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The question of the relevance ofthe Mosaic law for Clsifian ethics,
a perennial theological issue, has assumed new img@orte with the
popularity of relativistic ethics, the 'new morality*. Proponents of
this approach generally reject any appeal to moral ‘rulésincluding
especially those found in the OT.On the other hand, sometimes in
response to this approach, others stress the eternal caabsolute
validity of at least the OT 'moral' law.? The debate has focused
attention on the teaching and example dkesusto which both sides
appeal for support. And an initial glance at Jesus' tedeng would
seem to provide support for both alternatives. This article surveys
some relevant aspects afesus'life and teaching in the hope of
discovering his fundamental approach to the issue thfe authority of
the Mosaic law for his followers.

The breadth and complexity of the topic may make this prect
appear to beoverly ambitious. While acknowledgingthe problem, the
study is, | think, manageablegranted thefollowing limitations. First,
the discussion will be confined to the synoptic gosgelThis should
not be taken to imply ana priori rejection of the historical value of
material within the fourth gospel, but is simply to recogire that
study of the synoptic and Johannine traditions demandsiftérent
methodologies. Second, while some necessary refereiacthe history
of the traditions studied will be made, the focus of thetwdy will be
on thefinal, canonical shape of the Jesus tradition. The validitsgnd
importance of such a focus is being increasingly recoged? It is
only by careful exegetical examination othe extant material in its
context that the degree of coherence withitine tradition, so important

in making traditionsgeschichtlich decisions, can be assessed. The

discovery of many inconsistencies and contradictions lds credence
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to the search for distinct traditions responsible for he various
perspectives; a high degree of coherence, on the other lbaisuggests
either that the final redactors have molded the material ind a
harmonious outlook, or that we are confronted with a reféction of
Jesus'own stance which has stamped its influence on all the naus
traditions. Certainty on this matter is impossible; bu should a
unanimity ofviewpoint among the final redactors (the evangelists)d
found, preference should be accorded to the second altative. This
indicates the need to take into consideration the persptive each
evangelist brings to bear on the material. Again, howevethe study
is not primarily devoted to a delineation of the evangedts' theologies.
A final limitation relates to the focus of the discussion. dsus and the
law' is a many-faceted topic involving, potentially, Jeus' attitude
toward the oral law and the various forms of Jewish piety Our
investigation will be confined to the single questionto what extent
and in what manner did Jesusconceive the Mosaic law to be binding
on people who had entered the Kingdom of God?

Before proceeding to an analysis of the relevant passagé will be
helpful to outline briefly some representative posittns on the
guestion oflesus'relationship to the law. While a bewildering variety
of views, with varying differences in detail, has been espsed, the
following list adequately summarizes the main tendencies

1. Jesus summarily abrogated the law. While requiring menon, this
view is almost universally rejected by serious scholafs.

2. Jesus' teaching is a new law, the Messianic law, which taepes the
Mosaic law.

3. Jesus s the last and greatest expositor of the law 0b@. He entirely
upholds the moral law, showing complete obedience to its demds
in his own life, and demonstrating in his teaching the origial intent
of the law's demand$

4. Jesus 'radicalized' the law, intensifying the demands othe law
beyond what they originally included. This 'Toraverschafung',
carried out on the basis odesus'immediate awareness of the will of
God® and/or the paramount demand of love? results in the
abrogation of some command$?

5. Jesus intensified the requirements of the law and brohg new
demands of his own, without however clearly abrogating any aral
commands*?

6. Jesus' teachindulfilh the law, in the sense that the law pointed
forward to his teaching His demands move in a different sphere,
above and apart from the law, whose continuing validity exists ol
in and through him.*
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This general survey enables us to isolate several keyegtions
which are crucial for our purposes. First, what does Jes' own
behavior imply about his view ofthelaw? Second, did Jesus establish
a critical principle(s) by which the validity and meaning of the
Mosaic commands could be evaluated? Third, what was thégge of
the Old Testament inJesus'ethical teaching? Fourth, did Jesus, in
fact, implicitly or explicitly teach the abrogation of any command-
ment? Fifth, what did Jesusclaim would be the effect on the law of
his coming? These questions furnish the outline for ghstudy.

Jesus Personal Observancef the Law

Rabert Banks, in the most important modern treatment ofJesus and
the law, correctly stresses the need to distinguish amotige written
law, the oral law and customs in assessidgsus'relationship to the
Judaism of his day** With respect to the written law, it cannot be
demonstrated that Jesus personally violated any of itommands®
He is seen in attendance at the great festivals Jerusalem,pays the
half-shekel temple tax (Mt. 17.24-27), wears the predoed tassel on
his robe (Mt. 9.20; cf. Num. 15.38-41) and, whatever mayelsaid
about his teaching on the subject of commands relating tdé
Sabbath and ritual purity, he does not transgress thertf.

While it hasbeenarguedthat Jesus displaysan equalfidelity to the
oral law,*” it seems on the contrary, that a clearer distinctiortan be
made. His association with various impure' elements obsiety and
his non-emergency Sabbath healings are rather cleanfringements
of the acceptedhalaka However, the verdict that there is no
evidence Jesus kepany of the oral law cannot be sustained his
regular attendance at synagogue services and his halatameals and
in prayer su%gest behavior in conformity with, if not n obedience to,
the oral law.™ With respect to both the oral law and the customs of
his day, Jesus' behavior seems to have been dictated edny the
needs of the ministry than by a sense of subservierfce.

That the synoptic tradition portrays a Jesus fundamerally sub-
servient in bis behavior to the written law is clear, but it is impossible
to infer from this that Jesus wished his followerto observe it equally
faithfully. 2 Apart from an obvious problem inherent in this argument
(there is no evidence that Jesus was less faithful to tsipulations of
the 'ceremonial' law than to the 'moral), it suffers from a basic
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failure to recognize the place @¢sus'ministry in the history of
revelation. WhileJesuscomingundoubtedlynaugurateda decisively
new era in theHeikgeschichtethe period of time before the
ailminative redemptiveventsof the CrossandResurrectionremains
one of transition in which elements of the previous disp@msat
persist.Jesus'adherence to the written laaould simply reflect an
aspectof the old age which was destined to pass away in the new
age? Thus, the evidendeomJesuspersonal observanaé the law

is, taken by itselfof almostno value for our purposes aagjain, the
needto determinelesusviewof the role of the law in the nevageis
indicated.

Critical Principlesfor the Evaluationof Commands

It is frequently asserted that Jesus established love for others, or
humanitarianconsiderationsgas aprincipleonthe basisof which the
meaning and applicabilitgf OT commands could be evaluated. The
passagenvhich most clearly suggests such an interpretation is the
'‘Great Commandment' pericogit. 22.34-40; Mk 12.28-34; cf. Lk.
10.25-28). In response to the questiah aninguirer, 'Whichis the
greatestcommandment in thieaw?'”® Jesuscitestwo textsfromthe
Pentateuch,which respectively command love for @oad 6.5) and
love for one's neighbor (Let9.18)* The conjunction of the
commands clearly suggests that, figsus,love for God and for
othersare inseparableand togetheiconstitutethe 'greatest' command-
ment (note particularly Matthew's 'the second is like it®.

Whatisinvolvedn establishing thdoubldove commandment as
the 'greatest’ is explicated morlly in Jesus'concluding assertion
(accordingto Mt.): 'onthesetwo commandments depejédiYiadoaé]
all the law anahe prophets'. The phrase 'law and prophetsfasind
only rarely inJewishliterature as a denotatioof the OT Scriptures
but is usedvith this meaning in th8IT.** However,Matthew's use
of the term here and in 517 and 7.12, clearly gives a pdatic
nuance to the phrase, so that the ‘commanding' or dth&@ect of
the Scriptures is highlightedi. Crucial for the understandingf the
relationship between the 'law and the prophets' and the lo
commandment is the meaniofjthe wordénéiUiidié. The term is
often comparedwith the Heb. ~“n, which is used by thabbisin
formulations similar to that in thgospels. But the purposef the
rabbisis to isolatea commandbr principlefromwhich therestof the
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law could be derived,and this essentially scholastzerciseis
foreignto the contextin the gospels: A secondhlternativeis to view
the love command as constitutiriige fundamental hermeneutical
principle, which can serve to discriminate among theretiffeOld
Testamentlaws® Thirdly, the role of the love commandment as
denoted byéfiaiUii6ié hasbeen compare the hingesfadoor or
the nail from which objects are suspendfedccording to this
analogy, the love commandment is set apart from all othetseas t
most basic demand of the law, but does not displace any othe
commandment$.On the basi®f evidencéromwithin the pericope,

it is almostimpossibléo determine whicloftheselast two alternatives
should be accepte#iience, it is necessary to postpone a decision
until other relevanipassagebave been considered.

It is appropriate to begin with the dialogue betwiesusand the
scribeimmediately followindesusenunciationofthe love command-
ment. This interchange, recounted only by Mark, maypvidean
important indication as to how he, dkast, viewed the great
commandment. In keeping with a prevalent Maramotif, the
scribe, after expressingagreementvith Jesusformulation, goesonto
assertthe superiorityof love over sacrifices. To thiesusresponds
by declaring that the scribe is 'not far from the KingdonGo#'.
Inasmuch as the sentiment here expressedekastparallels in the
prophets(e.g., Hos. 6.6) and in theabbinicliterature,” it is hardly
legitimatetofinda rejectionof the sacrificial system in deference to
love (and could the orieplacethe other?). In itself, this pericope
indicatesno more than that love for God and others is a demand of
God more fundamental than the offerinfsacrifices.

Mark's Gospel is alone in containing a pronouncenaidesus
which is relatedo the presentissue:'the Sabbathwasmaddorman,
not man for the SabbatliVik 2.27).Despitethe complex traditions-
history, andrequenassertiongo the contrary, there is insufficient
justification for denying the authenticity tis verse” The state-
ment is remarkably similar to the dictum attributed to&neonb.
Menasya(c. AD 180): 'The Sabbath is delivered over for your sake,
but you are not delivered over to the Sabb&tBut Simeon is
seekingonly to justify technical breaches of the Sabbhathlaka
which arenecessaryo prevent deatft: clearly, Jesus'application of
the saying covers more than this. But how much more? To answer
this, it will benecessaryo study the Scriptural example adduced by
Jesusimmediately before this saying.
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All three synoptistgecordJesusappeato 1 Samuel21.1-6, where
it is told how David and his followesite the breadof the presence,
‘which is notlawful for any but the priests teat' (Mk 2.25-26; Mt.
12.3-4; Lk. 6.3-4). Jesus'intention in adducing this example is not
clear. Often it is allegedhat Jesusis seeking t@xcusehis disciples'
behavior by asserting the prioritf humanneedsver requirements
of the ceremonialaw:" But there is no indication whatever ark
and Luke, and little in Matthew (‘they werbungry"), that the
disciples were in any ne&d.he contrastwith the rabbinicapproach
to the passagés instructive: they sought fastify David'saction by
suggesting that he was in danger of starving to déathher
scholarsassertthat Jesuss simply correctinghe current interpretation
of the Sabbath law by pointing out that the Scripture itsaldws
greater leniency than do the Pharisée$his approach has the
merit of noting that the actiorof the disciples ia breachof the oral
law only, but isunableto do justice to the fact thakesusexplicitly
characterizesDavid's action as illegdl. A more satisfactorywiew
can be attained when the emphases intéeitselfarenoted: 1. all
three narratives strongly highlightwith awkwardinsertions, the
relation of David and his follower8;2. all three narratives conclude
with a claim of Christological authority over the Sabbath; &nd
Matthew adds immediately after the reference to 1 Samuel 21 an
explicitly typological appedb the OT. Takentogether,thesefactors
suggestthat the point of the allusion is to set up a typaabi
relationship between David arésus:if David, alongwith his
followers, hastherightto breakthe law, David's 'greateiSon' and his
followers have an even greaigrht.*’ The comparison is even more
appropriate, if, as seemaobable,David's action occurred on the
Sabbath, although this is nbroughtout byJesus” To besure, the
typological relationship is not clearly enunciated éyérbut this
interpretation sufferdrom fewer difficulties than the others.

The interpretation of w25-26 in a typical-Christological rather
than inan ethkal-hermeneuticatenseendersthe connectionbetween
theseverses andilark 2.27 difficult to explain, unless 'man' is to be
understood as a mistranslation of an Arambiar nasha,'Son of
Man'.* This suggestion, however, is mastprobabl€: It seems
best not to establish anglose connection between v25-26 and
v. 27, a conclusion which Mark's introductorformula, éaR aéaaai
ayoiéo, suggestin anycase” If, on the otherhand,v. 27 should not
be joinedwith v. 28 (aswill be arguedelow) Jesus'saying must be
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seen as an isolated logion. That the saying asserts ﬂm’nng
human need over obedience to the Sabbath law is widdigld,™ but
the scope ofthe intended application must be carefyldelineated. If
the rabbis could enunciate this principle without overtuning the
Sabbath law, there is naa priori reason to think Jesus must have
overturned it. On the contrary, it would appear proper toconfine the
applicability of the dictum to the immediate point at iss, which is
the validity ofthe scribal tradition. We conclude therefore thatlesus,
in asserting that ‘the Sabbath was made for man', is ticizing the
tendency of the oral law to define appropriate Sabbattobservance
apart from the (partially) humanitarian thrust of the origi nal
legislation. He is not establishing the primacy of humameeds'over
the Sabbath law.

A statementvery similar to Mark 2.27is madeby Jesus inresponse
to the hostility with which his intention to heala man on theSabbath
is met: 'Is it lawful on the Sabbath to do good or to do harm, to sa
life or to destroy it?" (Mk 3.4; Lk. 6.9; Matthew gives asimple
statement-12.12). Interpretations of this assertiomave folien into
three types. According to the first, 'doing good' and 'doingevil',
further defined in Mark and Luke by the alternative 'saving life' or
'destroying life', refer to the attitudes of the protagonists in the
conflict: Whlle Jesuss intent on healing, his antagonists are plotting
Jesus' death> However, this approach appears to be over- subtle
and it is impossible to explain Matthew's narrative on tis basis>®
Secondly, it is asserted that 'doingiood'is set forth as one of God's
fundamental demands, in the pursuit of which occaS|onaI lkaches,
or the outright overthrow of the Sabbath can be tolerate.® But it is
probable that the third view, according to which Jesuss interpreted
as seekmg to define what the Sabbath law itself allowis to be
accepteo‘5 Favoring this approach are the explicit assertions ithe
saying itself thatJesusis speaking in terms ofwhat is lawful™® the
conjunction in Matthew and in Luke 14.1-6 (where a sinfér
statement occurs) of the principle with the reference to kat the
scribal law allows when an animal is in need on th8abbath; and the
fact that, again, the Sabbath law in question fsom the oral, not the
written law. While, then, it is undeniable that love for theneighbor
(= 'doing good) is here set forth as a consideration wtth must be
taken into account when determiningwvhat is 'lawful' on the Sabbath,
there is no warrant for regarding the principle as onethat can effect
the abrogation of commandments?
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In turning nowto evidence fothe applicationofthe love command
and similar ideasound only in Matthew's Gospel, an important
phase othe investigation is reached, for it is particularly Madtv
who is said to have given fundamental importance saaitmciple.
Twice inMatthew, JesusquotesHosea6.6, © desire mercy and not
sacrifice’,in orderto justify the behaviorofhimselfor his disciplesin
9.13, in responsé¢o Jewishcriticism at hisassociatiorwith 'sinners'
and in 12.7, with reference to the transgression of 8abbath
halaka. Somecommentators have understood in tdoatrastbetween
'mercy' and 'sacrifices reference to the moral and ceremonial laws
respectively’ But this is not really the issue in eithesntext. The
generally accepted interpretation of the function o thuotation
understands 'mercy’ as the quality of human compassia v
more important than aigid adherence to the law or to traditiofis.
Yet while this explanation suffices %13, it can be applied to the
situation inMatthew 12 only withgreatdifficulty, for it is improbable
that Jesus castigatethe Jewsfor failing to have compassion on the
hungrydisciples? Somehave felt this difficulty and have interpreted
the quotation as a statement about the missiddesuswhich is
exhibiting the 'mercybf God> But this approach cannot adequately
explain the contrasting element, 'sacrifice’. A miowatful approach
is to note that the propheHosea probablyintended to present a
contrast not between compassion othersandsacrifice,but between
heart-felt loyalty to God (nhon) and the offering scrificeswhich
was bereft ofthat inner faitli. Thereis no reasorto think that Jesus
did not interpret the verse in this wasmceit makesexcellentsense
in both Mattheancontexts:the Jews'failure to discern idesusthe
graciouswill of God to 'call sinners' and to recognize him as ‘one
greater than the Temple' stems from a pettifogging pregaeiion
with the development and the applicat@itGod's law severed from
a heart-felt loyalty to theliving God®

The saying which is most similar to the love commandment in
Matthew's Gospel is the so-called 'Golden Rulet. 7.12). Often
considered a decisive summariJesusdemands in the Sermon on
the Mount,” the saying, like the Great Commandment, gives a
decisivewordabout the OT: itisthe law and the prophets'. But as
with the love commandment,igtdifficult to determine the nature of
the relationship so established with the OT. Besideishw it is
questionable whether the saying can be interpregaisummary of
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Jesus'teachingin the Sermon, forthere ismuch in it which can inno
way be subsumed under that principlé’

Our survey of passages which appear to bear some relatship
with the kind of axiom enunciated in the great commandmen
concludes with a saying common to Matthew and Luke. As pieof
Jesus'denunciation of the scribes and Pharisees, both Ma#w and
Luke record the criticism that while scrupulouslytithing the smallest
vegetables, they are neglecting more basic principleglf 23.23; Lk.
11.42).Typically, Matthew relates the denunciation more clodg to
the law by characterizing theseprinciples as ‘theweightier matters of
the law' and describing them with language reminiscenbf Micah
6.8% Obviously, a hierarchy is establishedhere, priority in the law's
demands being accorded to the cardinal virtues of justiceovenant-
loyalty and faithfulness (Mt.; Lk.: justice and love ofGod). But it is
made explicit that Jesus does not demand adherertoethe ‘weightier
matters' as areplacementof attention to the minutiae: ‘these you
ought to have done,without neglecting the others.®®Here, as
elsewhere, Jesus' criticism of the scribes and Pharisessnot that
their attention to the details ofthe lawis in itselfwrong, but that, as a
result of such attention,more fundamental demandsofGod areoften
neglected. And faffrom representing a radical new principle for the
evaluation of the law, such an emphasis is entirely in keeg with
large segments of the prophetic traditiorf?

It is now possible to return to the love commandment. The
preceding survey was undertaken in order to garner evidexe which
might allow a decision as to whether the double commanent of
love representeda principle by which the validity and applicability of
other commandments could be assessed or whether itabtished a
basic demand of God which, while given precedence ovehers,
could not displace them. It should be clear that the evidee points
decisively to the latter interpretation as being corret. In no instance
was love or humanitarian concerns shown to effect thabrogation of
a commandment; with respect to the Sabbath, concern foné fellow
man wasrecognizedas animportant factor in the original promulgation
of the commandmentitself. For Jesus, it is not a question of the
‘priority of love over law' ™ but ofthe priority of love within the law.
Love is the greatest commandment, but it is ndhe only one; and the
validity and applicability of other commandmentscan not be decided
by appeal to its paramount demand.
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The Place of the Old Testament in JeSi&hical Demands

Ofperhaps the most direct relevance for the topic undeconsideration

is the way in which Jesus employed the OT in his own etlaic
teaching. The nature of his application of the OT, while ot

necessarily normative, is nevertheless of great signifince. However,
the investigator who hopes to draw determinative conclisns from a

study of this material is doomed to disappointment, foperhaps the
most significant aspect of this topic is the paucity of refences to the
OT. Before discussing the significance of this fact it isecessary to
examine the relevant texts.

A number of examples have already been introduced in th
previous section. The fondamental demand of love is expressed by
means of two OT commands, although the significance of #iis
mitigated by the fact that the question which led to thesguotations
was framed in terms of the OT’? We have also seen that Jesus
appealed on three occasions to the prophetic traditioin order to
highlight the need for inner obedience in addition to otward
conformity to the law's demands (Hos. 6.6 in Mt. 9.13 and 12.Mie.
6.8 in Mt. 23.23). However, in view of the polemical contéx it
cannot be certainly concluded that Jesus is doing anythijrmore than
pointing out that his Jewish detractors' behavior is incosistent with
their own principles.

In the discussion about divorce common to Mark and Matthe
(MK 10.2-12; Mt. 19.3-12), Jesus appeals to Genesis 1.27 @24 in
order to correa the commonly accepted interpretation of Buteronomy
24.1-4. This procedure is sometimes compared with the rabbinic
practice of seeking to construe harmoniously two apparelyt conflicting
statements in the law?® Yet this view does not take sufficient
cognizance ofthe emphases in the text. While little shiol be made of
the fact that the Deuteronomy quotation is attributed toMosesand
the Genesis statement taGod/* it is important to note that Jesus
characterizes the legislation in Deuteronomy as havingeen given
because of 'hardness of hearf> Rather than harmonizing the
passages, Jesus rather clearly suggests that the need foe tosaic
legislation arose from a new factor—human sinfulness. Furtr, it
has been claimed that Jesus utilizes the Genesis aagbuot as OT
revelation per se,but as an indication of God's original purposes®
However, this is a distinction which is illegitimateand it is necessary
to see in this incident an appeal to the will of God revéed in the OT
as indicative ofwhat igoreverappropriate in the marriage relationship.
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An undoubted example of an appeal ta Mosaic commandment in
ethical debate is encountered in the narrative of the cdiict over
ritual defilement (Mk 7.1-23; Mt. 15.1-20). Jesus, in resporie to
the criticism that his disciples 'eat with unwashed hads', broadens
the issue by launching an attack on the ‘tradition ofthe ders'. The
implications ofthis attackfor Jesus'view of boththe oral andwritten
law will be considered in due course, but our intereshere is in the
fact that the tradition is criticized primarily because it has the effect
ofmaking void the word of God'.”” The portion of God's word at
issue,thefifth commandment, is clearlyheld up as a normapplicable
to the Jews, who are criticized for their failure to tke it into
consideration in the development of their tradition. Onceagain, all
that can bedefinitely provedfrom this is that Jesus expected the Jews
of his day to observe the commandments under which theysdid.

Another incident in which the commandments othe decalogue
play a role is the encounteibetween Jesusind arich enquirer, who
asks about the means of attaining eternal life (Mt. 19.182; Mk
10.17-22;Lk. 18.18-23). Jesus responds by quoting five of the ten
commandments (Mark adds 'do not defraud’, Matthew, 'you ball
love your neighbor asyourself). When the young man asserts that he
has observedhese Jesusgpes on to demand that he also sell all that
he has and follow him. Although it is argued that these furter
demands are simply attempts to bring out the real meaningf the
commandments in the case of this particular individual® this
interpretation must berejected: while the commandto 'sell all' might
conceivably be construed as implied in the commandmentt is
impossibleto interpret the demandofdiscipleship(‘follow me’) in the
sameway. Clearly this climactic demand is something thagpeswell
beyond any requirement of the OT.’ Moreover, it may be that
Jesus'citation of the commandments was simply &et-up', intended
to expose the man's shallowness in terms of his own igeus
framework and to pave the way for the enunciation of the really
applicable demands.” This understanding ofthe citation is possible,
but it is not certain that it should be accepted:it is perhaps better to
view the decalogue commands as genuine, though incdaip,
demands of discipleshif*

These references exhaust the evidenfae Jesus'direct use of the
OT in his ethical teaching(the ‘antitheses'ofMt. 5 will be considered
below)® It is clear that they provide little support for the view that
Jesus simply took over and applied the moral demands ofttOT for
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the new age. Not onlyare Jesus'demands made, for the most part,
independently of the OT, but those occasions on which thew is
cited are exclusively polemicain character. However, itisillegitimate
to concludeérom this that Jesussaw no place for the OT irthe ethics
of the Kingdom, for it could be arguedthat Jesussimply assumeghe
relevanceand acceptance ofthéOT demands inthe Jewishcontext of
his ministry. The independent authority on the basis ofvhich Jesus
formulated his ethical demandsis obvious, however, and the next
stage of our inquiry will illuminate that further.

Abrogation of Old Testament Commands?

In attempting to assess the applicability of OT commandents to
Christian believers, it is important to determine wheher Jesus
abrogated any commandments. Biabrogation' is meantthe declaring
invalid of the natural meaning ofa commandment for the Christian
dispensation. Put in this way, virtually all Christians atall times
have accepted the abrogation cdomeOT commandments—those
relating to the sacrificial system, for example. A more racial
guestionis whether the abrogation of commandments witha distinctly
ethical thrust occurs.

Two matters in the dispute overritual defilement require comment.
We have seen that Jesus came to the defense of his plissi
transgression of thehalaka concerning the washing of hands by
criticizing the oral law as a whole for its effectual negation of
Scriptural commands.As anexample othis, Jesus cites th@revalent
scribal interpretation according to which something declaredCorban,
dedicated to God, could not be used by anyone but its possar. By
insisting on the inviolability of the vow, the scribesvere creating a
situation in which parents could be legally denied the @asof their
children's possessions, a state of affars which Jeswiewed as a
transgression of the fifth commandmenf® Some scholars have
argued that the real issue in this passage is the codflbetween two
written laws, the fifth commandment and the demand to fulfill a
vow® But in both accounts the emphasis is repeatedly placed the
‘tradition of the elders'. It seems clear that Jesus perceives the real
problem to lie with the Corban procedure, which opened theloor for
such a conflict®®

The Corban example isnot directly relevant to the original point of
dispute, but this issue is taken up at the end of the narige, when
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Jesussolemnly announces to the crowd: ‘there is nothingid®its
man which by going into him can defile him; but the thirgshw
comeoutofamanarewhat defile him(Mk 7.15; Mt. 15.11 is briefer,
but makes the same point). Immediately afterwdeluseiterates
the point privately to his disciples, in the course oictviMark
parenthetically notes 'thus he declaredatbd<lean’(7.19b). This
remark interpretsJesusas having effectively annulled the Levitical
food laws, and this interpretation appeats bea legitimate conclusion
from the principle enunciated in 15: 'Was er aber hier sagt muss
die alten Reinheitsgesetze sprenderithe authenticity of the
sayingis sometimesgjuestionedbecaus@fthe difficulty in explaining
the controversies over food laws in the early churckestishad
declared hismind on the mattef! But Jesus' almost parabolic
pronouncement is na clearasto settleall questions on this issue;
Mark's interpretation is undoubtedly an insight gained ontgr af
long, and perhaps continuing, debte.

The different elements e pericope we havjastbeen consider-
ing raise an important question: how clesusfirst appeal to the
written lawto castigatethe scribal tradition(Mk 7.7-13), andthen, if
only implicitly, overturn part of that written law (5)?° Many
would respond by advocating the need to observe a distinct
between the moral and the ceremonial fawis claimed that such
a distinction wasunknownin Judaism and that it is thereby
illegitimate to introduce this principle intdesus'teaching on the
law?™ Whileit is true that a theoretical distinctionf this sort was
not made, there emerges, for instance in Philo and at i@una
practical differentiation of this naturelJesus'appropriation of the
prophetic emphasis on the need iloner obedience, his comment
about'the weightiermatters', the elevatiorofthe love command and
his transformationof the Passovemeal allsuggesthat he may have
operated with a similar distinctioh.Thus, while the evidence does
not allow ugo assume thalesusand his hearers presupposedear
and consciousdiemarcation betweehe moral and ceremonial law, it
is not illegitimate tofindthe seeds of thikind of a distinction in
passagesuchasMark 7.1-23. Ultimately, the basis fothe acceptance
or abrogation of laws lies elsewhere. As Cranfield, cortingean
Mark 7, says,'the keyisrather thatJesusspokeasthe onewhois, and
knew himselfo be 6Y&iditiid  (Rom.x.4)'.”

The synoptic evangelists recount four conflicts betwesnsand
variousJewishauthorities over the observanoéthe Sabbath.Jesus'
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attitude toward the Sabbath and his justificatiohhis own and his
disciples' conduct fsequenthcitedasconstituting an abrogation of
the Sabbath commariti Basicto the decalogue Sabbath command-
ment is the prohibitiorofwork. Whatprecisely is meant byork' is
not clearly defined in th®T, although there are indications that all
types of normal activity were includ&dAs the Sabbath became
increasingly important in post-exilic Judaism, the needs felt to
define more clearly thkindsof activity prohibited,and this led to
the development dhe oral Sabbathlaw?™ It appears that it was
only this scribal tradition, not the written law, whidlesusand the
disciples violated. The caseforfindingan abrogatiorofthe written
Sabbath lawestsonthe justifications given byesusfor this activity.
These justifications can be grouped into two types accgrdm
whether humanitarian or Christologtcal concerns pretiate.

The humanitarian arguments have already been détitin a
previoussection.The principles that 'th&abbathwvasmade for man'
and that "itis lawfulto dogood(or heal) on th&Sabbath\wereseerto
function as indicator®f the kind of activity which the OT law was
intended to allow’ In neither case doesJesussuggest that the
Sabbath law i$0 be wholly rejected or even thatcasionabreaches
are allowed in the interests dlumanneed. His intent is not to
replace the Sabbath law but to define what that lavadhdllows.
Neverthelessjt must be asked wheth@esus'definition of what is
allowed is somewhat broader than what the OT seems tatiedi
Particularly significant is the fact that all the heajs whichlesus
performedon the Sabbath were non-emerger@ases;indeed the
duration of the illness is often stressé@he synagogueuler in
Luke 13.14 objectsto Jesus'performance oSabbathhealing.Jesus'
reply isinterestingin that he assertsthat it wasnecessaryaaéor the
miracle to fell on the Sabbath (LKL3.16):” This indicates that
Jesusregarded the Sabbatisa particularly appropriate time for his
ministry ofhealing and may represemslight shiffromthe trend of
the Old Testament Sabbath traditioiNevertheless)Jesusworking
of miracles stands in aniquecategory and too much can not be
madeof this."”

In the second linefthe argumenfesushighlights his own status
as a meanf justifying his disciples' Sabbath behavior. As we have
argued, this is the poirtf the allusion tal Samuel1.1-6 foundin
Mark 2.25-26and parallels. A similar typological appeathe OT is
recorded by Matthew immediately after this (Mi2.5-6): if the
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priests who serve in the Temple on the Sabbath are innhofen
wrong-doing (according to theabbinic dictum that the Temple
service takes precedence over the Sabbjthhow much more
innocent are the disciples, who are 'servidgsus,one greater than
the Temple'?’ Both of theseallusions to theDT focus attention on
the personofChrist, in whose service disobedieteéhe letter ofthe
law cansometime$e justified. Thehird Christological argument is
the climaxofthis approach: 'thé&sonof Man is Lord ofthe Sabbath'
(Mt. 12.8; Mk 2.28; Lk. 6.5). It is possible that the saying has been
placed here by the early church as a conclusion stenfiraingthe
claims made in the narrativé, but it is more likely that the claim is
Jesus'own.” It is impossible to understand this other than as an
assertionofsuperiority ovethe Sabbath andhence,ofthe authority
to abrogate or transform the Sabbatw.* The significancefthis
claim must not be missed: as LH. Marshsdlys,'Jesusclaims an
authority tantamounto that ofGodwith respectto the interpretation
of the law' " But whileJesusundoubtediclaimed this right, there
is no evidence that he exercised it; the most that casalmkis that
his Sabbath healings 'stretch’' the written Sabbath lawetér the
NT church acted on the authority inherent desus'claim is a
guestion that is not degitimateconcern here”

The single most importarmassagén determiningthe relationship
betweenlesusandthelaw is undoubtediyatthew 5.17-48. Inasmuch
asJesus'direct statements about the OT in vi7-19 aredifficult to
interpret and can beroperlyunderstood only in relaticio w. 21-48,
it will be advantageous to consider the latter passage first.

Scholars are deeplydividedover the nature of the relationship
which is exhibited between the OT quotations Jesiis'demands?

It is properthat the antitheses be considered at this point in our
discussion because most scholars hold Jbhatisclearly abrogated
commandmentsfthe OT, but there is no agreemeoh whichofthe
antithesesfell into this category.’ It will be necessary to examine
eachofthem in turn, bufirstsomecomments should be made about
the introductory formulawhich all six have in commaoh.

Althoughtheintroductory formulasare not identical in evergase,
it is almost certain that they are all variations ofsigle basic
formula, represented modully in v.21 and v.33: P&iy6ada i6é
YhafnYe@iéoUn+ariéd .. YapaYyéYauyiRi. *** There has been some
guestion about the meanimdthe dativewith Ufi+aRiéoput it seems
certain that it should be given furely dative (to the ancients')
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rather than an ablatival (by the ancientsgense’® With this
meaning, it is difficult to exclude some reference to theegation
who received the law at Sin&fi, although it should not be too
quickly concluded that therittenlaw only must thereby be involved;
it was the Jewish belief that tloeal law, too, was given at Sinai (cf.
Abot 1.1-2).*° Similarly, it is most natural to interpret 'you have
heard' as a reference to the reading of the Scriptunesthe
synagogué;® but it should not be forgotten that the Scripture was
usually read in interpreted (‘targumized’) forth. An important
alternative to the view that the formula refers to thadimg of the
law in the synagogue is the possibility that Jesus ikziag a
standard rabbinic formula which was employed to contrast the
teaching of one sage with anotH&r.But this alternative must
probablybe discarded; the attestation for the formula is ratlate,

the Sermon presents anything but the academic milieu in wihieh
rabbinic formula appears, and the Christological Yap introduces a
strongly distinctive element into the formula in Mattke5. "
Therefore it can be concluded that the formula used bysles
suggestshe is quoting the OT as it is usually heard by his audience
Whether that 'hearing' involved interpretative elements rmoperly

a part of thetext can be determined only by carefully studying the
actual quotations andesus'response to therif! One final point
should be made: while it has become standard to lakeelsith
citations with Jesus'responses as 'antitheses’, this term itself might
represent an illegitimate assumption. The grammar allavieast
three different nuances of translation: 'you have hedmgt | (in
contrastto that) say to you'; 'you have heard, andith addition to
thai) say to you'; 'you have heard, an¢ifl agreementvith that) say

to you'*

It is generally agreed that no abrogation of the law ocrutbe
first two antitheses, but it is more difficult to determine e
Jesusis simplydrawingout the actual meaningfthe commands or
whether he igxtendingheir application. The numerous parallels to
Jesus'teaching on anger and adultery in the OT and Jewistature
are frequently cited to prove thatesus'demandswould not be
unfamiliar to his hearer&? But it is not clear that these sentiments
were widely taught or accepted Jesus'day?”® nor do any of the
parallels give evidence that such sentiments were derived trem
sixth and seventh commandments. It is tbhenjunctionof inner
motive with the decalogue commandments that is distiactd
Jesus'demands.
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But that Jesusunderstoodthis conjunction to be implied in the OT
law, at least with respect to the sixth commandment, is s, it is
argued, by the clause quoted after the commandment. 'Whoeveilk
shall be liable to judgment' is often interpreted as a fference to a
scribal tradition which prescribed punishment only fr the outward
deed and ignored the inner motive. Against this, Jesusssociates
anger with murder by prescribing the same punishment foeach***
But this clause is more likely to be a representation ohe OT laws
pertaining to the punishment of the murderer”® The same point
can be made ifthis is so, however the error would then lie in the
juxtaposing of the penalty for ‘case law' with the gened ethical
principle, thereby suggesting an illegitimate restrictio on the
latter. %

Certainty on this question is almost impossible, but thapparent
lack of evidence for the subsuming of anger and lust undehe
prohibitions ofthe decalogue might suggest thadesus'interpretation
does go beyond the legitimate intent of the law. Shallve therefore
speak, as do many, ofthe 'radicalization' or ‘deepeningifthe law in
these first two antitheses? The difficulty with these desciijons is
that they suppose Jesuss ‘doing somethingto' the law, whereas this
is not obvious. Rather it would appear thatlesuswith the emphatic
'but / say to you', enunciates principles neither devied from, nor
intended to extend, the meaning of the laws which are qgteml >’

In contrast to thefirst two antitheses, it is commonly asserted that
in the third antithesis Jesugevokes the OT law concerning divorcé?®
In order to determine the validity of this assertion, it vl be
necessary to deal with several difficult questions antb take into
consideration Jesus'teaching elsewhere on the question.

First, it is important to note that in none ofthe passages recording
Jesus'teaching on divorce does he present the right dffivorce as a
Mosaiccommand.In Matthew 5.31,the quotationfrom Deuteronomy
24.1 presents the giving ofthe certificate of divorcasthe command,
and Mark 10.2-11 // Matthew 19.3-12 is in agreement withhts.**°
Inasmuch as divorce is nocommandedn Deuteronomy 24.1-4%
nor, indeed, anywhere in the OT, it is incorrect to spealof an
abrogation of the divorce command.

Secondly, it is necessary to ask whether Jesus withdrawse
permissionof divorce granted by Moses. In Mark 10 and Luke 16.18,
this would seem to be the case, for the prohibition ofwtbrce appears
to be absolute. According to Mark 10.5 (see also Mt. 19.8kslis
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viewsthe Mosaic toleration ofdivorceasa concessiono the people's
stubborn insensibilityo the divinewill (= 'hardnes®fheart’).*" In
contrastto this (&Y, V. 6) standsthe original creationintentionofGod
which, it would appear,Jesusseeksto restore anduphold (iyi,
v.9)."** This view can be defendedMiark, but it fails to explain
the Matthean parallel. For the effect ahe 'exceptionclause’(Mt.
19.9; cf. alsoMt. 5.32)isto bringJesusteachingonthelegitimacy of
divorce into rathercloseagreement with that ahe Deuteronomic
legislation’® Indeed, this is often denied, it being argued on
grammatical grounds that no exceptiexistsin Matthew or that
difiaréa, the basis for the exception, is significantly narrower i
meaninghanthe equivalentonceptin Deuteronomy?24.1. Lending
weight tothesearguments is the fathat Jesus'line of argument in
Matthew, as inMark, appears to point toward a teaching which is
stricter than Moses' and in harmony with thereationwill of God.
Despite the plausibility of this approach, it does not appear that
either the grammatical or the lexical argument cited abovebsan
sustained? Of course another alternative ifo denythe authenticity
ofthe exceptiveclausesn Matthew, but real difficulties existforthis
possibilityalso:* Thus it must be concluddiaat boththe Matthean
pericopaegive teaching on divorce closely similar to Mesaic
provisions™® This being thease,the 'hardness dfieart' to which
Jesusattributesthe Mosaic teachingis not doneawaywith inthe new
ageofthe Kingdom;indeed the caseof'serioussexualsin’ (8ifiiaRa)
which justifies divorce sprominentexampleof justthat. Asunder
the Mosaic law, the fact of human sia recognized and provision
made for it.

To return to Matthew5.31-32, it is now important to determine
what effectJesusteachinghasonthe actualcommandment quoted—
viz., to giveabill ofdivorce. The pronouncemenit]esusuxtaposed
with this quotation suggests that the root problem whiebus
attacks is a liberal divorce procedure based on the Deuteronomy
passage.As such, thebill of divorce command is never really
addressedthough it might be inferrethat Jesusenvisagea context
in which such a provisionwouldbe inappropriate?

Thus, it is not clear that Jesusabrogatesany Mosaic commandments
respectingdivorce and remarriage. On the otHeaind,Jesusdoesgyo
beyondhe OT in forthrightly labelling remarriage aftean improper
divorce 'adultery*® Once again, then, more than straightforward
‘exposition’ of the OT is involved in thé¢hird antithesis.Nor does
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Jesus'deepen’ or 'intensify’ the commandment which is qumted
any part of theMosaic divorce legislatiort”’ Jesus'purpose is to
emphasize in a new way t®riousnessf initiating an illegitimate
divorce (‘causesher to commit adultery') and to place blame on the
onewho marries an improperly divorcpdrson.His agreementvith
Deuteronomy24.1-4 as far as the basis for a legitimate divorce is
concerneds, as it were, incidental to his central intention.

The fourth 'thesis' cited by Jesus as a springboard for his own
teachingis an accurate summary of mumberof OT passages
commanding the faithful performance of oaths and vidws.
T.W. Manson argues that \83b, pertaining to vowse.g., between
man and God), is an intrusion and that the original tearhad to
do only with speaking the truth with m&hBut the distinction
impliedby this igoorigid:the OT doesnot always clearly distinguish
either, and 'both are solemn affirmations of a truth, both having
someconnectionwith God':* The rabbisacceptedwith reluctance
the need for oaths, but they never prohibited them, although the
Essenesmay have?® Jesus'prohibition appears, however, to be
absolute:'do not swear at all—in whiatasea clear difference with
respectto the OT is found:* On the other handthe examplescited
in w. 34-36 strongly suggest thatesushad in mind the casuistic
development regardinpgthsin the scribal traditiort?® This feature,
combined with undoubteskample®f hyperbole in th&ermonand
the conclusionn v. 37a, may servéo indicatethat Jesusmain point
is the need for absolute truthfulness and that he intengsdhibit
only those oaths whose purpose is to avoid that truthfuliielss
this case Jesusteachingwouldbe almost indistinguishable from the
OT position.Neverthelessit is difficult to upholdanyrestriction on
Jesus'prohibition: the final wordsf v. 37, ‘anything more than this
comesfrom the evil one', repeat the categorical abolitioroaths.
Furthermore,James,whomay preserve an independent witness to
Jesus'words, also gives an absolute prohibit{iil2).*” However,
theforbiddingf all voluntaryoathscannot be legitimately styled an
abrogation ofan OT command because there is no @4t which
commandsoaths;the custom is presumed and regulations are given
for its practice:® Again, Jesus does not exposit or deepen the
commandment, but effectiveanceldegislation which is no longer
needed since the practice it regulated is prohibited éncthming
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John P. Meier claims thatJesus'teaching with regard to thelex
talionis is 'perhaps the clearestind least disputable case of annulment
in the antitheses™™ While it is precarious to contest so strong a
statement, it does not seem that this judgment cde sustained. The
law requiring equivalent compensation, found at three laces in the
Pentateuch, had the purpose not to justify, but to restia private
retribution, by establishing a judicial procedure to which all could
appeal™ Jesus does not question the legitimacy tfis policy (nor
doeshe uphold it), but prohibits his disciplefrom using theprinciple
in personal relations. Inasmuch as application ofhe lex to private
parties is not envisaged in the OT, it is likely that Jaus is opposing a
misuse of the law among his contemporarié®” Thus, nothing is
done to the OT law as sucft?

Thefinal statementquoted by Jesusin Matthew 5 isunique among
the antitheses as including a clause which is not drawn from, no
representative of, the OT. This is sometimes contesteil being
urged that the restriction of the love command in Levitics 19.12 to
the fellow-Israelite (s> and thefrequentexpressions of hostility
to Israel's enemies in the OT rendelyou shall hate your enemy, 'die
logische und praktische Konsequenz® But even within Leviticus
19, the command oflove is widened to embrace the 'resident alien'
(v. 34) and, when the entire thrust of the OT is consideredy
command to hate can hardly be considered a fair extrapolan.>
The source from which the sentiment is taken cannot be caily
identified, although perhaps most likely is the demandhat the
members of the Qumran sect hate the 'sons of darknes¥.In
contrast to this, Jesus demands that his followers loveven their
enemies, which in the context particularly includes the persecutors’>®
Onceagain, the demandofJesus doesot abrogateany OT command-
ment, but neither can it be regarded as a natural extraglation from
OT teaching™®

Having examined each of the antitheses, it can be conclddidat
none of the usual characterizations afesus'handling of the OT is
sufficient to embrace all of the evidence. 'Exposition'an in no
manner account for the situation in the final four antitheses,
although it cannot be ruled out as a description of the firstwo.
Besides the inadequacy ofthe term to do justice to theigence, it is
highly guestionable whether the antithetical formula vould have
been chosen had simple exegesis been Jesus' godewise, the
process observed in the first two antithesamight be best described
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by the terms 'deepening' dradicalization', but the latter four cannot
be understood in this waywhatis the dominanhote, hinted at in
the emphatic °© say to you', testified to by the crowds at the
conclusionof the Sermon and observed in all thetithesesjs the
independent, authoritativieachingofJesus,whichis neither derived
from nor explicitly related to the OT.

As a summanpf the evidence relatingp Jesus'abrogationof the
OT, it should be noted that only one commandment, tHaill af
divorce be given, waseento be implicitly revoked, and it is
important to note thatlesusexplicitly characterizes it as lass-
than-adequate statement of God's perfegill. One practice
(swearing)allowed in thévlosaic law wadorbiddenby Jesusto his
disciples and in two other instances (Sabbath obsenamtdood
laws), Jesus enunciated principles whickvould allow for the
abrogationof laws.

Direct Statementsiboutthe OldTestament

We have argued that, to determine the manner in which the
Christian believer can use the OT as a guide for behaitids,
necessanto understand the impaaif Jesus'coming on the older
revelation. In this finalsection,it is our task to examine thiext
which most directly treats that question: Matthéwl 7-19 and the
partial Lukan parallel,16.16-17.

In Luke 16.16, Jesusclearly announces a fundamental shift in
Salvation-history: "The law and the prophets were udbthn; since
then the good news tife Kingdom ofGodis preached, and every
one enters it violently'. Especially in light of 17, it is impossible
that Jesusintendsto announcehe terminationofthe relevanceofthe
OT;* rather, the periodduringwhich men were related to God
underits terms haseasedvith John'* Matthew's parallel (11.13a)
presentssome interesting differences: 'all the prophets andaihe
prophesied untilohn'. Unique and particularly striking the notion
ofthelaw 'prophesyirigbut it is difficult to know whato makeofit.
Banksseedn it an indicatiorof a Matthean theologicathemewhich
regards the law as well as the prophets as poirftingard to
Christ.*® This understandingwill have to be pursued further in
discussing Matthevb.17, but the present verse need only indicate
that the entire OT is being viewedsthefirstmember ira'prophecy-
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fulfillment' understandingpf history.
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Study of Matthew 5.17-19 is complicated by the complex and
debated tradition history of the verses. Accordimgsbme, each of
the three verses has to be assigned to a different stratiitme early
community as they presentiffering views of the law' The
validity of the various suggestions concerning the hjstif these
versescan beassessednly after their meaning has been determined.
But as aworkingprocedure, wevill seekto determine the meaning of
eachversewithinits presentcontext, sinceit is certainly legitimate to
suppose that thefinal redactor, at least, intended them to be
understood in relation to one another.

The meaning given to the phrase 'the law and the prophetsan
important bearing on the&xegesiof v. 17. We have already noted
that the phrase appears to connote the OT Scriptureshia NT
generally, but that Matthew gives the phrase a paricuhuance,
stressingthe normative or imperatival aspect of the OT. The fea
that iGii0 is used alone in v. 18 and that v. 19 speaks of'‘command-
ments' strongly suggests that this connotation is presenb.itv as
well.’®® But it is not legitimate to press this distinction to thaent
that the phrase is taken tamply simply ‘thewill of God'®
reference to the written Scriptures cannot be eliminatéd.

It is not to 'abolish' the demands thie OT Scriptures thatlesus
has come, butto fulfill them. The determination of the meaning of
'fulfill' in this context is a notoriousrux, for whilethe sensef the
term as appliedo prophecies appears easyastablishjts significance
with respect to commands is mudéss obvious. Any acceptable
interpretation will have to do justice to the following factors:

1. When Septuagintal usage is considered, it is almost certain
that 66échlillis more closely related tp than to Dip:*®

2.  The termwith which décfitiu is contrasted £adaéyu, means
'abolish’, 'annul™®

3. The focus in Matthew 5 is clearly on the relationship testaw

the OT andJesus'teachingnot his actions.

A numberof suggestedhterpretations can be immediately eliminated
when these factors are given sufficient considerationThe
remaining possibilities posit a relationship betwderus'teaching
and the OT according to which the former (1) ffills up' the lay
expressing its foil intended meanitig;(2) fius up', or ‘completes'
the law by extending its demant;or (3) ‘fulfills' the law by
bringing that to which it pointedorward.”® Two further consider-
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ations are crucial in deciding whiabf thesepositions iscorrect: the
usageof décfitiu in Matthew and the implicationsf the useofthe
OT in the antitheses.

The most obvious and distinctive usedd€itu in Matthew
comesin the introductions to the so-called formula quatais',
which declare the ‘fulfilmentbfan OT prophecy or historical event
in the life ofJesus.lt is this aspea oMatthew's employment of
déchlu which is stressed by Banks, who argues that ‘predisely
samemeaning should be giventhe term&échiit when it is used of
the Law as that which it has when it is uséthe prophets'* The
feet that the Law itsells said to 'prophesy' according to Matthew
(11.13) demonstrates that the law as well as the prophets ean b
regardedas possessing 'prophetic’ function. Thus, iis suggestedas
Jesusfulfilled the OT prophecies in his activity so tdfilled' the
OT law in his teaching’

Against this view, however, it can be argued that dlosest
parallel to the use adécfitit in Matthew 5.17 isfound not in the
formula quotations,which all havéhe passive form, but iMatthew
3.15, which, like 5.17, has the active infinitive. And fidfill all
righteousness' irB.15, it is argued, must mean something like 'to
obey(e.g., "complete") evenighteouslemandof God.""® Further-
more, Matthew useécfiliu elsewhere, albeit in non-theological
sensesto mean'fill up' or ‘complete(13.48; 23.32).

It is difficult to determine whicbf theselinesof evidence should
be taken as most significant in determining the megaoifdéciitu
in Matthew 5.17. On the one hand, the difference betwdan t
passive formulation in the formula citations and the aciin
Matthew 5.17 may preclude themssociationput, onthe other hand,
the meaning oMatthew 3.15 is not clear and not much may be
gained by comparing Matthew 5.17 with'it.On the whole, there
wouldappear to be a slight balance of evidence in faiBanks's
interpretation. The reference to the law ‘prophesyifid.13), taken
in conjunction with the dominant use @#cfitu in the formula
quotations,is very suggestiveMoreover, the ideaofthe fulfillment of
the law is in accord with the broad scagdulfilment in Matthew,
including, as it does, historical events with no clegrtgdictive
element (cf2.15).

More decisive support is given this interpretatofdéchiiu if the
understanding of the antitheses developed aboverrecicdviost
scholarsrecognize the nedd interpret the basic 'theory' enunciated
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in w. 17-19in light ofthe specific practical examples of \21-48.
Hence, thosewho regardfulfill' asconnotingthe bringingout of the
true intentionof the lawfind expositionof the OT in the antitheses;
while 'deepening’, 'radicalizing’, or 'intensifyingietlaw ifoundby
supportersof the view thatfulfill’ implies an extensioaf the law's
demands. Yet Jesusin theantithesess doing neither, but is rather
bringingnew demands only indirectly related to the OT commands
which are cited, then the law can perhaps be best viewesh
anticipation of Jesus'teaching.Jesusfulfils the law by proclaiming
thosedemands to which it lookedbrward.”

Can this interpretation be reconciled with \i8-19? Atfirstsight,
no stronger endorsement of the eternal validity of ewennhost
insignificant item in the law could eundthan appears in these
verses.” But such an interpretatioposesnsuperable problems for
anyone who is concerned to discover a consistent posiitbin w
Matthew. Many scholars simply deny that this is possiblefamdin
w. 18-19 atradition sternming fronthe conservativdewishcommunity
in the early church, a tradition which Matthew has for soreason
inserted in its presentontext.® Whileit is possible that one could
be forced to this view, it must be said that it seewena difficult
one; is it likely that the final redactomould have deliberately
inserted sayings which appear, when compared with ffy. ta1
presentJesusas 'the least in the Kingdom Beaven?Surely it is
incumbent on us to seek out other alternatives befosepibsition is
accepted.

Attempts to avoid the conclusion that there is in thesecsesn
absolute endorsement of every demand in the law foctigasn
things: thescopeof the Yo clausesn v. 18, the meaningf iUiid  in
v. 18 and the antecedeuwf 6iyoui in v. 19.

The first YUo clause in {8, 'until heaven and earth pass away’,
must be compared with Luki&.17:'it is easierfor heaven and earth
to pass away, than for one dot of the law to become voii. |
probablethat the Lukan verse must be understasdn assertiorof
the continuing validity of the law, in order guard against the
drawingof antinomian conclusions from16.** Aimost certainly,
the Matthean YUo clause must be given the same medninti:
heaven and earth pass away' is simply anotheroivsgying, 'until
the endof the presenwvorld order'*

The second YUo clause in v. 18dss easy to interpret, since

dUi6a, 'all things', has no clear antecedent and the precisaning
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of &AYicoaé is uncertain® One approach understanddUiéa to
refer to the demandsf the law whichare tobe 'done’ or 'obeyed".
But, when Matthean usage is consideréficoaé must almost
certainly be translated 'happen’, ‘come to pass', so dimgroach
must be excludetf. A second interpretation takedUidad as a
reference taeventswvhich are to come tpass,and inasmuch as this
interpretation gives a natural sense to béthicoaé and 8Uid4, it
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should probablybe accepted. The events denoteddb§dd have
been variously identified: the death or resurrection oirist;"
thosethings prophesiedf his first coming oof his entire careet’’
or the endof the Age’™

A consideration of Matthew24.34-35, which presents several
striking linguistic parallels to V18, can aid in making decisionln
that context, 'until all these things come to passpi®bablyto be
interpreted as a referencdo the signs enumerated bysusearlier in
the chapter™ 8Ui6a 6ayoa, then, indicatepredietedevents gUida
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much the same thing: all predicted events, the 'widiléne
purpose”’”’ Whileit is claimed that this interpretation makes the
secondY U0 clausetautologousto thefirstandhencesuperfluous, this
is not really thecase:the secondntroduces thédea, absenfromthe
first, of God's redemptive purposes.tliieseinterpretations of the
YUo clauses are correct, then thgyovideno help in delimiting the

statementsof w. 18-19.

itiid  in v. 18probablymeans, basically, the OT Scriptur&s,
although it is probablealso that the imperatival aspect of the
Scripturesis still particularly in view. Anothekind of delimitation is
suggestedby thosewho suppose thdiiido here isareferenceto the
moral law only:* But such a meaning is unlikely in viefihe lack
of attestation for any clear distinction in Judaism amongraio
ceremonial and civil law and thatresson detailed parts of the
Scriptures in 5.18* A better suggestion is that the continuing
validity of the law is to be understood in the ligihtits ‘fulfilment’
(v. 17)** In all its details, the Scripture remains authotitae, but
the manner in which men are to relate to and understand its
provisions is now determined by the one whdifilied it. While
this view cannot be demonstrategegeticallythe positionof v. 18
between v. 17 and the antitheses surely suggeststtl@ni be
understood only in conjunction with the new approadhddaw. It
is precisely the same with Lukié.17, placed between 6 and the
saying about divorce in v. 18.
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This statement about the permanent validityttuf law leads to
the practical conclusion (iyi) of v.19:*° even 'the least of these
commandments' must be practiced #gght; notto dosois to risk
exclusiorfromthe Kingdont® But what arethesecommandments?
Attemptsto restriathe referenceo the decaloguejesus’commands,
or the antitheses cannot be justifiéd Most likely, the antecedent
of 6iydui is to be located ifiiiid, the whole (v. 18) being broken
down into its parts (V19). In the same way, themsiliid in v. 18
mustbeunderstood in lighofits fulfillment, so'thesecommandments'
should be understood as referritigthe commandmeniass fulfilled
(and thereby, perhaps re-interpreted) desus:”

The function of w18-19 is rather clearly toguard against a
possible antinomian interpretation of 17 and, perhaps, of the
following antitheseS” While it is generally held that it was
Matthew's concern about antinomian tendencies in his church that
led him to insertheseJewish-Christian sentimentsere,it must be
asked whethepesustoo, wouldnot have been concerned about the
possibility ofhis listenersdrawingsuch aconclusion.Could not he
have appropriatec perhaps populalewishsaying abouthe eternal
validity and applicabilityfthe law and applied to the ‘fulfilled law'
in order to demonstrate his essential continuity withltit¥vould
appear that such an evaluation is at leaspebableas supposing
that Matthew has done the sam@.

Conclusion

In his directstatementsabout the lawlesusupholds the continuing
validity ofthe entire OT Scriptures, but alsoassertsthat this validity
must be understood in ligif its fulfillment. It can be readily seen
that the evidence gleaned from othdmes of investigation in the
courseof the study is compatible with this position. No sensation-
causing revolutionaryJesusadhered to the law in his own life, but
used it remarkably little in his teaching about the righteousness
expected of members of the Kingdom. Jesus evidenced in the
antithesesand claimed in his statement about the Sabbath an
authority over the law, such as only Goaksesse$n the basis of
this authority, Jesus denied to his disciples at least ondipeac
tolerated in the old dispensation (vows), and set forth a principle
destined to abrogate large segmentdPentateuchallaws (cf. Mk
7.15). But noneofthis occursasa deliberateattack onthelaw; rather
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the validity or abrogation of laws appears to be decided &rely by
their relationship to Jesus'teaching and to the new situation which
his coming inaugurates™

This general perspective is foundh all three synopticgospelswith
differences in emphasis, but without significant comadictions. Each
evangelist combines statements upholding the validitgf the law
with pronouncements of Jesus regarding his authority ovehe law.
Little use of the law is made in any gospel in the formulan of
kingdom ethics and dietary regulations receive criticismin all three
also. These conclusions depend for their cogency on the exem
decisions reached in the course of the study; and padiarly
Matthew 5.18-19, and the general approach to the law iné first
gospel, are Iikele/ to be raised as fondamental objections to this
unified outlook.?* Yet for all Matthew's concern with Judaism and
his apparent reluctance to sever relationships with t synagogue, he
transmits some oflesus'most far-reaching claims with respect to the
law (5.17, 21-48; 12.8) and it seems preferable to undearsd more
conservative statements within this ‘fulfillment’ mdif rather than
speak of contradictions in his material. The unanimity inoutlook
found in the synoptics on this matter, when contrasted #t first-
century Jewish beliefs and even some circles in the eadiurch,
suggests that we are in touch here with thipssissima voXesu.

What may we then concludérom this about the authority of the
Mosaic law in the new age of fulfillment? Any conclusiasn drawn
from Jesus'teaching must, of course, be tentative and subject togh
correction and expansion ofthe more explicit treatment of some of
these questions in the epistles. The most that can bend here is to
suggest some directions in which the evidence would et lead.

First, and most basically, every Mosaic law must be, asdgerbos
puts it, ‘placed under the condition of its fulfillmert'.?* On the basis
of Jesus'teaching, it does not seem that any Mosaic commandment
can be assumed to be directly applicable to the believdesus'
authority as the law's fulfiller stands even over the dealogue, as his
claim of lordship over the Sabbath shows; and most believers have
utilized that authority in refusing to *honor the seventhday'.* Nor
do statements about the discontinuity/continuity ofthdaw presume
the tripartite division of the law, so popular in much of Chistian
history. The whole law came to culmination in Christ. As the sole
ultimate authority of the Messianic community, he taks up the law
into himself and enunciates whats enduring in its contents.In doing
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s0,it may be inaccurate to speak of a 'new lavé® but it cannot be
denied that Jesus' commandments include both general pagiples
and some detailed demands—much more than the bare regeinent
of love is involved® The change in redemptiveeras' brings with it
a change in the locus of authority for the people of Gad! but it
does not bring a liberation from authority as such.

Thus, secondly, the teaching of Jesus gives little suppod those
who would want to apply the criterion of love to discrimirate among
the applicability ofMosaic commandmentsit was not on the basis of
'the demands of love', but on the basis of his uniquatuitive
knowledge of God's will thatJesusinterpreted and applied the law.

Finally, Jesusby no means countenances the abandonment of the
Mosaic law; indeed (if Mt. 5.18-19be accepted as authentic), he
explicity commands that it be taught. However, thise¢aching must
always bedonewith due attention to the fulfilment ofthe law (v. 17)
and the way in which this fulfillment affects the meaningand
applicability of its provisions.
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targums(Meier, Law andHistory, 74) isinsufficient basisto overturnthis
factor.

169. The closesparallelto Mt. 5.17 in the use ébaéyu is2 Mace. 2.22,
whereit is usedwith reference to the law anthustmeanabolish'or ‘annul'
(Grundmann,Matthaus, 145; Banks, Jemsand theLaw, 207; contra Henrik
Ljungman, Das GesetZrflllen: Matth. 5,17ff. und 3,15untersucht [Lunds
Universitets Arsskrift, n.s. 50; Lund: Gleerup, 1954],60-61).

170. (1) SupposingDip to lie behind déchdd, the wordhasbeentranslated
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‘confirm’ or 'sustain' (DalmanJesus-Jeshu&6-58; BranscombJesusand
the Law, 226-28; Daube, New Testamentf0-61); (2) 6écfitiu has been
‘doing'and ‘'neglecting’ the law (cf. MAbot4.9; SB, 1,341; A. Schlatter,Der
EvangelistMatthaus [Stuttgart: Calwer, 1957], 153-54; Jacob Jocz,The
Jewish People and Jesus Christ: the Relationship between Church and
Synagogug3rd edn; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979],26); (3) On the analogy of
prophetic fulfillment, &écfiiu has beeninterpretedto mean'obey’ (Zahn,
Matthéus, 212-13; T.W. Manson, Ethics and the Gospe[London: SCM,
1960], 53-54); (4) With reference to a supposed parallel to Mt. 571in CBA
Shabb.116b, it hasbeensuggestedthat dé¢fiit means'add to'(Jeremias,
Theology, 83-84); (5) 'to observe completely* is the sense sugges by
Descamps(Justes,127-31); (6) Ljungman, with reference to Mt. 3.15, argue
for the meaning 'accomplish as a unity in Jesus' work(Gesetz,58-61); (7)
Jesus' coming has been viewed as the basis for enabling hifhaed others to
carry out God's demands (Julius SchniewindDas Evangeliunnach Matthéus
[NTD: 7th edn; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1954], 54).

171. R.C.H. Lenski, The InterpretationofSt. Matthew'sGospelMinneapolis:
Augsburg, 1943), 206-207; HenryEthics, 318; Ridderbos, Kingdom, 294;
Bahnsen, Theonomy,61-72; Nixon, 'Fulfilling’, 56-57.

172. Although the following authors disagree on the exact nuance, ely
are united in giving dé¢fitil the senségivethe complete operfectmeaning':
Kimmel, ‘Judische Traditionsgedanke’, 128-29; LagrangeMatthieu, 93-94;
Dupont, Béatitudes, |, 138-44; Lohmeyer-Schmauch,Matthaus, 107-108;
Wilder, Eschatology,130; Schnackenburg,Moral Teaching, 57-58; Davies,
‘Matthew 5.17,18', 33-45; Floyd V. FilsonA Commmentary on the Gospel
According to St. Matthew (BNTC; London: Black, 1960), 83; Feuillet,
'Morale', 124; Grundmann, Matthaus, 145-46; SchweizerMatthew, 107;
Schulz, Botschaft, 182; Trilling, Israel, DA-°9; Christoph Burchard, 'The
Themeof the Sermon on the MountEssaysn the LoveCommandy3.

173. Banks,Jesusand the Law,207-10; Meier, Law and History, 75-85.
Meyer (Aims ofJesus153) says: 'HigJesus'] crowningrevelation "fulfilled"
the Torah by bringingit to its appointedeschatologicalcompletion'.

174. Jesusand the Law,210.

175. Banks, Jesusand the Law, 210. Guelich similarly stresses the
redemptive-historicafocus of v. 17 aneiewsthe verseas apronouncement
of Jesus'bringingin the eschatologicalZion-torah' (Sermon,137-38,163).
And see also Meyeimsof Jesus143-51.

176. Cf. G. Schrenk,'aééaéioyic’, TDNT, II, 198.

177. Meier (Law and History, 76-81) dealswith both these points. He
arguesthat there is no significant difference betweenthe passiveuse of
d0écfitu in the quotationsand the active in 5.17. But it may hiat he
minimizesthe difference:neverin the NT is déc¢filu in thepassiveollowed
by Jesus as the agemtyhichwouldbe theparallelto 5.17. As to 3.15, he
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suggeststhat 0écfiil there may tie inwith the use of theerm in the
fulfilment quotations.

178. Exponentsof theviewthat Jesusintensified'the law in the antitheses
are forced to arguethat this intensification does not actirectly on the
commandsvhichare cited. The viewadvocatedaboves ableto retain the
direct contact.

179. Cf. the parallelsin Jewishliterature (SB, |, 244-45).

180. E.g., Kimmel, ‘Judische Traditionsgedanke',127; Hans-TheoWrege,
Die Uberlieferungsgeschichteler Bergpredigt(WUNT, 9; Tiibingen: Mohr,
1968),40.

181. Marshall, Luke, 630.

182. Inasmuch as Jesus, in both Mt. (24.35) and Lk. (21.33)edlrly
predicts the ‘passing away of heaven and earth’, it iscorrect to view this
saying as equivalent to sayingpever* (H. Traub, 'idfiaiiio’, TDNT, V, 515;
Meier, Law andHistory, 61).

183. It seemsclear, howeverthat the Yuoclauseis temporal (contra
Eduard Schweize('Noch einmalMt. 5,17-20', Das Wortund dieWérter [fir
Gerhard Friedrich], ed. Horst Balz and Siegfried Schulz [Stuttgart:
Kohlhammer, 1973],71), who wants to give the clausafinal meaning and
A.M Honeyman (Matthew V. 18 and the Validity of the Lav, NTS 1
[1954-55], 141-42), who finds a Semitic construction which yields an
inclusive and modal sense).

184. Wrege, Bergpredigt, 39; Sand, Gesetz38; Grundmann, Matthaus,
148; Schulz,Botschaft, 183; Hill, Matthew, 118. Schweizer has argued that
the love commandn particular is the subject (Matth. 5.17-20: Anmerkungen
zum Gesetzesverstandnis des MatthdudYeotestamentica:Deutscheund
Englische Aufsatzd95I1-1963 [Zlrich / Stuttgart: Zwingli, 1963],400-405).

185. Cf. especially Meier,Law andHistory, 53-54, 61-62.

186. Jesus' death: Davies, 'Matthew 5.17, 18', 44-63; the Rerection:
Hamerton-Kelly, 'Attitudes’, 30.

187. Meier(Law andHistory, 62-64; cf. Guelich,Sermon, 145-48) argues
for the former; for the latter, cf. Lenski, Matthew, 204.

188. M'Neile, Matthew, 59.

189. Banks,Jesus and thé.aw, 216.And for more evidencdor this view of
this difficult logion, see especially CranfieldMark, 407-408.

190. Plummer, Matthew, 76.

191. Arndt, 545; contra Gutbrod (itiiio', TDNT, IV, 1059), Banks(Jesus
and the Law_214-15) and Meier(Law andHistory, 52) whorestria the
referenceto the Pentateuch.

192. Fairbairn, Law, 226-27; MacKintosh, Christand the Law23.

193. Bahnsen,Theonomy48.

194. Lagrange,Matthieu, 94; Bonnard,Matthieu, 62; Trilling, Israel, 179;
G. Schrenk,'aidieb’, TDNT, B, 548-49; Sloyan, End of the Law49-51;
Wenham,Jesus and the Law/, 95.
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195. Most scholars hold that v. 19 comes from Matthew's spedditradition
(Hamerton-Kelly, 'Attitudes’, 21-27), although some supose that it was
joined to v. 18 in 'Q' (H. Schiurmann, "Wer daher eines deser geringsten
Gebote auflost..."", BZ 4 [1960], 240-49; Meier,Law and History, 101-
103).

196. Although Meier (Law and History, 92-95) argues that gradations in
rank, not exclusion from the Kingdom, is meant.

197. For the first, see Schrenk aidiép', TDNT, I, 548; for the second,
Banks, Jesusand the Law,221-23; for the third, Carlston, 'Things that
Defile', 79. Againstthe last-namedview, it does notappearthat Matthew
everuses 1y0io prospectively.

198. A.T. Lincoln, 'From Sabbath td_ord's Day: ABiblicaland Theological
Perspective',From Sabbath to Lord's Day374.James D.G. Dunn(Unity
and Diversity in the New Testament: An Inquiry into the Character of
Earliest Christianity [Philadelphia: Westminster,1977], 246) sees Matthew
to be advocatingcontinuingloyalty to the law, that is, for himthe law as
interpreted bylesus'Guelich (Sermon,153-55)findsv. 19 to be restricted by
v. 20,whichintroducesthe ideaof the eschatological 'Zion-torah' (thterm
is Hartmut Gese's).

199. Barth (‘Matthew's Understanding'94-95) is a goodepresentativeof
those whobelievethe seeminglydivergentviewsof the law in Matthew are
due to the fact that he wdgghting on 'two fronts'—against eabbinic-like
stress on the law on the of@ndand againstantinomianson the other.

200. Banks (‘Matthew 5.17-20', 236-40) defendghe substantial authenticity
of w. 17-20. Although his interpretation differs slightly from mine, his
argumentsare nonethelesselevanthere.

201. Cf. especially BanksJesusand the Law,242-45; and alsoVerweijs,
Evangelium,351.

202. Matthew's viewpointis often characterized ddewish-Christian'and
seen to take a famorepositivestancetowardthe written and oral law than,
e.g., Mark or Luke (see, for instance, the presentation of Dunbpity and
Diversity, 246-51).

203. Kingdom, 308.

204. The letter of thefourth commandmentlearly specifies theeventh
day, not simplya 'one-in-seven'principle.

205. Davies has suggested that thearly Christians, taking up some
inchoate indicationsin this direction in contemporaryJudaism,may have
come toviewJesus' teaching as a neterah (Torah in the Messianic Age
and/or the Age to Coni@BLMS, 7; Philadelphia:SBL, 1952]; Setting,122-88).
But this is contested by Pet&chéfer, 'Die Torah der messianischen Zeit',
ZNW 65 (1974) 27-42; and Robert Banks, 'The EschatologicRbole of Law
in Pre- and Post-Christian Jewish Thought',Reconciliationand Hope,175-85.

206. Meyer, Aims ofJesus143.
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207. Bahnsen's treatment(Theonomy)is flawed by a consistent failure to
give adequate attention to such salvation-historical asiderations. Similarly,
approaches which emphasize the difference imterpretation of the law
evidenced by Jesus and the Pharisees (cf. Stephen Whbstien, Jesusand
Scribal Authority [CB, NT, 10; Lund: Gleerup, 1978]) often foil to come to
grips with the radical shift in perspective brought by the coming of the
Kingdom.



