THE LAW OF CHRIST AS
THE FULFILLMENT OF
THE LAW OF MOSES:

A MODIFIED LUTHERAN VIEW

Douglas |]. Moo

Christians disagree about the place of the Mosaic law in the
life of the believer because the MNew Testament itself contains
statements that appear to support opposite conclusions. Cur
Lord's endorsement of the eternal validity of even the “smallest
letter” and “least stroke of a pen” in the law is followed by a
waming that breaking even “one of the least of these command-
ments” will mean demotion in the kingdom of heaven (Matl
5:18-19). Similar apparently unequivocal assertions of the law's
continuing validity are found throughout the New Testament
e.g.. “we uphold the law"” (Rom. 3:31); “the law is holy, and the
commandment is holy, rghteous and good” (Rom. 7:12); “the
man who looks intently into the perfect law that gives freedom,
and continues to do this, not forgetting what he has heard, but
doing it—he will be blessed in what he does” (James 1:25). At the
other extreme, however, are apparently equally clear assertions of
the law’s complete cessation for the believer: “Christ is the end of
the law" (Bom. 10:4a); “vou are not under law"” (Rom. é:14; of.
v. 15); “when there is a change of the priesthood, there must also
be a of the law™ (Heb. 7:12).

Such diverse statements about the Mosaic law have both
fascinated and frustrated theologians since the inception of the
church. And at no time has this been more the case than in the last
two decades, which have witnessed a remarkable resurgence of
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interest in the theology of the Mosaic law.! A deluge of books and
articles has examined virtually every bit of evidence and from
almost every conceivable perspective. Yet nothing even approach-
mg a consensus has emerged. Several f&cmrs- account for the
radically different conclusions reached by biblical scholars and
theologians, the most important of which is the diverse theological
and hermeneutical frameworks that are used to order and arrange
the various texts. Theological and confessional allegiances—Lu-
theran. Reformed, dispensational, ete.—thus dictate which texts
are given precedence and used to interpret others.

| am not citicizing the wse of such general theological
frameworks, for n:spnnsible biblical theology cannot be carried out
without some structure to ize the exegetical evidence. The
question becomes, then, structure most accurately captures
the pattern of biblical rt*'.-eiatiﬂn? O, to limit the issue to the task
at hand: Can we find a framework that s capable of organizing
into a coherent picture the various texts about the Mosaic law
without imposing forced and unnatural meanings on those texts?
Each of the contrbutors to this volume will argue that his
approach is best able to accomplish this task of integration. In this
essay, | will try to show that the exegetical evidence points to what
[ am calling a modified form of the traditional Lutheran perspec-
tive. Luther himself saw Law and Gospel as discontinuous and

ISimulating this TESUFGENCE has been the new n.ndml:'ndu'l.g of [uwdaism
advacated by E P, Sanders (ses especially his Paal emi Paleatimian  Judsism
[Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977]) and adopted by a large number of scholars, Some of
the st npﬂmnt books :rr Robert Banks, Jesus and e Lew o the S!.l.n.u-p!u'
Tradidies (Cambridge: Ca University Fresa, 1975} Klaus Die
Geselzesgesiogung fese: [fe hisfor, Hivtergrund im Judemlunm wod im alfem P ——
(MeukirchenVioyn: Neukirchener, 1972, Ragnar Bring, Christur und des Geseiz
[Leiden: Brill, 1969 A. van Dilmen, Dz Thelogis des Gesetzes byl Panlis I:_Eh.it'tprl:
Eatholisches, 19%68); Dandel Fuller, Goaped & Loy Comlrasl or Comiimium? {Grand
Rapids: Berdmang, 1980y Hans Hiobner, Love (m Paul's Thougdl (Edinbargh: T. & T,
Clark, 158); Brice L, Martin, Christ ard the Lo i Panl's Thought {Leiden: Birill,
1965 Heikki Ritsinen, Pan! ard the Lo [Tobingen: Moehr, 19683 E P. Sanders,
Paul, the Law amd Hhe feunsh People (Philadelphda; Fortress, 19830 Frank Thielmamnn,
Froon Pligtel bo Soiution: A Jewéch Fromework for Understamding Paul’s View of the Loz in
Caletions gnd Homors {Leiden: Boll, 198%); Peter |. Tamson, Paul end die feuish Les
{Philsdelphia: Portvess, 15991) Stephen Westerholm, [sael's Lew and the Clurch's
Fmitiv: Pawl amid Hes Beoemt terpreters (Grand Ra.pul.; Eerdmans, 1988); 5. Wegter-
hodm, fesus and Senfel Awiberity (Lund: Gleerup, 19798 5. G, Wilson, Luke o the
Lawe [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 198351 For a sureay of the lierabure
on Panf and the law from 1977 -84, BEC Ty “TPaul and the Law in the Last Ten
Years,™” ST 40 (B9E7), 287-307,
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made the distinction between these two basic to his theology. This
distinction has continued to be central to Lotheran theology, and 1
think that it is both biblical and important. But I also think that the
traditional approach needs to be modified by greater attention to
the salvation-historical perspective of the Scriptures,

ians have used the phrase “salvation history” and its
equivalent, “redemptive history,” to denote a considerable num-
ber of concepts.? I am using the phrase in a rather untechnical
manner to denote a conceptual framework that is basic to the
biblical revelation, a framework with two decisive characteristics,
The first characteristic is historice! periodizafion. By this | mean that
the biblical writers understand salvation as the culmination of a
historical process that features several distinct periods of time. At
the “center” of history, and forming the decisive turning point, is
Christ's death and resurrection. All that came before funnels into
this decisive moment, and all that will come after flows from it.
Basic, then, to biblical revelation is the contrast between “before”
and “after” Christ, a contrast between two “ages” or “eras.”
Salvation history finds a discontinuity between the time before
and the time after Christ at the core of the Scriptures. This is not,
of course, to deny the continuity of salvation history—a continu-
ity rooted in one God, carrying out one plan, in one people. But it
is to insist that this one continous and etermal plan unfolds in
successive and distinct stapes.

1 will argue that the Mew Testament writers view the Mosaic
law within this salvation-historical framework and relegate it
basically to the period of time before the coming of Christ. And it
is necessary o stress at this point that the New Testament
teaching about the law is first, and most basically, teaching about
HmrgﬂMufuﬁ-I: law. This :isdimm:it to '.hj sjmaiig? tnﬂ_;s:fme

it tems—an i particularly true utheran
mmﬁ an?Ea point at which it requires nhfmﬁun—wher&
“law” denotes a general theological category, namely, God's word
in its commanding aspect.® In this sense, the Sermon on the

MWorks that come closest 0 my wse of the salvation-histerical concept are
Hiiory (New Yok Harper & Reow, 1967F Lecriard Goppelt, Thiciosy of he Mo
w - W, T
Tesdawignt, 2 wols., (Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 1981, 1982), =spedally 12251 =81 and
247-63% Herman Ridderbos, Panl: Am Cutling of His Theology (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1974), Hpecial.lj.' 44 =B
Law, says Luther at one podnt, is “what we are bo do and give to God,™ while

Gospe] is “what has bean ghven us by God” ["How Christians Shoubd Refmi the
Law of Moses.” Luter's ﬁ':v'ks vl 35 rﬂdhdelp‘ru'm Fortress, 1960, 63k
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Mount is “law™ just as much as the Ten Commandments. But the
Mew Testament use of the word “law” (momos) is dedsively
conditioned by the Old Testament background and the Jewish
milieu in which it was wrtten. The word therefore almost always
denotes not “law’ in general, but the Mosaic law, the Tenah (#6rd).!
As a result, the New Testament Law-"Gospel"® tension is not, as
in Luther, primarily static and theological, but historical. “Law”
(tinf) came into history at & specific point in time (430 years after
the promise, according to Gal. 3:17). In the New Testament,
therefore, Law and “Gospel” primarily denote, not two constant
aspects of God's word to us, but two successive eras in salvation
history.s

A second element in the salvation-historical approach is a
recognition of the frequent corporate focus of the biblical writers.
This is a natural corollary of the first characteristic. Since the
dividi int in the salvation his conception is the death and
mdmgmynmm Christ, the :'::mtr:vai-.’.t:m-jlr betweenp’h';:fnre" and "after”
has to do not with the experience of the individual but with the
experience of the world or of God's le. This is not to deny, of
course, that the transition from the “old era” to the new effected

Christ in history has its completion and partial parallel in the
life of the believer and that the biblical writers often describe this
h‘.unsitiﬂn'mﬂwlifeufhﬂm individual. But it is to place more
im than theological and hermeneutical
ME aigﬂmﬁﬂm and ency of the mﬁpumm
tive.

This perspective, as we will see, is central t0 some of the key
New Testament passages on the Mosaic law. [ will seek to show in
what follows that the salvation-historical approach is able success-
fully fo explain and te the various Mew Testament data
about the Mosaic law and the Christian. Specifically, T will
that the Mosaic law is besically confined to the old era Eh:il:ﬁ:g

“For a survey of the Paullne vse of o, see my * Law," “Works of the Law,"
and Legalism in Paul™ WIT 43 (1383), 73-100.

Huotshon marks must be put aroand the wond "Gnup:'l" because the Mew
Testament never, in fact, directly contrasts the word Law with the ward Gospal.
Bt the conoept denoted by the word Gosped is certainly conbrasted with the Law al
miny painds.

®n this point, see Otto Weber, Foundations of Dogmtics, 2 vols. (Grand
Rapids:. Eerdmans, 1981, 1983), espedally 136304 Gerhard Ebeling: “On the
Doctrine of the Tnpler Uisus Legis in the Theology of the Reformers,” in Word amd
Faith {Philadelphia: Portess, 19%63), 260-6L
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come to its fulfillment in Christ. It is no longer, therefore, directiy
applicable to believers who live in the new era. To establish these
points, | will proceed in two stages. First, 1 will look at the
evidence from the Scriptures about the purpose of the law, This
step is necessary both to secure a general perspective from which
to Jook more specifically at the question of the applicability of the
law to Christians and to see if this evidence implies anything
about the law's permanence. Second, | will investigate the
teaching about the law in the new age of salvation.

Most of my evidence will come from the teaching of Jesus in
Matthew and, especially, from the letters of Paul. We will not
ignore other New Testament authors, but they have far less to say
on the issues concerning us than do Matthew and Paul. Whatever
the exact situation is that Matthew addresses—and Matthean
scholars continue to debate the point—it is clear that he is
concerned that his Christlan audience understand the relatonship
between the church and Israel and, by extension, between the
teaching of Jesus and the Mosaic law. But important as the
teaching of Jesus is for the issue of the Christian and the law, it is
overshadowed by the evidence from Paul's letters. This Is partially
because we cannol always be sure whether Jesus was addressing
the situation that would prevail after his redemptive acts had
opened the new era of salvation or the sifuation during his earthly
ministry when the old covenant was still in effect. Furthermore,
Paul's evidence is decisive simply because the issue of the Mosaic
law and the Christian was one that Paul had much greater need to
dddress. As the “apostle to the Gentiles,” he was used by God to
open the doors of the Christian church to Gentiles who had never
had any relationship with the Mosaic law. Questions about what
relationship, if any, these Gentile converts should have to the
Mosaic law were bound to arise. Paul deals with these questions at
length in both Galatians and Romans. The former 58 more

emical in onentation, as Paul must counter a false, “Judaiz-
mng,” teaching that had quickly arisen in the churches of South
Galatia.” Romans, on the other hand, was a treatise-style letter

7 think that Galatians was written just before the Apostalic Council (Acts 15)
o the churches founded by Pani on th first missionary jouwmey (the “South
Calatian™ hypothesis), In defense of this suppoesitbon, see F. ¥ Bouos, Poul: Aposife
of e Heart 5S¢ Free (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977), 178-83.
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sent to a church that Paul had neither founded nor visited and
takes a more evenly balanced approach to the issue of the law 3

Regarding the witness of the (Nd Testament, it is necessary to
recognine two things: (1) it has relatively little to say directly about
the issues of this article; (2} what it IIv|;|:|-|=_r5. say n::rust alw};}rﬁ be
interpreted in terms of the New Testament witness before it can be
integrated theologically, This is simply to ize—-as all
Chnstians do, to one degree or another—that the Old Testament
is not the final word on these matters. | will not ignore what it
says or argue that the New Testament contradicts or cancels out
what it says. But we must take seriously the fact of salvation
history and the progressive nature of 's revelation, in which
the Mew illuminates the Old and has the final word on the
ultimate structure and meaning of God's word to us.

THE PURFOSE OF THE MOSAIC LAW

In this section, 1 want to show first, negatively, that the
Mosaic law, while implicitly holding out the ise of salvation
to those who would do it, was never in ed to be, and could
never in fact be, a means of salvation. Second, positively, 1 will
argue that God gave the law (1) to reveal his character to the
people of Israel and demand that the conform to it, (2) to
supervise lsrael in the time before ist, and (3) to imprison
Israel and, by extension, all people under sin.

The Law Dwoes Mot Procure Salvation

The law holds out the promise of salvation, bul because of
human sinfulness, it cannot confer salvation.

The Law's Promise of Life

d Testament scholars generally agree that God did not give
Israel the law so that the people could attain eternal Life by it. He

gave it to a ¢ whom he had already made his own by his
BOVETEIgN an cious act of calling them out of Egypt. Neverthe-
tess, the New Testament teaches that the law of does hold

cut an inherent promise of life for those who do it. Jesus
responded to the rich young man who asked him how he could

t0n the differences befween Galations and Bomans on the law, see especally
John Drane, Paul: Literfine or Lepalishie? {London: SPCK, 1975); Uldch Wilckeres,
"Zur Entwickiung des paulinschen Gesetresverstindnis,” WTS5 2B {1982): 154-90,
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get eternal life, “1f you want to enter life, obey the command-
ments” (Matt. 19:17; of. Mark 10:17-18; Luke 18:18-19). This is, of
course, not representative of Jesus' teaching on how one ma
attain etermal life; in this case ]Lﬁuu wanted to awaken this rather}r
arrogant young man to his need of what Jesus offered in the
gospel. But there is no reason on this account to think that Jesus
does not view the promise as at least theoretically valid. Paul
likewise claims that “it is those who obey the law who will be
declared righteous” (Rom. 2:13b) and that the “commandment
[representing the Mosaic law] was intended to bring life’ (s z08n;
Eom. 710},
Romans 10:5 and Galatians 3:12, often quoted as further
witnesses to the salvific promise of the law, are not as clear. Both
uote Leviticus 18:5: “Keep my decrees and laws, for the man who
them will live by them.” This verse may mean no more than
that the pious Israelite should “live out life” in the sphere of the
law® Bul the use of the language of "life” elsewhere in the
Pentateuch to denote the reward gives lor obedience to the
law (e.g., Deut. 30:15, 19) makes it more likely that “will live™ in
Ley. 18:5 is a promise of reward for obedience. 1" Later in Leviticus
18, for instance, disobedience of the law is said to bring expulsion
from the land for the nation (v. 28) and from the people of God
for the individual (v. 29). This “life,” as defined elsewhere in the
Pentateuch, involves material prosperity, deliverance from ene-
mies, peace in the land that God will give his people, and “long
lite” {e.g., Lev. 26:3-13; Deut, I8:1-14). Since, however, Israel
has already, in a sense, entered into the sphere of these blessings
by virtue of God's gracious election, the promise of life must be
seen as the promise for the continuation of fife. Israel’s “life* in
this sense is dependent on its faithful observance of the law, This
is & constant refrain in Deuteronomy (see, e.g., &:1-2, 40; 5:33;
fc1-3; 7:12-16; 8:1) and is reiterated in the Emphets. as well (e.g.,
Exek. 33:15: "the decrees that give life”). By contrast, failore to
reverence God by obeying his commandments will bring destruc-
tiom and “death” to Israel.
Leviticus 18:5 is not, then, a promise that the doer of the law

*hee Walter C, Kaiser, Jr., “Levilicus and Paul: ‘Do This and You Shall Live '
(Eternally?), JETS 14 [3971), 19-28.

WSee, B, K. Harrison, Lepitimus (Grand Bapids: Berdmans, 1980), 185; Gordan
Wenham, 4 Commeniurny en Leviticus, NICOT [Grand ids: Eerdmans, 1979, 253
C. F. Eeil and F. Delitesch, Bifiosl Cammentary on B O Testament, vol. 2 (reprinl,
Grand Rapdds: Berdmans, n.d.), 4312,
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will attain eternal life. On the other hand, one an make a good
case for thinking that Paul, like later Jewish writers (cf. the
Onkelos and Pseudo-Jon, Targums) understood Leviticus 185 to
be promising eternal life for the doer.! For in both Romans 10 and
Galatians 3, Paul sets Leviticus 18:5 in contrast to statements that
rghtecusness and eternal life come only through faith (cf. Gal
311 and Rom, 1(:6-8).2 Paul's point would then be that life
comes only through faith and not through doing the law, as
Leviticus 18:5 promised. Paul's application of this verse may,
however, be more nuanced and more in keeping with the original
sense of the verse. The words Paul guotes from Leviticus 18:5
seem o have become almost 3 “slogan’ to express the conditional
character of the Mosaic covenant {see, e.g., Neh. 9:29; Ezek. 20:13,
21; CI¥ 3:14-16; b. Sanh. 59b). Following this tradition, Panl may
cite the verse as a succnct summary of the essence of the Mosaic
covenant: that blessing is contingent on obedience.” On this

ITThes |5 the Inberpreiation that becomes virtually standard in the Reformed
and Lutheran traditions. On Bom, 105, see Calvin, Commrembary on the Epistie of Peul
thy Apostie fp the Romans (1580 reprint, Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 1947); Charies
Hodge, Commemlany on the Epfible fo the Howans (1855 reprint, Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 19500; Bobert Haldane, Exposition of fhe Episble do the Rowsmns (1535;
reprimt, London: Bamnmer of Truth, 1958), 5See also Wikdkens, "Gesstzesvers-
tandreis,” 165-F2; Westerholm, fsresls Lew, 13435 Eobert H. Gundry, *'Grace,
Works and Staying Saved in Paul,™ Bib 66 (1985), 24-25% Hibrer, Lo iv Panls
Thewghet, F2-20 om Gal, 3:02); Ridderbos, Prul, 154, The “christological” interprets-
fion of Hom, 1065, which lakes “the doer” bo e fesus, Is ovost u ¥ Loontra Karl
Barth, The Epmtls io the Romms [London: Oxtord, 19331 376-77; C E. B, Cranfield,
A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle fo the Romars, 2 vols. [Edinbargh:
T. & T Clack, 1975, 1979)L L521-22; Arcdrew Bandelza, The Lew and the Elewients of
the Werld [Kampen: Kok, 196] 106-5).

A few scholars have angued that Rom, 105 (e rghteoasness that ks by the
baw) is in comtinuiby with 106-8 ("the mghiecasness that s by faih') see
Cranfield, Romaes, 2:531-22; Pelix Fliickiger, ""Chinistus; des Gesetzes felos,” TZ 1§
(1655), 153-57; Faller, Gospel & Liow, 66--88; Ragnar Bring, “Das Gesetz und die
Carechiighedt Gattes: Eine Studse zur nach der Auslegung des Ausdruckes
drles mooveecn in Bibmn, 104" 510 20 (1964), 1e-23. But this interpretation falls o fake
serigusly Pauls manifest confrast between these two kinds of rghtecusness in
Phil. 3:6-9 and misondlerstands the context, See almost afl the commentaries on
Romans,

I"Om the conditional character of the Mosaic covenant, see R. E Clemenits, (U
Testament Theology: A Newr Approach (Atlanta: Enos, 1978 100-3: 116—1% David
Mol Freedman, “Divine Commitment and Homan Obligation: The Covenant
Theme," Inf 18 (1964), 419-31. Many think that a greater em is on the
condiionallty of the covenant, with & consequent ibmhltl&l:m law, look
place in the loter stages of the Old Testament and i early {see Ernat
Wirthwein, “Der Sinn des Gesetres im Alten Testament, " ZTE 55 [1958], 255-T0).
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reading, Paul is waming lews and [udairing Christians who are
insisting on adherence to the Jaw as essential mtt.usﬁﬁﬁﬁm that
the'ﬁ must live with the consequences and find their relationship
with God through that means that the law itself recognizes: doing
the commandments.'* Paul may not be claiming, then, that
Leviticus 18:5 promises eternal life to the doer. But he is insist
that whatever "life” one tries to find through the law can be I'nuﬁ
only by doing—a doing that, becanse of human sin, can never
achieve that goal nfml-:'}g.

The reader may think that I have just affirmed contradictory
points: that God did not give the law to save his people, and that
the law promises salvation if it is kept. But these two statements
are not incompatible. By the latter, | mean simply that the law, in
stating God's demand of his people Israel, promises them also that
successfully meeting that demand would bring them salvation.
But this is not to say that the law could ever in fact be obeyed so
fully by sinful human beings that it would save anyone; and God,
knowing this, never intended the law to save anyone. [t would be
as if I were to give a basketball to my son for the first time in his
life and tell him: “Here: if you make 100 free throws in a row, you
will not have to practice and train to become 2 basketball player.”
S0 God, in the law he gave to lsmel, implied that perfect
obedience would hﬁnﬁl eternal blessing and salvation; but he
niever gave the law with that purpose, knowing the impossibility
of fulfilling it. To use the terminology of covenant theology, the
law expresses a “hypothetical covenant of works.”"" In the law
God says in effect: “Here is who | am, and here is what you must
be if you want to stand before me.” In seeing the impossibility of
ever achieving by works the holiness that demands, the pious
Israelite would, as God intended, flee in faith to the mercy of God,
wherein can be found the only means of rdghteonsness actually
available to sinful humanity.

But there B no good reasom o think that the basic conception of the covenant
cha within the Old Testament,
For this general . gew Thomas Edward MoCombskey, The Covenamls
of Promize: A ogy of tee CHal Tesdanrend Covemaits (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1982),
171-27; Andreas Lindemann, "Die igheit aus dem Gesetr. Erwlgungen
Fur hu.slew und zur Tes ; von Bamer 1057 ZNW T3 (19652), 2444
Hans-Jaac Eckstein, " ‘Mahe ist dir das Worl' Exegetische Erwigungen zu
R 108" ZNW 79 (1988), 204-6,
150 this poind and in agreement with our conchesions, see Boger T. Beckwith,
Tha Unity and ["n'm:rliq,r at God's Covenants,™ Tllll'l'lﬂlhl 38 (1987, 112-13%; of. also
Westerhalmy, [sreel’s Lwe, 184-50.
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The Lo Cannot Confer Salontion

The implicit promise of the law to save those who obey it can
never be fulfilled. While by no means an innovation, this principle
was a staple of Reformation teaching and has been a consistent
characteristic of orthodox Protestant theology. Among the Re-
formers it was Luther who pursued this ciple most Iy,
elevating into a hermeneutical principle E‘-Tﬂpl;ualhm ;ﬂmﬁw}h

. He insisted that the Law, whether Mosaic or otherwise,
mmdy@lmwht%ﬁgeﬁ&usﬂhnmnfm
inability to do what he d drive us sinners to despair and
to the sweet relief of the 20 The Law, because its nature is
to demand works, can nev the agent of liberation in any way.
This strict contrast be-rween Law and Gospel, with its corollary
Wﬁm of works and faith, was not maintained by all the

rmets (Lwingli, for instance, softened the opposition consid-
erably”) and has been challe n a varety of ways by
contemporary scholars. New g5, Luther on this point was
right: the Mosaic law can never become an agent of liberation from
gin, for its nature is o demand works that can never be dome
sufficiently by sinful humans so as to gain approval before God.

The inability of the law to save Ekﬁemy taught in the New
Testament. Luke records Paul synagogue audience in
Pisidian Antioch tha! '.hn:ugh Cl'm:e-t “everyone who believes is
justified from every 3% umuldmtht}ushﬂed from by the
Iaw of Moses" {A:tslS . Thtauthurtnmﬂl'[ebmmshuws&ut
the law, only a “shadow of the good things that are coming,”
could never secure ultimate forgiveness wiﬂhnﬂ-s {Heb. 10:1-
14). Paul claims in Galatians ih&[’"lf righteousness could beg.ned

h the law, Christ died for nothing™ (Gal. 2:21b), and “if
& law had been given that could impart life, then rightecusness
would certainly have come by the law™ (3:21b). Further substantia-
tion of this inability of the law to save comes in Paul's assertion
that “works of the law™ (to erge fou nomou) cannot justity, confer
the it, or work mirackes (2:16; 3:2, 5, 10 of. Bom. 3:30, 28).

o be sure, ppposition to this interpretation came already in
the early church, with Origen and others suggesting that “works

“‘Th:hw:hmuuprlnnrﬂnukumn pﬁi}'andﬁdq;mdud prm-hm
vy of being damned, | |, | The Gospel olfers grace and remits sin and cures the
shelepess un o salvation” (“Scholium® on Rem. 10:15, in Lechures an Romans, Ludher's
Works, wol. 25 [Saint Louwis: Concordia, 1971]).

"See W. P, Stephens, The Thealogy of Huldryeh Zasingll (Ustford, Clarendon,
1986), T6d-69.
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of the law” denoted only ceremonial observances.® Recent
interpreters suggest that the phrase may indicate works done in a
legalistic spirit” or “Jewish identity markers,” namely, Sabbath,
drcumcision, and food laws.® The acceptance of such restrictive
meanings to the phrase would mean that the texts just mentioned
would not be denying that justification comes through works
done in obedience to the law, but only through certain kinds of
works or through works done in the wrong spirit. While most of
those advocating this interpretation would not go so far, it does
open the door to making the law, if done in the right way or in the
dght spirit, a means of salvation.

However, this revisionist interpretation of “‘works of the law"
is not acceptable. The equivalent Hebrew phrase is rare but refers
generally to anything done in obedience to the law.® Because of
the Jewish milieu in which Paul was writing, “works of the law” ia
his way of referring to those things done by human beings in
obedience to the law of Moses. These particular works represent
what we might call “good works"” generally; see, in this regard,
the obvious connections between “the works of the law"™ in
Romans 3:20, 28 and Abraham’s "works” in 4:2-5, as well as the
"works” of Jacob and Ezaw in %:11-12, “Works of the law,” then,
is a subset of the more general category “works.” The Reformers
and their heirs were quite nght to use these verses to deny that
human beings could be justified before God by anything that they
might do.®

As we noted above, Luther's insistence on a rigid distinction
between the Law and the Gospel was rooted in a fived assodation

Wies Maurice Wiles, The Divine Apostle: The Irterpretation of 5t, Paul's Ejistles in
the Eurly Church (Cambridge: Cambridge Undvecsity Press, 1967), 67-68; Ear
Hermann Schelkle, Peulus, Lefoer der Viiter, Dir altkirkliche Anslegung con Rémer 1=
11 (Disseldorf: Fatmos, 19560, on Rom, 320

WFuller, Gospel & Law, S0-538,

Fer especially James D, G. Dann, “The New Perspective on Paul.” BIRL &5
(1983}, 17 =11; "Works of the Law and the Carse of the Law {Galatians 310-14),"
NTS 31 (1965], 528-29; Romens 1-5, WBC (Waca, Tew: Word, 1965), 15860,

Biee $0F0er 1.7, 105 521, &c18. The phrase also apparently cooum in a leter
Eumiditﬂtmm!amwdlng to Tomsan, Paul amd the feumish Lew, 66). See also the
phu: ‘works of the commandments” (2 Raruch 572 and the rabbinde use of 1ie

“woarks" (mr'eiim) and “commandments” | rrimeir)

EFm- further substantiabion of this interpretation of the evidence, see Mog,
“Law,' “Wosks of the Law® and Legalizm in Faul,” 73-100; Moo, Homans 1-8,
WEL [Chicago: Moody, 1991), J08-211, 21218 Wesierhodm, lsnels Loy, 116-21.
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of the Law with doing and the Gospel with believing. The logic
could be stated in this way:

1. Salvation comes only by believing,

2. The law is associated with doing and not with believing.

3. Therefore, the law cannot bring salvation.

Some contemporary scholars, however, would deny this conclu-
sion—not because they want to argue that salvation can come by
Con b st i bl (.. denyig pont 2. There
can be ass wit ie., den t 5
no doubt that the word mrrmi&'inﬂFﬁnman sqﬁn ﬁ;muﬂw_r than the
Mosaic law. It sometimes has a “canonical” sense, that which is
central in the Jewish estimation of Scripture, standing for the
Pentateuch (1 Cor, %8, % 1421, 34; Gal. 4:21b) or for the whole
Old Testament (John 10:34; 12:34; 15:25; Rom. 3:19a); note, also,
the combinations ‘“Law and Prophets” (Matt. 5:17; 7:12%; 11:13%;
Luke 16:16; John 1:45; Acts 13:15; 24:14; Rom. 3:21b) and “Law of
Moses, the Fruphetb and the Psalms” {Luke 24:44). It would
indeed be appropriate of believing the “law” whenever
the word has this sense {altﬁugh in fact, this connection is never
made in the Seriptures). Calvin, in this regard, argues that the law
can have both a narmow sense—the commands in and of
themselves—and a broader sense—the commands as part of the
encompassing framework of the covenant of grace (Inst. 2.7.2).
But what we hawve here are two different meanings of the word
“law”; it reflects no softening of the crucial distinction between
taith and works or between Law {in the sense of “the command-
ments’”’) and the Go :

When the New Testament uses momos to depict the body of
commandments E.\ ven to Israel through Moses, the word is never
connected with faith or said to have salvific power. Those who
dispute this assertion point especially to three expressions in Paul:
“law . . . of faith” (Rom. 3:27), “law of the Spirit” (8:2), and “law
of righteousneas™ (9:31).% In the first two instances, however, it is
unlikely that Paul is referring to the Mosaic law at all, for both
contexts feature a contrast between two “laws.” In 3:27, Paul

Bhee pspecially Klyne Snodprass, “Sphens of Influenos: & Possible Solution bo

the Problem of Faul and the Law,”™ [SNT 31 (1988), 93-113; Eduard Lobse,

ol Etiics of the Newe Testament (Minneapolis: AugsburgFortress, 1991), 157

65; Crondisld, Romras, 1.21%-20; Dunn, Romans -8, 185-87, 416<17; and Fomeas

2-T6, WHC (Waoo, Tex.: Word, 1988), 581 -83; Gerhard Friedrich, “Das Gesetr des

Glanbens. Romer 3,27, in Auf dos Wart bl 5 o, Gesenmelte Aufslize, od, | H.
Friedrich (Gittingen: Vandenhoeck & Roprecht, 1978), 107-213
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argues that it is the law of faith, not the law of works, that
excludes all boasting before God. That the law of works is the
Mosaic law is clear from the context (see “observing the law™ in
3:28; lit. “works of the law™). It is then argued that the law “of
faith” is also the Mosaic law, viewed not from the standpoint of
the works it demands, but from the standpoint of the faith that it
also demands or bears witness to, But the emphasis on faith apart
from the law in both 3:21-22 and 3:28 makes this interpretation
unlikely, Rather, Paul is utilizing a more general meaning of the
word nomos (“principle”; of. nv) to create a rhetorical contrast
between the law of Moses that demands works and the “law" (or
prin:;lple} of the new covenant (inherent already, of course, in the
. Bom. 4). This “law" Fauol identifies in _EE. "We maintain

that & man is justified by faith apart from observing the law. "
A similar more general use of romos is almost surely to be
found in Romans #:2; it would render Paul's argument almost
senseless were he affirming the ability of the law of Moses to
deliver from the power of sin {v. 2}, for he goes on immediately
(v. 3) to deny to the law precsely this power. Probably neither
occurrence of nomos in Rom. 8:2 refers to the Mosaic law but to
two opposing “principles” or “powers,” as if Paul were saying:
“the power of the life-giving E‘:ipiri't in Christ Jesus has set you free
from the power of sin and "od, "law of s in Ti23)
In Romans %31, on the other hand, “law of dghteousness”
almost certainly refers to the Mosaic law, the genitive dikriosynés
mdicating the object of the law: “the law that demands fghteous-
ness, "% Yet Paul faults the Jews for pursuing this law through
works (s ex ergdn) rather than through faith (v. 32a). Some argue

MPpr this interpretation of 317, see especially Heikdd Biisanen, "Das ‘Cosetz
des Glaubens” (Rtm. 3,27} und das ‘Cesetz des Geistes' (Rébm. 8,217 NTS B (1979
B, 101-17. See alan Moo, Rommrs 1 =8, 251 =53, For m'l:uln.nh:mﬂﬁmm:umE
aof minmos, see Biisinen, “Sprachliches zum Spiel des Paolus mit NOBMOS,™ in The
Torah amd Chriat (Helsinkl: Elrjapaino Baamatiutale, 1986), 11947
e, again, Raisinen, “Das ‘Gesetr des Glanbens"*'; and boo, Romims 1-8,
S-8; see also Leander E. Kock, “The Law and "The Law of Sin and Desth’ (Rom,
El=d). Reflectioms on The 5Spint and Ethics in Paul,” in The Dimne Hetmsmen:
Studies o God's Comérpd of Hionon Exenty, Presented to Lev. H, Silfermun, ed, lames L,
Crenshaw and Samuoel Sandmel (Mew Yorke KTAV, 19680), 41-57
A gainst this inlerprefation see Calvin, who views the phrase as a fypelinge
and translates B “rghteousness of the e {Fomars, 378, and William Sanday and
Arthur C. Headlam, who think that momes hese moans “rule” (A Criticl and
g:gdinﬂ Commemtary an the Epistle to the Romans [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1902,
I
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that here Paul saw the law broadly as something to be believed
and not just dome.® Again, however, the context makes this
i de abon unlikely. Paul’s careful contrast between Gentiles
and Jews in vv. 30-31 makes it necessary to attribute to both the
same goal of pursuit: righteousness. Moreover, v. 31 finds clear
parallels in 10;3, 5, where the issue again is righteousness. We
must, then, place the emphasis in %:31 on righteousness: it was
“the law in terms of ils demand for rightecusness” that lsrael
pursued and never attained (v. 31), for nghteousness is based on
faith and nob on works (v, J2a)*®

Thess texts raise & broader issue in Paul's use of nomos that we
might consider here. Many who think that “law of faith" and “law
of the Spirit” refer to the Mosaic law viewed improperly think also
that the contrasting phrases, “law of works” and “law of sin,”
refer to the Mosaic law as misunderstood or misused by human
beings. In fact, scholars since the beginning of the church have
pursued this line of interpretation, to the point that many of Paul's
negative statements about the law are interpreted as directed not
toward the law as God gave it, but only to the law as people have
perverted it.® The nomos in these texts, they argue, means
“legalism,” or it refers to the ceremonial law only or to the law
falsely used as a national charter of exclusivism for Isracl. By such
en interprelation, these scholars are able, they claim, to resohve
ﬁ tension between Paul’s negative and posibive statements about
the law.®

But this whole approach to Paul's teaching on the law must be
rejected. First, there is no good evidence that Paul ever uses the
word mmmos o refer to “legalism” or to a misunderstood law.
When he wants to denote a legalistic conception, he uses phrases
such as “'seeking to be justified by the law, or by works of the
law.” Second, mest of the negative statements Paul makes about
the law come in contexts in which he has unambiguously

Fhee Fuller, Gaspel omd Lawe, c6—88; Cranifield, Romams, 2504,

Thpe John Sesler, Paul's Leter do tie Rovmes (London: 506, 1969), 353-54;
Tom Schreiner, “Israel’s Fadlure to Attain Righl:ﬂ:uumm in Bomans 930 1463, TT
12 (190}, 211-10; Martin, Chriat ood fhe Lay, 136-38; Sanvders, Pawd, the Lanr ond the
lrelah People, 42 Westerholm, lmel's Lew, 126-30.

=Thiz development in the early church was stimulated by the problem of
umwrn'.nE Marcion. See Wiles, Dimome ﬂ.pmﬂr, Bl-52.

®imporiant examples of sech an approach are: C. E. B, Cranfield, 51 Paul
and the Law,” ST 17 [1964), 43-68 [see s revised {orm of this material in his
Homarns, 2845-62) Fulles, Gospel & Linw, 66-105
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identified the law as the law given by God (see Rom. 3:19-20; the
passive verb in 5:0; 7.7; Gal. 3:15-18). Third, Paul views God's
work of redemption in Christ as the answer to the problem posed
by the negative effects of the law (Rom. 3:21-28; 7:4-6; 8:2-4; Gal.
3:13-14; 4:7). Sending Christ to die on the cross implies that the
situation from which we had to be rescued was not the subjective
one of misunderstanding or misusing the law, but the objective
one of being imprisoned under its sin-revealing and sin-provoking
powers. Solving the apparent tension between Paul's positive and
negative statements about the law by attributing a different
meaning o the word in each set of statements must, theretore, be
rejected as on overly simplistic alternative.®

I return now to the main point: Paul, by definition, under-
stands the Mosaic law tocall for works and not for faith, Indeed,
he clearly affirms just this in Gal. 3:12a: "The law is not based on
faith"; ie., “the law is not a matter of believing” (ek pisteds). A
similar definition is assumed by Eph. 2:15 "the law with its
commandments and regulations.” This perspective is maintained
throughout the New Testament. The Mosaic law, by its nature,
demands works. But since salvation can be achieved only by faith,
the Mosaic law can have nothing to do with securing salvation,

The Lawr Cannod 5w Because of Sin

The Mosaic law holds out the promise of life for those who do
it. But no one can ever achieve life through the law, because it is
impossible to do it. This principle is made evident in several New
Testament texts, Peter speaks of the law as "a yoke that neither we
nor our fathers hawve able to bear” (Acts 15:10; see the
reference to salvation in v. 11). But it is again in Paul that the most
important and most debated texts are found. In Galatans 3:10-12,
Paul argues that justification can come only by faith and not by the
works of the law because a curse rests on “all who rely on
observing the law . . . for it is written: ‘Cursed is everyone who
does not continue to do everything written in the Book of the Law’
[Deut. 27:26]" (Gal. 3:100. While it has been contested in receni
years,® the point that Paul is making here is that a corse, rather
than salvation, comes by reliance on the law because no one can

"For detailed argument, see my " ‘Law,' "Works of the Law' and Legakism,"
T3-100. CF. also Westerholm, fsreels. Lo, 130-36,
Hhpe espectally Sanders, Paol, the Lose ood fhe fesh Penple, 2022
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“continue to do everything” that it demands.® The same logic is
even more evident in Romans. The explanation for why the
promise that doers of the law will be justified (Rom. 2:13) can
never come to fruition (3:20) s given in 3:9b: “Jews and Gentiles
alike are all under sin.” Human inability to fulfill the law is why it
can never be the means of salvation.

Faul makes this same point later, in Romans 7:7-84. The
“later” (post-Pelagian) Augustine, most of the Reformers, and a
large number of expositors to this day argue that Paul in the latter
part of Romans 7 is describing his own experience as a Christian. ™
But this is unlikely. The depicted in these verses is “sold as
a slave to sin™ (7:14) and “'a prisoner of the law of sin" {7:23). Both
descriptions conflict squarely with what Faul affirms to be the
experience of all Christians in Romans 6 (no longer “slaves of sin”
[see vv. 6, 1617, 18, 20, 22]) and Romans B (set free from “the law
of sin and death” {see v, 2]). Romans 7 is Paul's description of his
own life, and that of other Jews, under the law of 2 The
giving of the law to Israel, Paul affirms, has meant not life (as
some Jews believed) but death (vv. 7-12); for the law is given to
human beings who are already “under sin™ (3:9) and who cannot
therefore obey the good and holy law that God gives them (wv.
14-25). Thus, as Pavl summarizes in 83, the law cannot rescue
from the power of sin becanse the law is “weakened by the flesh
[sarx; wiv “sinful nature’].”” Here again, then, Paul describes human
sinfulness as the reason why the law cannot bring salvation.

I have devobted most of my attention in this section to the New
Testament, simply because most decisive and clear biblical
statements on these issues are found there, Nevertheless, [ should
note that, although not a great deal is said about these matters in
the Old Testament, there are indications that it teaches the same

¥3ee Hobner, Loe in Pouls Thought, 18-1%; and especally Thomas Schreines,
“Is Perfect Obedience to the Law Fossible? A Fe-examinabion of Galatians 3:10,"
JETS &7 (1984), 151-60; amd “Paal and Perfect Obedience o the Law: An
Evaluation of the View of B P Sanders,” W 47 (1985), 245-78,

MEecent imporiant defenses of this view are: Anders Mygren, Commentary on
Homans (Philsdelphis: Augebarg, 1949, 284-97 Confield, Rosens, 1.344-47;
Dunp, Romans =8, 387 4031 |. L Packer, “The "Wretched Man® in Eomans
' SE 2, 621-27.

Boee my. Romars 1-8, 459-96, for o debsiled deferse of this view, In
agreement, see also most of the chanch fathers anad W, G, Kimamed, Rimer 7 upd die
Beirfrung des Paulis (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1929 Emst Kisemann, Comme o
Rpmmans (Crand Bapids: Berdmans, 19805, 19%-212; Brice L. Marfin, “
Reflections an the Identity of se in Rom, 7:4-25," ST 34 (1979), 39-47.
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truths. As we have seen, the Old Testament holds cut the promise
of “life” —in the sense we have defined it—for those who do the
law. But the Pentateuch itself, when seen as a whole, takes a
decidedly pessimistic viewpaint on the zbility of Israel to fulfill its
covenant obligations.® In his conduding words to Moses, God
predicts that the people of Israel “will turn to other gods and
worship them, rejecting me and breaking my covenant” (Deut.
31:20). It is this rebellion that the prophets observe, both
icting and reflecting on the exile as God's judgment on his
unfaithful people and at the same Hme announcing the good news
that God will yet remain faithful to his promise to Abraham and
vide a “new covenant,” to be established on the grounds of
‘s trans: ing work in the hearts of his people (see Jer
31:31-34). The law's failure to deliver because of human sin is one
of the clearest and most persistent themes of the Old Testament.
Faith in the God of the promises, not obedience to the law, is seen
to be the way to ultimate blessing,

The Law Reveals the Character of God

As we noted above, God did not give the law of Moses to
lsrael to save the people. Rather, it was God's gracious revelation
of his character, and it demanded that those who were now his
people becomne like him in character, I am the LosD who brought
you up out of Egypt to be your God; therefore be holy, because I
am holy” (Lev. 11:45) is 2 repeated refrain that states a central
purpose of the law. God's character is the implied basis for the
entire law; in different ways, its varous commandments and
frmhi.hiti-uns spell out implications of his character for his people
srael. This of the law is so plain that we need say litthe
about it. But we should note two aspects particularly relevant to
our pu . First, the Mosaic law is not simply revelation of
God's cter; it is a demand for conformity to that character
and contains threats of punishment for disobedience. What we are
insisting on here is that the Mosaic law is, indeed, lmw.¥ The

*n agreement with this conclusion, abthough argued on different premises,
see John Sailharmer, "The Mosaic Law and the Theslogy of the Pentateoch,” WT)
53:2 (Fall 1991}, 241-6L

WAz Walther Zimmerhi has correctly H‘,B'I.I:lﬂd. the Mosaic law incloded the
threat of judgment for filune be comply with it from the beginning (The Lewrand Hee
Prophets: A Study of the Menrming of the Ol Testomemnt | : Blackwell, 1945, 51=
£5). He B arguing against, imber alin, Mactin Noth (“The Laws in the Pentatesch:
Their Asumptions and Meaning™ in The Lies o dve Pentatench apd Oiher Ezdmgs
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Septuagint translators were, therefore, correct to translate iérd by
mamps, ™ Second, the law points to the character of God in different
ways. Some laws mather directly relate human behavior to the
character of God: for example, we are not to murder because God
reverences and sanctifies human life. Others do so in an indirect
way: the Israelites are not to eat certain kinds of food because God
is holy and the le must be taught that there are “unholy”
things from whi:my must separate themselves. The sacrificial
Iaws teach still another truth about God, that he cannot folerate
sin without some kind of shedding of blood to compensate for that
o 1y Pl

Hallowed theological tradition suggests at this point that we
distinguish among the varous laws by allocating them to one of
three categories: moral, ceremonial, and cvil% The “moral”
commandments, it is assumed, are Etemall}' binding in the form in
which they were orginally given, while the ceremonial and the
civil ones, finding their fulfillment in Christ, cease to act as
immediate guides to Christian behavior. In fact, this distinction is
vital to many approaches to the law in the New Testament;
statements about the law's continuity are regarded as statements
about the moral law, while asserbons of the law's ceszation are
applied only to the civil and ceremonial law. But this distinction
does not hold up under close scrutiny, The structure of the Mosaic
law certainly sugpgests that the Decalogue holds pride of place#

[Pluiladelphia: Fortress, 196b], 95-102) and Gerhard wvon Rad (O Teshamesl
Thetlogy, 2 wols. [Mew Yorks Harper & Boaw, 1962, 1965]; 1198420 1 will mot dieal
in this essay with the higher-critical hypotheses of the origin of the law and its
relaticnship o the prophets. | will assumas that the dhrenological erder now found
in the O Testament is the order o which the relevant events oocurmed.

Tha valbdity of this transiation has been doubted by soma, who think that the
Greek poonps infroduces a harder, mone “legal,” element than is present in the
Hebrew il (see T H. Dodd, The Side ool Hee Greels [London: Hodder and
Stougiton, 1954, 25-41). But what | have said above, along with other reasons,
shows that ﬂlrkﬁmlnm]nphﬂ'mhmn‘md:klﬂp[ﬂeﬂqﬂmﬁeﬂﬂhnhl,
“Tomb, Momos, and Lew: A Chaestion of Meaning,” Stidies i Relopon Sciemces
Refigivuses 15 [1984], 327-34),

*On the various ways in which the law teaches’ eternal pri
eapedially Vem 5. Fu-}'lhrm Thie Shadcap nf Christ in rh!.nwufk![meaiﬂmnhmd
Tenn.: Wolgemarth: and Hyatt, 1991).

=The distincibon is widely used; see Walter . Kaiser, Jr., Towand an O
Testurmenmt '.I'u'lm.liuﬂ,r il:mm:] Eppuir. Fondervan, 1978y, 11416,

=5es Cordon Wenham, “Law and the Legal Syatem in the Obd Testament,” in
Lo, Mioraliby amd the Bible, ed. Broce Kaye and Gordon Wenham [Downers Grove,
AL: TrberVarslty, 1978, 25
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but it is not easy even within the Ten Commandments to
distinguish clearly between what is “moral”—and theretore, it is
assurmied, —and what is not. For instance, the promise
attached to the fifth commandment (“"Honor your father and your
mother’’) is “so that you may live long in the land the Lorp your
God is givin * {Ex. 20:12). Significantly, when Paul “rea
I;rlres‘ m?;qmin}r;undment to his Christian rea.};iers (Eph. 6:2-3),
unw&rsahztﬂ the promise: “that it may go well with you and
gcru enjoy long life on the earth.” An even thomier
ose who would elevate the Decalogue to the status
nf eternal mm-.al law is presented by the Sabbath commandment.
Thus, in general, it is notornously di t to know from the Old
Testament itself which commandments should be placed in the
ca of “moral” and therefore eternally binding in the form in
ich they were first given,

Jews in Jesus' and Paul's day certainly did not divide up the
law into categories; on the con , there was a strong insistence
that the law was a unity and cg]ulrﬁ not be obeyed in parts.# This
being the case, we would require strong evidence from within the
Mew Testament to think that the wu;:ig “law™ in Eeriﬁm texts can

Iv only to one of the law. Jesus recognized that some
Eﬂfmmmts w'iﬂunpmtﬂ'te law were more important than others
(Matt. 23:23); but he also ingists in this very context that all the
requirements must be obeyed. Likewise, Paul reminds the Gala-
tians that they cannot pick and choose which commandments of
the law they are going to obey: “1 dedare to every man who lets
himself be circumcised that he is obligated to obey the whole Llaw™
(Gal. 5:3). And James asserts that “whoever keepa the whole law
mdwmmsﬂ]uﬁamﬁwi‘m ty of breaking all of it”
{James 2:1{)). These points s to show that the r.u-:ntm of
the law in the new covenant cannot be founded on a
distinction among the different “kinds™ of laws.d

The Law Supervised the People of Israel

Old Testament scholars have long noted how many of the
laws given to the people of Ismael served to preserve and give

¥ hile there was some debabe AmOng Jews about how much of the law was

10 be obeved by a proselyie, the view that the b was fundamentally a

unity was basic, See m. “Absd 4.2 b Shabb, 316, and the discussion in E, E. Urbach,

The Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs, 2 vols. (Jerusalem, Magnes, 1979), 1.360-65.

e also Richard M. LunE:nh:ker Poul, Apostle quabnty [ + Grand

Rapads: Baker, 1978, 11%; Bruce, Bawl, 192-93; van Dhilmen, Tﬁmfngﬂdwﬁﬂm
33,
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cehesion to the nation. By forcing distinctiveness on the people in
termis of diet and other areas of lifestyle; they would be kept intact
as a nation and “set apart” for God's spedal purposes in and
through them. The Mew Testament recognizes something like this
purpose of the law, teaching that the law was given by God to
supervise and safeguard the people of israel until Christ should
COTE.

The key text is Galatians 3:24: “The law was put in charge to
lead us to Christ™ (he momos paidagdgos hémdin gegomen eis Christon).
The niv (quoted here) suggests that the text is teaching what is
known as the second, or “theological,” use of the law: that the law
was given to show people their need of God and so lead them to
Christ. But this application of the text is certainly wrong, and for
two reasons, Fimst, a salvation-historical perspective dominates
Galatians 3—4, and espedally 3:15-4:7. Paul is not speaking of the
experience of individuals with the law, but of the purpose of the
law in the history of the people of Israel. Consequently, the first
person plural (“us") probably refers to Faul and his fellow Jews,
not Paul and his fellow Chnstians. # Second, the telic interpreta-
tion of the nv, “to lead us to Christ,” s not justified. Temporal
statenents surround v. 24: “before faith came™ (v. 23); “now that
faith has come™ (v. 25). These make it likely that ¢is in v. 24 also
has a temporal meaning: “the law was our custodian until Christ
came” (psv; italics mine).® In a similar vein, the key word
paidagigos does not suggest the notion of instruction that leads to
Christ (cf. kv “our schoolmaster to bring us unto Christ”). The
word denoted a person, usually a servant, who had charge over
young children. The ancient “pedagogue” was not a teacher but a
babysitter.® Galatians 3:24, then, is asserting that the Mosaic law
functioned among the people of Israel to divect their behavior until
the time of their maturity, when the promised Messiah would be
revealed (cf. Gal. 1-7).

H5ee Bandsira, Lew o Elemends of the World, 59-60; Brendan Bymne, '“Smu-nf
G — S of Albirahvtm, " A Shuly of fhie I of Semsivip of Gond of AT Christiars in Pl
Aguinst the Jewish Backgrowad (Rome: Biblical Institute, 1979), 178-82 Richard N.
Longenecker, Galetions {Dallas: Wored, 155900, 145, 164,

“F, F. Brace, The Epstle to the Galetars (Grand Raplds: Eerdmans, 19520 18%
Longenecker, Gafations, 148-4% Hans Dieter Bete, Galofloms, Hermesnein [Philadal-
phis: Fortress, 1999), 176

e = ﬂg:lnuu.l.l'_l,l the excellent survey of the evidence by Richard I..;;rnE:nuckﬂ.
The ]’ﬂh_gﬂgnl Mature of the Law in GalabGans :19-£7." [ETS 25 (1982), 53-6],
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The Law Imprisoned lsrael {and All People) Under Sin

We have seen that both Old and New Testaments teach that
the law could not free ﬂe from the power of sin. But the
Scriptures go further: Iﬁn w has au:h.mII}r had the effect of
revealing and stimulating sin and of locking up the people of
Israel—and, by extrapolation, all people— r the condemning

power of sin.

The Law Reveals Sin

In revealing to lsrael the character of God, the law at the same
time makes clear that any deviation from conformity to that
character is sin. Therefore, as Paul puls it, the law brings
“kmowledge” of sin (Rom. 3:19-20; 7:7-12). By this Paul means
not simply that the law has “defined” sin, in the way that the
“Taws" of golf define throwing a golf ball as illegal. As so often in
Scripture, “knowing” in these contexts means to enter into
intimate relationship. ¥ lsrael came to “know" sin through the law

personal and factual experience of their inability to do what the
law demanded of them. Using “1," perhaps to represent himself in
solidarity with the people ¥ Paul can say that “T would
not have known sin except through the law”™ (Rom. 7:7b; my own
translation), ie., 1 would not have known sin to have the power
that it really has (see v. 13}, Here again, Paul's perspective is
salvation-historical, for he describes negative effect of the
giving of the law on Israel. The suthor to the Hebrews makes a
similar p-umt with reference to the Mosaic laws of sacrifice: they
acted as a “reminder of sins" (10:3),

The salvation-historical context of these statements makes it
anlikely that we can apply them Lo the function of the Mosaic law
for people generally. Indeed, the popular notion that the Mosaic
law should be preached as a preparation for th;lguspe!, reviealing
sin and one's need of salvation, has slim biblical support.** Mone
of the examples of evangelistic preaching in the New Testament
uses the law in this way. The closest is Jesus' encounter with the
fich young man, cited earlier (Matt. 19:16-22 and par.). Here

F5ee, for instance, Cranfield, Hessens, 1,198-99; Ulrich Lz, Das Gesohicilspers-
dindmis dea Pawlus (Mundeh: Ealser, 1968), 187

e my “Ismed and Faul in Eomans F.7=12," MTS 32 {1986), 122-35.

#lajher insisted on the continuing wse of the low as 4 means o prod
repentance among both unbelievers and Christans. He was opposed, however, by
Apricola. See the discussion by Steffen Kjeldgaard-Pedersen, Geselz, Erangeliume wd
Busse (Lebden: Trill, 19831
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Jesus' citations of the commandments may have the purpose of
to this man his need of the gospel. However, it was not
the commandments of the Mosaic law, but Jesus' pe'l""
demand to follow him that drove the young man to Eaﬁ
Moreover, Jesus cited the Mosaic law because he could assume the
licability of that law to this Jewish man. We must reiterate at
ilfp int the importance of keeping the New Testament salva-
tion-historical perspective in view and of exercising cantion i
elevating what was tmue for Jews under old covenant with its
Mosaic faw to the status of a general theological principle.

The Litwr “Ineremses”™ Sm

Faul goes further: He argues that the law has had the effect of
multiplving sins: “The law was added so that the trespass might
increase” (Rom. 5:20). This increase probably has both a quantita-
tive and a qualitative dimension. Cuantitatively, the law has
increased the number of sins, both by defining a greater numbe.r
of things that displease God and by aHmulattng rebeflion a
God by its very prohibitions (the principle of *forbidden fruits”
being the sweetest). But Paul's emphasis is on the goalitative
increase in sin that the law has brought. As he makes clear
elsewhere (Rom. 4:15; 5:13-14), the law makes sin a more serious
matter by spelling out in detail the will of God. Before the law was
given, sin certainly existed, for ?c;pie knew from nature: and
m{s&eﬁm 1:19-22, 32; 15) what God was like and
some of what he wanted from his creatures. But the Mosaic law
specified in detail God's will for his people Israel, thereby
increasing their responsibility and the sericusness of the matter
when they failed to meet that ibility. Jesus indicated the
game principle of greater ibility because of greater knowl-
Edﬁe when he wamned that it would go easier in the Day of
Judgment for the people of Sodom and Gomormah than for
mﬂ]:;: Galilee who had heard but rejected Jesus (Matt. 10:15).

since the passive verb in Romans 5:20 must have God
as its agent— "the law was added [by God]" —it is dear that God
intended this effect of the law when he gave it.®

Faul is probably making a similar point in Gal. 3:19 with the
phrase fén perabasedn charin, This may mean that the law was

=0n Bom. 520, see my Sowatns 1-8, 360~62; and |. C. Beker, Paul the Apostls
The Triuntph of Godd in Life and Thougit (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1960], 243-45; Luz,
Gepchichbererstidmings, 203-3; Cranfield, Romans, 1.292-93
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added “because it was necessary to curb transgressions” or “in
order to reveal transgressions,” but the use of the word parebasis,
which Paul always views as the resull of the giving of the law
(Rom. 2:23; 4:15; 5:14; 1 Tim. 2:14}, ELIEEEFtE rather the translation
“in order to produce tramsgressions,”” i.e., to transform &in into

transgression.
The Law Imprisons Under Sin

Because the law reveals and increases sin, it has had, in itselt,
the negative effect of imprisoning Israel under sin's power and
thereby bringing condemnation, The Mosaic law, Paul claims, has
brought wrath, for it has revealed sin to be transgression against
God's d and holy law. It has thus increased Israel’s responsi-
bility {%:n- 4:15), Life under the law has led to enslavement to the
“the law [or power] or sin” (Rom. 7:23), a slavery from which only
Christ and his Spirit can set us free (8:2-3). “The curse of the law"
stands over all who are outside of faith in Chrst, for the only
means of attaining righteousness apart from Christ i through

rfect obedience to God's law, a feat impossible for sin

umans to accomplish (cf. Gal. 3:10, 13). Therefore, the law is like
an unfulfilled and unfulfillable “IOU" standing against sinful
human beings (Col. 2:14). Paul summarizes all this in Galatians
3:22: "The Scripture declares that the whole world is a prisoner of
sin” (cf. also Kom. 3:19-20). The law's manifest inability to rescue
God's people Israel from sin’s power shows, ipso facto, that all
people are in a similar situation. As Paul often does, he here
argues from the situation of Israel to the situation of all people,
viewing Israel’'s experience with the law as paradigmatic of the
experience of all people with God’s “law™ in its various forms,

In arguing thas t, we must in mind that Paul is
reterm rgtitmﬂ%a Efﬁulgtm;f the Mosaic w?ﬁrﬂ'{f on the people of
Israel. is not claiming that every Israelite was finally con-
demned under sin, but that every Israelite, in térms of the Mosaic
covenant in and of itself, was so condemned. For throughout the
Mosaic dispensation, as Paul makes clear in Galatians 3:6-9, 15—
18, the prior Abrahamic promise arrangement, by which God

m“!-h::;;:rmlmr in Paul's Thowght, 26 Ridderbos, Pawl, 15K Luz, Geschicnmwers-
landmis, —8

2hes Gerhard ingr, “‘Reflections on the Doctrine of the Law,"” in Werd ard
Faith, 275-80; T, L. Donaldson, "“The ‘Curse of the Law' and the [ndusion of the
Genfiles: Galsfans 3:13<14,"" INTS 32 {1986), 10d=46; Westerholm, Joae!'s Lane, 192
9.
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justified sinners through their faith, continued in effect. The
promise and the law, Faul suggests, operate on different levels.
The Mosaic law was given to supervise Israel as a people and to
reveal their sinfulness, and those who sought ther “life” in its
terms were doomed to condemnation and death (3:10, 12-13). The
promissory arrangement with Abraham, fulfilled in Christ, on the
other hand, functions to save people from the imprisonment
under sin produced by the Mosaic law.

At this point the salvation-historical conce that so
dominates Faul's discussion of the law must be carefully nuanced.
His strict demarcation of two “eras” can lead to the conclusion
that all wha lived before Christ were necessarily doomed, while all
those who live after Christ are, by definition, saved. But this is
not, of course, what Paul intends to say, His application of the
salvation-historical contrast of “before” and “after” operates on
two levels: the level of world history and the level of individual
history.® In Galatians 3—4, a passage central to our pﬂ.umms, the
former is clearly dominant, as Paul divides history into three

es: before the law (when the promise was given to Abraham),
under the law, and after the law (when the promise to Abraham
was fulfilled). Until that promise was fulfilled and "“faith in Christ”
came, the curse reigned. But in $0 conceptualizing the situation,
Paul does not intend to deny the presence of people before Christ
who were genuinely saved from the curse (see 3:6-9). These
individuals, by ‘s grace and in anticdpation of the perfect
sacrifice of Christ (cf. Rom, 3:25-26), could be delivered from the
condemnatory aspects of their life under the law of Moses,

Conclusion

Chur survey of the purposes of the Mosaic law has produced a
rather negative picture. To some extent this is due to the fact that
s0 much of our évidence comes from Faul, who was dealing with
those who were placng too much weight on the law. But while
this factor may affect the number of references, it does not
materially affect the overall perspective, For while Galatians is
certainly polemically oniented, Romans is not; and we have just as

strong a negative evaluation of the and effects of the law
in Romans as we do in Galatians. F rmaore, the picture found

2 this, see especially Beker, Fanl the Aposile, 135-51; Kurt Stalder, Das Werk
dies Geistes i des Heiliguny bei Pautus (Zorch: EVZ, 1967}, M-46; Loz, Gesdi-
chispersidndniz, 193,
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in Paul is not materially different than that found in other Mew
Testament books (e.g., Hebrews) or in the Old Testament itself.
Throughout the Scriptures, while the essential goodness of the
law is tenaciously guarded, its failure to rescue humans from the
E:drmmmt of sin is made clear. The fault is not God's, nor is the

that he gave to blame; it is our fault, who are so under sin's
power that we are not only unable to fulfill his good law, but are
stimulated by it to rebel even further against our rightful Lord and
so make our condition even worse than before. Typical to the
salvation-historical conception, these points are made with respect
to the experience of the people of Israel with the Mosaic law, but it
is clear that what applies to Istael under its law applies at the same
time to all people, confronted with God’s law in its various forms
(see, e.g., Rom. %:14-15).

THE MOSAIC LAW IN THE NEW COVENANT

Those purposes of the law that are given most attention in the
New Testament—guardianship of Israel; revelation of sin—are
fimited to the time ﬁafﬂre the cnnung of Christ, But we must now
look more dosely at the law as a revelation of God's character and
will for his people. In what sense, if any, does the law continue fo
exercise this functon in the new covenant period? Simple, neat
answers to this question—e.g., the law has no role anymore; the
whole law, or at least the “moral” law continues in force—are
easy to give. But I am convinced that they are too neat and miss
some of the nuances found within the New Testament. At the rsk
of committing the same mistake, | will state at this point the

ition for which I will argue: The entire Mosaic law comes (o

Eﬂn‘mﬂtm Christ, and this fulfillment means that this law is no

er a direct amd Jmmaaim!f source of, or judge of, the conduct of
Dﬁﬁ people. Christian heham, rather, is now guided directly

by “the law of Christ.” This “law” does not consist of legal
preﬁtnphl:lns and ordinances, but of the teaching and example of
Jesus and the apostles, the central demand u::l' love, and the
guiding influence of the indwelling Holy 5

I will try to substantiate this basic thesis uwmg that it is
compatible with Old Testament teaching, is taught in key New
Testament texts (particularly in Matthew Paul), and is
nowhere contradicted within the Mew Testament. The nature of
the material to be surveved warrants our abandoning the topical
putline of the first sechion in favor of a canonical outline.
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The Old Testament

The Old Testament daims the commandments given to Moses
are eternally valid (e.g., Lev. 16:24; 24:8). But these texts cannot be
used fo demonstrate the eternal applicability of the Mosaic
commandments in their original form to the people of God. For
ome thing, the English words “eternal” and "everlasting” translate
Hebrew words that mean “lasting for an age™ (‘6lam). Thus, for
example, the Levitical priesthood is said to be “etemal™ (Ex.
HE15), but Hebrews claims exgii]dﬂ}r that it has been done away
with under the new covenant. For another, the strict application of
this logic would mean that every detail of the Mosaic legislation
would remain authoritative in the new covenant era, including the
sacrificial law. Again, since Hebrews and other New Testament
books demonstrate clearly that at least these laws are no longer to
be carried out by new covenant Chrstians, it is dear that we
cannot press these Old Testament texts to prove the eternal
applicability of the Mosaic commandments. In lact, two other
Ejjmz within the Old Testament itself suggest that the Mosaic

w, considered as an integrated regime, was to have only

tempora g,

Eﬁ'leg\'slﬁﬁ:‘lm: is the very nature of the Mosaic law as covenant
law. The form of the Sinaitic covenant closely resembles second
millennium 6.c. Hittite “suzerainty” treaties, through which a
king entered into a solemn agreement to provide certain benefits
for his vassals, contingent on their abiding by the covenant
stipulations (see particularly Ex. 19-24 and the Book of Deuteron-
omy).® The point here is simply that the Mosaic law fits squarely
inko the framework of this kind of covenant “document,” and that
we should therefore the duratiom of that law to be bound
up with the duration of the covenant of which it is a part. “The
l&wlsabeml}iﬁrar}r&ammmkihat rescribed the terms of
obedience for people of God in the Mosaic era.”* Yet the later
d Testament books make clear that the continuation of the
Sinaitic covenant is in jeopardy because of Israel's ted
disobedience of the covenant stipulations (e.g., Dan. 9:’?—12- Hos.
&:7; 8:1). God does not, therefore, abandon his people; on the

S5ee Meredith G, Kline, Trealy of the Grant King (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans;
1963], especially 27-44; Dennds | MoCarthy, Tready end Covenart (Rome: Pontifical
Biblical Institate, 1963 Ewae E. Mendenhall, Low arnd Covermarf i Grasl and e
Anciert Newr Eagt (Pitisburghs The Biblical Colloguiam, 1955).

U IcComdskey, Comemanis of Prosime, 73,
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contrary, in an act of sheer grace, he promises to “recreate” a
people for himselt through a new covenant.
Secondly, this promised eschatological act is based not on the
Mosaic covenant, but on God's inviclable promises to the
triarchs. This pattern is replicated in the New Testament, where
aul bases the future salvation of Israel not on God's continuing
maintenance of, or restoration of, the Sinaitic covenant, but on the
faithfulness of God to his calling of the people Israel and his
promises to the patrarchs (see Rom. 11:16, 18-29). Hope for a
new covenant that would arise out of the ashes of the old surfaces
mp&at&mz in the prophets (Isa, 24:5; 42:6; 49.8; 54:10; 55:3; 59:21;
61:8; Jer. 31:31-34; 313’.‘-"—41 50:5; Ezek. 16:60-63; 34:25; 37:15-28
[26]; Hos. 2:18). This covenant is no simple renewal of the Mosace
covenant, but a new arrangement, “not . . . like the covenant |
made with their forefathers” (Jer. 31:32); in it God, by his Spint
(Ezek, 36:24-28), insures that his low is obeyved (Jer. 31:23-34 [the
word drd is used]; Ezek. 37:24; of. also 11:20; 36:27 [the words
huggot, “statutes,” and nrispdf, “judgments,” are used]).™ It is
precisely this reference to the law of God that draws our attention
to the guestion of the place of the Mosaic law in this new
covenant, Since, especially in Ezekiel, the promised new covenant
is connected with a retumn to the land, we might think that the
focus is on the retnm from exile in the sixth century p.c. But, while
including this retumn, the. hecies cl o beyond
E&Tapgiud of IJJ:rnE Traditional I:liEFE‘l'IS:‘IPrDFI:iD'IIEJiEm ?!a::?mgnﬁﬁ the
true fulfillment of these prophecies to the le of Israel in the
millennial era, arguing for & renewal of the Mosaic law in all its
details at that time. But the New Testament demonstrates that
these new covenan n&umphme-a have been fulfilled through Christ
and in the Spint-endowed church (e.g., Luke 22:30; 1 Cor. 11:25;
2 Cor. 3:6; Heb. 8:7-13).7 Is the E'CIEEIE law, then, to be a
constitutive part of the new covenant also?

&t = true, in a sense, that “Jeremiah found mo fault with the Sinaitc
covenant,” for il fallure was due nedther o God nor to the covenant arrangement
a3 such (of. Kaiser, Odd Testament Thenlogy, 232). Yot fail it did, as Jeremish and the
ather prophets make dear, requining 2 new and different ammangement Kagser
himself notes the dis-nm‘rﬁnu?' betwesn the Sinaitic and new covenants, affirmyin
that the new covenant is in direct ine with the promises o Abraham and quig
(e pp. 233-3), This condinuity with ihe Abvabamic and Devidic covenants does
not, howewer, justify speaking of this covenant as a “rerewed’” covenant (conbra
Kaiser, p. I comrectly, McComiskey, Coverarnis of Promrise, 163-68), for it brings
o fulfillment what was only promised in those earlier cowvenanis,

B0 this, see MoCosndskey, Copesenie of Provrise, 155-61.
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Many argue that this is what the texts we have mentioned
require: The new covenant promises the internalization of the
same law given by God at Sinai® But there is reason for caution.
First, if Jeremiah and Ezekiel are thinking of the Mosaic law, there
is no basis to confine the reference to only part of the law (e.g., the
so-called moral law), Yet it iz evident that the totality of the Mosaic
law has rol been reinstituted as an authoritative source of life in
the new covenant—its laws pertaining to food, sacrifices, festi-
vals, and civic matters are not binding on Christians (Mark 7:19;
Acts 10:9-16; Hebrews, passim). Those who argue, then, that the
Maosaic law continues intact in the new covenant must recognize
that it does not continue without variation and modification. The
writing of the law on the heart (Jer. 31:33) may indeed involve
transformation of the actual content of the Mosaic law. Second,
there are references in the prophets to a Hrd that will be
established in the last days and that probably does not refer to the
Mogaic law as such (Isa. 2:3; 42:4: 514, 7; Mic. 4:2). This “Zion
torah,"” perhaps to be understood as a fresh publication of God's
will for his people, in continuity with but not identical to the
“Sinai torah,” may be what is envisaged in Jeremiah 31:33-34 and
the Ezekiel texts.® Another possibility is that the concept of “law”
hes here come to have almost a “formal” sense, denoti
generally God’s will for his people.® The point of Jeremiah, then,
is that God would ensure that his will—not the Mosaic law as
such, in its totality—would be carried out in the new covenant. In
any case, there are solid grounds for thinking that Jeremiah’s “law
written on the heart” is not simply a reissue of the Mosaic law.

Within the manifest continuity of God's plan for his people,
then, there are also in the Old Testament clear indications of the
discontinuity between the Sinaitic covenant and the way in which
God's promises are finally to be fulfilled in the “last days." All
Christian interpreters agree that this discontinuity embraces the
Muosaic law in some sense. The question then becomes: How much
15 continued and how do we know what is continued and what is

SRalser, O Testempmi Theology, 233

=The disHncten between the “Sinai brah™ amd the “Zon torah”™ has been
promuakgated partcularty by Harbmut Gese (see “The Law,” in Essays on il
Thenlngy [Minneapobiz: Augsbarg, 1981] 60-92). See also, on 3aiah, B Ridderbos,
{aviak [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1985}, 5.

#, Fabmer Roberisen argues thal Jeremiah uses hind broadly, o mean e
“whole of the Lord's feaching™ (The Christ of the Commaiide [Grand Kapids: Baker,
1980] 282, n. 13).
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not? The prophetic focus on & new covenant suggests that in the
revelation of that new covenant arrangement we will learn just
what it means to have God's law “written on the heart.” [ turn
now, then, to the New Testament to find answers to these
guestions.

Jesus
Much of our evidence in this section will come from Matthew,
for he is the evangelist who passes on to us most of jesus’ explicit
teaching about the law.

Fulfilinment
Particularly thcant is Matthew 5:17-48. This passage has
two Inovw, 17-19, Jesus defends himself against the charge

that he is urging the abrogation of the law. Quite the contrary,
Jesus claims in what is a justly famous theological summary, 1
have come , .. to fulfill [the Law and the hets].” He then
builds on this claim to continuity with the Testament by
solemnly asserting the enduring validity of the law (v. 18} and by
urging the teaching of its commandments (v. 19). The second part
of this passage (vv. 21-45) examines six facets of the supenor,
“kingdom” righteousness that Jesus requires of his followers (cf.
v. M, a transitional statement). He enundciates these components
of kingdom righteousness by comparing his demand with the
ommandments of the Mosaic law. Since it will be easier to
understand the "theory” of Jesus' relationship to the law ex-
Er&s:sed in vv, 17-19 after looking al the practical examples in vv,
1-48, 1 will begin with this latter text,®

The six comparisons between traditional teaching and Jesus’
teaching found here are usually called the "antitheses,” because of
the formula used to introduce them: “You have heard that it was
said to the le lon v« bk [ tell " (e, 21-22, 33-34;
vw. 27-28, ﬁpﬂ—ﬂ%?ﬂ?%—ﬂ, and W}THJLE—H abbreviate the
same formula). This formula suﬁgﬂests that Jesus is comparing his
teaching with the teaching that his Jewish listéners have heard in
the synagogue. Whether this teaching represents fairly the
teaching of the Old Testament itself is not clear; for Jewish

iifpr a more detailed study of Matt. 5:17 48, with mone argement and citation
of views and sources, ses my “lesas and the J\uﬂm‘il}fnfth: Moszic law,™ [SNT 20
(195), 17-26 (The article has been reprinted, with minos revizsions, In The Best in
Theology, ed, |. I Facker [Carol Siream, [L: Christtenity Today Instiate, 1967).)
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synagogue andiences would often hear the Old Testament read in
“targumized” or paraphrased form, and these paraphrases often
shifted the meaning of the original 2 This issue is important in
assessing the stance of fesus vis-a-vis the Old Testament com-
mands in this passage. One influential interpretation, for instance,
holds that Jesus is simply reasserting the ing of the original
Old Testament commandment over against Jewish misinterpreta-
tions of his day.® A second popular viewpoint, however, holds
that Jesus generally quotes the Old Testament In its original
meaning, but in his own teaching he goes beyond that original
meaning, promulgating a “deeper”’ or “more radical” form of the
law for the new kingdom age.® A quick study of each of the
antitheses will reveal, however, that neither of these options is
adequate as an overall summary of Jesus’ stance on the law in this
passage.

The first two antitheses are similar: Jesus quotes a prohibition
from the Decalogue and then adds a condemnation of the heart
attitude to which the acton prohibited in the commandment can
be traced. Despile the popularity of the viewpoint, fostered by its
prominence in Reformation catechisms, it is unlikely that Jesus is
asserting the “true” meaning of the original prohibitions. NMothing
in the (Nd Testament suggests that anger and lust were incuded
in the prohibitions of, respectively, murder and adultery. A good

“hance most Jews bebeved that these additions, part of the omal baw, or “the
tradiions of the elders,” were handed down at Sinad (k. m. "Abnt 1:1-2), Jesus
could well be including them in what was given “bo the people long ago™ (taking
the dative o srchains a5 & “pure -dil:ll-w’:'éln:.I

“This view was held by most of the Reformers (o, Harvey K. MeAsthur,
Liniderataniding dhe Sermon o the Meourt [London: Epwoarth, 1960], 36) and probably
by & majority of confemporary lical scholars, See Carl F. H. Henry, Christian
Personal Ethres {Grand Rapids: Zo an, 1957), 300-307; John Murray, Principies
of Condiet (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1957, 158: Greg L, Bahnsen, ey 1

rietar Ethivs (Mutbey, BL]L: Crakg, 1977), 90; Hermann Ridderbos, The Cormng of
the Kingdom (Philsdelphia: Presbyterian and Beformed, 1962), 208; Ned B
Stonehoose, The Witness of fae Sg.urnptu: Gﬂli:r:[: b Chenisd [11-|:u'inl:'. Grand Elpiq:k.
Haker, 1979, 197-211,

A form of thiz view was the most populir among the fathers of the church

[S2e BcArthur, Sermon on e Moend, Iﬁnﬂ!},nndit'uﬂuv:immnﬂnﬂely

d in mesdern achp]nmh'q:l. Zoe Martin Dibelies, The Sermor on the Mousr
[Mew York: Seribmer's, 180, 62-T1 W, D, Davies, The Settisig of e Sermon on Hed
Mount ({Cambridge: Cambridpge University Press, 1963), 1001-2; Jacques Duponl, Les
Beésiifudes, wod. 1: Le probléme litéraire—Les deux versions du Sermon sur ks
Montagne &t des Béatitudes, 3d ed. {Erugq.. ﬁ'bl:ayl.- de Saint-André, 1958), 146
Sl Wnﬂgln%zﬂchmﬁ:, Ethik des Meuen Teplamends (Ghitingen: Yandoenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 1951), &3-69.
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case can be therefore made here for the second viewpoint: Jesus is
“deepening” the law by extending its prohibitions from the
sphere of action to that of the thought life. Yet not even this is
clear, for Jesus demonstrates no intention, here or in any of the
anfitheses, of “domg™ methin%‘r:l; the law, whether it be
expounding it or radicalizing it t the antithetical formula

sts, rather, is that Jesus is placing his own authoritative
demand alongside that of the law, It is the “I say to you™ of the
Messiah and Son of God, not the Mosaic law in any sense, that is
the basis of the new kingdom demand.

The relationship between the Mosaic law and Jesus’ teaching
in the third antithesis is even more indirect than in the first bwo. In
gquoting Deuteronomy 24:1, Jesus is probably alluding to the broad

rounds for the attaining of a bill of divorce that were available to
ewish men who followed, as most of them naturally would, the
liberal teaching of Hillel. Jesus' prohilition of divorce and
remarriage on any grounds except that of unchastity counters this
liberal tendanqr,j‘greesdgmmﬂy with that of Shammai, another
prominent rabbi of the day, and is generally in accord with what
the Old Testament text itself implies,* Cine could, of course, argue
that Jesus is simply reasserting the original meaning of the Mosaic
law on this point. Mevertheless, Jesus is much more forthright
than is the law at anv point in branding second marriages a
improper divorces adulterous, and his teaching can hardly be said
to grow directly out of the Old Testament.

The fourth “thesis™ (v. 33) cted by Jesus accurately summa-
rizes several (Ad Testament bexts t demand the faithful
performance of vows {(e.g., Lev. 19:12; Num. 30:3; Deut. 23:21).
Sinoce the 0ld Testament never commands that a vow be taken,
Jesus® prohibition of vows is no abrogation of the law. On the
other hand, Jesus does deny, or perhaps restricts, the acceptance
of vows implicit in the O Testament teaching. Once more, we
see how inadequate is the notion that Jesus is simply expounding
the Mosaic law, for he simply sweeps away the whole system of
vows and oaths that was described and regulated in the Old
Testament. Omn the other hand, it is not clear what Old Testameni
commandment Jesus might be “deepening,” unless we apply the
idea to the law in general

In the fifth antithesis (vv. 36-42), Jesus juxtaposes the Old

“l am here assuming the authewbicior of the “excepbon” clanse and that it
states a real exception to the condemnation of a second marriage,
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Testament law of “equivalent compensation” (see Exod. 21:24;
Lev. 24:20; Deat. 1921) with his own demand, Do not resist an
evil " Complicating the situation here is the difficulty in
deading exactly what Jesus intends by this prohibition. If he is in
fact forbidding the practice of using this as a rationale for
private retaliation, then Jesus is once again neither ting nor
expounding the law. The law quoted demands that Isreel’s judges
render dedisions fairly and make the punishment fit the crime. By

rohibiting the application of the commandment in this way,
esus does not match nor interpret any particular commandment
of the law.

The mixture of Old Testament law and popular interpretation
= most evident in the final antithesis (v, 43-47). Nowhere does
the Old Testament command that a person hate his or her enemy,
mor 8 this a fair extrapolation from Old Testament teaching
generally.® Again, however, Jesus’ demand that his disciples love
their enemies goes beyond anything required in the Old Testa-
ment.

When the antitheses as a group are considered, it becomes
clear that no single interpretive method explaing all of them. In
some it could be argued that Jesus is expounding the law (the
third), and in others that he is “deepe " the law (the fGrst and
second), But a larger category is needed to explain the overall
relationship between the Mosaic commandments cited and Jesus’
own teaching. What does consistently emerge from the antitheses
iz Jesus’ radical insistence on what he says as binding on his
followers. He taught “as one who had authority, and not as their
teachers of the law™ (Matt, 7:29). This independence from both
Jewish tradition and from the Mosaic law itself gives us an
important indicator for our interpretation of vv. 17--19,

Jesus® insistence that hve had come not to “abolish™ (kefelug)
but to “fulfill” (plérod) the law and the prophets (v. 17) deserves to
be ranked among the most im t New Testament
ments on the significance of the Law of Moses for the new
Christian era. Matthean usage shows that the phrase “the Law
and the Prophets” refers to the commanding aspect of the Old

tfeanis’ quidation may reflect the atbibude inculcated among the seclames at
nimran, who wers encouraged io hate “the sons of darkness' {s=s 105 1:3, 9= 10k
2:d=%;. and Victor Fansl Furmish, The Love Commard in the New Testoment [Mashville;
-‘-I;d-l'lﬂdl.m. Im]r “—m

ELey, 1915 commands the lsroelites o love the "fellow larseblbe™ {)
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Testament {ct. 7:12; 22:40) rather than to the Old Testament
generally.® That this is the focus in v. 17 is confirmed by the shift
to “Law™ in v. 18 and “commandment” in v. 19. Some inter-
preters think that Jesus' fulfiliment of the law involves his
personal observance of the demands of the law,# but the focus
throughout this passage on Jesus’ teaching mather than on his
actions renders this view unlikely. Arguing that “tulfill” must be
an exact antonym of “abolish,” others think that esus is here
expressing his intention fully to establish the law by restoring its
hum%.ﬂ But there is no reason to think that jllI'l.llﬁ.ll" must
express the exact opposite of “abolish,”

More sericusly, such an interpretation overlooks the mani-
festly escha ical and salvation-historical dimensions of the
term “‘fulfill” in Matthew. Matthew uses it fifteen times
(compared with two in Mark and nine in Luke), ten of these
occurring in the introductions to Matthew’s distinctive “formula
quotations” (1:22; 2:15, 17, 23; 4:14; 8:17: 12:17; 13:35; 21:4; 27:9). In
these nlahuns Matthew shows how I:sus has “filled up" the
entire Old Testament, not only by accomplishing what it predicted
but also by reenacting dimactically Testament historical
events (e.g., 2:15), Particularly suﬁe-shve of Matthew's viewpoint
is 11:13, in which Jesus declares that “all the Prophets and the Low
prophesied until John” (italicé mine). Integral to Matthew's
gospel, then, is a scheme of salvation history that pictures the
Tm‘il:i:e Old Testament as antidpating and pointing forward to
‘equs. 7!

This background, coupled with the way in which Jesus goes
beyond the law in his teaching in vv. 21-47, makes it unlikely that
he is affirming in v. 17 his intention simply to establish the Mosaic
law as it already exists. Cther interpreters, then, view v, 17 as
Jesus’ claim to be "filling out” the law by extending or radicalizing
its demands.™ But we have already seen that this perspective is

m‘fn]hn Das mfrre fsreel* Simdien zir Theofogée des Motrtheus-
ienE | Kuﬁl’ﬁ 173=74.

"##I W, Mansen, Eflice .ann' ifw Gaosprd | Londdon: ECM 1960p, 53-54; Theodor
".n'."-ihn Das Eﬂflﬁ'!fﬂlfﬂ des Mattiudees, dth ed. {Lel Dnh:hm 140, 212-13;
nDﬂGﬂ:‘l‘.zﬂfE.lImh'Enﬁ.ﬁ:r! lmijﬁlml!:rsudr.r{hmd

“ﬂ%e A P I]ihm-&*n. Theentmy, S1—6%,
""Dnrheful :nlu'mm-:mh'la lﬂtrpc:iul]yﬂ.T.lem,Mﬂth’nm:
Er.m%':;e! amd I'.mn‘r:'r (Lmd Rapsds: Zondervan, 1989), 106205,
-H Ww. D D&'l.-'lﬁ.. “hatthew 517, 18"
Chiristarn ﬂrwm urnd Jud.mrn [Phl!.ld!lphh Westminster, 1942}, 33-4%; Trilling, ﬂm.'
wmhre [aroel, 179 -
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unable to account for all the ways in which Jesus compares his
teaching with that of the law in the antitheses that follow. The best
interpretation, then, is to give to pléred in v. 17 essentially the
same meaning that it has in Matthew's fulfillment formulas:
accomplishing that to which the Old Testament looked forward.
In Matthew's bold perspective, all parts of the Old Testament
prophesy” about Jesus and the age of salvation. Thus, as Jesus
"fulfills” Old Testament prophecies by doing what they predicted
and "fulfills” Old Testament history by reenacting ils events, so
he “fulfills" the Old Testament law by making demands to which
the law pointed forward. Jesus rejects any notion that his daim to
dictate God’s will to his followers involves a radical departure
from the law or from its intentions. Rather, he is claiming that his
teaching brings the eschatological fullness of God's will to which
the Mosaic law looked forward. Jesus “fulfills” the law not by
explaining it or by extending it, but by proclaiming the standards
of kingdom righteousness that were anticipated in the law.™
But can this interpretation be squared with what Jesus a-a.}'s
about the law in vv. 18-197 These verses appear lo a ringin
endorsement to the law's eternal validity (v. 18) a appllcabihty
{v. 19). However, few Christians would want to take the verses in
just this way™ for they would then demand that Christians
practice every commandment in the law, induding command-
ments relating to the cult that the author to the Hebrews explicitly
says are invalidated for Christians. Some have sought to evade
this implication by arguing or assuming that Jesus is referring here
only to the “moral” law. But we have seen above that these
distinctions cannot be read into the New Testament, and particu-
larly not in a text that focuses on the details of every part of the

“Fpr this peneral approsch, see especially Banks, fesws and the Loz, 200100 1.
I Beser, Lo and History in Matthes's Gospe! (Rome: Bitdical Institate, 1506), Y5-85;
Ben F. Meyer, The-dives of feas (London: SCM, 1979), 143--53; Robert Guelich, The
Seroson om fee Moust (Waoo, Tex: Word, 1982), 137-28, 163 D. A Carson,
“Matthew,” in The Expositor’s Bible Consumelary, vol, 8 (Grand Rapids: Zendervan,
P9, 142-45 France, Maithew, 194-95 W. D. Davies and Dale C. Ablison, A
Crition o Exvegetical Commentary on die Gospel Acrording to Saimf Moo, vol. 1
(Edinburgh: T_ & T. Clark, 1%88), #85-87; Poythress, The Stadore of Chris! in the Law
af Moges, 26367,

“ﬂwuh:ng;ﬂitiﬂmu:ubdnmnum}ulsi\mriulnumimuﬂwqﬁuﬂmu!
Matthow's powrces for v, 18 (with lis paralle] by Luke 16:17) and 1% Por discussion
of various theories, see B G. Hamecion-Kelly, “Attitudes to the Law in Matthew's
Gospel,” BR 1F (19721 19-32,
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law and in a Jewish context. Jesus' teaching about the law in vv.
18-19 must apply to the whole law.

How, then, can Jesus' teaching in these verses be integrated
with the New Testament ive generally? Some think that
ome, or both, of the "until” ses in v. 18 sets up a lemporal
limitation on the validity of the law. The disappearance of heaven
and earth and the accomplishment of all things will take place
when Jesus completes the work of redemption on the cross and in
his resurrection (see Matt. 24:34-35).7 But there is insufficient
evidence to suppaort this limitation. Others argue that v. 19 refers
to the commandments that Jesus is teachine (v, 218.) rather than
to the commandments of the law {v. 18}, But this is not the most
obvious interpretation. Prahagll;«', then, we should understand
v. 18 to be an endorsement of the continuing “usefulness™ or
authority of the law. Jesus is no Marcionite; and even if his
followers are no longer bound by the commandments of the law,
they are still to read and profit from it. In v. 19, then, the
continuing practice of the commandments of the law must be
viewed in light of their fulfillment by Jesus. It is mehwasgr!jr’inﬂed
by Jesus that must be done, not the law in its original 7

Lote amd the Low

Jesus’ insistence that love be the touchstone of all that his
isciples do is well known. What relationship does his focus on
lowe to the continuing applicability of the Mosaic command-
ments? Three interpretations are popular: (1) love replaces the law
(love in place of the law); (2) love is the criterion which the
meaning and application of the Mosaic commandments are to be
evaluated (love over the law); or (3) love is the central demand of
the law, without which the folfillment of the rest of the law is
meaningless {love as central to the law). I will argue that elements
of both the second and third perspectives are found in Jesus'
teaching.™
The most direct evidence comes from Jesus’ singling out love

Thee Davies, “Matthew 5,17, 18" dd=63; Meier, Lo and Histary, 62-64;
Guoelich, Sermom on the Momt, 145-48.

FBanks, [esus ond Hre Lo, XP1-23.

Tiee EFPEI:i.Hl]:.I' France, Maottheo, 195-95,

= these points, apain see ooy articke “fesus and the Authority of the Mossic
Law,” 6~11; and also the slight revision of the position 1 take these in “Law,” in
Dwctionary of Jeaus ami the Gospels, ed I H. Marshall, 5. McEnight, and |- Green
(Doveners Grove: [nberVamity, 1992
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for God (Deut. 6:5) and love for one's neighbor (Lev, 19:18) as
constituting, together, the greatest commandment in the law
(Matt. Z2:34-40; Mark 12:28-34; of. Luke 10:25-28), On these two
commandments, Jesus claims, "all the Law and the Prnﬁgers hang
[frentatar].” As we have seen, “the Law and the Prophets” is an
expression Matthew uses to denote the commanding aspect of the
Oid Testament. Jesus’ language here suggests that the bwo great
commandments are to the rest of the commandments as hin
are to a door; without them, the other commandments fall to £
ground.™ ing all the commandments in the law without
manifesting love for God and love for one’s neighbor is useless
and unprofitable. Jesus, therefore, does not su t that love is to
replace the law, but that love is central and vital to the law. Similar
is Jesus’ rebuke of the Jews for paying scrupulous attention to the
minutiae of the tthing laws, while neglecting “the more important
matters of the law-—justice, mercy and faithfulness” (Matt. 23:23,
probably alluding to Mic. 6:8), Again, his point is not that the Jews
should replace the laws of tithing with these demands, but that
they shonld have focused on the greater demands “without
neglecting the former.”

Mevertheless, Jesus makes love so central to his understamd-
ing and interpretation of the law that it becomes the er of
interpreting and applying God’s will as revealed in the law.® On
at least three occasions, Jesus pronounced love for others, or
“mercy,” to be more important than sacrifices (Matt. 9:13; 12:7
[both quoting Hos, 6:6]; Mark 12:32-34). In keeping with the
prophetic tradition, Jesus may simply be insisting on the priority
of love within the commandments. But the application of the
principle to the Sabbath law (Matt. 12:7) suggests that Jesus goes
further. On at least six different occasions (Matt. 12:1-8 = Mark
2:23-28 = Luke 6:1-5; Matt. 2:9-14 = Mark 3:1-6 = Luke fi6—
11; Luke 13:10-17; 14:1-6; John 5:1-15; 9:1-12), Jesus or his
disciples violate the accepted Jewish teaching about appropriate
behavior on the Sabbath., While none of these actions clearly
infringes the written law, the nm—emﬁm:}r healings of Jesus
certainly “stretch™ it. More important, ever, are Jesus’ re-
sponses to Jewish criticism of his and his disciples® action. It is as

BCaslaus Spicg, Agape i the Mew Tesfamrnld, wol, 1) Agape in Hee Symophic Cospels
(5t LoulsLondon: Herdes, 1963), 30

Efesus ditfered fundamentally with the Jewish teachers of his doy at this point;
oy Hpe-:iﬂl].' Westerholm, jess omd Soribal .H.urj.urﬂy.
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this point that Jesus' ctation of Hosea 6:6 (Matt. 12:7) becomes
important, for in the Markan parallel, Jesus claims that “the
Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath™ (Mark
2:27.% He thereby suggests that concern for the welfare of one’s
tellow human bei a role in in ing the intention and
regulating mﬁb;ﬁsrvﬂl:c}: of the Sabba m-fir_lr:whng nd.®=

But Jesus’ main justification for his and his disciples” Sabbath
activities is Christological. This is clear from the great discourse in
John 5 as well as from several details in the symoptic accounts.
Jesus justifies his disdgmle.::ip-!wﬂ:ini:f grain on the Sabbath by
citing the parallel of id, who illegally ate the Bread of the
Prezence when he and his followers were in need {(Matt. 12:3-4 =
Mark 2:25-26 = Luke 6:3—4; cf. 1 Sam. 21:1-6), He may thereby
be ting the principle that human need takes precedence
over ience to 4:|.etaiI5 of the law. But the main point runs in a
different direction. As Matthew's example of the temple and the
priests immediately following (12:5-6) , the main point is
a Christological one: As priests who serve the temple are innocent
of breaking the law by working on the Sabbath, as David's
followers are innocent when they eat consecrated bread, so also
the disciples are innocent of Sabbath-breaking, for they are
serving and following one who is greater than the temple and
greater than David.®2

This Christological focus is strongly reasserted in the dimax of
this incident in all three Gospels: “The Son of Man is Lord [even]
of the Sabbath.” As we have noted, this saying further confirms
what we have discovered above: that JTesus was not so much
concerned with adjudicating the exact meaning and application of
the Mosaic law as he was in asserting his daim to bring that which

B5cholars persist in suggesting that the text be emended bo “The Sabbath was
made for the Son of Man™ (cf. v. 38); a mistranslation of the Armmaic &
suggested; see F, W, Bears, * “The Sabbath was made for Man,” ™ J8L 79 (1960,
134, But the emendation Is not o bo accepied {cf. C. E. B, Cranfield, The Gospel
according to SE Mark [Cambridge: Cambridge Undversity Press, 1966), 117-1E)

EThe formal similacty betwesn Jesus’ statement and the rabbinic claim that
"The Sabbaih is deliversd over for your sake, bat you are mod delivered over o the
Sabbath™ {Mak. Exed. 31113 should not blind os to the fact that they ane making
different kinds of claims, The Rabbi (Simeon b, Menasya) is arguing only that
hzman life can be cay the Sabbath; Jesus, however, is justifying a wide
variety of non-life- tening activities (see Joachim Gnillka, Des Enampelivm mach
Mariws, 2 vols. [Meukircken-Viayn: Meokirchener, 1578, 197%), 1115

BE. T. France, Jesus and the (id Tesfamemt (Londom: Tyndabe, 1971, $#6-47;
Rudolf Pesch, Des Morkmsemangelion, 2 vols, (Fredburg: Herder, 1977, 1.181-82
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was both greater than, and the fulfillment of, that law. While he
does not clearly teach the a ion of the Sabbath command, he
redirects attention from the law to himself, the Lord of the
Sabbath, and thereby sets in place the principle on which the later
church would justify its departure from 5abbath observance.

Jesus, then, both makes love the center of the law and moves
slightly in the direction of using love as a coiterion to interpret and
explain the law, Never, however, does he clearly take the step of
u;inf love as the basis for the abrogation of a commandment in
the law.

The Mosaic lote amd the Commandments of fesus

Our cursory survey of Matthew 5:17-47 shows that Jesus
made his own teaching the norm for life in the kingdom. This
teaching is neither a repelition nor an expansion of the law, nor is
it based on the Jaw, Nevertheless, it stands in salvation-historical
continuity with that law. This perspective is reflected thronghout
the Gospels. True, Jesus does sometimes base his teaching on the
Mosaic law and applies that law to his followers and to fellow
fews. But at this poinl, we must remind ourselves of the
importance of rmﬁmzjng the sal\raHnnvhastﬁm:al context in which
Jesus is teaching. He himself sly observed all
the details u:al' the Mosaic Inw, nnd gemra]]y addressed both his
disciples and his nprunmls within the context of the Mosaic
covenant that was still then in force. His personal obedience of the
law and his teaching of such obedience to others cannot, then, be
aufomatically viewed as expressing his belief about what should
be the case after his death and resurrection had brought the new
era of salvation into existence,

Indesd, we find numerous more or less clear indications that
Jesus did not expect the Mosaic law to continue in unabated force.
He suggests that the Mosaic law, in allowing for human sin-
fulness, does not always express God's “perfect will” (Matt. 19:3-
12 and par.). Clearest is his teaching that nothing going into a
person from outside can make that person “unclean’ (Matt. 15:1-
20; Mark 7:1-23). Mark, in a parenthetical remark to his readers,
brings out the revolutionary implications of such teaching: “In
saying this, Jesus declared all foods ‘dean’” (Mark 7:19b). Here
Jesus announces the abrogation of a significant part of the Mosaic
law, acting on the far-ranging implications of his daim to be “Lord
of the th." Significantly, after his death and resurrection,
Jesus urges his disciples to teach “all that [ have commanded you"
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(Matt. 28:19-20, italics mine). What emerges from Jesus’ teaching
15 a shift of focus from the law to Jesus himself as the criterion for
what it means to be obedient to God.

Conclusion

The picture we gain of Jesus’ teaching about the law, while
not crystal clear in all its details, suggests a strong element of
discontinuity within the overall continuity of God's plan and
pu Jesus tells his disciples to look to himself as the fulfiller
of the law for guidance in the way they are to live. The Mosaic
law, it is suggested, no longer Iamcﬁnn& as the ultimate and
immediate standard of conduct for God’s people. It must always
be viewed through the lens of Jesus’ ministry and teaching.

Paul

I will now try to show that Paul shares this same perspective
on the Mosaic law and the Christian. Specifically, 1 argue that
Paul teaches that Christians should not look directly to the Mosaic
law as their authoritative code of conduct but to “the law of
Christ.” This “law” is not a set of rules but a set of principles
drawn from the life and teaching of Jesus, with love for others as
its heart and the indwelling Spirit as its directive force. I will
follow the same outline that we used to survey the teaching of
lesus, ing in order Paul's teaching about the fulfillment of the
law, love and the law, and the locus of authority for believers.

Fulfiltment

Paul uses the word plérod with reference to the law of Moses
four times (Rom. 8:4; 13:8, 10; Gal, 5:14), but these all refer to
concepts that are better discussed under other headings below,
Here we want to look at another verse which, although not using
the word plérod, expresses a concept similar to that found in
Matthew 5:17; this verse is Romans 10:4: “Chnst is the end of the
law [telos mommou], so that [eis] there may be righteousnesa for
everyone who believes.”

Paul's statement here has almost become a slogan to summa-
rize his attitude toward the Mosaic law. Unfortunately, the exact
meaning of the pronouncement is not clear, with the debate
centering on the meaning of the three Greek words indicated
above. The word momes, as we noted above, is sometimes taken to
denote legalism, and this meaning has been applied by some to
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the word in this verse.® As | argued, however, this meaning is
unattested in Paul; normally he uses nomos to refer to the Mosaic
law as such. A second issue i8 whether the phrase that es
introduces depends on nomos alone—i.e., “the law which is for
righteousness [or] which would confer rightecusness” —or on the
entire first phrase, as the wiv translation suggests. A comparison of
similar constructions in Paul points to the second alternative.®
The third and most debated point is the meaning to be given
to telps. The word has several meanings, the most likely in this
verse being “end” (in the sense of “termination™) and “goal.” If
we accept the first meaning, Paul would be asserting a strong
discontinuity between the law and Christ, implying perhaps that
the law hes no more function for those who have come to know
Christ and to experience his righteousness.® The second meaning,
on the other hand, st a much more conbnuous sense,
according to which the law may well be understood to remain in
full force for believers.® However, we do not need to choose
between these two options in their extreme forms. Paul’s use of
telos points to a meaning that is perhaps best translated in
as “culmination,” combining the ideas of both goal and end.® In

HC. F. D¢ Moule, "Obligation in the Ethic of Faul,™ in Christm History iamad
Imtprpretation: Studies Presended fo John Ennz, ed. W. B Fanmer, C. F. D, Moule, and
B B Mishahr (Cambridge Cambroidpe University Preas, 1967), 4002

Bhen Mark A Seifrid, “Prul's Approach bo the Old Testament in Rom. 10:6-
B 17 6 (1985), 8-%.

Shas van Diblmen, Theofogde, 126; Luz, Geschrehisverdfifolniz, 13957,

“hes Bring, “Gesetz,” 1-36 Cranfield, Howmans 2.516-19; Fuller, Gospel &
Lirey, 285,

#The word probably means “end"” in 2 Cor, 313 and 1 Thess, 216 and
coumbines the ideas of “end” and "goal”™ in the sense of destiny, oulcpme, or
culmination in Rom. &0, 22; 1 Cor. 18 111 15242 Cor, L% 11515 Phil. 5:0%
1 Tim. 1:5. The technical meaning “@x" or “custems payment” ks found kn s teo
occamences o Bom. 137, A.m.nng athers who combine the deas of "end’ and

lnﬂuehinh:rpnhhn[&umdmﬂnmiﬂnulmm Elements of e
ﬁd‘ 15-4; ¥, Godet, Conmmemidry oo Homang (reprint; Grand Bapids: ¢

UTT) 376; Dhurm, Romsns 9-16, 589-91; Campbell, “Christ the End of the Law,”
?‘.EI—'?? Selirbd, “'Paul's Approach,” 6-10; Dvame, foud, 133 Markus N, A,
Bocemuehl suggests the meaning “prophefic fulfilfment™ or “consummation,”
based an several extm-biblical texts (Renefotins and Mystery in Amciend Judaipm amd
Pauline Christiamity [Tabingen: Mohe, 1990], 150-53). The cbjection of Robert
Bademas [who has made the strongess case for taking feics bo mean “goal”) that
swch & doulds meaning should not, except s 8 kst resare, be sdopted (et die
End of the Lme Romars W4 i Paline Pesspectie, [SNTSup 10 ISEﬂlle!d.- 150,
1585 147) Is not ko the point. | am not arguing that the word has @ doulbbe
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other words, Paul is saying that Christ is the one to whom the law
has all along been pointing—its goal. But now that goal has been
reached, the regime of the law is ended, just as a race is ended
once the finish line, its goal, has been attained. This does not
mean, of course, that the law ceases o exist or even that it has no
more relevance to believers. What is suggested, rather, is that the
law has ceased to have a central and determinative role in God's
plan and among his people. Interpreted in this sense, Romans 10:4
makes a claim that is similar to Matthew 517 the Mosaic law

ints to Christ and is dethroned from its position of significance

mediating God's will to his people with the coming of Christ.

Lowe and the Low

Twao texts in which Paul applies the language of
fu]ﬁ]]:nentlﬁythe Mosaic law are GalatianF;PE:lll and Romans 13:8-
10, in both of which love for one's fellow human being is

nted as the “fulfillment” of the law. What implications Eus
this fulfiliment have for the application of the law to believers?
Many answer that it means only that Paul considers love to be so
central to the law that one is not really obeying the law if love is
not present. Paul highlights love not to displace the law in any
sense, but to point to its true meaning and essence.®

But the texts suggest that Paul does, indeed, see love as in
some sense displadng the commandments of the Mosaic law.
Faul's claim that the commandment “Love your neighbor as

self sums up (gnekephlaiod) all the other commandments
Fom. 13:9) surely points in this direction. If love for others “sums
up” the commandments, the implication is that the one who truly
loves will have no need of these commandments.™ Paul's use of
fulfillment language in these contexts suggests a similar conclu-
sion, Vital to understanding Paul's perspective on the law is to

e ize a principial distinction in his writings between “doing™
and “fulfilling™ the law. Nowhere does Paul say that Christians
are to “do” the law, and nowhere does he that any but

Christians can “fulfill” the law. “Doing” the law refers to that
daily obedience to all the commandments that was required of the

measing, but et we pequire two words in English te get ot the single meaning for
the Greek word osed here

®See Ridderbos, Poul, 252,

®5ee C K. Barreld, A Commembary on Hre Epsils do the Romurs (Mew York: Harper
& Fow, 1957, 251; Dunn, Romans 2-7&, 778-81; Lnngﬂw:kr:r. (arimitans, 340 -44;
Waesberhalm, [arel™s Lo, 204-5:
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Israelite. “Fulfilling” the law, on the other hand, denotes that
complete satisfaction of the law's demands that comes only
thiro Christians adentification with Chost (Bom. B:4; see
below andmmmn-usmnmﬂutmmdmtmﬂut{:hnstpnt
at the heart of his new covenant teaching: love (Gal. 5: 14 Rum
13:8, 10}, It iz the love of others, ficst nude

{hence the “new” commandment [John 13.’:'-1]]?0&131 cwnple:ehr
satisfies the demand of the law #

Two possible objections to this interpretation may be raised.
First, is not that demand that Paul claims to fulfill the law part of
the law itself (see Lev. 19:18)7 Certainly the words are vied
ultimately from Leviticus 19:18. But Paul's citation of the verse is
due to the fact that Jesus had already singled it out as central to his
demand. Paul cites the text, then, not as an Old Testament
commandment, but as an Old Testament commandment already
transformed into the demand of Christ, A second objection is that
loving one’s neighbor hardly seems able to encompass within it all
that the iaw&re:sﬂ‘.lhes of people, particularly those dulies owed to
(God rather than to other people. But Paul’s focus in both texts is
ubr-"'tuuﬁiil restricled to what we might call the "horizontal”
relationship (note the commandrnents cited in Rom. 13:9). He is
not neces claiming that consistent love for one's neighbor
exhausts all that the Christian must do, but that love for the
ne bor includes within it all t'EmtI:l-u:Iaw demands of Christians

ir relationship with other

F’mall:.r. the question must be aﬂhed What is the status of the
law for those—including all Christians more or less often—whao
do not consistently and perfectly love their neighbors? Does the
iaw become, as Luther suggested, a means to reveal our failure
and judge us for it? To answer this question, we must look more
I:umadl'y at the place Paul gives to l:!'tquir of Moses within the new
covenant and at the locus of authority he establishes for Chris-
Hamns.

The Law of Mosses and the Low of Christ

I will mowve in this section from the tive to the positive,
arguing first that Christians are not, according to Paul, bound to
the law of Moses but, secondly, are bound to those principles

AGer eapecially Westerholm., fsreel’s Lew, 300 -5; AL Feuillet, “Tad de Diew, Loi
du Christ et Lol de Fesprit d"aprés les epltres. paulinienmes,™ Mool 22 (1900), 53—
5,
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established by Christ in his life and teaching— principles mediated
and motivated by the Spirit and focused on love; this constitutes
“the law of Christ.”

No longer “under the law.” Paul uses the phrase “under [the]
law" (fypo mmmon) eleven tmes (Rom. 6:14, 15; 1 Cor. 920 [four
occurrences); Gal, 3:23; 4:4, 5, 21; 5:18). The omission of the article
in each instance does not indicate that Paul is thinking of divine
“law” in general or of law as a principle (as some older
commentators thought); the “law” in question is so well known
that there is no need to make the word momos definite. As the
context in each case makes clear, the law to which Paul refers is
the Mosaic law, the tind. To understand what Paul means by the

hrase and thereby to evaluate accurately the significance of
Faul’s claim that believers are nod “under the law™ (Gal. 5:18; Rom.
B:14-15 1 Cor, 920}, we will examine each occurmence in ifs
chronological sequence. We do not presume that “under the law*”
must connote the same idea in each of its occurrences, although
the stereotypical Aavor of the phrase may point in this direction.
Three general meanings of the phrase are popular: (1) under the
condemnation pronounced by the law; (2} under a legalistic
l;ewersicrn of the law; and {3} under the law as a regime or power,

a general sense, [ will argue that it 8 omly the third
interpretation that can do justice to the evidence, that the second
meaning is not present at all, and that the first may be included,
along with the third, in some places.

first three occurmences in Galatians come within Paul's
rehearsal of the role of the law in salvation history (Gal. 3:15-4:7).
Paul is trying to convince the Gentile Christians in Galatia of the
foolishness of adopting Jewish practices by showing that the time
when those practices were necessary has now passed. To accom-
plish this aim, Paul pictures the law as something of a parenthesis
within salvation history; it was “added” well after the promise to
Abraham (3:17, 19) and was in effect “until the Seed to whom the
ise referred had come™ (3:19). It was, then, “betore this faith
[probably ‘faith in Jesus Christ’; of. v. 22] came” that “we were
confined under the law” (v. 2% my own translation; Mv para-
phrases). While we cannot be certamn, it is likely that the “we"
refers to Paul and other Jews. “Under the law,” in fact, is only one
of several phrases that Paul uses to depict the situation of the Icws
in the old covenant in this context; others are “under a pnl
(3:25; of. v. 24), children under “guardians and trustees' (4:1-2),
“under the basic principles of the world” (4:3), and “under sin”
(3:22; wiv again paraphrases).
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If “under the law" is exactly parallel fo “under sin,” then to
be “onder the law” could denote being subject to the curse of the
law. An additional reason for this interpretation comes in 4:5,
where those whom Jesus needs to redeem are those “under
faw."™ But other evidence points in a different direction. First, the
assertion of v. 22 about being under sin is something of an
anomaly in the flow of this context, speaking of ‘“Scripture”
(rather than “the law™) and of “the whole world™ (rather than just
the Jews). The identification of the law with the peidegdges in
v, 24, however, shows that it is the reference to being “under the
pmdagdgﬂs" that is parallel to being “under the law.” And this
Eu , a8 we have seen, denotes not the cursing effect of the law

t |l:5| custodianship of the people of Israel during the time of
their “minority.”

A second reason for preferring this broader interpretation of
the phrase is Paul's assertion in 4:4 that Jesus was himself "bom
under [the] law.” Since Jesus was not borm subject to the curse
{although he later voluntarily and vicaricusly took it upon himself;
cf. 3:13), the phrase here cannot mean "under the curse of the
law.," Jesus, Paul is stressing, was a Jew and lived as one who was
subject to the requirements of the Mosaic law that had been given
to oversee the Jewish people. Like most of the other phrases about
bondage in the context, then, “under the law™ refers to a status of
close supervision and custodial care, a situation that eventually
gives way to a time of maturity and freedom. %

As we noted above, Paul’s salvaton-historical conception can
allow him to associate this pre-Christian, objective situation of
guardianship and immaturity with subjection to the curse and
wrath of God. Hence the phrase can occasionally indude within it
{85 in 4:5) nuances of condemmnation. Bul this is a nuance and not
the basic meaning of the phrase. And while not stated, Paul’s logic
implies that the mminﬁ of Christ removes the situation duﬂng
which Israel must be held “under the law.” In s
context of Galatians 3:15-4:7 shows that "under the law” epr:ts
the sitoation of Jews before the coming of Christ, when they were
subject to the authority and supervision of the Mosaic law,

By submitting to cdroumcsion (of. 5:2) and to the observance

*hee Thiskmann, From Pligh! fo Solubian, 77 -7H.

T5ee especially Linda Belbeville, ™ ‘Uneder Law.” Strectural Analysis and the
Pauline Concept of Law m Golatiang 321411, JSWNT 26 (1986), 53-78; Longe-
necker, Galntiers, 145-49, 171.
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of Jewish festivals (cf. 4:10), the Gentile Christians in Galatia
would, in effect, be putting themsebves in this same situation.
Their tance of such old covenant practices, Paul says, shows
that they "want to be under the law” {Gal. 4:21), for one cannot

ick anc?d‘mme which commandments of the law to observe {5:3).
Faul's Judaizing opponents in Galatia were apparently teaching
that Christians needed to observe some of the commandments of
the law without taking on themselves the burden of the whole.
Paul makes clear in this verse that this is impossible: God's law is a
unity, and one cannot pick and choose which commandments to
place oneself under (the same £ is made in Jas, 2:11-13). This
makes it dear that, for Paul, subjection to the law of Moses was an
all-or-nothing  proposition: Either one was onder that law and
bound to obey all its commandments, or one was free from that
law and free from all its commandments. Thus, acknowledging
that a commandment such as circumcision is necessary if one is to
belong to the people of God in the new era of salvation entails
acknowledging the authority of that entire Mosaic law of which
the commandment is a part. This is why Paul is so upset with the
Galatians: for them to submil to drcumcision is to recognize the
continuing sn::l]T:,-er\«''nm:‘;.-I role of the Mosaic law and thereby tacitly
to deny that the promised seed, who ends the rale of the law, had
come (see 3:19). Paul can therefore warn them that “yon who are
trying to be justified by law have been alienated from Christ; you
have fallen away from ce” (54).

This verse, along with many others in Calatians, makes clear
that the issue concerned justification rather than sanctification, It
could be argued, then, that Paul is denying any role for the law in
making people Christians but is not contesting the authority of the
law in guiding people who already are Christians. But this
interpretation falters on two counts. First, as we have seen, being
“under the law," the condition to which the Galatians would in
effect go back to if they ted the Judaizers” program (4:21),
does not involve the use of the law for salvation. It denotes the
supervi role of the law. Paul argues, in effect, that accepl:lnmﬁ
thfﬁ::l-.rs:?a means of stiﬁmﬁunrignvulves accephng its gen
supervisory authority (being “under the law™), a role that is now
clearly ended with the coming of the promised one.

A second reason for rejecting the view that Paul is kmiting his
crtique of the law to the issue of justifi;cation only is Paul's
assertion in Galatians 518 that "if you are led by the Spirit, you
are ot under [the] law.” This verse comes in the secon of the
letter (5:13—6:10) in which Paul stresses that Christians, though
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“free’ in Christ (3:1, 13), are nevertheless bound by certain morml
imperatives: specfically, to love one another (3:13-13) and to
manifest the fnuit of the Spint (5:22-26). By following these, they
will fulfill “the law of Christ” (6:2). Mow, in 5:18, Paul may mean
that it is only those Christians who are fully submitting to the
guidance of the Spirit who are in no need of the directives of the
law; but those Chrstians who are not so led are still “under the
law," But this interpretation would require that the phrase "under
the law"’ means something different here from what it did earlier,
where it denoted the situation that the Galatian Christians would
be under if they submitted to circumcision and other Old
Testament requirements (cf. 4:21). Therefore, it is more Likely that
"being led by the Spirit” is a way of designating all Christians,
who have come under the dominating influence of the Spirit (cf.
also Rom. #14, where “being led by the Spint” confers divine
sonship, a status enjoyed by all believers).™ “Being led by the
Spirit,” then, parallels “living by the Spirit” (v. 253). Not being
“under the law" applies to all Christians and refers not to entrance
into the Christian life, but to the living out of Chrstian existence.

The phrase "under the law"” occors again four times in
1 Cornthians %:20. In this chapter, Paul cites his own willingress
to forege apostolic “rights” for the sake of others. As an exm!:!t
of thisggtﬁlgumder he IJ‘IEIE.IL'lI:in.'.|r|_i| his flexibility with respect to hi
manrer of e

To the jews [ became like a Jew, to win the Jews. To those under
the law [ became like one under the law (though [ myselt am not
umdar the law), s0 as to win those under the law. To Hhose not
having the law | became like one not having the law (though I
am not free from God's law bul am under Chirist's law [ernmmos
Christou]), 50 a5 to win those not having the law, (9:20-21)

In this passage, it is clear that “onder the law" cannot denote
being s.utgj::-t to the curse of the law or to a legalistic perversion of
the law. Being “under the law” is not contrasted to the situation of
Christians, in which case the phrase might meéan “under the
curse,” but to the situation of the Gentiles, those “not having the
law.” It must refer, then, to that which is peculiar to the Jewish
people—and that can only be their subjection to the rule and
authority of the Mosaic law. Paul's point, then, is that he as a
Christian is not subject to the authority of the Mosaic law, but he

Boee Betx, (alrhis, 351,
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willingly gives up that freedom and conforms to that law when
evangelizning Jews.%

Finally, in Romans 6:14-15, Faul contrasts being “under [the|
law" with being “under grace.” These assertions are closely
refated in Paul’s train of thought to Bomans 74, in which he
claims that Christians have “died to the law.” Traditional Re-
formed {(and especially Puritan) exegesis has emphasized that the
comtrast here is between justification and condemnation, Chrs-
tians are free from the law’s condemnation, for their status "under

" has delivered them from the law as & “covenant of works, ™
in which every infraction had to receive its penalty. But, these
exegetes insist, Paul is not asserting that Christans are free from
the law “as a rule of life."* Other scholars add to this condemna-
tory sense a nuance of legalism, suggesting that Christians’
freedom from nomos here involves also fréedom from the pervert-
ed misuse of the law as a means of salvation.®

The idea that Paul is claiming here that Christans are
delivered from legalism is particulardy unlikely, As we have
argued before, Paul does not use the word momaos to denote this
idea; and here again, release from the bondage of the law takes
place through the redeeming work of Christ (“through the body of
Christ,” 7:4). As Heikki Riisinen says, “Tt is hard to understand
why a method as drastic as the death both of Christ and of the
Christians would have been necessary to get fd of a mere
misunderstanding about the law. A new revelation about its true
meaning would have sufficed.”* That freedom from the law's
condemnation is included is probable. But it is gquestionable
whether this 15 all that Paul means. The issue in Eomans & is not
freedom from the penalty of sin, but from the power of sin. If sin is
not to rule over believers (6:14a), more than Em-ﬁ:l'u:m:ss .2
freedom from the law's curse) is necessary. After all, justification
in itseif could be understood simply as frecing the believer to sin
with impunity—which is precisely the objection in 6:1 (cf. v. 15a).
In the context, then, “not g under the law" must involve more
than freedom from the law's condemnation.

“For this general nberpretatbon, see Gordon [ Pee, The Firal Episile do phe
Cormithieag, Ml {Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987), 439-30

woee Calvin, Eomars, 233~ 34; Cranfield, Romares, 1.319-20; Patrick Fairbaim,
The Kevelation of Lo ir Scriptioees ﬁn:ﬁ.n'bm-ﬁh: T. & T. Clark, 1864), 42930 Muormay,
Principles of Confuct, 157-Bi.

2O Cranfield, Romens, 1,319 Mouke, “Ofligation,™ 35455

WRiisknen, Fawl amd the Lam, 46
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Two other contextual factors support a broader interpretation.
The last reference to the law before 6:14 comes in 5:20a, where
Paul describes the law as an mstigator of sin: “The law was added
s0 that the trespass might increase.” We would expect Paul's
assertion in 6:14 to be the answer to this problem and include,
therefore, freedom from the law’s sin-inducing function. A second
contextual factor is the nature of the argument in 6:156f. Sig-
nificantly, Paul's res to the question “Shall we sin because
we are not under law but under grace?” does not incdude a
reminder that Christians are still under the law's regulative
power. While this is an argument from silence, it has real weight.
For if not being under the law was confined only to freedom from
its condemnation, we would have expected Paul to have made
dear this restrichon when this question came up.

I think, then, that not being under the law means not Uving
under the regime or power of the law.® Such a concept fits
naturally into Romans 5-8, where Maul employs the metaphors of
slavery, freedom, and transfer from one regime or power to
another to denote the new status of the believer. Christians die to
sin and are joined o Christ (1=11) are st bee from sin and
ensiaved to God and righteonsness (6:15-23); die to the law (7:4),
being set free from it (7:6), s0 as to be joined to Christ (7:4); are
released from the sphere of the flesh (7:5; 8:9) and placed within
the sphere of the Spirit (7:6; 89), That Paul would designate
another such transfer from one regime to another by speaking of
Christians as no longer under law but grace makes good sense.
His point, then, s that the Christian lives in a new regime, no
longer dominated by the law with its sin-producing and condemn-
ing power, but by Christ and the Spirit. We conclude that as in
Galatians 3-4 1 Corinthians 9, “under the law" in Romans &
refers broadly to being under the dominating influence or binding
authority of the Mosaic law. The condemnation incurred by failing
to obey that law may be included, but it is not the only or even the
basic idea. Christians, Paul is asserting and in:ﬁei}ring in these
texts, are no longer subject to the Mosaic law in most general
possible sense.

Several other Pauline texts confirm this exegesis. “The law is

"'Ecem_l.' Bimatns 1 -8, lﬂi-ﬂ.ﬂw:inﬁhrmphmﬂﬂi&d:rhm Paul, 145;
F. F. Bruce, The Epirtie fo the Romans, 2d ed. (Grand Rapéds: Berdmans, 19685), 132-
& Stephen Westerhodm, “Lefter and Spirit; The Foundetbon of Pauline Bthics,”
NTS 30 (1964), 242-43,
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not laid on [keted] the nghteous person [dikaid]” (1 Tim. 1:% my
own translation) probably means that the law is not binding on
Christians, on those who have been made righteous by Christ, '™
Similarly, Paul can claim in Ephesians 2:15 that Christ has
abolished “in his fAesh the law with its commandments and
regulations '[dﬂgrm.ﬂml Many take this b0 mean that only the
ceremonial provisions of the law—those ordinances that sepa-
rated Jews and Ceentites (cf. wv. 14, 15b-18)—have been a:'lmlr
ished.™ But a wider reference to the law in general is

gible, and perhaps probable, since Paul may well be alluding

ere to Jewish teaching about the Lird as a whole '@ "Abolish™
(ketarged) could then not mean that the law ceases to exdst or has
no more relevance at all to the Christian, but that it has been
“rendered powerless,” that is, ceases to stand as an immediate
authority for God's people. Somewhat parallel is Colossians 2:14,
where Paul speaks of Christ “having canceled the written code
[ﬂfﬁ['rmfm’phﬂn] with its regulations [dogmasin], that was against us
and that stood opposed to us.” The reference is probably to the
Mosaic law, '™ and although Paul's primary concern here is clearfy
the believer's release trom condemnation, allusion to the power of
the law generally over believers might be included.

Bound to “the law of Christ.” Many label the approach that [
have outlined in the last section “antinomian,” In a sense, of
course, this is fair, for | have argued that Paul is “against the law"
as a continuing binding authorty for Christians. But, as 1 have
repeatedly emphasized, the law from which Paul claims Christians
are set free is the Mosaic law, the tind. Nothing that I have said
justifies the conclusion that Paul, or any other New Testament
writer, denied the applicability of all “law” to the Chrstan. In
fact, one of the texts examined earlier makes clear that Christians
are still obliged to “God's law."” Paul's claim not to be “under the

ntcul.l:t].' Ebephen Wesberhalm, “The Law and the Fust Ban’ {1 Tim
1 3—;1:., 36 (1961), T9-95.

WSer Walter . Kafper, Jr., Towwrd Ofd Tesfawsent Ethics (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 19830, 311=12; Enox Chamblin, “The Law of Moses and the Law of
Christ,” in Comlfnmity ard Disoorinug wmwm Felatinnship brtroven te (R
and Mew Teafmeris, ed. John 5, Fein asiehester, Dl.: Crossway, 15%58), 381,

1Sy Episl'l:nf..".rﬁ'm::. 132 "“Char ilWE\l'ﬂ' .. enced ws about with
impenetrable palisades and with walls of Iron to the end that we should mingle in
no way with any of the other nations. . . " Ch'l.ﬂ'l.irl.lﬂ:.rgutmﬂg,r. see Andrew T,
Lincoln, Ephesams, WEBLC (Daflas: Word, 1990), 141-43.

WSee Pebar T. OFBoen, Cofessizns, Philemmor. WBC (Waco, Tex.- Waord, 19823,
124246,
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[Mosaic] law' in 1 Corinthians 9:21 is followed immediately by his
reminder that he is not, therefore, "free from God’s law™ but is, in
fact, "under Chrst's law™ (ennomos Christow; kit “in-lawed to
Christ”),

This is perhaps the clearest Pauline statement of the situation
of the Christian with respect to God's law, As we have empha-
sized, the Scriptures present the law of Moses as a specific
codification of God's will for a spedfic situation: Israel under the
Sinathic covenant. Paul asserts that from this law Christians, who
live under the new covenant inaugurated by Christ, have been set
free. But Christians are now subject to God's law in another of its
manifestations: the law of Christ.'™ 1 will argue that this “law aof
Christ,” the new covenant form of God's law, is not a code or
series of commandments and prohibitions, but is composed of the
teachings of Christ and the apostles and the directing influence of
the Holy Spirit. Love is central to this law, and there is strong
continuity with the law of Moses, for many specifically Mosaic
am_mandmemr- are taken up and included within this “law of

rist.”

lJustification for understan of the law of Chost in this
manner comes particularty from context of the only biblical
oocurrénce of this phrase: Galatiams 6:2. In kight of Paul's
insistence that believers are not “under the [Mosaic] law™ (see the
discussion abowve), it is impossible to maintain that he means by
this phrase the Mosaic law in a “Chrshanized” form. '™ Rather, as
i d against some who might think that Christians, being
no longer bound to the law of Moses, have no authority at all to
direct their conduct (see 5:13), Paul insists that Christians are still
obligated to a “law.”

In what does this “law” consist? Since Paul has only a few
verses earlier (5:14) highlighted love as the fulfillment of the law,
we musl certainly include the demand for love as a central
component of this “law of Christ.” But it is unltkely that Paul
confines the law to this demand alone, "™ for also prominent in the

#elin the relaglonshdp of God's law o the Mesaic law and “the law of Chirse,™
soe ppecially Feuillet, de Dieu,” 2965,

Wantra, see Herman Riddesbos, The Epistle of Panl do the Chircfes ruﬂﬂa.ru
h[{‘NT {Grand Rapads: Eerdmans, 1953), 213; Wikdkens, “Gesstresverstindmnis,*

""-H.- mlnE exposbors dn Ser, for example, Ernest de Wit Burion, A Critioal
iwad Exe anEEnIlhnu i m&tﬂﬂh
i%, 4 ﬁ‘;’mr Paul oy amd Elrvedes: dm Panl ilbe: Abdingdaon,
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context (5:16—26) 15 the fruit- ucing ministry of the Hol t.
Coupled with the centrality I;?g'te Sp%nt mE;'?uI 5 hﬂchln}ésﬂt
what it means to live as a Christian, this strongly suggests that the
directing influence of the Spirit is an important part of this law of
Christ. And this, indeed, is foreshadowed in the d Testament
itself, where there is a close thematic relationship between
Jeremiah’s prophecy about the law written on the heart in the new
covenant (Jer, 31:31-34) and Ezekiel's prophecy about the work of
the Spirit in transforming the human heart, rendering it able to
obey God's will (Ezek. 36:26-27).

It is more difficult to determine whether the Jaw of Christ
includes specific teachings and principles. Many deny that this is
the case, bul their reasons for doing so often betray a bias against
finding any specific demands as binding on Christians. The work
of Schrage and others has shown that Paul and the other apostles
were quite willing to impose specific commandments on their
charges;"” and these commandments were, in fact, often drawn
from, or reflective of, Jesus’ own teachings. For these reasons, |
think it highly probable that Paul thought of the law of Christ as
induding within it the teachings of Jesus and the apostolic
witness, based on his life and teaching, about what it means to
reverence God in daily life. This is not, however, to deny the
importance of love or the direction of the Spirit, The “law of
Christ,” Paul's shorthand expression for that form of God's law
applicable to new covenant believers,"™ includes all these, Longe
necker's succinct summary says it well: The kaw of Christ “stands
in Panl’s thought for those ‘prescriptive ciples st:mmF from
the heart of the gospel (usually embodied in the example and
teachings of Jesus), which are meant to be applied to specific
situations by the direction and enablement the Holy Spirit,
being always motivated and conditioned by love,” %

This teaching and wilness, as we have noted, is built on and

Wolfgang Schrage, [he komkretrn Emzsipebole in der peulimiscken  Panines
(Gilerslofe Maofm, 19611 T, |, Deidun, New Covenant Maorality in Pawl {Rome: Biblical
Imstsbube, 1981), sewe hds summary on 20— 140,

1085 Priedrich Lang, "Gesetz und Bund bei Paules,"” Recllfertiqurg: Fealschrilt
fir Ermgt Résevomp zum 7. Geburistog, ed. [ohannes Friedrich, Wollgang
Fohlmann, and Peter Sahlmacher (TOkngen: Mohr, 1996, 318

WL ongmecker, Galatiorns, 275-78 (he B quobng from a previous book of his)
See abio Longenecker, Prul, 184-30; for this general approach, see W, 1. Davies,
Pand med Rebbinic [edeisw, dth ed. (Philadelphin: Fortress, 19805, 111=46; Broce,
Galotians, 261 Deddun, New Coperamnt Morality, 210,
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tes within it many provisions of the Mosaic law. Indeed,
we can confidently expect that evervthing within the Mosaic law
that reflected Go:jlzrﬁ “eternal moral will" for his people is caught
up into and repeated in the “law of Christ,” Having
the place within “the law of Christ” of specific commandments,
however, | want to insist that they must not be given too much
prominence. The basic directive power of “new covenant law" lies
in the renewed heart of the Christian (Rom. 12:1-2), a heart in the
process of being (ransformed by God's Spirit into a perfect
refractor and mmer of God's will. Commandments, even with
the work of Spirit, are still necessary, for our hearts are not
yet, and in this life will never be, in perfect conformity with God's
will. But Paul would protest against their being given a position of
supremacy within new covenant ethics.!
Conclision
Before leaving Paul, 1 want to look briefly at four texts that
could be cited as evidence against the position | am advocating. In
Ephesians &:2-3, Paul cites the [fth commandment of the
Decalogue (Exod, 20:13) as evidence for what is “nOght” for
Christians to do. This is one example, [ would argue, of the way in
which the “law of Christ” incorporates within it teachings from
the Mosaic law. 1"t It should also be noted (as mentioned above)
that Paul significantly changes the promise alttached to this
commandment, reflecting the transformation the commandment
undergoes in being taken up within the law of Chriat.
Secondly, Paul's insistence in 1 Corinthians 7:19 that “keep-
ing God's commandments is what counts” has been cited as
evidence that he teaches the reapplication of the Mosaic law to
Christians. But, particularly in a context where an argument
the necessity of dreumeision is featured (vv. 18-1%), itis
uniikely that the commandments to which Paul refers are Mosaic
commandments. 12 Paul is claiming nothing more than that those
commandments that are applicable to Christians should be

carefully observed.

Weee Thane, Peul, 35-58,

UiDpugles de Lacey argues that Faul does net grve 1o the Mosaic command-
men suthoity in s own dght | The SabbathSunday Oheestion and the Law in the
Fauline Corpus,” In From Sabbath fo Lord's Day, ed. DAL Carson [Grand Kapids:
Jondervan, 1982], 178

=0e Lacey, "SabbathSunday Cheeston,” 176-770 contra, see Wilckens.
“Gesetresverstindnis,” 159,
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The last two texts, Romans 331 and &4, can be considered
together, because they interpret each other. Paul's daim to
“uphold the law" (3:31) has been taken to mean that he upholds
the law as a continuing source of authorty for Chnstian con-
duct. 1 But those who support such a view would have to qualify
the verse to mean “uphold part of the law,"” or “uphoid the monal
law,” for nowhere does Paul maintain that the law as a whole has
a continuing direct authority for Christians. As we have seen,
however, there i no reason to limit tomes in Paul to part of the
law. Others think that Paul is claiming in Romans 3:31 to be
upholding the law’s functon in condemning sinners (cf. 3:19-
200, or in witnessing to the righteousness by faith that he is

i (cf. v. 21 and chap. 4)."" But since Paul has been
thinking of the Mosaic law in its commanding role in the
immediate context (cf. wvv. 27-28), it is more likely that he is
claiming to uphold the law’s demands. But in what does Paul's
doctrine of justification by faith uphold them?

Romans £:4 suggests the answer. Here again, many exposi-
tors think that Paul is asserting that the Spirit-led walk enables
believers to obey the Mosaic provisions, implving the continuing
authority of the Mosaic law over believers. " But it is significant
that the apostle Paul speaks of the demand of the law in the
singular: “righteous requirement” (dikaidma; sav unaccountably
translates this word with the plural, “requirements’). This
requirement, im light of 13:8-10, might be the love of the
neighbor ' But the passive form of the verb plérod (“might be
fulfilled”) points away from any activity on the part of human
beings. What Paul must mean in the context, where he is showing
how God in Christ has provided for that which sinful humans
could not accomptlish (v. 3), is that believers who are “in Christ™

Wlohn Murmy, The Epslle lo the Romars, 2 wolds. (Grand Rapids: Eevdmans,
1959, 1965), LI24-2b,

MiBandstra, Lase and Elemeemdz of the Workid, #-100 W, Grundmann, "orrmeow,™
TONT, 10 wols, (Grand Rapids: Ecrdmans, 1964-76), 7649,

WiThis wiew is espedally popular. See the thorough defense by Thomas C
Rhyme, itk Establishes the Lﬂgrﬂtf:hm. Calif.: Scholars, 1281),

HeSes Cranbield, Romams, 1.383-85; Murmay, Somrns, LIS5=Bd; Thomas B
Schretmer, “The Abolitbon and the Fulfillment of the Law in Paul,™ [SNT 35 (1989,
&6, .

s Lyonnet, “Le Nouveau Tesiament & hemigre de |'Anclen. A propes de
Rom 8,2-4." Nowpelle Frraie de Theologie 57 (1565), 35284 R, W, Thv:mw-nn. “Havwr
15 thi Law Fulfiled in Us? An Interpretation af Fom. 84, Lowain Stwdwes 11 (1956),
3231,
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and led by the Spirit fully meet the demand of God's law
having it met for them in Christ. As Calvin recognized, only s

a vicarious fullfilling of the law on our behalf by Christ meets
God's demand that the law be fully and completely obeyed. ™ 1
would sugpest, therefore, that in this sense Paul's teaching of
justification by faith “upholds the law® (3:31). Justification takes
full account of the law, providing for its complete satisfaction in
believers through their incorporation into Christ,'™ Neither text in
Romans suggests the continuing direct application of the Mosaic
law to believers.

Oher Mew Testament Writers

I have been referring in this essay to Jesus’ teaching and
especially to Paul's letters. As | explained above, this is simply
because these are the two main sources for the New Testament
teaching about the Mozaic law (143 of the 194 New Testament
occurrences of momms are on Jesus” lips and in Paul's letters).
Mevertheless, several other anthors also contribute to our subject,
and | want now to look briefly at this evidence,

Tohn

John is responsible for one of the most famous New Testa-
ment statements about the law: “For the law was given through
Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ” (1:17). This
ataternent follows and laing {"“for”} John's assertion that “we
have received grace in place of [anfi] grace” (my translation of
v. 16). If we give the preposition anti its normal “substitionary”
sense, this statement will mean that the grace by which the law
was given has been displaced and superseded the fuller
measure of grace that has now come in Christ."™ John is not,
therefore, denying the presence of grace in and with the old
covenant. But he is implying a strong disjunction between the era

UACalvin, Rosuns, 383; see alao Mygoen, Romind, 316-20; Byrne, Sons of God,
0G=; Desdun, MNew Covenaml Morality, 72-75; Beker, Paoul the Aposile, 105-7,

'"Pq:gu:l:i.n: comments on 331 "'.Eul:}mwnua_hl thie Law be affirmsed, ﬂnn!by
rghteausness? a righteousness, morecver, that exists through faith, for those
thimggs which could not be fulfilled through the Law were fulflled throwegh faith.”
{“Propesitions from the Epistls to e Bomans,” 13.1-3). See also Luther, “Preface
tr Bomons™; Luz, Ceschidntsersidimings, 171-72; W. Guitbrod, “wages,”™ TONT
(19T}, - 4. 10P6= 77,

WSes O AL Carson, The Gospel Acrording to fohne (Grand Raplds: Berdmans,
Iy, 151-35,
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of Moses and the era of Christ; the grace by which believers now
live comes in Christ “in place of’ that grace that accompanied the
Mosaic law. The same note of discontinuity is sounded repeatedly
throughout John's gospel in his “replacement theme™: the presen-
tation of Christ and his work as that which takes the place of and
“fulfills” old covenant institutions (e.g., the Feast of Tabernacles
[cf. chaps. 7-8]; the Passover [1:29; 19:36]; the manna in the
wilderness [chap. 6]: even lsrael itself [chap. 15]). While John says
nothing explictly in this respect about the law, his appropriation of
imagery usually associated with the law {e.g., “light,” “bread of
life,” “liwing water'') may suggest that he includes the law in this
replacement scheme. 12

Luke (-Acts)

Scholars have recently shown considerable interest in the
teaching of Luke-Acts on the law, and they have come fo
remarkably different conclusions. Some think that Luke is a strong
defender of the law, teaching that Jewish Christians should be
obedient to all its precepts and Gentile Christians to those that
particularly refate to Gentiles.'® But those who see a more
“discontinuous” view of the law in Luke-Acts are surely cor-
rect.® Salvation-history is strong in Luke's writings, and he
clearly presents the transition from the “torah piety” observed by
Zechanah, Elizabeth, Joseph, and Mary (Luke 1:6; 2:22-24, 7,
39), and by Paul in his youth (Acts 22:3, 12; 23:3) to the situation
within the early church, in which the apostolic council declines to
force Gentile Christians 10 observe the law {Acts 15). Noris it atall
clear that the requirements imposed by the council on Gentile
Christians are based on the law or were anything more than a
temporary accommaodation measure. What stands out above all in
Luke is his stress on the law as a witness to the evenis that have
taken place in Christ and in the early church (Luke 24:44; Acts
28:23).

NGae 5. Pancars, The Lew i the Fourth Gospel [Lelden Ball, 1975)

1EZ5pe particularly Jacob fervef], “The Law in Luke-Acdts,” in Lake amd the faope
of God (Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1972), 133-51.

1= ilsem, Luke el the Laig Craig L. Blomberg, “The Law in Luke-Acis,” [NET
23 [1984), 53-80; M. A. Seifrid, “Tesus and the Law in Acts,” INST 30 (1987}, 39-
37,
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Hebreus

That the author to the Hebrews views “the law™ as outmoded
and inapplicable to Christians is obvious; it was “only a shadow of
the things that are coming” (i(kl) and can never bring
penrse to that perfection that God demands of his le (7:19;
102}, Christians who pul themselves under the law therefore put
in danger their relationship with God. However, the “law™ that
Hebrews addresses is almost always the sacrificial and priestly
law, and it is questionable whether the author would want to
extend his critique of these laws to the Mosaic law generally.
Evidence that he might want to do so comes from two texts. Heb.
nill sa pmﬂn‘% text, claiming that the law was given to the

ople of Istael “on the basis of” (epr) the [thhcailli:csﬂimd

is text may suggest that in the mind of the author the law as a
whale is bound up with the priesthood. If this i5 so, he may then
be thinking of the Mosaic h\z{generaﬂy when he claims in v. 12
that “when there is a cha the priesthood, there must also be
a change of the law.""™ A second passage that may point in the
same direction is the citation of the new covenant prophecy in
8:7-13 The author argues that the prophecy itself implies the
need for “anothercovenant (v. 7) to take the of the Mosaic
covenant, Mow, in Christ, the old covenmant been rendered
“obeolete” (v, 13). But the new covenant (see Jer. 31:31-34, the
pagsage quoted here) carries with it the promise of the law written
on the hearts. It is probable that the author sees in this law written
on the heart more than the ceremonial parts of the law and that he
implies, therefore, & significant trans Hon in its nature.

farmes

James's letter to Jewish Christians contains perhaps the
strongest evidence against the case that | have been arguing. In
keeping with his reputation—greatly exaggerated, it is important
by note—ag a stoct Jewlsh-Chnshan conservative, Imesnmpem
to impose the Mosaic law on his readers.” He dema that
Christians continue to do "the perfect law thal gives freedom”
{1:25), reminds us that breaking one part of that law means to
break it &l (2:100, and wams that we will be judged by the "law

WSew James Moffat, A Critical and Exegetical Comsuentary on the Episble fo the
Hebrewos (Edinburgh: T. & T, Clark, 1924), 95-%; F.F . Brace, The Episife o e
Hebretes, MICWT (Grand Rapidss Berdmans, 1964), 145-44.

B5ee O, | B Seitz, “James and the Law,” SE 2 (19%64), 472-B6.
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that gives freedom” {2:12). Certainly, given James’s background
and readership, the law of which he speaks must have some
reference to the Law of Moses. But there are good reasons for
thinking that he is not sp ea.kug of the law of Moses simply and
directly. James's qualifications of this law as “perfect” and “giving
I'r&ﬁ.i::lm" could, m light of Jewish parallels, refer simply to the
Mosaic law, but his description of it in 2:8 as “the roy Ifenan'.-' TOES
further. In a context that rE{F_rE to the “kingdom® h' 5} and to the
commandment that Jesus singled out as central to his own
demand (Lev. 19:18; of. v. 8b), the “royal law" is almost certainly
that law or body of commands that Christ made applicable to the
kingdom.

ng%hat this interpretation is on the right track is suggested also
by the flow of thought in 1:18-25. The Ji:na*rf:':m:t law that gives
freedom” is clearly the same as that “word” that Christians are to
do and not merely listen to {v. 22). But this “word,” in tum, must
include the memye of the gospel, for it is the instrument of new
spiritual birth (v. 18). Here also, then, James suggests that the law
he has in mind is more than the Mosaic law; it is that body of

teaching penerally to which Christians are obliged.™ James’s
strong dependence on the words of Jesus throughout his letter
suggests that Jesus’ own teaching is a inent part of this

“law.” This is not to say, however, that aic commandments
are excluded from James's purview. But it is to say that James is
not simply applying the Mosaic law, in totality or without
interpretation, to his readers. The allusions to Jesus® teaching and
its connechon with the Im:ma&m%est that for James as
well, the Mosaic law is afge::ahle to ns only as part of the
larger phenomenon of law of Chrst,” “the royal law."

CONCLUSION

I have tried to show that a salvation-historical approach in
which the Mosaic law is tied firmly to the Sinaitic covenant, now
abrogated in Christ, is best able to explain the vared data of
Scripture. Linder such an approach, the Mosaic law is not a direct
and immediate source of guidance to the new covenant believer.
How, then, should the istian read the law of Moses? In what

g more detailed srgument, see my The Epdstle of fomes, MICNT (Grand
Rapids: Eevdmans, 1985), 48=50, 83-54, 93-94; o. alsn Budolf Sdu'n:hdmrg,uﬁm
Moral Tesching of the New Testomumt [Mew York: Seabury, 1965), 349.-53; Ralph
Martin, Jemes, WBC (Waco, Tex.: Word, 1688), 51, &7-66.
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way is it “profitable™ to us (cf. 2 Tim. 3:16)? In at least three ways,
| would suggest

First, as | have stressed, to say that the Mosaic law in itself is
na longer binding on the Christian is not to say that individual
commandments within that law may not be, In fack, as we have
seen, New Testament authors explicitly “reapply’ several Mosaic

commandments to the Christian {cf. Gal. 5:14; E &:2; Jas. 2:B—
12). The content of all but one of the Ten Commandments is taken
up nto “the law of Christ," for which we are ible. (The

exception is the Sabbath commandment, ome that Heb. 3-4
suggests is fulfilled in the new age as a whole.'¥) | am not, then,
suggesting that the essential “moral” confert of the Mosaic law is
not applicable to believers. On the “bottom line” question of what
Christians are actually to de, T could well find myself in complete
agreement with, say, a colleague who takes a traditional Reformed
E]:lrmd't to the Mosaic law. difference would lie not in what

ristians are to do but in how it is to be discovered. While my
Reformed colleague might argue that we are bound to whatever in
the Mosaic law has not been clearly overturned by New Testament
teaching, '™ [ argue that we are bound only to that which is dearly

repédted within New Testament te ;
A second continuing function u?dmﬁm: law is its “filling

out” and explaining certain basic concepts within both old and
new covenant law. For instance, a Christian reading the laws
aboul personal injurr in Exodus 21 m.lﬁt well conclude—rightly,
I think-—that the killing of an unborn baby falls into the category
of those takings of human life that are prohibited by both the
Decalogue and by the New Testament. The detailed stipulations of
the Mosaic law often reveal principles that are part of ‘s word
to his people in both covenants, * and believers continue to profit
from what the law teaches in this respect.

Finally, as many MNew Testament authors emphasize, the
Christian should read the law as a witness to the fulfillment of
God's plan in Christ. Its authority therefore continues—I am no
Marcionite. But its authonty is not, in the era of the new covenant,
the authority of “law’ but the authority of a prophetic witness.

D5 [V, A, Corson, ed., From Ssbbeth fo Lond’s Dy,
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