed by other such attacks by Ulrich Zwirend Johann Oeculampadius. In one of his prefaces
Luther had this to say about these men whom hed&hcramentarians: “There are two foundations for
their error: one, that according to reason it isisthing altogether absurd; second, that it is uessary
for Christ’s body and blood to be in the bread ande. . . . Accordingly, . . . they amble up to the
Scriptures and look for ways to import their owrdarstanding and to twist Scripture around to tbein
opinion. . . . Behold, . . . if they stuck with teords as they stand, or proved from the text and i
sequence or with some other sound argument thatahds had to be understood otherwise than as they
read, they would not give rise to any sects” (p0)16l also want all good Christians to be warned
herewith that they must be wary of these sectskapg to the pure, plain words of Christ . . ."1f1).

One of the main issues Luther had to deal with thaspapacy’s forbidding of the marriage of
priests. Thus in a preface Luther made these consméfor the world certainly cannot deny that the
apostles and the early bishops were married, amy wiathe ancient canons supported such marriage. .
| think it should be clearly evident that the amtseesteemed the estate of marriage more hightyttia
vow of chastity” (p. 228). In our own time the R@mCatholic Church is being charged with many
sexual abuse offenses. Luther’'s words seem taufieat times as well as his: “Note also here thayt
not only slander and revile the innocent marriagfesur people but also keep such chaste silencetabo
the most depraved whoremongers and public aduttensd rapists and violators of maidens—which is

what they are among themselves. . . . They protheie filth in all manner of unchastity in the stgbf
everyone in the most shameful and offensive wag,adterward they point at the marriage of priest®w
decently and quietly stay with a wife. . . . We @&8cripture on our side, as well as the anciet¢rsiants

of the fathers and the laws of the earlier churcli (pp. 229-230).
Christian education was another topic close todRbfrmer’s heart, as we hear in these words to



Christian parents: “Note, too, that if children ag brought up with instruction in the arts, bteg anade
into nothing but gluttonous little swine, who look farther than to their fodder, then where will get
pastors, preachers, and others for the Word of @Gmdministry of the Church, the care of souls, and
worship? Where will kings, princes, lords, citiesd lands get chancellors, councilors, secretaziag,
officials?” (p. 246). “[I]f you have a child who ®&uited for instruction, then you are not free timdp him

up as you please, neither does it lie in your aatactreat him as you like, but you must consitiat you
are accountable to God to assist both of His gowents [DL: church and state] and to serve Him in
them. God has need of a pastor, a preacher, a lsehdwer in His spiritual kingdom, and you could
provide Him with one and do not do so” (p. 247)o,'#0, in secular government you are better able t
serve your lord or city by bringing up children thay building castles and cities or gathering tbgegll

the treasures of the world. For what good doeghall do if there are no learned, wise, and upright
people?” (p. 247).

In a preface to Melanchthon’s commentary on CawossLuther wrote: “I truly cherish such
books of Master Philip more than my own. . . . Bus reason, my books are very stormy and more
warlike. | have to dig out the roots and stumpgpclout the thorns and underbrush, and fill in the
potholes. . . . But Master Philip follows carefulipd quietly and enjoys building and planting, sayvi
and watering. . . , according to the gifts that Gad richly given to him. . . . What a treasure\ilmle
world would have considered such a book as thisityvgears ago, if they had been able to posséss it!
(pp. 249-250).

Johann Brenz was another whom Luther praised highly. In a preface to Brenz's commentary
on Amos he wrote that “my own writings seem exceglgi shabby to me when compared to your
writings and those of men like you” (p. 287). “Bie gift of God that | particularly love and revene
you . . . is that you emphasize the righteousnésaith so faithfully and purely in all your writgs. For
this article is the head and cornerstone that almgets, nurtures, builds, preserves, and defdrals t
Church of God. Without it, the Church cannot rematanding for a single hour, as you know and
perceive. That is why you insist upon it as you el no one can teach correctly in the church siste
any adversary successfully, unless he has graggedrticle . . .” (p. 288). “Therefore, | beg yaupst
excellent Brenz, continue vigorously to press #riscle concerning righteousness by all means,for.
this article is the very heel of the Seed who oppdbe ancient serpent, the heel that crushesats’ ifp.
289).

There is much in this volume of prefaces that astlwwhile to read and remember. Introductions
to each preface written by the translators andoesliare helpful in providing background for better
understanding of what Luther wrote.

C. F. W. Walther: The Church & The Office of the Ministry(original title: Die Stimme unserer
Kirche in der Frage von Kirche und An)t translated by J. T. Mueller, revised and editecby
Matthew C. Harrison; Concordia Publishing House; 2@2; hard cover, 495 pages and 25
introductory pages.

In addition to a twenty-volume addition kathers Worksand an English translation of Johann
Gerhard¢s Theological Commonplace€oncordia Publishing House has now begun to ghbtiew
editions of the writings of the Missouri Syrisdirst president and leading theologian, C. F.\Wélther.
The first volume in this new series is now avaialthe book that first established Walther as angfan
of a new kind of Lutheran polity, adapted to coiaais in this country and yet firmly in agreementhwi
Scripture and the basic principles of the LutheCanfessions.

This volume includes nine theses on church andheses on the ministry. Throughout them all
Walther first presents his thesis, then the Sargbtibasis, then corroborating materials from thénketan
Confessions and the writings of orthodox theologjasuch as Martin Luther, Martin Chemnitz, and
Johann Gerhard. An appendix supplies valuable rigstiobackground, such as the original Altenburg
Theses of 1841, the pastoral letter of J. Graba&uéfialo (with whom Walther could not agree), ahe t



views of Wilhelm Loehe of Bavaria, who tried to medé between Grabau and Walther.

In 1962 J. T. Mueller translated Waltleebook into English, and this is the basic textdulsg
Matthew Harrison in this update. But Harrison, therent president of Lutheran ChureMissouri
Synod, has seen fit to revise and correct Musliganslation in a few key points. Muelketranslation
gives the impression in some places that Walther negerring to a local congregation when in actyali
Walther had a much broader conceptioiKimthe in mind than a local congregation. In fact, in ahdis
many helpful editorial notes Harrison makes thiseshation:“l believe it is self-evident from the
material below that while &ynod carries out all sorts of tasks and functions thay not be essential to
the existence of the Church, nevertheless a syl fiact‘church because it is a transcongregational
expression of ecclesiastical unity (church felloi¥h(p. 65). Thus on this point we find Harrison (and
Walther also) in agreement with tfiEheses on Church and Ministrihat were adopted by the Church of
the Lutheran Confession in 1960.

This volume is called a Study Edition, and theréndeed much to study in this attractive book
that is well laid-out for the reader. Our pastdeschers, and lay leaders would surely gain a rbette
understanding of church and ministry by a care@ading. Our church body has always recognized
Walther as a very special gift of God to Americamtierans, and we can certainly learn from him
because of his approach in going back to Scrigturbis conclusions.

As is the case with the other gigantic Concordigjgets currently underway (i.e., Luther and
Gerhard), the price per book is considerably l[ésmé subscribes to the whole series. In fact,ether
even more discount if one subscribes to all thfeeenew Concordia series.

- David Lau



