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- INTRODUGTTION

The passage in Matthew dealing pith Jesus' relation-

ship to the Law (5:17-207) .has long teen a storm center of New -
‘Testament interbreﬁatiqn."Since'the early Fathers, and right

up ta the Present day, we havejettemnted, with greater or less

A

success;“to determine to what extent these verses represent

the mind of Jesus, of the primitive church, and of Matthew
himself Jsing historico-critical methods, scholars have
tried to discover the origin of several key words and phrases,

to determlne thelr meaning inh Matthew, and to discover the

e

meaning of the pericope‘zs a whole,

In this paper, we shall examine, first of all, the

attempts of Christian,exegetes ta determine exactly what these

verses mean in terms of Matthew's purpose and our understanding.

We shall first -consider the place of the.Sefmonlon_the Mount
within the,strueEUre of ‘'the gospel, and then piace the pericope
within’the st;ﬁcture of the Sermon itself. The befieope, four
verses dealing sith the permanent validity of the'Lew,‘will be
examined from the pojat of view of “sources and redaetioé-in'ah
ettempt to clarify what Matthew-said ahd‘what he meant.. The
me;ses will necessarily be interpfeted in relation te one .
another, with such key words as "to fulfillh°(v.-l%), l.'1_.1n,_til
all is aeeomplished“ (v. 18), and “righteousness"t(v. 20f

belng -explained in the 1light of their general contexts.' Some

-

"t
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of the questions we shallfettempt'te anSwer are thelfellgwing:
How does Jesus "fulfill"-tne Law? What is this "Law," an
ethicai code,lScripture, the Mosaic Lan? How 1§'Torah to be
-understood? What is "the reletionship between propheey and

fuixfiliment of Torah? Is the Law:eternally valid or does it
e ' '

become obsolete? What is this "surpassing righteousness" that

[y

Jesus demands?

-

After having seen what Christian ekegefes have found

-

in the text, we shall}then examine the Judalc background of

- the Sermon on the Mount,. and trytﬁb,determine if the exegetes'

conclusions are supported by what the historian has discovered.

In this sedtion, we shall deal with how' Jesus is portrayed in
Metthew‘s gospel Was he seen as a New Moses giving a- New Law

on a New Mount° Is he pictured as bringing his own Messianice

Torah? Against what complex background did Matthew write these

verses, and to what extent was he influenced by the first-

_ century phenomenon of Messianic expectation and the trends in

"the then current Judaism? wa did the ultimate factdr, i.e.,
the 1life of Jesus himself, influence Matthew's presentation l
of Jesus as coming‘to‘"fulfill"'the Law? Y
| ~ In the third and final section we shall look at a
contemporary Jewish appreciation of Matthew s text and. its
interpretation by Christian scholars. Since we are dealing

(with a point fundamental for both Christianity and Judaism,

the place of. Jesus and/or the Law as-the focal point of

—
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',revelation, it may perhaps be very useful to hear'how Jewlsh

’
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commentators have reacted to g3 Christian point of view.. It

must be admitted that the "superiority" of Christianity over
an "obsolete" Judaism is a concept that must be examined and

critically assessed today. a contemporary Jewlsh perspective

‘-._.I

is a necessary.corrective to ensure an adequate Christian

understanding and interpretation of these versks-’

e . “



CHAPTER I = . 0

-MATTHEW 5:17-20: SOME CHRISTIAN PERSF;E.CTIVES
~ { . ) v '

-The pericope in the form we have 1t today is as )

-

follows: o v . o ' '

j - . .' . \ ' ' ’ i - ‘u' ) —t
] 5:17 Mv,: VereT™nie . &c. .-»}/lec-v KA TANITmL  Toir voMev 3 Tew's

-~
.0

0 . . '? - ‘ At - ) - 1
. N TReEYTAS ouk ')7/‘90'1/ Ku’ﬂx'/lua'dc. :(ztz\q Timew s st
? v ‘ 1" ,) - ' A c -
X 5:18 oeiny )/qf EJLLJ uuw é‘r.uu; *V  TXLEABH © cupuios  kue "I,

Y- al

. gy e ) i A 5!
- LW T e &V 7f ,Lcu. k'g/awux_ ou -,u>7 T’.:zﬁ-e..l & ATc Teu m’_,ucu ]
a

» -

‘ n »
[ ) Ay T v 7L Je; V7Tt ) -
A

" 5:19 c'S Exv cuv JlUT‘)? ,u!.ec.V Ty cvro‘-uv r'u. 7"r.uV‘ TV bn“}(‘-"f‘vv hL

» : . de d o ;71 o'ri_n{‘-@_.j';.._ :ou_s- V. S*f'u.Tr'ocs &)dl';... Teg k;\-yef-,?o'é‘ixz. =14 7‘-;7

B 1

‘ ,Dwre)e:.«c Twy oquv/wV o_g Gr AV Trot z;r‘q Kot u,u,é'»,, o f’C’_S AE oS-
[ K.l-): ﬁ“:io'e'}"au. gy ;7, q-:rc./léz.m Tiov GUfkv.&t/ -

S - 5:20 )\ ¢ N 0 : < 5 ¢

N : AE pwo J»’d-/o uuw eTL oy APy TELLTTECT ] ety o
S ' Kxacuqu FAeov gy rrappd TE WY kut rdocralwy, cb py

. ) é'c.g'él&')?; £ - dLS 'T"‘va' _[?,\Tf_le&xv T@ L,L'J/a«.« ViV,

"'! . ‘ o ) ' . - i

i 5:17 ° Think not that I have come to.abolish tne<%§;/end

i
| -the prophets. I have come. not to abolish them but’
a : to fulfill them. . .

' 3 . *

P } T 5:189° For-: truly, I say to you, till heaven and -earth pass
Y ’ away, not an lota, not a dot, will pass from the law
o . until all is accomplished \
|

i ; N . . : . .o v
: , ] .
— )

[" . 1 “Bruce M. -Metzger, et al. Geds ), The New Greek

Testament (3rd ed ), United Bible Societies, 1975
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These verses occur within the context of the Sermon on the

. SOME CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVES . C2

N - ‘:;”_ ‘ S )

5&19»"1Whoéver'then relaxes one of the least of these

l . commandments and teaches men so, shall be called -
.least in the kingdom of heaven; but he who does

them and tedches them shall b great in
the kingdom of heaven.
5:20 For'I tell you, unless your rigﬁ%eousness exceeds

. that of the scribes and Pha isees, you will never
enter the kingdom of heaven. . .
. - ' [RSV translation]

v * t

" Méunt (Ch. 5-7), the first of the five great discourses of the

A ] : .
gospel. 'They occupy a pivotal position within the context of

this. first discourse, since they deal witH tﬁe érucial quesﬁiqn
of - Jesus' relationship to the Law and the notion of:the "justice"
Whichf§hou1d cﬁaractér;ze Christian 1ife, Immédiately preceding
this'péricope are the Beatitud§s~(5:l—l2) where Matthew, in a
moral paranesis, exhort;~his hearers to édépt atyltudes and
conduct befitting a Christign. Verses 13-16 define the |
diéciples' rg&e ih.terms of relationsh;ps to othef men; they

are to be the salt of the earth and the light of the world.

Our passage, verses 17-20, deals with fidelity to the Law.

Jesus declaﬁesnthat he has come not to destroy but to fulrfill.
: . .

Here alsoc is laid ‘down the condition for entry ing;‘the kingdom,

that is,.a "Justiceﬁ exceeding that of {the Law~abiding 3cribés

. and Pharisees. Verses 21-48 which follow, form the antitheses,:

which sometimes repuéiéte, sometimes intensify the prescriptions

of the Law. In any cése, the LAw is reinterpreted, and the

'teachiné of.Jesus‘bedbmes the authoritative norm. The,con;

4 =~ : .

~
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cluding verse of the antitheses with its.command -to be

"perfect as your Heavenly Father is perfect," sums upnﬁhat is

: at once the motivating force and tggafinal goal of Christian

-

life. - - ' |

1. Mafthew 5:17-20 Within the Structure of the
‘ ! Sermon on the Mount.

What is the structure of the Sermon on the Mount, and

] . , ’
how does 5:17-20 fit into it? While there have been many

attempts to discern the Structure of the Sermon, it may be

more fealistiq.to Present several different understandings

of how Matthew may have possibly structured his text. ' Let us

look af t%ree such undérstandings.
J. Dupont, after comparing the accounts of Lukewgﬁd
Matthew (Sermon on the-Pléin, Sermon on the Mount), concludes

that there was an initial sermon on which each evangelist

"built his_own discourse. He declarés that. the only true struc-

ture to be discerneq In Matthew's discourse is that of this
. . ) : . : LY

earlier sermon which Matthew did rot essentially change,
although he did alter it' and make some additions.

La structure initiale s'estompe, submergée par .
Sse des apports nouveaux; les cadres sont dis-
oques, mals aucun indice ne montre que 1'é&vangéliste

it woulu fourhir des cadres différents. “

Le discours n'a pas d'autre structure réelle que 1la
structure initiale, et nous ne voyons pas d'ilnconvénient

T
| &



SOME CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVES - - y
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3 o ce que -par rapport & cette structure, les additions
posterieures apparaissent comme des elements adventices.

" This basic discourse seems to Dupont .to be a strongly ‘original

work,. developed according to the Jewish pattern of general

recommendations followed by concrete examples,‘with each of °

the developments having-a generally triadic structure. it
is not Jjust a collection of sentences, but has a unity

derived fr m its emphasis on communicating the messianic con-

.3 Dupont offers the following schema- of

.

sciousness of Jesus.
the original discourse:
EXORDE: les béatitudes.” 5:3-12
lre partie: la Justice parfaite
S énoncé général: 5:17,

illustrations concrEtes. 5 él-zh;
27- 23 33-37; 38- 42 43—“8 "

~

'2e partie: les bonnes ceuvres ) e
- énoncé général: 6:1 _
trois 1llustration® concrétes: 6:2-4;

4 5-6 16-18
' ée partile: troils monitlons
m_i///f lf Ne pas Juger: T7:1-2

Illustration parabole de la paille
'~ et de la poutre, 3-5

2. Prendre garde aux faux prophetes: 7:15
" Tliustration: parabole de l’arbre et
-~ des fruilts. 16-20

" 3. Mettre en pratique' T:21
: ' Illustration: parabole des deux
TV : malsons. 24-27.

»

27, Dupont Les Beatitudes, e probléme litteraire“r

(Vol. I), Louvain,‘E. Nauwelaerts, 1958 D. 18M e
-3~‘Ibidc, po 182 n. .1.
4 Tbid., p. 181.

PR,




poom ] pln ]

A T R A L

oy

[
3

At eyl ]

o e & e

SN

SOME CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVES - . o s

Dupont remarks that the changes and additions madh\Jy Matthew

form one half of his discourse and are evidence of his desire
to give a complete account of Jesus' teaching. ~He notes that

\
the new elements which Matthew introduces are integrated into

" the original text with an admirable sense of. literary style,
Matthew 5 discourse is characterized by the moralizing tone of
a catechist who is preoccupied wlth the moral conduct of the '
Christians xo whom he 1s writing, and the Sermon itself is
presented as a teaching which they must 1ive.5

W. D. Davies attempts to shed light on the structure
of the Sermon in Matthew by considering, among other things,,
the sources in Jewish forms of teaching, and trles to deter-
mine whether or not these influenced Matthew's composition.6
His thesis is that, at the time of Jamnia when the rabbis were

engéaged in formulation of the Way of the 01d Israel to '

N "tontinue, ey were a stimulus to Matthew andfinfluenced him

in his construection of a Way for the New Israel to follow.

Basing himself on rabbinic sources, Davlies concludes that the

_ passage for Mishnah Avot 1 2 which was of great significance

for thg Jews of Jamnia, was the key text which gave Matthew
his triadi structuring of the Sermon on the Mount his

conclusions wre roughly analogous to what Dupont discovered -
) ¥

,_with lige_ 'y analysis.

5 Ib.id"’ p 186 no 5, p 3’4"35

6 W. D. Davies, “The” Setting. of the Sermon on the Mount,
Cambridge, University Press, 1964, p. 305ff,

!
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'éh . - Dupont : Davies , <

. (Discours de base) ‘“\\\%:Jésuﬂp g
- ) . ‘ . i "
5:17-48. La justice parfaite.  5:17-48. The TORAH o " .

6:1~18. Les bonnes peuﬁres. 6:1-18. - The TRUE Worship.

S 7:1-27. Trois monitions. ~ 6:19-7:12.Acts of Plety-
- g v . . 7
7:21 (mettre en pratique) The Golden Rule. .

‘Davies has been iﬂf{sencedby T. W. Manson who noted

the same diﬁision, buf‘did not'directly attribute the Matthean

©

structure to the strucgure of the rabbinic sourcé. For Davies,
A .

Matthew S divi31on suggests that he is working under the in-
fluence of a traditional, stereotyped arrangement,. He suggests
that the form of the Sermon was fashiongd under the impact of
the discussion and activity.at Jamnia, and that one ffuifful_ ‘
way of dealing'with the Sermo¥ is to regard it as the Christian

/
answer to Jamnia. It would be a kind of Christian mishnaic
~t
counterpart to the formulation taking place there, Davies .

tries to find a materiai connection between his_Jamnian

sources and the Matthean text, and draws material cohclusiohs. \\\\
Dupont, on the other hand, ‘makes no pretense of arriving at
such conclusions, since his approach is a 1iterary one. Bath

L}

authors have found a triadie structure to the Sermon for )
L/ ; :
Dupont, 5:17-20 falls undep the heading of "la justice parfaite,”

while Daﬁies classifies it under the title of the Torah of Jesus,

+ 7 Ibid., o. 307. ‘ o _ .
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: content rather than on structure

~is exterior to the text, and t
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the teaching with esohatolégical authority of a rabbinic
Christ whose words are halakhah.8 - . ‘ !

vy 0 8 :
In what measure doHfhese analyses correspond tc;the

reslity of the structure-pf Matthew's text? Dupent has found

'structure in.the sources)\aig_in th@’textyas_it is. H}s

attempt to_schematizé a "discours de base"'wposefstructure .

Metthew would‘not have/essentielly altered may be too simple

a solution. He.doe3~not respect -the structure of tne'text as

it stands, with the result that he is udahy to consider the

OQur Father, for example, as an integr%l\v/ t of the original

text——-1it disturbs the symmetry of the structure! For Dupont,’
. _ . ,

the structure was determined by ident;fying:formal elements,
. < . ) .

pronouncements, and 1llustrations which are characteristic of

the rabbinic method. Yet, in his schematic presentation of

“
the text, the tiftle of the divisions seem to

]

e based on

oint of departure

Davies'
o’concrete evidence-for_

him to assert material histo ical conclusions regarding

—~ Matthew's use of the Jewish source. It may-be mere useful

%

. . . _ S
method used by J. Radenmakersgg He suggests th&t there are

r

to consider a third apbroach based on dnternal evidence; a

v

theee main dizig;gns in the Sermon as we read it today:

8 Ibid., p. 189. / L o

9 J. Radermakers, Au .fil de 1’évangile selon St.

Matthiew (Vol, II), Hervelee-Louvain, Institut Théologlque,s
197% p. 79ff. : .

b . b -
: £} .-
i;\ v -

L
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the introduction, i.e., the Beatifudes 5:3-16; the body of
- . - 1 9 -

Tal? B . /
' the discourse’which is a long development of the themé of the .

'“justice" of the Kingdom revealed in Jesus, 5 17-7:12;. and

finally, the conclusion of the discourse, T:13- 27
I. EXCRDE: Les beatitudes du Royaume des cileux. 5:3-16.

II. LA JUSTICE DU ROYAUME DES CIEUX. 5:17-7: 12,

Introduction: Jésus, accomplissment de la- Loi et
des Prophetes 5:17-20, -

A. La Loi accomplie par une Justice surabond{nte.
5:21-48,

B. La Justice Palte dans le secret, devant 1le
Pére. 6:1-18,

C. L’engagement exige par la Justice du’
Royaume. 6 19-7:11.

P
.

III. FINALE: La parale est aux actes. 7:13-27. - . RN
By identifying key words Cjustice, 5:65 10, .6 1

father, 6:6, 9—15, 7:11, 21) and finding inclusions like thau

~

... between 5:17 and 7:12 (the Law and the Prophets), Radermakers

builds up the structure of the texts. He searches for refrains,
stereotypes, typical Matthean words (kingdon, generation)

which give eéxpression to dominant themes in a passage. He

' finds/the meaning of the text in tﬁe structure itself and the

titles, he gives to each section of the Sermon are given in

function of what is found explicitly stated in the text and
not in virtue of some supposed "content." From his perspec-
tive, our passage, 5:17- 20 forms the introduction to the
literary unit closing at 7:12. Is this conclusion taken a

little too easily? Do‘these'verses really- introcduce the thenme
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of Justice in the manner in’ which he says they do°f Is it

justice or is it the Law that the passage deals with pre-

) dominant}y? Is the Golden Rule really the culmination’ of_

Jesus'-teachings? The inclusion which he presents 1s more or

LY

less acceptable, depending on whether or not the expression’

"the Law and the Prophets" is interpreted in the sSame manner
| _ t - , |

in each Instance. Finally, are there not other perspectives

from whith to view the Sermon, such as the relationship to

the Father, which forms a substantial part of the Sermon, and

/- )
of Chapter Six? i | ;

“In any case,‘tollimit-our conclusions to the passage

immediately concerning us, we may say the following: 5:17-20,

adeording to the'authors_we haye seen, 1s a link between the
Beatitudes which precede it;,and.amaintroduetion to what
follows, i.e.s the.antithesés. Dupont has seen that this
introduction (5:17-20} is given 1in the form of a general state~
menit, folylowed in the'rahbinic manner-hy conerete lllustrations
(21=-48). Davies considers 5:17-48 to be Mdtthew's presentation
of the Torah of Jesus. Jesus 1s presented as one 1In whom not
only the Law but also the prophets find their perfect fulfill-
ment. The verses' are situated in a~generally triadic structur-
ing of the Sermon, which is an expose of the seriousness of the
commitment which Jesus asks of his followers. From this b:ief

™~
look at 5:17-20 within the structure of the Sermon, we may say

that Jesus' declaration of having come not to destroy but to

-
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. fulfill»isfa_gey,Vefge.for~£Ee.quérsténding'OTThow Cﬁrisﬁians
[ g ' were £o carryfout thé-progfém of life lived in hpight eousness"
beforé'aidod-who'iéné Upérfect" Héavenij Pither. The Sermon
[ o seems o be so structured that the use of words such as "law,"
"justicg," and "Father" exﬁress the dominant idea that Chris-
tiahs‘arg to live in fidelity ﬁo;the Laﬁ‘as‘expounded by Jesus
[E aﬁd, iﬁ so doing, practise a_"ngtice"fbefore their Heavenly
Father which will assure thelr entrance into the Kingdom. It
will now be ﬁeceséary to look at our verses more closely, and

" ‘ at some exegetes' attempts to determine .the sources Matthew

may have usgd and how hé adapted them to his own purpose.
5. Matthew 5:17-20. Sources and Redaction.

Let us now look at the four verses of our passage from
? the point of view of sources and redaction. In Dupont's analy-
sis of the pericope 5:17-20, only verses 17 and 20 belonged to

i the primitive discourse. Verses 18 and .19 wére seen to be

i . additions taken from another source. He conjectures'that verse
{ 10

17, if it is parﬁ of the initial discourse, \is,naturally

10 Dupont, op. cit., p. 180. Dupont does not seem to
: be sure about verse 17 being redactional. On page 144, he
[ . ' notes: "...nous ne voyons donc aucun motif de croire que le
IR v. 17 ne se trouvait pas & cet endroit. dans la source qul
livre & 1'évangéliste .le texte traditionnel du Sermon sur--
1a montagne.". But then, on page 180, he states: "Le v. 17,
3 ' s'i1 en falt partie (de la,trame du discdurs)... ."

-

- . .

1 . . /\:
.

L
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attached to verse 20, and that these two verses define the

theme of verses 21-48 where: Matthew also made additions
' .

(25-26, 29-32, 36, 48 modified) In the third part of his

trilogy entitled "Les Evangelistes," twenty years later,

_ Dupont took into account the studles made at the redaction-

criticism level (especially Boismard and E. Schweizer) 11 In

‘light of their findings, he modified somewnat his ‘analysis in

that he is now prepared to say_that verse 17, while built on
the anterior tradition, is_redactional, Matthew having/,
amplified it. Verses 18 and 19 are seen as pre-Matthean,
traditional additions from elsewhere with verse 18 belng com-
pleted by a Matthean addition.- Verse 20 1s seen as Matthean
redaction introducing the subsequent development of the anti-
theses, Dupont's cnange of position regarding the structure
of 5:17-20 can best be explained by his shift in methodology
fron predccupation witn sources to an interest in the fact that
the insertion of‘certain elements into the text gives a whole
new orientation to the original material.l%_

J. Meier13 takes as point of.departure the position

that Matthew. was working with an eclectic Q source rather than'

~

t

ll J. Dupont, *Les Béatitudes, "Les Evangelistes" (Vol
III), Paris, Gabalda, 1973 . 251.

-12 Ibid. , 13. _

13 J. P. Meier, Law and History in Matthew's Gospel:
A Redactional Study of Matt. 5:17-48, Analecta Biblica, 71,
Rome, Bibliecal Institute Press, 1976, p. 121. %
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‘with the unified "Discours de Base" oosited by Dupont. He
presents Matthew as a careful redactor of the Q form of.
. ‘ 5:17- -19 who refashioned the original material to fit his-own
'-theolo_gy.lu For Meier, it is not clear where 5:17-19 came
from. He seems certain ﬁhat 5:18 1is from Q (with Matthean

‘addition), and he argues that 5:19 also comes from Q as a

conclusion to 5:18's thesis. (Matthew has not altered 5:19; -

it is an "undigested morsel.”

this embarrassing logion unless

'5:18 in Q.) Regarding 5:17, he

but adds that nothing militates
for it as well. 15 He concludes

and redacted 5:17-19 because he

He would not have included

it had glrgady_beequOinéd to
offers nd definitive answer,‘
agalnst positing a Q_source
that "Matthew has takenﬁ;;;>

already found this statement

on the Law as a unit in Q, and considered it a useful com-

[ ' - pendium of his view of tﬁ; Law, provided certaln changes were
| | made.”lGr | ' "
[ ‘ - Meler suggests that the material Matthew receiﬁéd from
i . tradition was the following:lT |
a. ouk glthon katalysai ton nomon

b. (ouk Blthon katalysal) alla poiein
[plérdsail?]

' 5:17 a,b

[i - 1h Ibidd., p. 122.
[ 15 Ibid., p. 120.
2 16 Ibid., ». 121.

17 Thid., p. 120 (transliteration of Meler).
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5:18 b,e - b. heds an parelthei ho ouranps kal hé gé’
‘ ‘ c. .16ta hen & mia keraia ou me parelthei
- gpo tou .nomou

5:1§ a,b,c,d - a. hos ean oun lys€l mian tdn entoldn
. - toutdn t8n_elachistdn (kal didax€i houtds
o tous anthropous)

b. elachistos klethesetai en téei basileiai
" tou theou -

c. (hos d'an poi§s€1 kai didax&i

houtos megas klethesetai en tél basileiai
tou theou )

1Y

r‘ 1

Mattﬂew subsumed these elements in order to express his

[y

coneeption of Jesus' teaching on the Law, The changes and

additions he would have made .are the following:

) 5:17 Me nomiséte; € tous prophétas (possible S
change of verb from polein to plérdsail)
5:18 . a. Amen gar lego hymin
5:18 _' . d. heos an panta gengétai
5:20 .. Complete verse is a Matthean creation,1®

Dubont‘s eersﬁective, as we have noted ahove, shifted

somewhat ovee the years. He had first held that verses 17 and

' 20 formed an original, pre-Matthean framework for and defined
the theme of the antitheses-which followed, i.e., Jesus brings

- the Law to fulfillment and lncreases 1its deman&s. Verses 18

and 19 would have been taken from elsewhere, and added by
Matthew, Later, Dupont argues that verses 17 and 20 are-more
. \ )

redactional ("& tous'brophetas"‘17, and 20 completely) than

18 Tbid., p. 122ff. (transliteration of Meier).

| i |y ey
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v, : I
17 is seen to be bulltyon anterlor

tradition. He Says nothing new about verses 18 and 19; they
are still "additions from elseﬁﬁere,“ with verse 18 being com-

pletéd by a Matthean addition ("until all is accompfﬁshed").

-His shift 1n perspective regarding the sources does not seem

to nave changed his view on the meaning of these verses, (This

fact will be criticized later on.) Meler's view of 5:17-20

" differs from Dupbnt's_in that his basic presupposition is that

Matthew~used the @ source as a base, and then built.up a
unifiedaspericope by\yeworking the material. Matthew would have
found verses 17, 18, 19 joined 'in @, and after having made
significant changes, would have jolned them to his own créétion

of verse 20 and the antitheses which follow. In Meier's view,

-

'the changes and additions made by Matthew include the emphasis-

on "prophets" (verse 17) and on. "until all is accomplished™

(verse 18), the same changés accepted by Dupont. and by the

majority of‘sgholars today. -
The different perspectives in thch thése authors see the

passage 5:17-20 influence thelr interpretation of the meaning

of the verses and the relationsh;ps among them, Ah analysis

of each verse in detail will clarify some of their presupposi-

tions. Let us now conslder each ofAthe.four verses of our

passage in detail.
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Y & .

. - ' f:\- ) - v - :
7’;‘ Toc‘as 1rpofﬂ~v;7'u¢s cox MAGoy x«THAUTHL M 17,'\.-7/9:5¢rdo.

The problem in this verse centers mainiy around the meaning

ing it perfectly? By addi

~of wl-v’oo:omc - How does Jesus fulflll the Law? By .obsﬁ;v«-

to 1t? By bringing it té its
full significance? (Cf, verse 20, "unleés your righteousness
éxéeeds::?"); Does this fulfillment occur in what Jesus does
or in what he says? Or is it a question of who he 1s? *Does
he fulfill the Law and the prophets in his own person? ‘There
are also questions-regarding the'Law: Why has Matthew Joined
the Law:aﬁd the prbphets in this verée? Is there a strong
note of "prophetic fulfillment" here? Is this what Matthew

wilshed to stress?

Dupont, fullowing Ljungman, notes five majJorm opinions
on the meaning of the word

1. Jésus "accomplit™ la Loi, en ce sens gu'avec lul

(:-\\\\ ce qul étalt "dit" dans l'écriture devient réalité;

la parole se réalise par l'évenement" [...Zahn,-:(et
autres).] s 2

2. Jésus "accomplit" la Lol en ce sens qu'il lul donne
" son .achévement sa.plus haute expression; il 1la

compléte en la dépassant, en étendant sa portée,

et lul donne ainsi sa figure définitive; ou encore,
en la prolongeant 11 en tire toutes les conséquences
et lul donne ainsi sa plénitude [(Harnack, et autres).]
... [Ceux qul tiennent cethopinion) ...refusent de :
considérer le verset comme représentant la pensée de
Jésus; ce seralt un produit de la communauté Judéo-
chrétienne. ' .

~



-

:—tl’xﬂ;q sy el G e
n
-

{

7 3.

- O . kg

~
~

.

-

| oy B g

"a6

L3
Y

" [Selon Descamps,:le verset 17 en {ui—méme] "oppose

simplement & l'abrogation de la Lol, son observance
scrupuleuse, - "Accomplir" dolt s'entendre naturelle-
ment dans lée sens de "observer fidélement". Le
contralre d!abroger, en effet, c'est respetter,

garder intact. ..."[...] Les paroles ont done un sens
immédiat strietemeént juif: Jésus est venu "accomplir”
la Lol en ce sens qu'lil entend l'observer Jjusque dans
ses moindres. détalls, reconnaissant ainsi sa valeur
obligatoire° mais sous ce sens immediat la déclaration
prend des.résonances differentes, par suite de son
rattachement 3 l'ensemble du messdge évangélique.

[...]

[...] Jésus vient "accomplir" la Lol en ce sens qu'il
enténd la confirmer, établir sa verite.t...] S1 1'on
tient compte du langage des rabbins, dont on retrouve
1'écho dans Rom 3,31, "accomplir" doit s'interpréter
au sens de: établir le sens d'un texte, lul donner sa
vrale portée. Les adversaires de Jésus pretendent
avolr la Lol de leur koté; Jésus réplique que, par

sa condulte et son '‘enseignement, 11 satisfait a

toutes les exligences de la Lol et leur donne deur
signification réelle [(Dalman, Daube,.gt autres).]

[Ljungman lui-méme:] S'appuyant sur le contexte
immédiat de la sentence, L...)il arrive a cette con-

. clusion: [...] Jésus acecomplit la Lol et les Prophétes

parce que, étant-le Messie, 1l en réalise 3 lul seul
toutes les promesses et les exigences; la Lol et

les Prophétes son présents en lui dans leur entiéreté,
sans qu'il y manque rien 19 .

After presenting this summary of opinions, Dupont him-

self looks to ﬁhe relatlonshlip befween verse ;7 and the phrase
in verse 18 5&5' av wﬁwn# réu71;4 to clarify the

ﬁeaning of m\-:po&)awc .

La maniére dont Matthleu 1l'entend parait devoir étre

cherchée dans la clausule fingle du v. 18 "jusqu'd ce
‘que tout arrive." La ralson pour laquelle l'evangeliste

a ajouté cette formule est sans doute son désir

puoy

d'harmoniser le v. 18 avec le sens qu'il préte au

] . H

i

19 Dupont, op. eif., Vol. I, p. 140. n. 3, p. 138-140.
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v. 17L...T[(Au v. 18)], l'expression a un lien étroit
avec 1l'idée de l1’accomplissement des Ecritures,
considérées comme oracles prophétiques devant
nécessairement se:réaliser.[...] Jésus, venu "accomplir"
la Lol et les Prophétes, assure leur réalisation aux
Ecritures envisagées comme .le recueil des prophétiles Vol
messianiques,l9a SN

This explanatlon is close to Ljungman's, and Dupont adds:

'Il nous semble gque, ﬁour.combrendre la pengfg de

. 1'évangéliste, i1l ne suffit pas de tenir compte du

fait que des sentences disparates ont é€té rapprochées;
il importe davantage encore de ‘remarfuer la retouche
opérée dans le .v.' 18, trés révélatrilce du sens précis
que Matthieu paralt avoir donné au v. 17.19b

After such a statment, one wonders why Dupont notes (citing
Descamps and Bonnard) that Ljuﬁgman has (rightly?) been
criticized for-his method: -

La méthode, établir 1leé sens du v. 17 en fonection
d'un contexte avec lequel 11 semble n'avoir qu'un
rapport tré&s superficilel,. est contestable, et non
moins contestable l'interprétation qui s'accorde mal
avec le sens naturel du verset {...].2°

Does Dupont himself agree with thls? It 1s not clgar. In
fact; after seemingly giving credencé to such an explanation

of: ﬂ;\.?P;¢;LL s Dupont then takes another approach com-
S yer” - :

pletely, one which he pltimatély seems to favor, that of

considering verse 17 in 4tself.

-A prendre le verset en lui-méme, 1'antithése qui
oppose les verbes "@étruire" et "accomplir" conduirailt
plus naturellement” 2 comprendre le second dans le sens
de: porter 3 son ath&vement, & sa pleine mesure, 3 sa
perfection. [...] Dans cette perspective la Loi et les -
Prophétes $ont pris comme un code de vie religieuse, T1
était encore incomplet; Jésus vienmt, non 1'abolir, mais

~

L

19a Ibid., p. 140-141.°  19b Ibid., p. 141, n.2,p.140-141.

20 Ibid., p. 140, n. 3, p. 138-110.

’
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" lul donner sa plénitude. I...] Cette deuxidme inter-
T Prétation du v, 17 a naturellement pour résultat de

l'accorder” mervellleusement au sens de tout le

developpement des vv. 21—48, en méme, temps 4" ailleurs*
qu'au v. 3p.21

My ey e mew e

While Dupont was still of .the opinion that verses 17 and 20

were traditional material he treated them as a unit intgoduc—

P
] i

ing and developing the theme of the antitheses.2 When later ~

on, he came to different conclusions regarding thelr origin
i €.y that verse 17 was probably redactional (although based
on anterior tradition) and that verse 20 was certainly redac-

tional, he nonetheless maintalned that these two verses were

the framework for the antitheses.- His initial hypothesis that .

) -y oy

Matthew did not essentlally change the "structure de base™

seems to be giving way'here'tofan appreciation of the structure

of verses 17 and 20 as Matthean rather than traditional material

In his stress on the relationship between verses 17, 20, and

48 as "key-verses,"

P —iny, [Py g
v 1

‘tional does not seem to be too important.

whether or not they are Matthean or tradi- _

.
He~give5'credit, in

" his most recent;analysis,

R—

L'importance de 1!

to Matthew as redactor:

intervention ‘de Matthieu dans

) la rédaction des versets-clés [17, 20, 48] qui -
encadrent les -antith&ses du Ch. 5 invite a interpreter
ces versets lJun par l'autre et a y reconnaitre la
pensee directrice de tout le developpement 23 -

———

-

!
[ e —

21 Ibid., p. 141-144, |
_22 Dupont, op, eit., Vol. IiI, p. 251, n. 2. °
23 Ibid., p. 251-252.

e .
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But; st111l, he reached these tame_conclusions reéardipg the
devélopment of thought when thefe was no gquestion in his mind
of Matthean redaction’ ‘

. Dupont admitted a. clear link on the final redactlon

level between verses 17 and 18, that 1s, between WA-;;/o[‘ua-au
ef n )

" and Ews oV ﬂﬁwu. nﬂnrgL ~ '." Jesus has come to fulfill the

Law and the prophets in the sense of accomplishing what the
scriptures had foretold. But he prefers to see the meaning

of -nivfuzgub clarified in relation to verse 20 since, for

_him, verses 17, 20, and 48 are the key verses of the passage:

En méme temps que l'emploli de ‘n‘a,oca‘a'suw " au
. v. 20, le developpement de 5,21-48  éclaire le sens du
vérbe nﬂ 7po employé au v. 17 Une certaine parentg

unit ces. deux verbes, plusieurs. fols associés dans les
épitres pauliniennes. En®*accomplissant®la Lol et 1les
Broph&tes, en donnant leur signification compléte aux .
normes de vie que 1'@criture propose aux hommes, Jésus
acerolt leurs exigences. C'est #&lrsi que la-justice -
qu'il réclame dépasse celle dont se contentait 1l'exégése
des scribes. et des Pharisiens. Il faudra faire .davantage
pour Etre "parfait n2y ‘

In the analysis that Dupont makes, to fulfill means to bring

to full perfection a_religious code of conduct. He poiﬁts‘

~out that, in this context, Jesus’ fulfil;meot.is.in his

teaching.'
Le point de vue n'est pas exactement celui dans
lequel on se préoccupe d'observer integralement la Loi,
+ mais plutdt. du maltre qul enseigne la portee totale de

ses prescriptions.[...]Le langage de Jésus s'apparente
¢ & celui des rabbins, c'est-a-dire de ceux qui inter-

pretent_la‘Loi, simplement, 11 ne se contente pas de

o -

24 Ibid., p. 250,
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dégager tout ce’ qui est impliqué dans. ses prescriptions,
mais 1l remonte & 1l'intentlon divine pour donner & ces
prescriptlons toute leur étendue. Jésus ta.dit pas
seulement qu'll .est venu pour observer la Lol; il est

» venu donner un enseilgnemént qui, loin de s'opposer &

la Loi, 1' am@ne au contraire au plein épanouissement

de son.sens authentique.25 R

-

* [

. w ' .
Dupont bases his understanding of the Law,&s a "code of

. religious 1ife™ on such paséages as Matthew 7:12, 22, 40 and

' Luke 16:16, 29, 31. Even though R admits that Matthew's

center ofripteresp is the prophecies contained in scripture,

o

T . 4 . \ . . .
he insists on interpreting the phrase"the Law and the prophets"

- .

- In an ethical sense: T : : ~

-~

Le verset tonsidire Ia Lol et les Prophétes .
(1'E:eriture dans son ensemble) {...] dans leur caractére %
normatif, -en tant qu’ils vWnstruisent le peuple &lu
de la. conduite que Dieu veut lui voir suivre.26

Should he not h%ye taken more into account Matthew's prophetic

J . . . l‘ -

interest in his interpretation? We shall present Meler's
understanding of this aspect farther on. '

What is'the most accurate réndering of this much de-

bated word, 'TTA%Ukanyb ?° It has been interpreted by various
“authors in what R. G.'ﬂémerton—Kelly categorizes as the

T. o . o
‘"ethical" or the "prophetic" meaning.?? Hamerton-Kelly pre-

o’ -

.. sents a summary of these interpretations by various authors.

-
—

> 25-Dupont), op. ¢it., Vol. I, p.'143, n, 1, p. 142-143,
" {26 Dupont, op. cit., Vol. III, p. 242, . s, .
27 R..G. Hamerton-Kelly, "Attitudes to the Law in

Matthew’s Gospel: Matt. 5:18," Biblical Research, Vol. 17,
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In the first sense, -the "ethical," Barth holds that 700 SRSy

in verse 17 means the same™thing as in 18c, that is "the

complete establishing of the will of God." Ethicaliy speak-
1ng:\fnie—85tablishment takes the form of the commandment to’
lote. Schwelzer argues that with Jesus' coming, the Law and
the prophets.were transcended by his commandment to love.
For Strecker, in the commandment to love, Jesus both- axfiije
and transcends the 0ld Law, the freedom to do so being con-
sonant with the essential purpose of the Law namely, Love
Blaiq-holds that Jesus affirmed the Mosaic Law and attacked
only the moral law. "Surely ... he had'eome-to show what
they {(the commandments) really mean, how théy shodld.be
oﬁeyed, to obey'them in this‘way-hins;lf,'and to lead others
to such obedience." In this line of inté}pretation,-tﬁe
usual meanings given to -;/A740¢L72tf _ are (a) to do, (b).
to reveal their true meaning, (e))to establish or "validate "
Trilling' s understanding is that Jesus' teaching brings the

normative element of the Law to full~expression. Its prophe&ic
- ’

or '"heilsgeschichtliche" meani & has b removed by fulfill-

4 ' .

ment.gy, but the normatiye element} persists.
- [ "

The prophetiec or "heilsgeskhichtlicHe" interpretation

argues that 5:17 shouid be interpreted in the light of 3: 15,

where to fulfill alil. righteOusness means to carny»out God’'s

eschatological Judgment and salvatipn rather than to do

righteous deeds. In 5:17, "fulfill" means to accomplish’ the

-

*
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¢, o
purpose of Judgment and salvation sét forth in the scriptures
by means of the sacrificial death oh' the Cross (Ljungman)
Hasler would put-5:17fand 18c together as an-expression of

the view that i@ the death (or-parousia) of Jesus, the Law has

-or will reach 1ts end. But this categorization into "éthical"

or "prophetlc" interpretatlion 1is not acceptable to everyone.
J Meier holds that in 5: 17, 18, the Law is being re—interpreted

in analogy with prophecy, and that there can be no such simplis-

T A W T L T LR e -

tic diwvision of either an ethlcal mean;ng or a prophétic meaning

for plerosal (embhasis mine). 'Rathery'the_ﬁaw itself prophesied;

pointed ahead to Jesus as its eschatological fulf;llment;
Matthew does not use pleroo in -the context of obeying or.

‘carrying out the Law and its commands . -
Out of sixteen occurrences of plérod, twelve uses’

N\ explicitly to the fulfiliment of prophegied events.’
At least some of the other four casef also carry the
nuance of eschatological consummation or fulfillment
of a. pre-ordained déstiny. The prophetic note In the
plérdsal of 5;17 seems unmistakable.ZB

Mgler points out the relationship between ﬁlérSSai ¢

and the probably redactional & tous prophetas. The bhrase

v‘

. ton nomoh & tous prophetas e plerosai seems to him to indi-~

cate that the Law 1is viewed as 1n some way prophetic. Katalyo

makes seénse wiﬁh nomon--to abolish the Law, but what can 1t
mean with prophetas, and how does plérdsal refer to nomon?

. 28 Meier, op. cit., ﬁ.'82._

~ ©of pl&rod (plus one occurrence of gnaplérod) refer ' \\‘\\

N
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He;sﬁggests that since plérEgai.%on>nombn is not the most : )
common usageg Matthew may have origiﬁally‘ﬁsed the verb ' . \
poiein. But what would be the rationgle behind adding 2 tous

© prophetas and poss;bly even changing é‘verb to.fit it? Meier

suggests that Mgﬁthew's redactional actlvity in 5:17 and 18 was - !
!

aimed at modifying a traditional statement about Law so thaR\;¥>
the empvhas.{s_oia the lpgi/a would be shifted from kee;ﬁ g the

o

Law to prophetic fulfillment. This involved making ton nomon

along with tous prophetas the object of élérﬁsai. This made
sense to Matthew, slnce he saw the Law in;analogy with the
29 ’

propﬁéts. ' ' . ’
1‘\L/ "~ How is this'analogy of the prophets and the Law to -,//////

be understood? According to Meier, the Law, both in 1ts
:ethical demands and in its occasional broﬁhecies, bointed
‘ahead to Jesus. But ﬁhen'the eschatological fulfillment came,

. the Law lost 1ts main fdhction of pointing ahead, and Jeéus,

. /
not the Law, 1is now the center of Christian faith. =

, And the gospel ends not with a validation.of the

‘ Mpsaic Law, but with a universal mission“do the
Gentlles, with baptism in place of "eircumecision as
the initiation rite, with the commands of Jesus as
the ner f Christian morality, and the presence of
the risen Jesus as the morality's sustalining . force.
[...] We see, then, what .it meahs to say that, for.
Mt, the Law is interpreted in analogy with. prophecy. -
It 1s notdonly a matter of the prophets' stress on -
mercy and compassion, a stress which acts as a
eriterion for interpreting the Torah. [...] Mt's

r

A

-

29 Ibid.
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total view of ‘the Law also means assigning the Law
.a prophetic role in a given period of salvation-
history--a rolé and a pericd that are superseded
by the eschatological fulfiller of the Law and the -
prophets, Jesus the Messiah.30° : -

This interpretation of Meler has taken into account the
nuances of both the "ethical and the "probhetic" bositions.
It is firmly based on-a close redactional analysis in the

light of Matthew's theological interest in the fulfillment

of prophecy.

Verse 5:17 posed gquestlions concerning the meaning of
”fulfillﬁent“ and "de:"' Dupont favors the meaning of ful-
fillment as a Bringing to fufi berfecﬁion.a religious.code of
life. . Jesus teaches men ih.puch a way that if they follow
his teaehing, the& will be observing the law of:God in 1ts
deepest and most authentic sense. This "ethlical® interbreta—
tlion of fulfilling the Law is based in Dupont on his view of
verses 17 and 20 being key -verses in\¥he passage, and also,
as we shall see farther on, on his interpretation of "Justice"
in verse 20 as‘sigﬂifjing moral -conduct bleasing to God. But,
his aperoach 1s amblguous; he cannot avo;% teking'into account
the obviousllegicel link between verses 17 and 18 on the
redactional level, yet he holds to his hyeothesis of verses
17 and 20 being'key verses, and therefobe to beiinterereted
only in the light of each other. His difficulty seems to

stem from his stance regarding sources; he 1is unwilling

\

30'Ibid:u,‘pT 88.
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to admit that vense 18, culled from "somewhere else," coyld
possibly enlighten the meaning of verse 17. Or rather, he

does admit it and, then, unaccountablj, disregards it. For

' him, there is no emphasis on a "Dropnetic" ynderstanding of

"fulfill"; his bias is towards an ethical understanding of
both "fulfill" and "law." He gets around the presence of
"and prophets" by casuistically interpreting the phrase "the

law and the prophets" to mean scripture taken only in its-

"normative sense;" as instruction to the people in what they

should do to please God. The prophetic element, for Dupont,
is completely subsumed under the ethical,” Whether or not this
is what Matthew intended is another. question

" Meier, on the other hand, gives full value to a’

"prophetic" interpretation of WA770£:JHL: in Matthew in

.5:17, and shows how, in the gospel as a whole, it consistently

refers to the fulfillment of prophes%?d events. His methodology‘
1s more credible than that of Dupont. His examination of the
word is based on its Matthean context and usage,.noﬁ'dn some
hypothesis of possible sources nsed by Matthew. For Meier,
when Jesus sa&s "I have come ... £o fulfill,"” he is speaking‘

in a prophetic manner; as Messiah, he 1s the eschatological

Jfulfiller of the Law and the prophets. - But Meier also claims

. re
to see in this text the emphasis cn Law itself as prophetic;

as volnting ahead to Jesus, and thus losing its prophetic

function once the Risen Jesus, as eschatological Messilah, has
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come to fulfill it in his own person. Meier's intérbretation

"of law as brobhetic does not seem to be entirely clear, If

the Law, even in its ethical demands, pointed ahead to Jesus,

did those samé_etﬁical demands suddenly become obsolete once

Jesus "fulfilled" them? This hardly seems likely. It would

seem ﬁo us that they would be ﬁerfected in Jesus and gain

moral force because of his aﬁpropriation of them. As for the

"occasional brobhecies? pointing ahead to Jesus, Meler says
nothing. We wouid ask if the bicture of Jesus as the centqr
of Christiaﬂ faith could not alsc include the portrait of one
who does not abolish the Law‘in the sense of destroyling its

validity, but who rather completes and perfects in his person

things which were once valid and continue to be valid. While

it is true that the two key Matthean words, plErdsal and
prophetas, cast a bropﬁeﬁic light ubon the whole verse, Meier's
thesis that Mattﬁew wished to shift away from the idea of keep-
ing the Law (in an ethical sense) to that of "probhetic ful-

fillment" in this verse, .is debatable. |

-+

What may we conclude from our'study soﬁfar? Briefly,

_ this: Jesus has come to fulfill the Law, not only by observing

it perfectly, nor by simply adding to it, but by bring%ng it
to 1ts full significance. This meané that not only does he
reveal the true méaning of the Law; but that only in the light
of Jesus as eschatqlogicql fﬁlfille: can 1ts full meaning be
appreciated. Jesus is the fulfillment of what God's Law

probhesied.

PFCICSPR TR
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Questions regarding the Law still remain. If is in :
the next verse that the questicn of the terminus of the-
validity of the Law will be raised\ How are we to understand
the phrase "untiI’F&l is accomplisheq"? What is this "Law"—-
an éthical code; scripture, or the Mosaie ﬁaw as such? Does

the Law become obsoigte, or 1s its validity eternal? This

verse 1s for Meler the crucial pilvot on which Matthew's thought

turns, and the key to understanding his positicn on Law in

relation to Jesus.

R \ : . v A o/ " ‘ ' S
B. 5:18 ALV R P l‘é,}‘w‘ Vaey', Ewiy v fT:.(ﬂél 5;7 C
f \ ) fon [ et o f . '
CUOAVE KL 1/ j"}; , LT A &V LH O LA KEDXLA Lo 4T
‘ . ' ' i
ct, r

Td/(‘é:lgﬁ c(JTt:, Tc: v':;_,u.cu Eely , AW ﬂ'.at’\.'T'-_;L d’é:vv}"‘.,(,_'”
This is the only.verse in the pericope with a parallesl in

another gospel, i.e., Luke 16:17: oo

-EL"KCTT'H;"T'J:,/-'CV' ¢S aT Ly
.\ R f ; N N Y - n 1 - . ’
ch‘ O.!,'P'.x.V\.V Ketl T?.“’ J’?" TT.':-(’-’,\&AE"&._V e Tou Vr.:,ud-u A v
/s - . ’
KEL=a XV Te &
“But it is easler for heaven and earth to pass
away, than for one dot of the Law fo become

volid. [RSV version]

{
Both Matthew and Luke were-probably using a commdn Q logion,

which dealt with the perduring validity of the Mosalc Law. 31
Meier suggésts that ‘Matthew was _ working with the

folléwing traditional material:

31 Meler, op. cit., p..58.
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But neither Luke nor Matthew would have been able to accept
such a statement without modifying it Luke changes this _
stringent affirmation of the validity of the Law by emphasizing
the great difficulty with which change in the Law wil]l come

about. He compares the violence and struggle which must

accompany the confrontation of Jesus' teachlng with the pre—
scriptionsof the Law to the great eschatological upheaval which
wlll constitute the passing away of the heavens and the earth

In Luke, there is really no question of any temporal . connection

between the two events.

+ Dupont claims that Matthew had the Same understanding
as Luke, but expressed it differently.

L'expression\Emplcyee par Matthieu Yjusqu’i ce que
bassent le clel et la tepre™ n'insiste pas sur le falt
que le ciel et l1la terre passeront, et qu'alors 1a
Lol passera egalement 11 s'agit simplement d'une
comparalson, et Luc a bien saisi le. sens.. Quand done
i1 écrit: "I est plus facile que passent le cdel et
la terre," 11 traduit en un langage plus clair et plus
accessible ce que Matthieu exprime 3 la ‘manigre semitique 32

But, whereas Luke avolds any question of temporal connection -

between the passing away: of the Law and the passing away of

. 1]
heaven and earth, Matthew-has retained the gug- 4vV  clause,.

How does he understand 4t2. And why does he add yet another
cf »\
Sug- qv clause to specify what he means? Dupont seems not

32 Dupont;'dg; cit., Vol, I, p..116, n. 2.
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to conslder this; Also; the~general.contéxt oﬁ verses 17-
20 1s that of the quesgion of the permanent validity of* the
Law. Therefore, Matthew must have intended to deal with this
questlon in some way. -_ _
Let us look at the meaning of 18b, fux dv Tpé) By oupivds
M“,-ﬁ Jﬁ ~» and its implications for our understanding
of 184, E’ws AV TV J"EIV?;THL - In the f:{rst gu.)g .:v
clause the conjunction is used as a temporal conjunction to
denote the énd of a period of time, "£111," "until,"  and
this"1is the only bossible meaning; It cannot mean "in order
that." In the second ELS ﬁv clause, it'also has a tem-
poral méaning, not a final one, as some authors would holdf
The whole verse, then, cannot mean that "until the heavens
and the earth pass away, not any part of the Law will pass,
in order that all of it be accomplished." This would imply
that “all"‘thelLaw must-persist in all its vigor .until the
end of creation, so thaﬁ 1t might be fulfilledT Rather, the

meaning 1s "untll the heavens and the earth pass away, the

v .
"Law 1in all its parts remains, at least, until all is accom-

r

blished." (The awkwardness épﬁarent here indicates conflation

or editing.)33

In 18b are we to understand "until heaven ?Fé earth

pass away" as jﬁst another way of saylng the Law will never

33 Meier, dl.g","c'itt,'pT HB:
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pass away, or 1s there a notion of an unstable universe scon

to,come to a close? Meier notes: : i

Especially in'the heady apocalyptic atmospheré of
the first century A.D., "t1l1l heaven and earth pass

away" would not have had the note of stability that we
associate with it. 34

L]

It hardly seems to mean never. Just as the heatén_and earth
will pass, so too will the Law, says Matthew. Especially in
the light of,Matthéw 24:35 it 'seems. clear that, for Matthew,
the passing of heaven and earth was a tertain future event
predicted by Jesus. 18b,c, the primitive-logion} é{firmed the
vallidity of the Law for a limited time period., Matthew maget
explicit what this limited periocd is by adding the second,
clause, gws T févadt . Before clafifying the precise.
meaning of tﬁfs last phrase, it is nécessary to coﬁsider in
what sense Law 1ls being usQQ\herq: Is it to be translatéd

as Law, Pentateuch (Torah in this sense), o¥as Law, scrip-
ture? Meier noteé that "the use of nomzn - ‘ as opposed \Q
to ‘Ercehéfbs‘ in verse 17 [and] ... the references to teach-
ing or setting aside entolac in verse 19"35 favot the use of
Torah (Pentateuch). The use of kera.a in the sense of orna-

mentation of script "shows that nomos here means the written

Law, and not the oral traditions thatngzgo counted for Toyih

/

34 Thid., p. 49-50Q.

35 Ibid., p. 52.
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among the Phariseesf" Meler cites At Sand on an inportant
'aspect of the question,-and'emphasizes the fact that fngﬁgg
-for Matthew means the Torah of the 0ld Téstament seen as a
whole, both as the revelatory Word of‘God and as a normative y
Law." The sense of the passage then would be that "even the

smallest commandment of the Law is an integral and inviolable

part of the whole Law " y
Dupont seems unable to accept the understanding of the

Law in such a comprehensive sense by Matthew In his analysis

of 5 18, he states that in 18 (without'd) the Law has the mean-

ing of commandment, "code de vie religieuse,"36 This part of

the verse is considered to be pre—Matthean, a traditional fragment

In 18d, a Matthean addition, Law means."recueil d'oracles pro-
phetiques." Matthew, according to Dupont, attempts to interpret
Jesus'! words in the sense that everything in the Law (scripture),
down to. the smallest detail, must be accomplished Following
Ljungman, he explains the sense of the Matthean formula by -
underlining the blblical tradition which possibly and probably

inspired it. He holds that Matthew had 1n mind the fundamental

theological theme of Judaism that:

* "tout ce que Dieu a dit (et la Loi n'est pas autre chose .

que sa parole% ne peut pas ne pas "arriver," se produire,
se réaliser.," ?

"La Loi" n'est ici qu'un autre mot pour "l'Ecriture";
-Matthieu y voit un recueil d'oracles prophetiques qui
se réaliseront tous, Jusqu’au plus petit detail On sait
assez que cette idée lul est trés: chere 37a o

36 Dupont, op. c¢it., Vol. I, p. 135
37 Ibid., p. 135, n. 4, pT 134-135.
37a Ibid., p. 135.. |

7’
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'But if Matthew is indeed inspired by this theological concep-

tion of Law, Dupont is hard-pressed to explain how the rest

" of the verse (non-Matthean) fits in so well with the material

\

in chapter five, and especially in the antitheses where Law

is seen as commandment. A more integrated view of the Law
on the part of Matthew the redactor seems likely. It is

possible that Matthew using material from eksewhere, was not

" able to harmonize everything perfectly, but his attempt in

i) X
the addition gug &v myvma e YT 4 points to just such
an effort to synthesize various understandings of Law. It is
in lecoking especially at the meaning of the verb ﬂ;ﬂQnMLL

that this becomes clearer. If the verb means "to do" or "obey,"

'-the meaning could be "until all (the Law) ia obeyed, or done."

If it means to "fulfill" in the sense of an event takiﬁg place,
we would read "until all (an event or events) has happened."

The verp, according to Meier, should probably be translated

f : ) ' .
"happen," "take pldce,"™ "come to pass." He notes that Matthean

‘usage does not favor a translation of . g}ncdnaL as "be done"

or "obeyed," referring to Law. He ¢ites Trilling who notes
that there are some seventy examples in Matthew of g'ncmut
referring to the "happen;ng" of an event, while 'there are
only two places where it means;"do"38 (6:10, 26:M2),‘cases
which are not parallels to 5318d Verse 184 seems to refer

to the coming to pass of Dronhesied events.

38 Mei%r, op. cit., p: 53. ) ST
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What ape these events? What.is it that will be.
accomplished? There are ﬁeny divergent-opiﬁions, noted by
Dupont.l39 For Lagrange, the meaning is that the Law will
never pass away, everything'in it will be kept, bst will be
serfected»and elevated} 'Sdhmid says that thls passage means
that the Law will remain obligatory right up until the end of
the world. Davies proposes shat the "all" that is to be
accomplished islthe suffering and glorification of Jesus.

The Law is in force up until the moment of Jesus' death and

resurrection.. After that it 1s abrogated; there 1s no more

distinction to be made between Jew and Gentilef Feulllet
glves a similar interprétation in which Christ is the fulfiil- |
meﬁt_df.all the Law and 1in him there is a new earth and a new
heaven: The old economy of salvation has been replaced by

Meler reaches conclusions similar to Feuillet. His
claim that 5:18 s an explanafionvof the analogy set w in
verse 17 between the Law and prophecy 1eads him to reason in
the following way. Matthew understood the primitive form of
18b,c as an affirmation of the Law's validity within a limited
period of time. He brings this time 1limit into harmony With
his view of when the Law passes away by adding 18d. The

logion with whlch he was working was re-interpreted by

-

39 Dup'ont,'opf cit., Vol. I, p. 134?'ﬁ. y,
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Matthew by’ the insertion of material from the Markan eschat-

ological discourse. eug qv ﬂuvra Ecvq:qb. nefers to thg ful-
fillment of . prophesied events 1n an apocalyptic context and

?bears the idea of theffulfillment of .prophecy as the t&me

: ’ 2\
(:—*—\limit of the law. JBoth‘ 5w5 v clauses refer to eschat-

)ologica4<evehtsvas"some,sort of terminus to the valldity of the .
Mosaic Law, but the precise cbntent differs radically in éach.
18b expresses the limiting eschatological event in traditional

| ;pocalyptic language while 18d re—interprets the language in
ferms of the fnlfillment of all prophecy in Christ. The

phrases are mutuwally interpretive. . ' oo

IS

The time 1imit in the primitive stringent’ Jewish-
Christian logion 18b&c was probably the apocalyptic”
event of the passing of the old heaven. and, earth at the

" end of time. By adding 184, Mt has re~interpreted this
eéschatological event as the entire career of Jesus, .

" gulminating in his death-resurrection. [..3] The death--

. resurrection of Jesus is the turning point between the

~ old and the new aeon. [...] After the prophecies’ pointing
L o the life, death and- resurrection of Jesus had all

. been fulfilled, the exalted Son of Man proclaims a

universalrnmswr\ that dispenses with circumcision. : \]

T B G, BR RS R GE  a a e

.The new heavens and the new earth have come. The
binding_force of the Mosalec Law as an inviolable whole

and gua-Mosaic has passed with the passing of the old
creation.“o

" The preceding analysis of this verse shows how crueial

D Wm— EGA. L.

an understanding of it is to grasp the meaning of the whole

w——

pericope. According to Meier, Matthew deals with the question

of the permanent valisty of the Law by, making it clear that
) o

.f 4o Meieh, op. cit., p. 64f -

(-
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\' it has a temporal terminus, the life and death of Jesus Christ.'

The Law, the Torah of God,:both as revelatory Word and norma-
tive Law, is completely fulfilled in Jesus Christ who becomes
the authoritative rnorm for Christian lifei‘ Matthew méy very
well have had in mind the Judaic concepiﬁ:i/ﬁorah as God's

st be accomplished,

but for hdm 1t-is the "event" of Jésus Christ's life, death,
and fgz rfectioﬁlwpich-cong tutes that accomplishment in

full. Ver¥e 18, with the_gzitheéh addition of 18d, is an
example of how Matthew adapted an origindlly stringent affirma-
tion'of the endur;ng Qalid%;y of the Mosaié La& to a Christian
view of the Law as comﬁlétely fulfilled only in Jesus Christ.
Dupont's analysis of "law" .as here referfing only %o scripture
and not'to'normégivé law seems‘inadeqqaté by éompariscn. o
Meler's position on Torah 1n Matthew as including both ‘pro-
phetlc word and prescriptive law 1s bolstered by the reading
of .q1nornuL as the happening of an event. _The Law will
not pass awéy uﬁﬁil "everythiﬁg has hapﬁened." We should note
here that, once égain, we do not find Meler's interpretation

of the verse completely:satisfyiﬁg. He had found in verse 17
that the Law became obsolete in the sense that its' prophetic *

function was no longer hecessary once Jesus had come as the

- fulfillment of all prophecy. In this verse, he_makes a case

for the abolition of the Mosaic Law "in its entirety apdy qua

Mosaic" with the coming of the glorified Christ.’ We ask whether

1
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a Christian.view of fhe Mosaic ﬁaw as completely fulfilled
\only in\Jesus Christ necessaril&.means éhat tﬂié-same Law 1s
no longer a valid element in ghristianity. Jesus' fulfillment
of the Law In verse 17 was seen to mean that he brought the

-

Law to 1ts full significance. Even if the ﬂaw 1s "surpassed"”

in some sense, does this mean that it suddenly becomes useless

- because 1t is'“replaced“'by Jesus? In a "new" economy of

" salvation, i.e., the Christian one, the "01d" vehicle of the

- revelation ofﬁpod's will, 1,e,,lthe Torah, comes fto some sort
of terminus,-but-that it 15 replaced in the sense ‘of being no
longer necessafy of useful seemé to us extremef It would seem

" more approbriate t5 see the new order iﬁtroduced by Jesus as

embracing and déveloping Torah.

-

C. .5:19 o_g gav o0V lur-q /uLotV Twy’ £v1‘olwv nu'r'wv Twv sla/ua'nuv
Kett C?bt{-l;?] 007"-’0'5 T‘ou_t, oIVQ,awIToug, EAdXLO'TOS Kl-70--;,a'£rdt. ev-
ﬁdvolgw. Twu ou’ootl/wv J d.V 77'05770‘-7 K-H- Jbar-z;’]; ow'o_g
,ucdvat_g Kkh7 G e Tae eu.. T3 /69(01./1560& TV va-ﬂVwV—

It 1s. evident that verse 19 does not fit easily into
the context of 5 17~ 20. If is no longer a questlon of Jesus
\prd his relationship to the Law, but rather of a larger group,

“whoeverf.,“ of teachers or disciplesf There 1s a marked
change in vocabulary, with Apgiv instead of ketre luciv
and gvroln  instead of voxos  ».and the thought itself

is almost ;n contradiction with the'rést of the pericope.
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To what éigggsely do "these commandments" refer, and_what kind
of sanction is it to be called "least in the kingdom of heaven"?
It sounds strange after the firm statements regar&ing toe fpl-
fillment of the law in. verses 17 and 18, and-it fits no better
witn verse 20 which threatens total: exciusion from the kingdom.
. Dupont notes that verse 19 is a- corrective, modifying
the thought of verses 18 and 20. In verse 18, it is stg;gd,
t hat the Law remains valld in entirety, while in verse 20
those who observe it'aré'still not’ fulfilling the reouipcments
necessary to enter the kiﬂgdom of heaven. Verse 19 shifts the
emphasis by iﬁfrodocing a more comforting thought: that of
gfeatef and lesser R@éces in the kingdom. "L'aproéation des
petits c?mmandements‘n'ex lut‘pés.du royaume comme on Sourrait
le cfoife aprés le v. i8; 1lle entrci?e'seulemenf-un certain

41

déclassement." In Dupont’s view, Matthew has deliberately

inserted this verse into the context in order to modify the
harshness of. the other stdtements:

C'est le soucl de nuancer des affirmatiors tr&s absblues
qul semble Justifier. son insertilon au milieu des sentences
qui representent un polnt de vue fort différent; ce souci
caractérise la tournure d'esprit de l'evangeliste

plutot que celle de ses sources. Il ne semble donc

pas témérailre de lul attribuer l'insertion du verset

& cet endroit. b2

41 Dubont,‘oQ.'citi5'Vol. I, p. 138;'n.'1.
42 Ibid. p.133. s
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I_Meier agrees that verse 19 is not a Matthean creation,
butsholds that it was originally joined to verse 18 in Q in
the form of a conclusion to a thesis. - This is especially
clear when verse 18 is considered in its primitive form

without the Matthean addition:

»

5:18b& Until heaven and earth pass away
iﬁc not one yod or stroke shall pass from the law.

5:19a Therefore, whoever annuls one of theseileast

commandments and so teaches men
19b  shall be called least in’ the kingdom. '3
The "least commandments" here seem clearly to refer to the
Law of verse 18, and not to the commandments of Jesus as

some would hold..- Meler notes that entuls in Matthew is never

‘used in the Johannine sense of the commands of Jesus, but

always in reference to specific 014 Testament p:c-e'ceﬁai'ua.l”'l

If the Q source was indeed an eclectic gathering of different

logla asﬂbierconsiders i1t to be, then the Juxtaposition of

such different verses as 18 and 19 would seem normal enough.

- They do not actually contradict each other, so much as glve

rew . )
a different emphasls, 18 being more severe,.- 19 more moderate.

Matthew, then, would have found both verses in Q, but

\‘would have modifled them to suit his particular purpose. ~In

verse 18 the modification was substantial with the addition

N

43 Meier, og . p. 104
Ly Ibid., P 91.
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- !
of the EIW-S. d:V TtV Tk ré‘;b”n?'dl- clause. Verse 19 was more g

i

"difficult to modify, partly because of its'fixed form of a

"Satz"us‘or "sentence of Holy Law"(K&semann),bartly because

of its cpnten?. In any case, Matthew most probably did not
deliberately insert such difficult material (contra Dupont).
Rather, he retailned verse 19 as an "undigested morsel” because
it had some.meaging faf him. Meiler suggeﬁyéfthat the meaning
could be diséerned on two levels: +that of Jesus' public lifé

and'thag of the 1life of the Church. Jeésus himself was failthful

- to the Law during his public life and taught the same fidelit&

to his followers; in the church of Matthew the teachers hand
on all that Christ commanded, which included important parts

of the Mosaic Law. .

Meier speculates about the origin and preciée Sltz-im-

Leben of 5:19: ' h
" ... we think that 5:19 and 1tS union with 5:18 should
be traced back to debates among various tendencies
within the primitive Jewish-Christian community. [...]
In 5:18bc we have .the severe view of stringent Jewish-
Christian tendencies. [.:i-v] Mt, 5:19 is . answer or
-corrective of a mpore moderate Jewish-Christian group,
which tries to strike a balance between the *die-hargds"
and the "radicals," and arrives at a rather unusual,
‘not to’ say idiosyncratic, view. [...] The result was a
posltion that was neither striet Jéewish Christianity
(annulling a2 small commandment does not resuit in the
direst of consequences) nor total freedom from the
Mosaic Law (neglect of a small commandment will result
in a very low place in the Kingdom). This attempt to

45 Tbid., p. 104. ' h//_aﬁu///fﬂk\\
)
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blunt the sharp edge of Jewish Christianity, while
saving its principle, produced a curiosity piece,
one might even say a fossil, now embedded in

Mt. 5:19.46

Following Descamps, Meier attempts to give a precise
life-setting for this particular.verse:
.... the concern with teachiﬁg and deing, the distinc-
tion of great and small commandments, and the theme of
different degrees of rewards in the Kingdqm reflect a
catechetical or parenetic setting. Besides serving
as an apologia to some opposing group, perhaps 5:19 also
served as an exhortation and admonition to the official
teachers of the community to be faithful in word and u?
work. The parenetic note of reward makes this likelyi
From thils survey of verse 19 we qonclude that it is
cart of the blbck of traditional material ‘whic® Matthew'
incorporated into the pericope on the Law. It is the least
assimilated éﬁd most difficult of the verses to intégrate

into the”passage. Because it formed a unit with Versé 18 in
the Q séurce, Matthew retained it and used it as a sort of .~ ‘
bridge betﬁeen verse 17 and verse 20. It soffens thg

demands of these tyo'versés. Whiie this may have been in
accord with Matthew's intentions, itﬂﬂﬁ-also possible that he
saw in the verse a reference to Jesus'{fide;ity to the Law

and his teaching of -this to the Church; shé, in turn, must
pass on this fidelity to éhrist'slcommands. We cannot be

sure of.whé Eqmposed verse 19 or for what purpose; neither-can

-

..(

N e B ]

46 Ibid., p. 104-105.

47 Ibid., p. 105.
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we state as confidently as-does Dupont'ﬁhat it reflects

"la tournure .d'esprit de-lféﬁangéliste plutbt que celle de

ses sources.“47ﬁhat we can say 1s that it reflects 'a concern s
of the early Jewish-Christidn church to balance the strict
observance of the Mosale Law with comple£e fldellty to the
commands of Jesus. Matthew shared this concern, and his
greoccupation witﬁ moral exhortation throughout the .gospel
suggests that the tone of paranesis in verse ;9 i1s very much

in keeping with his thought. Finally, the tension apparent
between verses in t@e pericope, -especially between verse 19

and the rest, may well reflect the_tenSion and uncertainty
regarding Christians'’ relatidn to the Law in the mind of tRe~——"

eé?ly Church and of Matthew himself.

‘ / -3 c -~ el ) \ e -
D. 5:20 lapu a’o\,ﬂ vuLy  orL  &aV. Uy TepLorevay Yuwv
c d“ ) ’ ,.- -~ / v ’ H
¥ tkaloacury JTAgiov T J-/oq,u/wqrcwv Kell @4,a¢a-dcwv, ov
\ > / P -~
MY gire A Byre gig T—,;., /6do-¢,1_5¢dv TV oﬁp«vwv.
In thls verse the theme of Law is subtly shifted and

reinterpreted in terms of Christian justice. Verses 17-19

are summarized and the antitheses, verses 21-48, are intro-

duced. It is highly prcbable that verse 20 is Matthew's

creation, with the word d xaLoTjvy being the key to much
,of his theology.b'8 Questions center around the meaning of

"righteousness™ or "justice.," Does it refer to ethical

A7a Ibid., P.138. 48 Ibid., p. 117.
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conduct , moral activity, or to the saving hctivity of God?

_ Does one necessarily excludé the other? What is the “morej\

TTEIOLU'Q'IU"O':}Y that 1s demanded? Does 1t have a
gquantitative or qualitative meaning? How is the "exceedlng
righteousness“-related to Jesus' all-éh%racing command to
love?

There are divergent opinions on Matthew‘s use.of
SLKdLOfUVﬂ Dupontlis among those who hoid that Matthew
consistently uses the term with always and everywhere the
same meaning, ife., ethical or moral conduct in keeping with
God's will.ug 'Meier, on the other hand, objects that in the
01d Testament dixacocovy 288 divine activity and as human
behavlior stand side-by ~-side, and that no either/or approach
is necessary in dealing with this term. He holds that Matthew
knew and used the 01d Testament concept, and that he uses

JLKdLo;—JV,1. three times in the sense of moral conduct
(5:10, 5:20, 6:1) and twice as eschatological gift (5:6, 6:33).
In 21:32, he considers that both meanings may come together.
It -is especially in regard to 3:15, 5:6, and 6:33 that-Meier
‘differs from Dupont, |

A look at- how these authors approéch "But Jesus

answered him, 'Let it be so now, for thus 1t 1is fitting for

us to fulfill all righteouéness.‘ Then he consentéd..-"uga

b9 Dupont, op. cit., Vol. III, p. 304, —
49a Meler, op. cit., p. 78
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(Matt. 3:15) [RSV translation), can be enlightening in order
to see just how they both come to their individual pdsitioﬂs'
on the meaning of _ éanucbdﬁ5#q in 5:20, the verse in question.
In his first work, «Dupont adopted the positidn of Bonnard
and drew a parallel with 5:20. he notes that in Jewlsh
thought, justice is linked to the observance of the Law, ahd
then 'refers to its peéﬁieg_in 5:20:
[...] Justice [...] dans la pensée julve, se définit
esténtiellement par référence au précepte divin dont
elle est l'accomplissement: est juste celul qui
pratique la Loi.49b '
[...] le verset 20 se place manifestement au point
dé vue du Judalsme traditionnel et s'exprime dans les
cadres de ses formules habituelles.- Il faut entrer
dans cette perspective pour l'entendre comme 1l'auteur
l'entendalt: "le substantif Justice désignera 1l'ensemble
des pratlques concrétes de la vie religleuse du juif
figéle." Cette définition, P, Bonnard l'accorde pour
Matt. 3:15 (art. Juste, Vocabulaire biblique, Neuchitel-
Paris, 1954, pp. 151-53); nous ne voyons pas pourquoi
la refuser en Matt. 5, 20.50 | :
In his later work, Dupont still seems to see no reason
"for not givins__&.k.ccoo‘u’w;? the same sense in both 3:15 and
5:20, but, this after extended research in both passages. How

does he énrive at this conclusion or, rather, what brombts '
' “him téxkééﬁ)his initial position? After an exhaustive survey
of the numerous po-s'sible interpretations of. de mu.oa‘u'w;

~in 3:15, Dupont makes the following observaﬁions, The éassage

in question deals with two difficult words: . "accomplish" and

49b Dupont, gp. ecit., Vol. I, p. 131.
50 Ibid., p. 131-132, n. 6.
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"Justice." The many different interpnetations of the verse

can be explained by the JEndency of exegetes to concentrate

-
l?

on Sne term to the detriment‘of the other._ Also, exegesis

-

can sometimes be a pretext te put'forwardfpebsonel theologi-

cal views. -He also notes that.there is a great risk of

-

interpreting the terms-in function of preconceived theologi-

_cal views rather than in function of the text. According to

- Dupont, Ljungman 1s guilty of the latter; also Cullmann is

.A.'ﬂ

not solid in his exegesis, and Barth reads Paul into Mat{hew's

use of dlkdcoowjvq . He 'then cites one author who has

S

attempted at,  least to interpret 3 15 within its context

- M. Sabbe crolt qu!? il est possible de conserver
ici le sens que le . verbe "accomplir" prend habituelle- ¥
ment chez Matthieu 2 propos de l'accomplissement des
prophéties messlaniques. '"Accomplir toute justice"
signifieralt donc "réaliser toute parole de la Loi
. et des Prophetes" Matthieu s'inspireralt du langage
du Second Isaie ol la parole de Dieu est "Justice."
Il peut ainsi presenter le baptéme de Jésus et la
théophanie dont il est l'occasion comme un accomplisse~
ment de l'Ecriture. Nous ne pensons pas que cette
interpretation insolite rende compte du langage et 51
des préoccupations de 1l'évangéliste dans ce passage.

Wy

Granted that this particular interpretation is somewhat

limited, it has nonetheless struck on an important aspect,

i

that of prophetic fulfiliment, which Meiler develops more

fully and more accurately in his interpretation of 3:15 (see'

below). Dupont's summary dismissal of Sabbe indicates that

his initial position regarding 3:15 and 5:20 has hardened

[t'.&i |

51 Dupont, op. eit,, Vol. III, p. 237-238,

i
~__ .
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to the point where he dannot percelve. the possibility of

differences of meaning for Jm.u,odc’ur‘q in a glven context.
It is perhaps an indication of thils whe he comments,
somewhat defensively:

" f...]) nous avons le droit de souligner 1'avantage
qu'll y a & retrouver partout le méme acception du
terme et la méme préoccupation dans son emplol. Le
fait de constater que l'évangéliste se montre
cohérent avec lul-méme peut compter comme une
confirmation de l'interprétation d laquelle l'analyse
du texte nous a conduit.52 ‘ .

Does one seek to establilsh the internal coherence of an
author in his use of terms in order to confirm one's analy-
sis of the text? It would seem to be the reverse. In
order to establish the coherency of the author's use of
terms, one's analysis must be as objectively correct as
possible. The .additional fact that Dupont does not really
give his own interpretation of this verse but contents

himself with following Strecker

[...] en Mt. 5,17, mxoew dolt se traduire [.,]
"hgaliser”; [...] 1l 's*aglt de la "réalisation" que
Jésus donne & Lol et aux prophétes par son enseigne-
ment, tandis qu'en 3,15 il s'agit d'une "réalisation"
de la justice au moyen d'un acte, le fait que Jésus
se soumet au baptéme. La "justlce™ qui falt l'objet
de cette réalisation désigne "la conduite juste,
celle qui est exigée des disciples.53 :

leads one to queStion his ﬁosition on this verse.

52 Ibid., p. 304. :

53 Ibid., p. 238,

L
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( . Meier, on the other hand, is not convinced that

: cﬂkacoddun‘always and everywhere in Matthew means one and the

séme thing; moral conduct in keebing with God}s will. He
points out thatrif the meaning of Trk7ﬂuJ¢ab-wRauv JcmﬂoavVVQ
in 3:15 refers to Jesus as the one who obeys and does the
Father's will, then certain problems arise.

The emphasis here would be-on the moral conduct )
of Jesus as an example given to his disciples (hymin!),

who are also called to practise dixacosyné (5:10,
5:20, 6:1). But immediately we notice some differences
... all the clear examples of dixatosyné as moral

conduct refer only to the disciples, not to their Lord
(c¢f. the hymon in 5:20 and 6:1).. And none of these
clear examples uses p/Erdse< 1in reference to the
practice of the moral life. L...3I% is thus a

dubious procedure to assimilate 3:15 to these three
cases and to say that Jesus here performs an act of
obedience as a moral example to his disciples. .
Since Mt's use of lgrog is so dominated by the idea
of fulfillment of 0Old Testament prophecies, and since
the theophany that immediately follows 3:15 (vss 16-17)
alludes to Messianic prophecies[...]}the sense of plérdsat
seems 5o be likewise colored by the motif of fulfill-
ment of prophecy. [..] it 1is incumbent ‘upon both John
and Jesus [...]to fulfill every kind of justice,—~l.e.,
to fulfill every detail of God's eschatological plan
for salvation, marked out beforehand in prophecy. It
is a question of both-John and Jesus playing theilr
appginted roles at this moment of fulfillment [...]
tak\ng pléréisac _pasan disxacosynén in a prophetic

or Reilisgeschichtliche sense (instead of reducing it
to a question of .obedlence and moral example) provides 54
the whole pericope with a closely woven, unified motif.

}

What, finally, is the meaning of Sirarogovn for
Dupont in 5:20?~‘He investigates it from’the points of view

‘of a -"more abundant justice,™ its immediate context, the

54 Meier, op. cit., p. 75-80. ' .

—_—
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r

finale of the‘discdurse: 7:21 "Not evefyone who'égys-to me,
;Lord, Lord,' shall enter the kingdom of'heaven,'bdp he who.
does the will of my Father_who.is in heaven" [RSV], and the
.conditibh for entry dnto the(kingdﬂp of heaven. He ndtes

that the expression "your" justice seems to be linked with
Trour!" godd works: 5:16 "... that thej may see -your gcod
works:andfgive glo;y to your Father who is in heaven," and

that the two are set in'the context df a "justice de vie,‘

qui vaut & deux'qui la pratiquent l'appellation de_’,justes.'"55

4e finds that the "more" of nyptqrgd7ﬂ glecoy  1s quantita-

N - . 4
- tive, .that*Jesus' disciples must "do more" thap the Scribes

and the Pharisees; that they’must submit to éven heavier
demands upon themselves than do the Jewish ﬁéligiods leaders.
He does not enter into the questiod of a qualitative meaning
fer this "more," as will Meier in his analysis. Father,-hé
claims that the immediate context of the antitheses will '
reveal the nature of the " re" demanded.

Les différences qu}6h peut- constater entre ces.
antithéses n'empéchent\pvas d'y reconnaltre un trait
commun: le soucl d'étendre davantage les exigences
de la Justice, de définir. la Justice chretienne par
un depassement de 1la justice juive.5

lAccording to Dupont, the chligation of practising & more

abundant’ justice in verée 20 1s re-emphasized by verse ha,

where Matthew speaks of the "perfection" of God, exhorting

55 Dupont, op. cit., Vol. III, p. 247.
56 Ibid., p. 249.
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N

.his listehers to the practice of a‘"perfect" justice, lacking

nothing. .The idea of "fulfill" in verse 17 is linked to the

"abundarice" of verse 20 in that by “fulfilling" the' Law and

<

_ En accomplissant“la Loi et‘les Prophetes, en
-donnant leur signification compl2te aux normes de
vie -que 1l'Ecriture propose aux hommes, Jésus accrolt
leurs exigences ~C'est ainsi que la justice qu'il

- réclame dépasse’ celle:dont se contentait 1'exégtse
des scribes. et des Pharisiens, ' Il faudra faire
davantage pour etre parfait. 57

'; For Dupont verses 175 20, and 48 form a aramework for the

section 5 17-48 and Matthew's Pedactional activity in these

- verses (Dupont here admits 5: 20 to beiredactional rather than.

traditionai but only in a footnote ) makes it necessary to
interpret these three verJZS\in the 1ight,of ‘one another. He

also finds a -link between 7 21 "{,¢ he whe does the will of

me Father .o near the end of the’ Sermon on the Mount, and

5i20 ™ “ve unless your righteousness exceeds ;...“ Only -one

who does the will of the Father will enter the kingdqm of

heaveng 1ikewise, the one. to enter the kingdom is he- whose

_Justice exceeds that of the scribes and Pharisees. The

"entry 1nto the kingdom" of 5 20 supposes a moral condition
of conversion, which results in concrete actlon:

.o comme ‘la eonversion dont: parle 18 3 la’ Justice
plus”abondante réclamée en 5520 doit Se. vérifier '
dans la conduite du chretien. Nous restons dans la’

.
-

57 Ibid., p. 250. : .



——

T ey peeem m— e ——

-

K SOME CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVES 49
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ligne de pensée indiquee par 7 1 et les autres ,
passages qui evoquent les conditlons d'entrées dans
le Royaume.58

Dupont then. gives a possible historical background for
Matthew's use of cﬁggLoyéun' as a requirement for entry into
the kihgaom. ‘It is'comparable to the traditional biblical
concept of the justice necessary toc;nter the Temple or the
Promised Land. Moral qualities are demanded, as well as
specific observance of the commandments:
Qu'il s'agisse d'entrer dans le sanctuaire ou

dans la Terre Sainte, la‘condition posde est 1la

méme; observer 1es commandements, pratiquer la

justice 5
Dupont concludes by,saying that 5:20 exnresses only one
aspect of justice, that of exact observance cf the commarid-
ments. It is only in 6:1 "Beware .of practising your plety
before men in‘créer to be geen by them3 for then you wili
have. no reward from your Father who\ﬁs in heaven" [RSV] that
the "intention"™ of the one who does the acts of "righteous—'
ness" 'is coni}dered. The two verses- define two different

aspects.of evangelical Jusfice In both verses; the justice

isooken of qualifies the conduct of one acting in cenformity

_with God's will, and is the condition upon which crie will be

’ admitted into the kingdom

58 Ibid., p. 258.

596.% , B. 259,
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Meler's posltion on the meaning of 5:20 is both
similar and different from that of Dupont. He understands
dikitogdyy in the same sense as does Dupont, i.e., 'that
of moral conduct 1n conformity with God's will,_buf he
considers;ﬁtpcagzgcj to meaq, not a qqantitatiye "doing

more," but rather a qualitative "being more radically moti-

o

vated" in the practice of this Justice.

As 1s clear from the gospel taken in its entires
ty, Mt's conception of the "plus" in the disciples’
Justice 1s not a bigger and better Pharisaism, an
ever more minute, punctilious observance of small

. polnts. What constitutes the "more abundant" justice
of the disciple 1s explained by the antitheses which
folliow. What Jesus demands 1s a radical interioriza-
tion, a total obedlence to God, a complete self-giving
to neighbour, that carries the ethical thrust of the
Law to its God~willed conclusion, even when this 60

means in some cases abrogating the letter of the Law.

He holds that Matthew took over the basicIOId Testament and

Fi .
rabbinic Y Meier somehow seems to identify or confuse the two)

" concept of dirkaroadvy , but modified it "by making 1t a

vehicle of Jesus' own egchatological demand.”

Ultimately, what is new about Christian justice
is Christ himself, who confronts his disciples with
the radical demand, "Follow me," (cf. Mt. 19:21,
and tl;es{a ysters-, the opposite of’ Per:ss-euo - in
19:20

“._\..

Here Meier closely follows Dupont's remark§ on the "best

commentary" on-5320, the story of the rich young man to whom

60 Meler, op. cit., P.-109-110.
61 Ibid.,p1l0. '
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_ ” . 62
something was still "wanting" (Matt. 19:21). Meler notes:

- In 19:18-19, .-, Mt. adds the love command to a
number of commandments of the decalogue. For Mt,
the love command is the ‘summation and center of all
these commands; but it still stands with the other
commands of the Torah. After the young man states he
has kept all these (panta tauta, ineluding, therefore,
the love command!) he can still ask, .#: etc hysters

(v. 20).__To this Jesus replies, pdlasen.., Kie axolouthes moi
(v. 21).63 _ |
Meler's treatment of the "Scribes 5hd Pharisees" in
this verse is enlightening and throws into queséion some of
Dupont’s remarks concerning the "lack" in their practice of

Justice. He notes that in Matthew there is no historically

accurate picture of the scribes and Pharisees as they were

~during the life of Jesus. Following Hummel, he holds that

Matthew sees the Pharisees as the great adversaries of Jesus,

and "subordinates and assimilates all other groupsf(scribes,

elders, priests, $adducees) to the Pharisees."su For Meier,

then, Jesus' exhortatlion to practise a Justiggﬂ?greaﬁer“ than

. that of the scribes and Pharisees indicates that it must be

"greater" than that of the official representatives of Jewish
theology and piety who lead the attack against him, who are
hypocrites who say but do not do; who act—only'for phe applause

of men. It 1s obvious that to such men something 1s indeed

62 Dupont, op. eit., Vol. I, p. 132, n. 1.
63 Meler, op.'cit.,‘p. 110;'n: 166:
64 Ibid., p. 1d2.
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Dupoﬁt; however, does not make this distinction between Jeéus'

points out that, in his confrontation with these men, Jesus

has not

5:20 refers to "something" already lacking in seribes and

_» SOME CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVES

before their "justice" will be pleasing to God.

4

- for that matter),65 and Matthew's interpretation of them.

yet even considergd their hypocriticél,excesses;

Pharisees who represented the Law in 1its Integrity! His
) - L

critfcism strikes at the very heart of the Jewish Law.

La Justice évangélique s'oppose & la justice des

Pharisiens par sa plénitude, son "abondance,"
(rreeczTsvry ), Pour l'instant, J&sus ne vise pas
encore certains gauchissements de 1la religion
pharisaique (6:1-18); il s'en prend simplement 3

son

insuffisance, au fait q

u'il lui manque- gquelaque

chose. A cette justice partielle et incompléte,.il
oppose une Justice'compléte, pléniére.66

52

- historilcal adversaries (or the Jewish leaders after 70 A.D.,

He

It is here that Dupont makes tﬁe comparison between the rich

young man, representing Israel in all her integrity, to the

serilbes

and Pharlsees in all their Justice.

Le paralléle qui éclaire le mieux notre texte par

contraste est la déclaration de Jésus au jeune homme
riche: "Une chose te manque" (&v og .rroec -

Me.

10,21, ef. Mt, 19;20). Il a accompll tous les

commandements; le voild "juste" 3} la mesure des
scribes et des Pharisiens.Jé&sus ¢xlge davantage; 1la
Justlce compléte, telle gu'il la congoit, réclame de .

luil,

qul est riche, le sacrifice de tous ses biens,

Ce passage nous paralt &tre le meilleur commentaire
de Mat. 5,20.67 .

65 Dupont, op. cit., Vol. III, ». 247, n. 5.
66 Dupont, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 132.
67 Ibid., p. 132, n. 1. S
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It”would seem that Meler took over Dubont's thought to
1llustrate this pbint that not the lpve command,’which_the
young man had already fulfiileq, but rather the following of
Jesus is what Jesus is demanding of his disciples. He did
not take into account to what’ extent Dupond.understaﬁds
Mattﬁew to vitiate the "Justice" pr ctised by -the Jews who
were still falthful to the Law.. In his later work, Dupont

reaffirms this point of view of’the inadequacy of “the Law in

itself, qulte apart from the hypocritical practice of 1t by

some of its representatives. ‘

Par rapport 3 la justice des scrlibes et des
Pharisiens, congue comme observance exacte des
commandements, celle qul est exigée des disciples
dolt aller beaucoup plus loin; au-deld de la lettre,
leur soumission 3 la volonté divine doit aller
Jusqu'aux Intentions profondesde Dieu.qui n'ont

" trouvé dans la Lol ancienne qu'une expression
inadéquate.68 _

Meler, on the contrary, presents the so-called "jus-
tice" of the scribes and Pharisees, who practise it only .
hypocpitically, and opposes this to a more.abﬁndant Christian
Justice. This abounding Chfistian Justice 1s opposed also to
the "letter of the Torahf" Meier, while holding that Jesus
"radicalizes the Law n its innermgft'intention," does not f//
speak about a Law that\essentlally lacks "something,"

What, then, can we conciude about 5:207? It-is gener-

ally accepted to be a Matthean creation, Yith the typically

68 Dupont, op. cit., Vol. III, p. 271,
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Matthean term (.wworsvy bresented in terms of a moral con-

duct pleasing to God. The verse sums up the.tpought of

5:17-19 by stating that the Jewish Christigns to whom-1it is

addressed must be as faithful tc the command of Jesus as

théy nad been to the Mosaic Law before. The resur}ected
Jesus, as Messiah, has brought the Law and ;he prophets to
their fulfillment in himself, and now hls word is the Authori-
tative norm for Christian 1ife. . Verse 5:20 also introduces
the theme of the antitheses, verses\21l-48, in‘termé of the
"exceeding” justice demanded of Jesus' followers. This'"mofé
abundant™" justice is not a mofe %unctiliqus observance of
laws, but rather a~radica1'interiorizaﬁién of the Law and a
total obedience to God. Meier observes that possibly Matthew
mg%@ the community were ;till not &et clear.about how their
observance of Torah'fitted wlth their f;delity to Jesus

(verse 19), but that it was ciear that in contrast to the
hypocrisy of the "scribes and Pharisees," their righteousness
'before God must be qualitatively superior.

Dupont's position on this vefse regarding the meaning

vof JZMﬂLGTdfvf " {moral conduct) was not comprehensive
egough to fhclude an understanding of "fulfilling all justice”
. as meaning anything other than‘a perfecéﬁgbservance of the
Law and the prophets, an observance surpassing even that of

tne strictest of/the scribes and Pharisees. For him, the

christian must somehow do "more" to enter the kingdom. ‘For
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Dupont, the point\is that "justice" or "righteousness" must
. be vérified in everyday coﬁduct. But, in his iﬁtefpretatidn,
éven the -most sincere observance of the scribes aﬁd Pharisees
does not reach the heart of God, for_they-are observing a
Law whiéh in itself 1s 1lnadequate as an expression of God's
‘will. He faiis to give credit to a=§incere préctice of_.
Juddlsm. Somehow, Judalsm is inadequate in itself to ensure
entrance into the kiﬁgdom. An exegesis (eisegesis?) and an
interpretation éuch as this sets t& teeth of Jewish feaderSﬁf',
on edge, and with good reason. Also, a.definition of Chris-
tian justice as one that'"surpasses Jewish.{ustiee" Seems éq
be no definition at all. Are there two different kinds of
"rightecusness™" before God? ,Is there not rathef one state
K&f integrip& before a God who knows each man's éoul'and Judges
accordingly? . \

Meier's understanding of Jlkaccjb%vyfis broader thah
that of Dupont, and in his mind, "to fulfill a;i Justice"
connotes'the fulfilling of all that had been §rophesied in
the 0ld Testament, all that God's plan of salvation entails.
The "righteousness" pracpised by Jesus was suréiy evident in
hils deeds énd in his‘teééhing, out 1ts scope w3$ broader than
just the‘obsérvandé of commandments. The "more" that he
demgnds;.és Meier rightiy remarks, 1s a qualitative more, a

deeper self-giving and commitment to God than the superficial

practice of hypoecrites, whoever they may be. Meier likewlse
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rightly emphasizes that, in Matthew, the scribes and

Pharisees are types, and that Mat%ﬁéw does not éive an
historically accurate picturé of them. Dﬁpont ignores fhis .
entirely. Neier.emphasizes-that it 1s not the love-command
of Jesus which' is the summation of his teaching, but rather
the decision to folldw.hims (The rich young man already

was observing the love-command; what he still lacked was ‘
this commitment to Jesus.} This is quite different frcm
saying, as does Dupont, that;the siﬁcere observance of the

’

Law was somehow inédequate in itself tdfprocure salvaticn!

3. Conclusions.

1

‘We have seen 'in this.,exposé of 5:17-20, the following
pcints. . .
l: Matthew 5:17-20 is a passage linking the Beatitudes

with thé antitheses. It' is in ﬁhe form of a general statement

- regarding Law followed by concrete examples, after the manner

[

of the rabbis. In it, we see Jesus as the fulfiller of the
Law and the prophets.

2. From the point of view of sourcés and redaction, our
two authors (Meier and Dupont) agree that verse 17 is most
prdbébly redactlional, but built on anterior tradition. Verses
18 and 19 are not Matthéan; but f;om "elsewhere," probably Q
for Meler. Matthew made a significant addition to-the verse

with the rhrase "heos an panta genetal." Verse 20 is a purely

P
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Matthean creation, Introducing the antitheses. Whereas
Dupont saw Matthew's text as an eclectic juxtaposition of

sentedces, Meler sees him using an eclectic @ source, and

-building up a2 unifled pericope by reworking and changing the

material. This view is to be favored since it treats the
text as’'a whole, and as it stands. .
3. Verse 17 seems to mean the following: Jesus has
come to fulfill the Law, not only in the sense cf observing
it perfectly, but in the sense of fulfilling it completely
as Lora and Messiah, in his owWn perﬁon.- He speaks propheti—
cally; what the'Law'prophesied, in him, has been accomplished.
In Bupont's view, the fui%illment is limited to the‘obsérvance
of moral precepts; fér Mbier, to fulfill means the accomplish-
ment by Jesus of the eschatological plan of salvation; Meier
sees in this verse a shi}t from Law to that of prophecy, and
finds this emphasis throughout the'gospel of Matthew;' He
makes a good case for this interpretation of ﬂ'lyaL:gngp
as having a prophetic nuance. o
4. In verse 18, "until all is accomplished" refers to
the time limit for the accomplishment of the Law, i}e., the
death and resurrection of Jegsus Christ, which marks the end
of the o0ld era of the Law. ‘According to Meier, the validity

~

> the Mcsalc Law has come to an end.  Jesus is now the

authoritative norm fcer Christian 157=.
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5. Verse 19 reflects the difficulty of the early Church

in recpnciling the demands of the Mosaic Law with completé

" Fidelity to Jesus! teachingé. It is perhaps the hest indi- ///’ﬁ\

cator of the difficulties inherent in the beginning stagés of
Christianity regéfding the Law, and for thét reascn may be
the most eplightening, though least intelligible verse.

6. The "justice" of verse 20 is presented as a Justice
practised in sincerity cf heart before God. e‘It is presen?ed
as opposed tb that of the scribes.and Pharisees, i.e.,, to
those who are-hypocritical in this obsef&ance. Dupont -suggests
that a definition of Christian justice 1s one tha£ shows how
it surpasses*"Jewish justice," v |

In our study of verses 551?-20, we have reached some

conclusions and raised some questions. Gerlerally spedking,
the pericope seems to be streésing Jesus' fidelity to the Law{
and his intention to fulfill it in its deepest éense.“Matthew
seems té E;&éxhorting his hearers to be faithful to the Law
with a greater integrity thah that of the hypocritical "scribes
and Pharisees." Our Christian exegetes, Dupont, Meler, et al.,
have Interpreted the key words and phrases in different Ways
and have raised several questions. Does the "fulfillment" of
Torah by Jesué necessarily mean its disappearance as a valid

element 1in Christianityé If Jesus, and not the Law, 1s now

the authoritative norm, 'is there no room left for the norms

'of Judalsm in the Christian dispensation? If the Law shall
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not pass away until "all is accomplished," could it not be

argued that the accomplishment of-salvation in Jesus Christ
continues now, and st11l awaits the pérfegtion of full
aécomplishment at the end of time and that, therefore, the
Law somehow is still in force? IWe sﬁali attempt to shed
some light on these questior§ by exém;ning Ehe Judaic back-
ground 6f‘the Sermon on the Mount with partiéular referencé

to the passage on the Law, 5:17-20.
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CHAPTER II

. THE JEWISH BACKGROUND OF THE
SERMON ON THE MOUNT -

N
Afﬁér having attempted an~eiaminafion of a Christlan ex-
egesis of Matthew 5:17-20, we now turn to the Jewish back- |
ground of the Sermon as a whole, as seen by a Chriktian
author who has examined both the 0ld Testament énd fabbinic

sources of the Sermon on the Mounﬁ. Questions that arose in

our study of 5517—20 can now hopefully be illﬁﬁined.by a
look at the historical background out of which they came,

. Was Jesus seen as a New Moses, glving a new Law? What idea

of Torah existed in the Messianic expectation of first-cenﬁury
) ' &

Judaism? How is Jesus the "fulfillment" of* Torah? Is there

- a radical ‘continuity or discontinuity between Jesus and Torah?

Hby are we to understand Jesus' 1nter§retation’of the "real

sense" of the Law? | _
W. D. Davies! has approached the setting of the Sermon

on the Mount using eritical historical analysisT He looks at

. . \
the Sermon in Matthew's gospel, in Jewish Messianic expecta-

"tion, in contemporary Judaism, in the early Church, and in the

miﬁistry of Jesus. He does not clalm to deal with the theol-

ogical problems raised by the relation of gospel and Law, but

1 W. D. Davies, The Setting of tHe Sermon on the Mount
Cambridge, University Press, 196h -
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poses the question I whether or not history itself may be

theologically siénificant ~In this particular sense, he netes?

To examine the setting of the Sermon on the Mount is

to be compelled to revognize that "these sayings of

mine," the "law a&f Christ," "The New Commandment,

played a more significant part in the New Testament

as a whole than is often recognized 2, ‘
According to Davies, it has not been emphasized enough that®
the moral teachings of Jesus were as much a part of Christian
faith as were the kerygmatic pronouncements about him. ln
order to better understand the igteraction between the Torah
and the gospel, Davies has examined the:roleptnat the. Torah
was expected to assume in the Messiaric Age and' in.the Age”
to come. This study of the impact pf“the gospel on the

L

Torah and vice versa will suppesgﬁly lead to a better under-
standing and appreciation of Matthew's preeentation'of the
Sermon as the Law of the Messlah. wé are particularly ‘
interested to see how the interpretation of Matthew 5:17-20
is clarified or modified by.Davies' findings on the Judeic

background of the Sernpn as.a whole. It'shduld be neted that

his work treats the Sermon only tangentially, with,applica- .

tion to the Sermon itself being incidental, a weakness noted

by Davied critics. -, a3
“ ; °

~

2 Ipid., p. U437,
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\ . ) ) 1. The Setting in Matthew. ", ) .

. e

"

Davies looks first. at the structure of the- gospel as

a whole, and at the Sermon within the structure of the gospei.

i
) .

Approeching.the Sermon in the 1light of 1fs setting in Matthew’s

WP
i.f.i .
4 ‘

gospel, he finds that Bacon's alleged fivefold structure of

the gospel is highly debatable. Matthew does not seem to have

=
’

structured his gospel in five "books,," i.e.; narrative sectfons

Lfollowed by legal sectlons, analogous to the "'structure of the

_
—

Pentateuch. While it is true that the four connecting passages'
(7:2829, 11:1, 13:53, 19:1) are used with deliberatdon and

are characteristic Matthean use of‘reoetition of formulae (and

e g

therefore, perhaps significant), the resulting structure need

not necessarily point to the Pentateuch. As for other motifs’
. o’

which would reveal Matthew's theological intentions of pre-

ks

+ — """—"‘. ! Pty Prmte—

senting the Sermon as the counterpart of the 0ld Law, with
" Christ as the New Moses, the mountain as the New Sinai, and

the Christian dispensation as a New Exodus, Davies finds that,

"while these motifs have inf_‘lqencei Matthew's gospel, 'i't_ is

not clear that they have entirely fashioned or moulded it. This

s

*  also appears when we cohslder chapters 5 7\435 Davies notes

that, when soeaking of Matthew writing a qu Pentateuch, there

=

is some confusion as to whether 1t 1s the entire gospel or the

=

Sermon which 1s to be considered. Since_the Pentateuchal

.

l' .
L ]
]
e 5t
.
2]

. 3 Ibid., p. 93,-

.




p

e e

v s
: ' -

Fo -

e

Sy q—

L . R
.

B B e B i

- THE JEWISH BACKGROUND . 63

‘structure of the gospel is so uncertain, he terms chaeters
5-7 alone as the "New Law.": | | .

. Davies then.turns to Matthew's treatﬁent of material
‘from Mark and Q%as well as that peculiar to Matthew himeelf.
He ;ﬁrlooking for elements which might possibly show the New
Exedus theme. Perhaps Matthew has introduced this motif by
changing the content or form of-Markaq and Q material,'
modifying details or even rearranging various pericoﬁae to

suit this end. Davies examines fogr pertinent passages:

1. _The Ministry of John the Baptist. Matt. 3:1-11,
Mark 1:1-18, Luke 3:1-18. ’

2. The Temptation of Jesus. Mark 1:12-13, Matthew
4:1-11, &gke 4:1-13. ' b :

3. The Feeding of the Five Thousand. Mark 6:30-44,
Matthew 1U4:13-21, Luke 9:10-17.

4. The Transfiguration. Mark 9:2-8, Matthew 17:1-8,
Luke 9:28-36.

We shall coﬁsider the first ang last-passages since 1t is in
these that Dav;es shows the development of the Mosaic motif
te be nresent most strikingly _
- In the first passage, the Ministry of John the Baptist,
he notes that if has Been.claimed that Matthew has'enﬁanced.
"the parallelism with the Excdus-by making John's ministry
precede the establishmentwof a New Law (Matthey 5-7 end a
New Covenant founded on the forglveness of sin (Jer 31531ff).
Matthew's schematization (that 1s, the claim that
the incidence of the Haptist's activity in Matthew =
_between the f;ight from Egypt 1in Matt. 2, and the

h
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giving of the New Law from the New Sinai in Matt.
5-7, makes 1t correspond to the period of the

wilderness in the first Exodus) must be given due
weight .4

It must be remembered, however, that the Exodus motif in the
Prologue as a whole is not'the predominant one; if coexlists |
with themes of Messiah, Son of David; Emmanuel, New Creation,
and.prophecy fulfilled; it i1s one motif among others.

A second positive indication of the presence of an

.Exodus motif in Matt. 3:;—11 is the significance of the act

of baptism for John. First, if his baptism was an adaptation
of proselyte baptism, then the Exodus motif was integral, not

only to John's thinking, but to that of the evangelists as
well. |

... proselyte baptism owes its imagery to the Exodus
from Egypt ... [it] was part of that ceremony of
dedication by which a Gentile was made a member of.
Israel.  He did so by recapitulating in baptism and
other aspects of the ceremony, those historic acts
whereby IFsrael was constituted as a people. As'W. L.
'Knox .expressed it: ."The proselyte through circumcision
and the proselyte's bath, was enabled to come out of

Egypt and pass through the Red Sea into the Promised
Land of Israel, "S5

Secondly, the baptism of John was thoroughly eschatologilcal,
pointing towards theltihe of the End and the coming of the
Kingdom of Gad. The eschatology of Israel, Davie$ notes,

was a protology, the -End being considered in terms of the

4 Tbid., p. 34.

S_I.M*: pf 35. » ' . i | -
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Beginning, of the creation of the universe and of the people

of Israel at the Exodus. |

Thus the possibility 1s a very real one, 1in view

of the climate of expectation within which John

- laBored, that "baptism" no less than "wilderness,"
was a term evocatlive of "Exodus"™ assoclations ...
we must be prepared to allow the existence of such
associations in the ministry of the Baptlist, both '
historically and in the interpretatlion of the Church.
The extent to which Matthew may have emphaslzed these
assocliations. is bound up primarily with the argument
from schematization .... Apart from this 1t can
hardly be said that there is any such emphasis in
Matthew. 6

The baptism of Jesus itself makes no expliclt refer-
ence to the New Exodus or New Moses'motif: “However, Matthew
3:15: - "Buti;esus answered him: ‘'Let it .be so now; for thus
1t is fitting for us to fulfill all righteousness" [RSV1 |
reveals Matthew's awareness of the ildentification of the
Messiah with his people. Davies, follbwing Bornkamm, connects
the phrase "to fulfill all righteousness" with Matthew 11;29;
"the meekness and lowliness of Christ" 1s expressed in his
readiness to participate in Johﬁ‘g babtism, With this agfees
Jesus' 1nterpretation.of“%he_Law,."I desire mercy and not
sacrifice" (9:13, 12—17),7 He notes that:

.. th _ hrase "to fulfill all righteousness" at
least gg%ﬁbﬂthe identificatiorraf Jesus with the

New Israel that John's baptism. ha
inaugdrated. In fulfilling the "deman

he himself expounded in 5-7, he hij/;fVRno

Ibid.
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as one with his own. In this Jesus 1s like Moses.
Nothing is more clear in the Expdus story than the
identification of Moses with the' people of Israel,
and at the same time, his moral transcendence over
them, which, nevertheless, so far from securing for
him a treatment different from theilrs, demands of

him the readiness to die on their behalf, "Solidarity
is of the essence of the Exodus story.8

We may note here that Davies' interpretatipn of" the righteous-

ness, dikalosyne in 3:15 as Jesus'.identification of himself

" a5 the New Israel corresponds somewhat -with Dubont's view of

"Justice" in 3:15 as a characteristic of the mission of Jesus

and Jpohn the Baptist. Matthew's preoccupation here seems, to

‘Dupont, to be one'ofﬁinculcating into his listeners their

obligation to fulfill their duties as Christians. He sees
Christian "justice" as an accomplishing of the will of God;
a concept valid for both Co%enant@ﬁ |
I1 n'y a de part 3 la promesse du Royaume que

pour ceux qui accompllssent la volonté de Dieul...J

qui aspirent 3 réaliser par leurs actes 1l'idé&al’

religieux que l’Ancien Testament résume dans la

notion de "justice" et auquel 1l'Evangile apporte

un approfondissement radical qui n'en change pas

la nature.9 :
For both Davies and Dupont, "to fulfill all rightecusness"
means "to put into bractise,“ to "observe fully" whatever God
has commanded. Meier, on the other hand, emphasizes that

plérod in Matthew 3:15 must be taken in a‘probhetiq sense

8 Ibid.

9 J. Dupont, Les Béatitudes, "Les Evangélistes"
(Vol. III), Paris, Gabalda, 1973, p. 383.
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rather than just a moral one (see p.l11l ). Jesus is not per-

forming an act of obedlience as a moral example to his disciples
so much as he 1s fulfilling every. detall of God's eschatologi-

cad plan for salvation.’ Here we also find some affinity with

.Davies' interpretation, for Davies reads this "fulfillment"

as Jesus' ildentifilcation with the New Israel announced
(provhetically!) by John. This solidarity of Jesus with Israel
will briﬁg about the fulfillﬁent of her salvation, marked out
befofehand in the event of the Exodus. This last example
showing a paréilel between Jesus and Moses must be admitted
as merely 1llustrative, since the motif of a New Moses is not
present elther implicitly'or explicitly. Although Davies
éonciudes that it is "not impoisible“ that the New Exodus
motif is to be discovered both in the ministry of the Baptilst
and "in the baptism of Jesus. himself, it ialnot explicitlyqpre—
sent. Matthew does not expligitiy present Jesus as King-
Messiah and Servant, who 1is to'be ideﬁtified witﬁ, and 1is
repfesentative of, a New Israel undergoing a'New Baptism.
Dav;es has here presented us with an example of how
Matthew possibly has arranged his material to show a séquence
of events illuétratiﬁg the Exodus theme: Flight into Egypt,
Baptism, Giving of New Law on the Mount,.with the baptism
representing the time in the wilderness and with the nature

of the baptism 6f John illustrating definite Exodic themes.

He finds that, while none of this is explicitly emphasized in

- N . I /-
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Matthew, still there is a. strong arguﬁent to be made in
interpreting the.phrasé "to fulfiil all righteousness" as
meaning'that Jesqé, like Moses, 1is identifying himseif,with
his peoplef He concludes thad, /while we may allow fof the

validity of this interpretatiof,\Matthew does not présent

. the New Exodus/New Moses motif explicitly,

ngre 1s a more explicit association, however, in the
following example of the Transfiguration. -

Davies notes that in the Transfiguration (Mk. 9:2-8,
Matt. 17:1-8, Lk. 9:28:36), Matthew has‘significantly changed
the Markan material in order to empﬂasize the Mosaic parallel.
In Mark, the scene is probably best understood in relation to
the Passicn and thg Resurrectiqn. There 1s insistence on the
Cross of the Son of Man (9:12); there is identification of
Elijah with the Baptist whose death foreshadowed thaﬁ.of
Jesus (9:12); there is the fact thét the witnesses of the
Transflguration are the same as those in Gethsemane‘(9:2;
14-33) and,;f;nally, the élqry of the Ee;urrection (16:12).
Mark presents Jesus as suffering and tri;mphant Lord in the
Transfigurétion,'certainly.not as "Mosaic teacher."

L

Matthew, on the other hand, has altered detalls and

changed the order of the material precisely to emphasize the

" figure of Jesus as teacher comparable to Moses, Davies notes

the following changes: Matthew refers to Moses before

4
. Elijah (17:3), probably evidence of an emphatic reference

~
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to Moses. In addition to having-Jesus' gafments become
intensely white, he adds that "his face shene like the sun"
(17:2), reminiscent of Moses 1in Exodus 39:29-35. Matthew

emphasizes that ?Gh’th% face .of Jesus is seen the glory of

. the mediator of the Law, Moses" (and this in later rabbinic

tredition is none other than the glory of the Law itself).
The "ecloud" in Matthew is a "bright" cloud that overshadows,
as did the Shekinah, the presence of the ‘Lord which used to

£f111 the tabernacle in the wilderness, It is particularly

in the climax of the story that Matthew's intent 1s revealed.

"This is my Beloved Son in whom I am well pleased" refers in
Matthew to both Psalm 7 and Isalah u2 1, as in his aecount .
of the Baptism Davies notes that "Matthew ;eems to have
added the phrase ;with‘whom f‘am well pleased' to signify
Jesus as the one who was destined to bring his law %o the
nations (Isa. 42:4)."10 Finally, the Voice from heaven gives
a command to obey Jesus as God'ss Son; in Matthew this poin&s
to Jesus as ethical teacher, like‘Moses. ‘The "Hear ye himh
of 17:5 looks backward to the Sermon on the Mount, 5-7, and
forward to 17:5-18:35, When Moses and Elijah- disappear, it
is Jesus "himself" (emphasized only in Matthew) who remains

as the unique teacher, the "new Moses. " ~The "Awe" felt by

the disciples was caused by the Transfiguration ltself in

-Mark, and by the "cloud" in Luke, whereas ih Matthew, it is.

10 Davies, op. cit., p. 52.
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only after the words "Hear ye him," that they are afraid.
It is his word, his teaching, that inspires awe in them.

In conclusion, Davies notes that in‘the baptism and
temptation passages, Jesus appears not so much as a New
Moses but as the "representative of the New Israel, who
recapitulates in his experience that of the 01ld Isréel."ll
It 1s above all in the Transfiguration scene that the '"Mosaic"
character of Jesus is delineated and emphasized by’Matphew.

Jesus replaces Moses as "the one ‘who is to be heard." The .

Mount of the Transfiguration recalls the Mount of the Sermon,.

and supports the interpretation of the Jesus of the Mount as
a New Moses and a greatgr. '

In hls examlnation of the prologue (1, 2) and ther 
epillogue (16-28:20), Davies finds that it is the broader
question of the ccntinuity ar digcontinuity of Jesus with
Judaism that is important in the prologue, rather than that
of the Mosaic motif which is present, but not of primary

importance. -

Taken as a Whole, the Prologue presents two aspects
of the coming of Jesus Christ. - On the one hand, it is
discohtinuous with Judaism, a new act of creation,
unprecedented as the creation of the universe itself.
This is the import of the Virgin Mary story ... and
possibly the title .... On the other hand, the coming
of the Christ is continuous with Judaism, the fulfill-
ment of 1ts Davidic and, if we may so express it, 1ts
"Messianic!” hope. Because of this last, we seem to-
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be justified in finding in. the Prologue. support for
regarding the Sermon on the Mount in the light of
Sinai and the Christ of the Mount in the light of
Moses, though we emphasize .that this. is never made
explleit in Matthew. But just as the. words in Jer.
31:15, referring to the present distress of Israel,
precede 1ts future redemption and the expression of
a hope for a New Covenant in 31:31ff, so in Matthew
2:18, where they are cited they precede a New
' Covenant and a New Sinai,lo

In the epilogue; it is ﬁfincipally 28:16-30 ﬁhiph possibly
bears a LMosaic“ sénse; The "Mountain" in 28:16 recalls 5:1
aﬁd 17:1f Here we have an imﬁlicit bresentation of Jesus as
a New Moses, which may also be true of 5:1 since the anti- -
theses (5:21-48) suggesz this. Finally, in 28:16-20, the
disc;ples are sent out to teach the commands of Christ under
whlch the Church 1is to-live, The actual moral démands of
Jesus have become the content of their teaching, "Here in
Matthew 28:16-20 Jesus ;ﬁrely 1s the new Moses, a greater
than the old, who is the source of a naw tradition of a New
Israel. The substance of such a figuﬁe is here if not the
Name;“i3'

| Wby, then, if Matthel really had Moses in mind when

he drew the bicture of a teaching, resurrécted Christ, did he

not make 1t more exblicit? Davies obsérVes that Matthew

seems to have been wéll aware of the intéréretation of Christ

with Moses as brototybé, and that at certain boints, he may

...... I

- . - /
12 Ibid., p. 82.
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-

have allowed 1t fo color his gospel; 'Hié restraint and re-
serve in the use of the New Exodus and New Moses motifs is
therefore all the more striking. He concludes that the
strictly "Mosaic" tfaits‘in'the figuré of Christ as pre-.
sented in Matthew have been takén up into a deeper and higher
context; that he is net Moses come as Messiah, $o much as
Messiah, Son of Man, Emmanuel, who has abéorbed the Mosailc
function. This ieads Davies to examine the Sermon in terms
of a Messlanlc Torah, in which Mosaic categories are
transcended. '

In order td understand the Sermon on the Mount as
“Messianic Torah," Davies first examines how Matthew pre-
sents the relationshiﬁ between the Christian community and
Jesus. He.asks if the term‘Messianic Torah adequately ex-
presses what Jesus taught and demanded morally. vIn the
Sermon itself, are there characteristics in the terminology
used or in the circumstances of the Sermon that point to an
interpretation of Jesuf' teachings as Messianic Torah?
Dayieé argues that Matthew conceives of the Christian life
as a life lived under the imperative of the words of Jesus.
This-trelationship is expressed in Judaia‘terminoiogy as the
religion of the Law. To "bear the yoke of Christ".(ll:ag)
means to obey éhe law of Christ. Matthéw saw,thé Christian
community.as a sort of Beth Midrash, a school ofiinterpreta#

tion, with its scholars, wise méh, and prophets, who "bind

.
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‘and loose" in a kind of legal discipline For Matthew, Chris-

tians stand under the "new Sinai of a "new Moses." But,

while this aspect is a true one, it is not the .whole picture.

Matthew presents the ethlcal demands as coming from Jesus

himself, not.detached from his life, but personalized in him.

Y

The believing disciple must be conformed to the person who. .,
speaks the words; faith in him is what is asked. A 1life under
the word of Jesus is a life of trust in him, Ultimately, to
obey the Law of God 1s to follow Christ. The framework of

the Sermon on the Mount is one of healing and mercy and, before
making demands, Jesus offers pity and compassion. - He has come
not to exact obedience but to proclaim a blessing. Therefore,
the merely Mosaic character of Jesus' relation Lo his disciples
has been transcended. In a significant development of termino-
logy, the term "rabbl" gives way to "Lord." While Moses
commanded as medlator, Jesus commands as Lord. The Jewish

concept of "shallach," of the solidarity that the Messiah

would bring with him as he established the eschatological

community, 1s expreseed in the intimacy that Jesus has with
his own. 'For Matthew, the Christian disciple is so related
to his Lord that there is a kind of identity between them.

The wholé of Christian life is to be understood in the light
of this relationship ‘The "oneness" in Christ consists in

relating to one another ih the acceptance of mutual service.
Davies concludes that the Mosale motif cannot be sald to te

vredominant in the Serman.

t
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Thus the context of the Sermon in the totality
of the Gospel's thought on the nature of the Chris-
tian 1life forbids any exclusive or even predominant
"Mosalc'" approach to it. The Sermon 1s that of the
Messiah, the Son of man and the community addressed
is, incorporated in him,1l4

In the terminology used in the Sermon itself; and in
the circumstances surrohnding it, Davies finds thet there is
little evidence of anything that would recall the giving of
the Law.on Sinal. The location of the delivery on "the
mountein" 1s reminiscent more of Exodds 19 where Moses
descends from the mout Fo give the commandments he had re-
ceived updn.ig?'rather.than of the actual giving of the Law.
He also finds no support‘for the yiewrthat.Jesus/yégjg}esenting‘
anything radically new in his teachings. . He notee that Matthew

significantly closes the Sermdn (72?8) not with the words of

Mark which he presumably gnew ‘"And when Jesus had finished

these sayings, the crowds Were astonished at his NEW teaching

»

., but rather with the simple statement that "he taught
with authority. Here, Davies finds that verses 17-20 confirm
the view that nothing new was intended by Jesus in his teach-
ings. He observes that both 17—20 and the antitheses support

this.

The verb "to fulfill" in v. 17, variously inter-
preted, 1s best taken, in the light of its total
context, to mean "to complete" or "bring to its

14 Ipbid., p. 99.
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destined end." From v. 18, 19, 20, this would seem
to allow of the continuance of the 0ld Law in force,
since it 1s not abolished (v. 17) but remains in
every jot and tittle. 15 |
Nelther do the antitheses offer examples of any abrogation O§
the Law. Here; Davies follows Daube in claiming that ™we .
cannot speak of the Law being annulled in the antitheses,
but only of i1ts being intensified in 1ts demand? or reinter-
"

preted in a higher key" (p. 102). Jesus simply offers his

own interpretation of the Law. Davles holdsughat in specific

4 bassages where the guestion of Jesus' attitude-to the Law 1s

treated (Matt. 12:1-14, 15:1-20, 19: 179), Matthew has so -
changed or added to the Markan material as to make it per--
fectly clear that not the validity of the Law as such is in
dispute but interpretation in the tradition.

+ Davies' observations on the interpretation of. Plcra.ub ,
in 5:17 correspond énly partially to what we have previously
seen. Fulfillment must be understood in a broader sense than
simply as the carrying out of the Law and its commandsT What
"to bring to its destined end" implies for Davies is not what
Meier would admit, In order to bring the Law to its perfect
fulfillment,?Meier maifitains that change and even the abroga-
tion of certain laws is essential, while Davies maintains that

nothing is annulled Dupont had criticized Davies for quite

opposite reasons! He found that Davles?’ first position

15 Ioid., p. 10D-101.
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-«questionable from the podnt of view of method. Dupont s pre- ‘

occupation with. sources may account for his reaction to Davies' ..

:methodology. -It 1s especially in their different interpreta- .
tions Tof the antitheses that this is evident Meier shows \K\A

[P
doe )

that, while antitheses 1, 2 and 6 (murder, adultery, and
vae of neighbor) radicaliZe the- Torah,tova certain extent

they do not revoke. its letter. However, antitheses 3, J, and

' 5 (divorce, oaths, talien) do revoke the letter of the Torah. @

B

He criticizes .Davies for following Daube, wrongly. -

Davies, in his earlier work, “Matthew 5:17— 18 "
.especially rp. 430 and 439, saw revocatien, and pre-
.cisely in Nos. 3, 4, 5. It is to be regrettedephat
under the influence of Daube, Davies ch d his
opinion 'in his The. Setting, P. .101, espec ally
. n. 1 and 2. Davies no longer sees annulment in the
- antitheses 17 :

' 1
This is true.. Davies, commenting on the antitheses concerning

the - sabbath, things clean and - uncIean, and divorce, states.

Matthew makes it- clear that the teaching of Jesus is _
not in antithesis to the written Law of Moses, though :,-.
o < it is critical of the oral tradition: it 1s the full e
Eg;ab L, 3 terpretation of thé‘former, rather than its - T e el

N ) . '/~ annulment.18 ) L

-

N
1

\
| . s
.

LY

oo, T ‘ 16 J. P/ Meier, Law and Histor in Matthew!s Gos'el.
. A _Redactional 'Study of Mat ' » Analecta Bibliea, -
. Rome, Biblical Institute Press, 1 s . 135.
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.He notes.that Matthew 1s very careful nOt to~oresent Jesus

“as in opposition to- Moses, even to the point of rewribing

[ 3
Markan material and substituting such phrases as "For God

.commanded..." (Matt. 15:“) rather than‘the Markan "For Moses

sald..." (Mark 7:10). He suggests that "the understanding-_

of the‘Law of Moses both within and without the Sermon in

Matthew forbids any emphasis on an antithesis to the Law of
Moses and must be mFllowed ... to temper ourAeagevness £o see

in Jesus a New MosSes opposed’ to the first nl9 ﬂggaes holds

.4

that neither in the gospel as a whole nor in the Sermon on

the- Mount in oarticular is there any basis for understanding
Jeﬁus' teachings as a "new" revolutionary 1aw in sharo anti—-'
thesis to the Law of Sinai qMatthew is seen as avoiding using
the phrase "new teaching" to describe &esus' words. He rather

presents them as the true interpretation of&;he Judaic Law.

"Not antithesis but completion expresses the relationship be-

Yo

. : - -
- tween the -Law of .Moses and the teacdhing of Jesus."20 Jesus,

-

_however, is presented as a teacher of impressive authority.

Mat%hew's Sermon on the Mount is Jesus' authoritative inter-

pretation of %he Old+Law;- it is a.%%ssianic Torah, authori—
L) _)‘ . - "
tative in a’'new way Because given by Jesus the Messiah

LY
<

L4

19 Ibid., p: 106. + Lo K

. .20 Ipid., p. 107.
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Davies' insistence on the continuity Retween Jesus"”
teachings and the Mosaic Law finds its roots p haps in what

Meler remarks on 1ln Daubef

1-

o e

He tries to show that the relationship between
the two members in the antitheses 1s mot one of pure
contrast; rather we are dealing with a wlder inter-
pretation which includes the old rule. ... Part of
Daube's difflculty stems from hils presuppositions;
Matthew is a rabbinic gospel, revocation of the
Torah in the antiltheses would contradict what 1s
said in 5: 17i20,.and E\anun equals the Hebrew

ql”¥gﬂg..
Davies has fdilowed Daube 1in this interpretation of the anti-
thieses perhaps too uézriticallyT He seems to share the
opinion that Matthew's gqspel is a "rabbinic" one; or at
least 1s so heavily influenced_by the "setting".in whieh it
was composed that 1t could not escape being fermulated in
parallel tgrms. It is thls way of thinking that may account
for Davies! preoccupation“with the whole Judaic background‘
"of the Sermon,.even to the point of cencentrating‘ﬁoreion it
- than on the sermdn itself, and thus perhaps missing the point.

Davies does: admit of - an element of newness in the

words of . Jesus, as presented ‘in Matthew. The Sermon 1s the °

o, B

._. "1aw" of Jesus, the Messiah and Lord Matthew presents him

: ¢« as glving a Messianic Law on a Mpunt that is, a new inter-
"pretation of ‘the Old Law. “But, although his words are A
strictly interpretative, they are authoritative in a new way.

o Whereas the rabbis had given dialectic expgsitions of the Law,

P l; Matthew ] Christ is proclaiming the true Law.

- -e--‘q»“.-.-5",‘-,771«517.4&1-_-_-..__,,;‘;‘_'_-“
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Inrcohclusion, Davies finds that the concept of the

is .an ambiguocus one.

Jesus gives a Messlanic Law on a Mount, but Mat

<

Tesus is

4

the express concept of a New Law ahd a'New Sinai.
an honored teacher, but Matthew does not refer to him as a
New Moses explicitly; Although there is much in the gospel
of Matthew to evoke the use of such terms, and where the sub-

stance of New Law, Sinai and New Moses 1s, in fact, Dresent

Matthew does not explicitly use these terms. Davies suggests

that the reason for this may lie in the eschatological
expectations of and conditions within first-century Judaism,

+*

which we shall now consider.

-

2. The Setting in Jewish Messianic Expectation.

Davies holds that if we could cléarly distinguilsh the
+ N

role that the Torah was expected to .play in the Messianic

Age, then the early Christian attitude to the Law would be -

set in true perspective. 1In order better to understand R

- «%Métthew's presentation of the Sermon on the Mount as the Lagf ‘

of the Messiah, we must ask what role, 1f any, the Torah was

expected to assume in the Messianic Age or in the Age to
Come., The terms Messianic Age and Age to Come are sometimes

_synonymous, but there are differences. Davies 3ptes that

" the distincti n between the two wa's 1ate‘\ggt probably

L]
.
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22 The Messilanic Age was-

established by the time of Jesus.
conceived of as a time when the disobedience of Israel would
cease and justice,would'reigna Thezdayg of the Messiah

would be the religious and political consummation of the

" national history of Israel.23 The Age to'Come, as distin-

guished from the Messianic Age, was the post-Messianic period.
It would be elther the time of life-after-death or, in yet
another sense, thé Age to‘Come i1s already in\géitgry; it is
the time.when'the Law is no longer in effect‘ similar to the

state after death. In treating of the role of Torah in these

‘Ages, we shall indicate what erpretatjon is most probaoie

in each. example given.

Davies notes that there are several serious obstacles.
in the search for a better understanding of the role of Torah
in the'Messiaaic Age. PFew authors have attembted such aa
task. Most rabbinic sources used are dated late, and post-
Christian material presents difficulties regarding content_ {
Even such basic terms’as Torah are amblguous, meaning differ—g

ent things in different contexts. Forewarneggof the possible

confusion whieh may plague any rasearch into ‘the question, we

shall noy follow Dgyies in his analysis of the sources., 1t 1s

his concern to dlscover whether or not Judaism.contemplated a
b4 . ( . . . .

’

o

22 Davies, op: cit., p. 183.

23 Tbid., p. 155.. ., : <
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' New @®rah in’ the future, and from the conclusicnsézi/peaches,

to better understand the Sermon on the Mount in its treatment.

‘ " of Torah. ) . '

Davies begins by pointing out that the theme of the

[ . Exodus was highly significant theologically in any Messianic

[

speculation on the'parthqf Israel. The memcry'of the Exodus
was the essence of the 01d Testament, its'kerygmatic cofe,
and 1ts point of reference thfoughout all its h%story. He
gescribes as twin poles this memory of a past Exodus and an

anticipation.of a New Exodus that chafacteriéed the faith of

. Israel, and points out. that the Quhran,gommunity represented

~

the "Exodic currentq in'Messianism, organizing rthemselves
in terms of a New Exodus. He notes also that the .ease with
which New Testament writers interpreted Christianity in terms

v w

of a New Exodus can be explained och if such a view were

.+ peadily available. to them. /,/{ ' |
How 1is thisJ%heme of thefExodus related to the

[ ' Messianic expectation and the role of the Torah? ﬁithin the”
| context ofwthe Exodus, did the figure of Moses take on ‘
[}, ‘ - "Messianic" proportions° And; was the giving of‘ﬁhe Law, 50
‘ \\mm-wafiﬁimportant to Israel in, retrospect, also sig ificant in its

E
* . ’." anticipation of the- future° Would the giving of the Law

s,

IE mark the end as f% had the beginning of Yahweh’s relifionship

' ) with Israel° Davies notes that gach period of Israel's histeory"
1}4, oA gﬂ ¥
l! 7 refiected on Moses and depicted hdm in its own image, so that

.

1 SR WP
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he emergés sometimes as priest or sage, posslbly as king,
as“ﬂell as humble mediator and intercessor. It 1s, however,
as prophet that he appears most clearly--he becomes the type Py

of the provhet to come (Deut. 18:15). 1In Deﬁteqﬁélsaiah,
‘ o

‘where the New Exodus motif is most apparent, the instrument

of delivérance, the Servant of the Lord, has long been

connécted with MOSESu2u The expectation of a prophet, as a

mark of the end, emerges clearly 1in 1 Maccabees, and Davies e

finds that "espeéially in M'Ezra, it is reasonable to connect
such én expecfation with Deut.'18:15 even though no precise
identificatioh of fhe prbphet with a New Mosesvoccﬁfs.“as

The figure of Moses seems to have had‘;;:Ea%Q;Agical signi-
ficance. Whether or not the £igﬁre of the Messilanh itselfl _{
became a "Mosalc one" or, further still, whether the Messiah
is identified with a Second Moses is another qﬁestion.v ﬁavies

finds that it-is only in the New Testament and in rabbinic

B
sources that:

.. the full force of the éomparison,betwegn'tﬁe -
first Exodus and the last and the first’ Redeemer and
the last appears. That the Redeemer would be the New
Moses for ¢ontemporary Judalsm 1s implicit 1n much of
the New Testament, oufside Matthew, and explicit in

" the rabbis.26 _ - '

-

.24 Ibid.,.p. 117. . -

25 Ibig., -~ - . .T B
» .q- - . - .

26" Ibid., p. 118, L L
< s -
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The concept of a Messiah like unto Moses was "inchoate in

fias

the milieu of Matthew," "If the world into which the New

=

~//Egstament came had not already oroduced this concept, it had
already provided -the raw materials out of which 1t could be
'produced. Jesus‘from this ooint of view waiﬁahcégalyst,"27

The second thing to be considered is that of the’

relationship between Torah and the Messianic period. 1In

Messianic -speculation, was there a demand for a “Messianic
_ Torah" as a counterpart to the Mosaic Torah° The Exodus as
event was accompanied by ::dj;the Law. 5&1 fact the
acy of grace: which was ‘l:.he/:‘j 5 was tha very ground of
fthis‘demand. One cannot separate the covenant relation from
the - and of the Law. It is therefore reasonable to expect
that, in its thought of a New Exodus, Judaism would have
included speculation on the role of the Law. Two things must
be noted._ First, Judaism fu}lly, expected that the End would
be marked by radical hewness and, in some sources, we find Jf

the expectation of_the’recrEation of all things. .In the 0ld

. Testament, the Exodus had been connected with the thought of

R

creation, “Redemption“ and "creation" were bound up together, -

[ ————

sSG that when “the End came ‘to be conceived of as a "New .

ST A s

Exodus "oig also took on the marks of. a "New Creation.“ By

’

the first century, the Messianic idea had incorporated the

.
v -

expectation of a radical transformatioq of the existing order.

27 I)‘l‘)id. »* p- 118, n:‘ .)’lc
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The End was to¢ be not only like the Exodus and
like the ideal period of the wilderness, but aiso
like the very creation itself. A new heaven and a
new earth, a new Jerusalem,-a new Covenant, a new
Temple, all these we meet in the sources. 28

Secandly, it must be noted that in Judaism's understanding of

)

~the’Messiah as a kingly figure, it wds necessary to define

his relationship to the Law. For the early Churchﬁ this rela—

‘tionship of the Messlah to the Law was to bécome a cruc*al

one. The king in Israel necessarily stocd in close relation-

ship to the Law, maintaining it, &lthough not necessarily

- imparting it. For the first Christlans, Jesus as Kingly

Messiah.had to be seen in relation t£to the Law as well.

.Davies examines the role of Torah in Messlanic expecta-

"tion in sources in the 0ld Testament, the Apocrypha and Dead

Sea Scrolls, and in rabbinic sources. .Didﬁdudaism contemplate
a New Torah in the future? The most pertinent 01ld Testament

passages'are in Jeremiah 31:31- -34, the Servant passages in -

4Eieu.tero Isai&1(32 1-4, 4g9:1-6, 50:4- li/P;2 13-53:12), and

Isaiah 2:1- 5, paralleled by Micah A4: .1-8%. " In Jeremian 31:31-34

rd

we read:

Behold the days are coming, says the Lord, when I
will\ymake a new covenant with the house of Israel.and
.the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I made
-with their fathers when .-I toock them by the hand to
bring them out of the land of .Egypt, my covenant, which

. they broke, though I was. thelr husband, says the Lord.
But this .is the covenant which' I will make with the

.house of Israel after those days, says the. Lord. I will
. \ . .

rY y=

. 28 Tbid., p. 121..
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put my law within them, and I will w
their hearts; and I will be their Ggd, and}they shall
be my people. And no longer shall éach m teach his
neighbour and each his brother saying, ow the Lord," !
for they shall all know me, from the least of them to
the greatest, says the Lord; for I wlll forgive their
iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more. [RSV]

In this passage ,Wwe see that “in the days to come" there will

be a covenantal relationship bgtween Yahweh and his people,

‘the covenant wlll be a new one, and one element of it will

be* Torah, In this new covenant, the Torah will be written

"if the heart"; if will not need to be taught by human teachers,
for all who shareiin 1t will "fnow the Lord" becauee he has‘
forgiven their sins. The resulting-state is one In whieh
Israel will become the people of ‘Yahweh and he will be their
God, Davies makes tne following observations concerning the

Torah "written in the heart." He notes that, for some, Torah
S ’

_here is taken, not in the legal sense of “law," but rather

n29

as "instruction" or "revelation. ) He also points out that

many Christian commentatorﬁ'have interpreted-this'passage as

e ' most Christlan scholars. have cone¢luded that Jeremiah
here introduces a new conception of that %ovenantal rela-
tiogmbetween "Israel"™ and Yahweh which in effect nulli-
fiesWthe necessity for all Torah in any external sense.30

If one were to follow this interpretation, then the concept

of an. external Torah 1s really transcended and even annulled

29 Ibid., P. 123 124
30 Ibid., p. 124,
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in Jeremlah's New Covenant. Dayies reacts against ﬁhis\idea,
and argwes that a law "writteh in the heart" does not neces~
sarily imply a rejection of the written Law as such. Jeremiah
and the Deuheronomic school were of differenf spirits, but
Davies doubts ghat ‘there nas sharp antagonism between them.

Th ' et distrusted not sanuch the written Torah as such,
but rather orah wriltten merely in a book or on stnne
tablets. lHe does not neceasarily imply that the Wri;ten Torah'

was evil ih itself and needed to'be'transcended . Also, 1t is

possible to speak of the "written" Torah as being "in the

_heart.”  Here, Davies buttresses his argument by referring

‘,

to’ other passages where this ldea is found, the most pertinent
being Ezekiel 11:9, and 36:26ff where it is Yahweh's® spirit

which teaches Torah in the New Covenant. The "new heart'" and

_ "new spirit" are explicitly connected with the written statutes

¥ .
and judgments of Yahweh and from this 1t is possible to.conelpde

that the Torah of the New Covenant willkbe the 01ld Torah.

Another significant point, according to Davles, is

that Torah, in the contert cf the covenant, must somehow be . SR

[

] . .
 translated so that the sense of demand (both ethilcal and

ceremonial) is preserved. It means more than simply "instruc-

tion" on."revelatidn", it 1s also Law, an essentilal element in

Y

any covenant. There is no antlthesis between Torah as Law
' ' a\

and Torah as'revelation of love. In. fact, the giving of thé Law

'was in itself a mark of Yahweh <} love. We note,in passing

. . . A Y S ' IR
%:\ : ‘ . e . J
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that Daviés is correct in the nuance that he has underlined,
and his observation that a Christian commentatqr who sees
in Jeremiah's thought a contrast between law and love "is

surely reading back into the 0ld Testament a false antithesis

derived from later Christian theology"3lwould seem to be

well founded

Davies concludes by. noting that, in Jeremiah's con-
cept of Torah the Torah %s new in_some sense and yet not
divorced entirely from the 014 Torah,tthat'is, the external

one. There is a tension in Jetremiah's thinking between the

.0ld and the-new,'a duality of desirfhg‘td oreserve and yet

to fulfill. The New Covenant for him would probablyvdemand

- .

both the letter and the Spirit.
| 'Beutero-Isaiah's serles of Suffering Servant passages
(uz-l-u 49:1-6, 50:4-11, 52:13-%3:12) are later than Jeremiah '
and deal with the Servant of Yahw h' and Torah. Davies notes_

L

that in later Judaism there is n isolation of an Individual

Servant figure and, that in dealin@»with.tﬁe_Servant, it 1s

generaily agreed'that we are dealing with Israel. Still, ‘the
!

Messianic signizicaﬁbe given to the Servant by the Church

(Acts 8:32-33,. T Pet 2:21-25) makes it necessary to consider

the r ation.of the Servant to the Torah. ,DavieS reT}rks

_that many‘scholars.have been led to see in the Servant a

-
T -

31 Tbid., p. 129.

1 . ) ®
. ) .
e .
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teacher of the Law, esﬁecially on the basis of the first of
the Servant poems, Isa. 42:1-4. ""He shall announce judgment

(mishpat) to the nations," introduces the ldea of the mission

e

of the Servant being the giving of the Law, which Israel had

e

already receaved, to other nations. Mishbat would be,iﬁter—;

preted as a genéralized term for Law. The Snghnt, therefore, .

Y
' was a teacher of éhe‘L@y, This imparting of Torah is a

central function of' the Servaﬁfﬁbf Yahweh; this Torah will be

AN

R

directed to the world,. Some indication that the traits of

»

,++ like the prophets, the Servant is dowed with the
Spirit (l2:1) who delivers Torah (42:4 he is a
.disciple either of anqther prophet or of one endowed
‘'with the Spirit of God (50: 4); he has been cglled from °
his mother's womb to hls task, as were other prophets -
(Jer. 1:5), he.opsas his ears daily for revelations
(50:4) and 1t.%s by his message, as well as by his
suffering, that he works salvation(Isa. 4o. 4) 32

If, as some ngve c;aim?d (Jeremias and ophers),‘the ;%rvanf
and Messlanlc 1deas Wére'already'fusgd in bre-Christién
Judaism, then the Messiah as Servant would not only have had
to, define his attitude to the Law, but élsb, in <he light of
Isajeh 42:1£f, £o bring his own Law.d> e
. In Iséiah 2:1=5 (parallelgd by Micah H 1-5), it is
sald that "Torah shall go forth from Ziqn"-(v, 3)in the“Lnd /
- ‘ o i : ' N
2omie,p.o136
33 Ibid., p.  136-137. |
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of dayst™" .TLe meaning of Torah here WOuld seem to be similar

to "instruction":,'but if the passage is post-Exilic, then

_ Torah S o

... would naturally draw to itself a more legal
connotation, because theée instruction of Yahweh was
Ancreasingly beéing thought of in ferms of” "the Law™ .
whlch was principally expounded at the sanctuary

by prophet and priest.34 . .

It should also be noted that here Yahweh himself is the
teacher. In the ideal future, God himself will exereise
judgment (mishpat) and give Torah ' ‘

Before looking at relevant materia} outside of the

W

. Old'Testament let us- recapitulate briefly . Within-the

context of the Exodus, we have seen the figure of Moses

emerge as "eschatological prophet." 'The frgure of a "Mosaic"

Messiah seems to have been in the background of the New

Testament writers, Davies acknowledges that it cannot be *_

‘neld that first century Judaism had a welljgﬁfined doctrinev
“of Q\New Exodus.and a New Moses as Messiah and he'remarkso
that the haggadio fluidity of these conceots must be recog—
nized. 35 In the speculation on the role of the Law and the
concept of New Law in Messianic times, we.cannot definitely
say that there was' a. demand for a specific "Messianic Torah"‘

*

as the counterpart to the Mosaic Torah. ‘Tt 1s not clear .

g - A ) IR
. : O L L
. .34 Ibid., p.-138v © - R
< L - S S // . - ’
35 Ibdd., p. 118. o ST A
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N

whether Jeremiah's hope for a New Covenant implied a New

om—

‘Torah, or whether better obedience to the 0l1d Torah was

o

- T 4
what was envisaged. There remains a certain unresoived

-,
K

.tension b&tween the written Torah and Torah of the New*

Covenant in Jeremiah 's thought There does seem to be

i

evidence for seeing in the Messiah as Suffering ;Servant one

who brings his own law, and it was held by some that; in

.the énd, God.himself would give Torah. : . a

'
e

3

L3

: Davies'turns too apocalyptic literature in the Apo- <”\,
erypha and the Pseudigrapha, -and notes that . apocalyptic and

:/ﬂs ' Pharisaism should be seen not so much in opposition as in
BE . T . T

complementarity, being at'one with each other in{their

attitude to the Law. H& finds in the Similitudes of Enoch
~the idea that "the righteous are those who have been faithful

.to the Terah and it 1s in accordance with %he Tcrah ©.. that

y . ' the-Elect one shall judge (see 38:2, 39:6% 46:2, 53:6).
. . ‘ } .
l . In the Psalms of Solomon\(Ch 17); the Messiah is seen as

establishing a condition when the life of righteousness in

R .
p—
! -
*
-

accordance With the Torah will prevail., Passgges frcm

“I Maccabbees refer difficulties in the interp etation of the

g

-

Law.to a coming prophet who should have a communication from
\ K . . L. : R
God which would solve these. These rassages confirm the view .,
A |

ithan in the present, and that prophetic revelation was part

o~ . . “ . »

[. “that. "Torah would at least be better understood in the future

L -t v t\ = - 23 oo . _.r_.e._._ e e .i‘..,_l__,:."__.__._.____-,i,,,._ [ - e et
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n36 In the Dead Sea Scrolls, a pre-

-_QE/t?e hope qf Judaismf
?ccupation with the Law of Moses 1s apparent., This commnity

wou%g be governed by rules in their Manual until 2 prophet

-~

and "Méss&ahs}“ one of Aaron and one‘of David?’wouid arise.
.fhe préphethéfld not briﬂé a New Law, b%t the rule§ of the
community would be fubject-to change at his coming. It‘was,
therefore, not the Mosaic Law iq§elf éut the regulations of

.. the Sect which rest upon'its interpretation of thé Law, that

- would be changed; The Sectarians exﬁected the Messlanic Age
to remove the inaQequadies of their,understanding of the Léw.
-In thﬁs renewal, the_Law itsglf required redemption, at ieasf‘,—\s .
in its interpretation. An éschétological Tigure, tpat'of‘

-t

the Prophet, the New Moses, was to give.this new understanding

t

»

. of "the Law. The new interpretation of the Law was a mark of

Johe Messianic Age, but not particﬁlarly of the Messiah.

. In summary, Davie$ copcludes thét_iﬁ"the Oldiﬁestément'
-and in Ehe-appcalyptic.iiteraturé éxaminéd, the "righféousne35"
which would be accoﬁﬁlish?d'in the Messién;; Age dqes not
-seem to differ from thafﬂgemanded by_thé_Torah;w;Iﬁnwas common
belief that,fip'the dayé‘of the Messiaﬂ; "the léw_shguld not
-, 'only be in foree ... but should be better studigd.é%ﬁ.betteq

observed than ever befére."37‘ It was heid that Torazh would,

o W - -

—

36 Ibid., p, 145.

. 37 Ibid., p. .156. | ~ .

Y
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be 1nterpreted in a more satisfactory and glorious fas ion

and would apply also to the Gentiles The hope of a Ne‘

there was anticipation of changes in the interpretation of the

Law in the Messianic Age. All this took place against .a
r;ch background ‘of convenantal, Mosaic, and Exilic themes.

In his ‘investigation of'ratbiqic sources, Davies

notes two difficulties. First, he remarks that he is deal- -

ing, not with a representative selectlon of ‘first-century =’

- Judaic sources, but rather with one asﬁect, the Pharisaie,

“ and partiéuiérly R. Johannan ben Zakkai. There is also the

possibility of deliberate suppression or modification of-

material concerning the nature and role of Torah in the

~

, o ,
Messianic age. He feels, however,that despite the hetero-

" genelty of first-century Judaism, Pharisaism as a dominant

“idfluence was weld established and that,for many Jews, the

Torah had become the “cérnerstone of life," shaping their

past, present; and future,‘ It is esﬁeciallytﬁith this latter
aspect,‘the place'of the Torah in the future, that we are
concerned. Dévies sbeaks of the "doigrine" of the immutability
of the Torah -wherein the Tprah glven to Moses by Yahweh was the

perfect and uncnangeahle ground ﬁlan of the Universe. *This’

,was the belief of Palestinian gnd Hellenistic Judaism.38 He

A p L
38 Ibidf; p. 158?

»
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i P . f

notes that Matt. 5: 18a "adequately expresses what came to be

e L T -
v
-

the dominant 'doctrine! of rabbinic Judaism.® There are two--
o things to keep in mind in our exploration of rabbinic texts.
Judaism secondly, there seems to be a dominance, even in’

pre Christian times, of the "doctrine" of the immutability of
: N ' the Torah- Davies examines seiected passages dea £ with

' the eschatological role of the rabbinic Elijah and then

N . , passages in which the Torah is seen as modirfied or'even'

abrogated and. sqmetimes as reolaced by an explicitly new

) : Torah -~ i Sk .; . .“ ) <
: [' | o In the rabbinie .Ereatment; of the proohet Elijah he
-‘: | had become a Messianic "forerunner" who apoeared especially
[‘ ‘ as one who would. exolain points in’the Torah which ‘had baffled B
[f the rabbis (Mishnah Fduyoth viii: 7) (:ghg_siggificance of

EliJah was a 1iving issue in first century Judaism, and it
1 " was possibly significant in its dialogue with Christianity as

well EliJah had come to ,reconcile difrfereng e among scholars

-

to gilve the true interpretation of the La In the rabbinic

treatment of his role, what is insisted upen \is not so much

P——rren, p—
e———

that he has come to interpret Torah, but tha e has come to

-4

e——

"make oeace in the world." ‘Davies asks:

=
.
L4
£

F

. . First Torah was treated An a variety of ways in first—century T
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-

- . Is the Christian claim to have had its "Elijah" and
' his interpretation. of the Law, reflected in this

[ insistence on the part of the rabbis.that this was

not what mattered so much as peace°39
r o . One can only conjecture, but "in any case, as Drecursor to the
L 1 e

Messianic Age, Elijah is a "Messianic" or "eschatological"
“;;; ﬁjfigure who prepares for Messianic unity, partly by reinter—
' preuing the Law. T\is leads to the question "of how the

=

- immutable Torah would be modified

. -

r . Again, in a.selection of passages, Dayiee fincs_evidence

of three ﬁointe of view: 'changes are envisaged regarding enact-

ments bertaining to festivals,‘regarding things clean and

. unclean angd, finally, there seems to be a reel_expecéation -
‘~[: . expressed of changes in_.the Torah.- In e‘secohdﬂcentury‘text,
Yalqut on Proverbs 9:2,it is sald that Purim and_the Day ;f . .

-

Atonement alcne among the festiv;ls are to survive the Messianie .
. Age. 1In another passage, dlstinctions between ciefg/and uncleac
' animaks are ?o be.abrogated in thejMessianic.AgeJ In aimuch
debated passage, Leviticug Rabbah 13:3, which deals with a New

, " Torah in the Messianic. Age, Davies favors the intérpretation

that allows for its concept of a really New Torah in the fullest

.sense of Hadash. He cites Barthelemy on the meaning of hadasb

: .
—

- L

| g—
i
f

gy
[

39 ibid., p. 160. : : Iiz
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'Or, dans le Judaisme-du début de 1'Bre chretienne, e
substantif hiddush et .le verbe haddesh ont une

.signification eschatologique blen €tablie de "renouvelle-
ment apocalyptlique," une "transmutation radicale.“ﬂo

Davies concludes that despite the "doctrine" of the "immuta-

bility of the Torah "there were also occasional expressions

of expecgations that Torah would suffer modification in the

n%‘ll

Messianic Age. He remarks that most of the changes were,

seen as occurring within the context of-/pe;existing Torah

~

and therefore presuppose the co tinuance of its validity. He

also notes that '"much of the aditional Christian interppeta—

tion of some passages clted does violence to the text and has

1:0.‘t5e'I'e,jectecl."'42 Here, Davies seems to be referring-parti-

cularly to Bonsirven as an example. He shows .how Bonsirven's f_'

+

interpretation of a text .in Siphre on Deuternomy xvii:18, N. 160,-

which deals with a New Torah, does notfcorrespond w;pg a parallel
passage in Tosefta, Sanhedrin ivT'Hff which refers specifically
to the change in the script_wnich was to be used in the writing
of* the Torah;.ana not to cnange in the Torah itself{

Changes in the substance and interpretation‘of Torah

do not necessari;y_imply-%hat a New Torah was expected. But'

there are -other péssages which seem to say that a New Torah

A

> ' 40 Ibid., p. 167, n. 1.
| 41 Ipid., p. 170.
42 Ibid.

U ' 7*a.

{
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would be substituted for the Old Davies cites several

P' . o 'instances, the most striking of which is Yalqut on Isai h 26:2.
_ : "Open the gates, that the righteous nation whic eps
!' fagith may enter in." Davles notes that the comment in Yalqut
'xf . takes "which keeps faith" (shomer 'emunim).to be "who say
Amen" (she 'omer 'amenim), and on that basis declares:

[2 - For the sake lof one simple Amen which the wicked

- respond from ehinnom, they are rescued therefrom.

- How so0? In tine to come, the Holy One, Blessed be

[ . He, will take{his seat in Eden and expound. All the

) _righteous wi sit before Him: all the retinue on
- ) gh will stand on their feet. ~The sun and ‘the "Zodiac
[ ?§nimggnstellations) will be at His right hand and
: ' the méon and the stars on His left; God will sit and
edpound a NeWw Torah which He will, one day, give by
r N the ﬁessiah's hand. [Lowe's translation] 3 &

.
.

' Davies notes that this seems to be the most unambiguous refer-

e
o et

ence to a new Messianic Torah.“ Here, we have an explicit

¥

reference to a Messianic -Torah new in kind, the exposition of
I which takes olace in a context of umiversalism. "A11 the
j } -_:righteous" includes the Gentiles It is to be noted that
. ' Yalqut as a compilation is not earlier than the 13th century,
li' ce . 'although parts of 1t are dated earlier Qur seotion dealing
l‘ - with the ,New Torah is from the Otniyyoth ‘of R. Akiba. Although
l; T ,

Davies has pointed out the dangers inherent in using texts of

g E*a late date, this dees not seem to .have deterred him from using
' the texts to substantiate his claim in this case <

'{ .
' ‘ -, “

4 43 Ibid., p. 176.
l

. . . - . -+
—— -
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the role which the Tovah was to rplay in the Messianic

mark of the Messlanic Age.
. »

" tension in Jeremiah regar¥ing the externa

o THE. JEWISH BACKGROUND

We may now summdrize Davies' position on the nature of
_ . . ] ! .
has found that in the 0ld Testament, the Apocrypha and_Peeudi—
érapha and in the rabbinical sources there 1s "the profound

conviction that obedience to the Torah would be
' by -
n

domihating

Although t was ‘a certain

Torah as operative

when Yhe New Covenant would]be in effe stilil it may be satd’

3

that the Torah in its existi oTm Was- expected to persist
into the Yessianlc Age, when its obscurities would be made
olain, when certain changes and adaptations would oceur, and ‘
when the Gentiles too,would be ine’yde\hﬁfjcg fhose who accepted

Torah. 1In the Qumranliterature there was a conscious emphasis

on the—seed for legal changes in the Messianic Age. Was the =

~ expectadion of ‘a New Torah, brought"by’the Messiah, a wéli—

defined element in Messianic. hope? The evidence is not conclu-

*sive. But‘neither can we conclude that this expectation, if

present, was merely a late_development in a’' Judaism infldenced
by Christianity Davies affirms that

[ v..Jthere were elements inchoate in the Messlanic hope
of.Judaism, which could make 1t possible for some to . = -
regard the Messianic Age as marked by a New Torah, new
indeed,c...4not 1n tHe sense that it contravened the
old, but yet not merely new in the sense that it
affirmed the o0ld on a new level, but 1in such a way as
to justify the adjective hadash that was applied to it. ”5

~
ws

44 Ibid., p. 183, %
45 Ibid., p. 184, .
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He notes that the passages-using‘the specific term'tdrah

hadashah are late, and that authors such as Klausner claim

that:they are‘the result of Christian influence by way of
reaction upon'Judaismf Passages dated earliler than these
speak rather of the belief'that pefore the Messianic Age

‘Torah would almost fail 1n Israel, put that 1t would later

"return. Davies, however, presents two points of view to

counteract statements 1ike Klausner 5. He notes first that
the question of the New Torah did agitate Judaism, and that
the silence of the sources as to an early belief in'a New
Torah may be due to deliberate surgery by the Pharisailc ele-
mentt who had "polemic (anti—Christian) tendencies. The early
presentation of Christlanity as involving a ‘New Law 1n the |

Sermon on the Mount or‘in the kaine entolé of the Fourth

Gosper, which produced counteyzflaims, within Judaism (cf.
Deuteronomy Rabbah 8:6), may also dgg;;;t for the absence in

rdbbinic sources of any specific early references to a New

A - -

~

Torah. . . ot ) ]

” . \\ ."
By the time that the passages which act&g%;y speak of a
. New Torah are found, ‘the separation of C ch and’

. Synagogue had‘become such that speculation among Jews
and Christians could be mutually stimulating without
being dangerous. It 1s arguable, at least, that thils
might account for the greater readiness of later
Judalsm to speak of a NeE,Innah..

-~

He adds, gowever [in note 43: . *

I am not quite sure ... that it would be easier for
later Judaism to contemplate a New Torah’ than it
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4

would have been for first-century Judaism. The
antipathy to Christianity had become greater, not
less. The concept of a New Torah might perhaps have
‘been indigenous and not merely the outcome of Chris-
tian influences. Within'Christlanity, the concept
of a New Law developed coincidentally with that of
the Church as a New Israel.l6 .

= s

![ ~ Secondly, Davies boints out that the rabbinical sources deal
i T very sba;ingly with the71dEa.of covenant; centgring their‘

’ &[ | atéention on ﬁaw. He sugéests that one reason for this

| attitude may very well be that the convenaﬁtal idea was ;d

prominent in Christianity that it~became -
... ‘deliberately disused because of “1ts marked Chris-
tian associations. It 1s the same kind of reactlon
.against the New Law preached by early Christians which
‘' may have caused the compgrative sllence of the .
rabbinic .sources on the concept of a New Law.i7

'

.

régaraépg the dangers of the abﬁroach he has chosen to take.
Hélpoints out that there is_ganger,in t asiiy systematizing
what was varied, vague, and amorbhdus ln its original éfate,
and thus distorting the Qersﬁective,

Moreover, the' isolation of passages dealing with one

theme and thelr presentation in a concentrated, conse-

cutive manner can too easily create an erroneous )
impression of thelr significance: to lsolate in this N
ey context 1s to magnify, and to view the passages with '
i 4 W which we have dealt in true perspectlive it 1s necessary -

jue *  to set them-over against the vast continent of the )

L & ' - It may be well to cite Davies nhimself at this point

(| rabbinical sources; only then can they be rightly s
A L . | :
: ) . ' \ . '

; g!: '\\. 46 Tbid., p. 186,.n. 4,

k& ) : i .y T :-"

- 47 Ibid., p. 13(,. , L

' li{:
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assess Nor must 1t be' forgotten that the passages
which we have clted are 'all haggadle, so that they
must lack & certaln seriousness which more-halakic
passages-would afford.48 -

One nonders if es has heeded hie own warning, especlally
in regard to|the rabbinicfsources. One of his Jewish eritics,
Samuel Sandmel, findslthat in Davies' treatment of rabbinie
Asouncee,‘ ‘ ' ‘

... his citations stem not from reading and absorbing
the rabblinic literature deeply and in its own context,
but rather from locking’ up passages related to.his
context. The rabbinic materlals which he quotes more
often seem to me-to say something quite different from
the content Davies ascribes to them. And parallelomania
aﬁbunds here.49

Unfortunately,.Sandmel does not elaborate nor give specifie

examples, but he ‘does mentlon specifically that there is a

e R R GR RR GE GE R R

difficulty in reconciling the supposed “heterogeneity of
. first-century Judaism" with the remainder of his (Davies' ) dis-
cussion whlich revolves aroundPharisaimn(never defined or )
* described) in the first century.’’ | '
Davies is also open to the charge® that he falls to

challenge his own premises. One wondera if, after having

traversed so much material, he does not end up with the pre-

: i“_mnui. , .‘F oy

suopoeitions he began with. His recourse to scholars such as

i
A

48 Ibid., p. 184-185. - '

R L L T

49 Samuel Sandmel, reviewing V. D. Davies' The Setting
- of the. Sermon ‘on the Mount in Theclogy Today, Vol. 23, No. 2,
1966, p. 293. '

50 Ibid., b. 292. o 4 o~
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‘ (ef. Jeremiah 31:31), but has perhaps unwittingly fallen into
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L . : 1

Daube has been shown'tc have 1eft‘him 1ackiﬁg\in perspective

on the antitheses (despite the fact that his~earlier ‘position

’corresponded to that of Meier) "His presupoosition that . know—

ledge of the historiqal context of the Sermon on’ the Mount
will illumine for us: the motivation of Matthew in writing it

is also highly questionable. Was Matthew indeed ‘a Jew° How

-

E 4

is one to determine what made him write, the way he did? Davies’

[

scholarly, informed opinion is just that, opinion. One would

‘have hoped that with.the critical apparatus at his disnosal

Davies could have produced a less ambitious book. in terms of

‘

.scope, "but perhaps a more useful one'in which, for example,

rabbinic sources would. have been carefully studied in their
own context before being used to illustrate a specific point

which some author may be trylng ‘to make. Davies is aware 'of

. the dangers. f Christian misinterpretation of the 0l4- Testament

LR}

the same sort of trap himself in dealing with 'the "supposed“
sources which influenced Matthew's.sermon. The refgrenée to
the Sermon brings us to Davies' rather sketchy and summary ‘
application of the results of his research to the Sermon itself
Davies asks how Jewish expectations illumine Matthew's
approach. He states that his study of*the Jewish sources has
not allowed nim to see, except very ambigudusly, what attitude‘

to the Law’ would have been natﬁral to early Christianity.

There seemed to be very little evidence in favor of the idea

¢
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of a New Messianic Torah in Judaism's Messianic. Hope. -~The
Gistinction between the Age to Come and.the Messlanic Age was’
not always clear. Andiit is seither éossible dor cepregt £o
speak of any one generslly'accepted.Jewish egpectat;pn as to
the rqle of the'Tqrah in either Age. However, there 1is some °
illumination on how Matthew'understodd the Sermon on'the.Mount.

For him, the Christian disdpensation denies the Old Law on one

level, but affi;ms and fulfills it on another; this 1s the

.meaning ‘of the Sermon on the Mount. Matthew does not ex 1icitly
. y- .

~

claim to have received a New Torah, although hé ddes'pfeseht

the substance o; sﬁch in - his gospel. He portrays a teaching

in the Messianic Age, a teaching with eschatological authority.-

~Although Matthew has sectarian affinities, he differs from

\Qumran in that he presents Jesus the Messiah as promulgating

new laws, as giving a moral teaching of high significance,
which in Qumran was a function of the Prophet rather'than-of
the Messiah. He therefore departs from Sectarian anticipatioh
in ascribing the role of teacher to Jesus Messlah. But dees

he ;hare a rabbinic anticipation? Davies supports the- sunposi—
tion that Matthew adopted one rabbinic view of the Messiah .
which saw him as teacher, and that he depicted "a rabbiniC'

Christ, whose words were for him.halakah and the ground for -

halakah both for Israel and for the Gentile world. ™ot

51 Davies, op. cit., p. 189.
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Therefore Matthef reveals rabbinic as well as sectarian -

affinities. Davles concludes.

.. even if the concept of a New Torah in the
Messianlc Age had not:become explicit in. Judalsm
before Christ (which iIs not-at all sure), his _
figure was a catalyst which gave 1ife to what was
inchoate; with him came also a ‘niomos Xristou. 52

FERG

‘iHe asks if it is unreasonable to suggest that inﬁhesus the

\h,__

eschatologicalgziggmes of the 014 Testament became identified,
pecause "hisﬁbrically he suggested . that he/yas all these—-'.
Messian, the Prophet ;. Rabbi. w53 |
Why., then, did Matthew hesitate to speak explicitly
of a "new teaching" or of a- "new Law of the Messiah"° Was it

just his sensitivity to Ehe\"niceties of the expectations of

Judaism"? Or was it the ambiguity of the Jewish expectation

itself? It is a fact that the phrase "New Torah" did emerge

in Judaism. Both Paul and John used such phrases as "the
Law of. Christ," and "the New Commandment." tSavies suggests
that there were other factors which made Matthew 1ess eager
to use such phrases, ﬁactors‘inherent in the contemporary
Judaism, and in the early Churchf . We shall now examlne 5 ome

of these.

e Ibid., p. 189
53'Ibid.,'p. 90, n. 2, b 189—190.

J
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' é; The éetting in Contemporéfy Judaism. - ¢
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r

The contemporary,life-sétting of Matthew's gospel,

¥

ey —

\

-

- that. isJ/;irst—century Judaism,.Is_treated byaDavies in térm;

of Gnosticism, the Dead Sea Sect,;and Jamniae. It 1s especia;lj

\

PR—

the latter which will be of interest to us in our'study of’

Matthew's € ment of Jesus and Law. Dau&gsvexaminéé those

» ) " *

'm

iprceg at work which madeaMatthw elevate the moral teaching -

of~ Jesus to the dominating position ithocgupies in the Sermon.

] H

JTo the.bossibility thaé Gnosticisﬁ*was a significant force
in Matthew's presentation of his géspel, Davies_réplies in

. S " the negative. He refutes SchTatter!'s claim that the structure

w <
=

.of the gospgl itself was antl-Gnostic in naturé (with thg

‘\\\ moral demands of Ch. 5-7 being ‘glven precedence), by pointing
out that Matthew's theologigel iqﬁerests.centergd on the .
. understanding of Jesus as a New Moses. This interest is_

sufficient to account for whateyer structure'is found ,to be

pentatgucﬁél; there is no need to' look nti<Gn tioy
motivations In-such passage$ as the /Eemptation of;Jesﬁs,“the

P séyings of'"light"'(h:16); the menti n of "false prophets!

-

prm— ey et meem e,

(7:15ff), or the "anomia" (7:23) &Ssoclated with Gnostics,

- Davies fiﬁﬁs that:

- '
0
h

s -LN&%e circles within which Matthew emerged were not *
particularly faced with the problems of syncrgfism,

. such as lie behYnd Gnosticism=zmé—its' attendant

. dangers, byt with typical Jewlsh eschatological
expectations, albeit in a Christian key. This is

R

peeey!

/.~

i
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another way of claiming that the concern of Matthew

1s not with peripheral, esoteric movements in Judaism
and Christianity, characterized by incipient Gnosticism,’
expressed in '"myths and endless genealbgies" (1 Tim..
1:4), but with the Gospei as it confronted the mailn

currents of Judaism 1in rabbinism and apocalyntic and
Essenism.54%. -

" In his examination of the possih?e influence of the

Quﬁran'sectarians on Matthew, Davies finds that there are

similarities in their respective ecclesiologles.

~

The Church in Matthew 1s an eschatological commun-
ity dedicated to a perfection based on a revealed
knowledge of the purposes of God and of his true
intent in the Law; as was the sect at Qumran, except
that Jesus was even more central for the former than
was the Teacher of Righteousness for the latter.55

‘He notes that any elements in the Matthean Jesus which recall

the Teacher of Righteousness are taken up into the larger

complex of Jesus as the Christ;’ﬁho is not merely interpreter,

but Saviour. He points out that, in éeneral, while the
thoughtufcrms of Matthew are_similar‘to'those of‘Qumran, the
ccntent of his thought is fundahentallyqaifferent. The themes
off“perfegtion" and "knowledge" ‘and the ethics of Matthew are

o’

infused with a specifically Christian element. The relation-

-ship between Matthew ‘and Qumran enlightens our approach to

the Sermon in that/we recognize that Matthew utilized the

traditions from which he took his material to present an

[}

interpretation that was 'uniiquely his own.

-~

54 Ipid., p. 207.

;55 Ibid., p. 215..
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s, .
. Daviek argues tnat, while'Matthew's,sources probably
déalt. with some sort of dialogue between Jesus, the disciples,
.and Qumran, Matthew adapted this material to emphasize the
Pharisaic-Christian dialogue. While much of the original
sigz-im-leben of the gosoel involved the Essenes, Matthew

A o
concentrated on . the Pharisaic element For Davies, this

explains the collation of sectarian and rabblnic forms 1n

-Mattﬁe@. Material dealing with the confrontation with Qumran
L - ’

_has been adapted into that dealing with Pharisalc Judaism,-

and given a new emphasis. . This tendency is particularly clear

iny the Sermon iwhere Jesus' interpretation of "the Law is brought’

into focus. )
. ,f . )

The' sectarians had been given a rigid interpreta-
tion of the Law, by the Teacher of -Righteousness, which
was designed to, lead to perfection. There 1s every '
reason toéizlieve that Jesus offered 4p interpretaticn

of the Law which was set over .against/this, hls radical-
ism standing over against that of Qumran. But when
Matthew constructed his "sermor," he Wgilized the
tradition of the teaching for his own poses, to set
the Christian ethic not over against Qumran, but over
against Pharisaic Judaism, the ethic of the New Isﬁael
over against that of the 01d. 56

Davies next_tuéha to the Pharisalic-Christian encounter

_which took place after 70 A.D., and examines how the form and

-

purpose of the Sermon on the Mount were dictated by it. First

of all the reconstruction of Judalism &t Jamnia under R.

Johannan ben Zakai was a oeriod when ludaism was consciously

56 Ibid., p. 255. . : B |

S
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cbnfro@ting Chrisﬁianity. Evidence of this is seen espe-

cialli In tﬁe Birkath hé Minim where fear of the subvefsiv%

influence of Christianity fesultea-in'thg_twelfth Benedidtion

| becomlng a pétition’against'herétics, among whom wegg-Jewish

Christlans. But. we may also ask whgthér ar ﬁo{ Matthew was
also'cbhéciouély confronting Judéism. His gospel emérged in

a time when the codification of the Law in Judaism.and‘the
reformétion of worship was taking place in Jamnia, Davies
looks at the antitheses and the structure of the Sermon for
evidence thaf Matthew was deiiﬁérafely reapting to Jamnia in
the compesition of his géspel. Matthe& gives the antitheses
in a sixfold manner: the Mishnah iS diYided into *six orders,
representing thé essentials of the Law. was Matthew concerned

in his six an@;theées to provide a parallel tc the Mishnaic

sixfold distinction? It must be admitted that Matthew does

‘not make many specific references to the number six, and also

that the contents and-the order of the antitheses are totally'-
differentrffom those of,the Mishnah., Matthew was, howe&er,
inferestéd.in codal activity such as took place at Jamnia..
Thils 1s shown inlyhé genealogy (l:l); which may be ldoked upon
45 a counterpart to the beginnings of the Aboth.>! ‘The anti-
theses, howe%gr; do nof provide an impo;tant,instance_of

parallel structure.

57 Ibid., p;-304.--
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The most telllng example is the Sermon itself, Davies
holds that 1f the Beatitud%s and the concluding material after
7:12 are'omitted: the body of the_Sermon reveals a sequence
which ecgn be connected with a theme which may have especilally
occupled the sages at Jamnlia. He notes:

Thé force-.of this suggestion has to be considered

in the light of the comparlson with Pharisaism drawn
in 5:17-20, 6:2, 5, 16, where the references to the
Synagogue are clear and where the "hypocrites™ are
almost certainly the Pharisees.53
What theme was of significant import for the Jamnian sages°
At the time of R Johannan ben Zakai there existed in Mishnah
Avot 1.2 the following dilctum: - '
. Simeon the Just was of the remnants of the Great
Synagogue. He used to say: By three things is the
world sustained: by the Law, by the (Temple) service,
and by deeds of loving kindness.59
At the time of Jamnia,'one e}eme?t mentioned in this saying
had disappeared, l.e.,, the Temple service. Also, the tragedy
of the fall of Jerusalem had led to a situation where a new
emphasis was put on plety as deeds of loving kindness towardi

the poor and dispossessed'people of the ravaged city -ﬁabbi

Johannan ben Zakal reinterpreted the original saying of Simeon

- the Just, and insisted that mercy had replaced Temple worship.

In a dialogue with the ruler Vespasian, Johannan ben Zakal
. . N [

said: ' _ ' _ )

58 Ibid., p. 304-305.
59 Ibid.,.305.
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w

I ask naught of thee ... save Jamnia, where I

-

might go and, teath my disciples, and thene 'establish
a prayer (house) and perform all ¢ ommandm nts.60

~
.
-

. : . °
Davies remarks that, here, Torah of the first

uotation has

. become the study and teaching of Torah; sacrific ai worsh;p-_'

nas been replaced by préyerl'and:the acts of pilet (loving"
kindness) by the performance of all commandments. @oqking at

- - 3 \
the’ structure of the Sermon on the Mount, he finds that the

‘teaching of Jesus 1s presented in,a¢ﬁgpghly triadis way,

similar to the saying of R. Johannéﬁﬁgéﬁ'Zakai.

In 5:17-48, we find the Torah of Jesus set forth;
in 6:1-18, the true avodah or worship, and In 6:19-T:12,
what corresponds to gmilot hasidim (deeds of pilety) the
culmination in 7:12, expressing the true piety or”
obedience in terms of the Golden Rule.6l

He suggests that Matthew's neat division of‘his material shcws
that he is working under the influence of a'traditionai
afrangement. Matthew *confronts the synagogue with a.triadic
formulation which would not be alien to itg i.,e., that of
Jchannan ben Zakal's reinterpretation'of the quotation ih
Mishnah Avot; Davies.notes thét Matthew remalns closer to

the original sayiﬁg of Simeon than does Johannan. The;e-is
no'reference in Matfhew to study or teaching of the Law.
Temple Woréhip is défined éxplicitly in terms of almsgiving, .

prayer and fasting, not prayer alone. He desires mercy and

60 Ibid., p» 306.

‘61 Ibid., p. 307.
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not sacrifice (9:13, 12:7). Therefore, Matthewuwouid seem

to_berreinterpreting the priginal saying for the sﬁecific
‘needs of Christfans. | ; | |

- | :Davies.coﬁcluQes that; whilevwe-cannot certainly
connect the structure Sf the Sermon on the Mgunt witﬁ the:
discussion and'acfivity at Jamnia-s “thg possibiiity 1s" a real
oﬁe that the fdrﬁ'of thelSermon°was fashioned under tﬁeir

impact." He suggests that one fruitful way of dealing with

the Sermon 1s to regard it as’ the "Christian answer to Jamnia,".

2 kind of "Christian mishnaic counterpart . to the formulation

taking p}aée there." He conjectures'thaﬁ "it was the desire
and necessity to present a formulation of the way of‘the New
ISrael at a time when tge rabbis were engaged in a paralleil
task for the 0l1d Israel-that provided the outside étimulus
for the Evangelist to shape the Sermon on the Mounto"62

We have seen that Davies' evaluatlon of the impact
or. lack of 1t of Gnosticism:on the gospel of Matthew is solid,
and his obserﬁations on the relationship between Matthew and
Qumran also rinés credibly. In his hypothetical structuring
of the Sermon on fhe Mount as a counterpart to the saying in

Mishrnpah Avot, he seems to be on less firm ground. The textual

-evidence 1s rather precarious, being'external tc. the text and

based on possibiiiby only. It seems reasonable tc assume that

62 Ibid., p. 315.

LY
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Matthew's Sermon may vgfy possibly have been Eamposed in k Vi
some king of relation to what was occﬁrring af Jamnia,'but
there 1s no &ohcréte ﬁrooﬁ.. One wonders again’ if this is thé
task of the historical, critical analysis that Davies has®
-used. Is all to end in conjecture? In hypotheses of pro-
babilities?: One must admit, however, that it does, perhaps,

open the way for the .adoption of new attitudes and néw per-

'»/’/spectives on the Sermon, attituﬁés which, combined with

serious literary analyses of the texts, may help us ©o

penetrate Matthew's view of Jesus and the Law.

4, The Setting in the Early Church.

Since the previous elemengs examinéd in thé background
of the Sermon have helped us to understand it 6nly‘to a degree,
Davies now turns to the life of the early Church, the foré— T
ground of the gospel. He tries to determine if Matthew'é
emphasis on the words of Jesus and the Laﬁ-of the Messiah.
was an innovation or a continuatign of *early Christian atti-
tudes. He asks whether Matthew imposed a "Christian legalism"
upon Jesus.or‘whethef he was simply making more exblicit than
others what the Church generally accepted. .

Beginning with thé qssumption that Matthew's -gospel is
not anti-Pauline (an assumgtion well based on an examination
of the gengral charac%er of the'gospel,'the alleged anti~

Pauline references and the elevation of Peter in-the gospel,

-

*
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composed in part, of Jesug' words.
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presumably to discredit Paul), Davies then sets the Sermon

over against the Gosnels and‘ﬁpistles in '‘which aré reflected

“the understanding of Jesus' teaching in the primitive commun=

ity. In his treatment of Paul and the- traditi,nd he presents

/—————-—-—_L.___L
t for Paul the person and “Che words of o \
, .y

Jesus had assumed the ignificance of "a New Torah
‘e k; [

R ¢ ascribing to Paul the con ept of Christ as the'
New Torah we are golng outslde Paul's explicit ugrisﬂ ~
or formulae, (bft) we are hardly going beyond his . ‘.
impli;é;diateﬁfgon, if we can judge this from his use oA
of Je words. and -1ife 1rn his ethical exhortations,
and his application to Jesus of those categories that
Judalsm had reserved, for its highest treasure, namely, ‘
the Torah, that is, pre exlstence, agency in creation, '
wisdom, To be "in Christ," was for Paul to have died
and risen with himuéh a New Exodus, and this in turn

meant that he was to be ennomos Christou, that is,

subJect to the authority of the words and Person of
.Christ as a pattern. 63

Davies maintains that when Paul refers to himself as an-

- PR

imitator of Chrilst, he 1s doubtlessly thinking of Jesus as
the Torah he has to copy both in words and in 'deeds (Rom.

§:15ff). He finds that Panl is at one with Matthew who also

places the Law of Christ in the context of the grace of

Christ. Paul and Mdtthew share a common understanding of

Christ and his WOrds;'both can speak of a law of Christ,

In his examination of the Q and M sourees, Davies

shows that Q sets the ethilcal teaching of Jesus in its

63 Ibid., p. 363.
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of the New Law of the Messiah for the 01d.
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radical context as part of'the7c0ming of the kingdom, while
in the material drawn from M,'this teaching was applied to = *
everyday life. The result was that the teaching of Jesus in
M takes on a regulatory character; it becomes a guide for
the: actual daily living of Christians. These two sources of
the Sermon reveal a twofold approach to the words of Jesus°
In @, ittis thein absolute character, their radicalitj that
is emphasized. In M, there 1s an attempt to make tThese tgach—
inés applicable to the prbblems of daily living, and reflécts
perhaps more adequately the experience of the eafly Church
after Easter. This process cf making the radical regulatory
was ccngénued in the Christian-rabbinism of Mattheﬁ.

In the New Testament outside of Matthew there was
another tendency concerned to subsume the ethical teaching or

'S '3
Jesus under one all-embracing norm, that of the law of love.

3

In James, the words of Jesus constituted a new law (1:25,

"the perfect law,’the law oF liberty," and 2:8, "the royal
law™). Davies notes that for both Palestinian and Hellenistic
Jewish—Christians, the “acceptance OA Jesus as Messiah would

have involved no rejection of Law, but merely the substitution
nB4 In John's
gospel, the Law which had come‘through Moses 1is COﬁtrasteé

.

with the grace and truth which came through Jesus. Jesus..

v

‘64 Ibid., p* 405.
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apoears'in John, not as the interpreter of. the Old Law, but

. as the Torah in person. The .whole of his ethical teaching is

e

. . summed up in a new commandment, thé command to "love one

v

another as I have .loved &Ou" (John '15:12).

8 ‘ Davies concludes his examination:oﬂ the various

approaches to the words of Jesus in the New Testament. He

finds that, in Matthew'and to a lesser degree in Paul;

.. the revelatory and radical demands are used in
what we may loosely call a regulatory, rabbinic manner,
that is, they come to constitute a base, or given
ground, from which halakoth aré deduced or to 'which .
they are attached. For both Matthew and Paul the
commandments of Jesus came to constitute a law of
. the Messiah and the same was true Ffor James.b5

In John, the words of Jesus are summed up in the love command—

e
N\

»

ment .. In the material in the. New Testament directed. to Gentile
Christians ,(catechetical elements in-the epistles and the *
pastorals), the Church turned to Jewish and Heilenistic sources,
sometimes taking over their ethical teaching without attempting
o to root this in the gospel in any direct way.§6 Nevertheless,
the demands placed upon’ Gentile Christians were signiiicantly
"heroic," that the notion of the teaching of Jesus as Law

would not have seemed strange to the .Gentile churches,"

Finally, Davies points out that the understandihg of the

e

gospel in terms of law provides a bridge between the first and

-

- 65 Ibia., D. 413,
66 Ibid. L

— p—

-
-
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skcond cenfiries. .The Apostolic Fathers did not hesitate to
interpret the Faith as a new Law. If Matthew was hesitant
to use‘such a term because of his prorimitygtc Jndaism, what

- was implied b& him could become explicit in the Fathers who

were farther removed fromulate;Jddaism than he., In any case,

—
] '

any rigid characterization of first-century Christianity as\’?

\\\\: religion,of\grace over/;gainst that of the Fathers as one

£ law. is to be rejected.

. 5. The Setting in the Ministry ‘of Jesus.

pumy

In Davies!' final section, he attempts to define the

relation -in which the CGhrist of the Mount stands to the per%on

.

of Jesus himself. "He holds -that the Church inherited and
preserved Jesus' words, modifying them for 1ts own purpose,

and then Pe-ascribed them to Jesﬁe in a new form. He examines
-the rabbinic and eschatologicaL traits in the teaching of Jesus,
and compares his teaching with that of Oumran, but it 1s in
the:awareness that Jesus had of himself as interpreter of the
will of God that we are best able to understand,the import”of-.

his teaching. - . a

It is a fact that, in both Jewish and Hellenistic..

| G

sources, Jesus is presented as teacher as one who'’had

it

Te

. discipiesg\ But this discipleship was the result of a response
~to a call to follow Jesus, involving personal COmmitment to

. him, add ‘so differed from the rabbi-student relationship.

7

| pe— pm—
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Jesus' exegesis differed from that of the rabbis as well Hé

used scripture as a witness to himself the content of his

) A
preaching revealed an eschatological awareness on hils part

. -

’that, in his coming, the rule of God had drawn near.  Never-
YLheless, there are rabbinic traits in the relationship of.
Jesus to his disciples, and the continuity of his message was
i

togt;gﬂghurch. Jesus, then, appears both as rabbi-and as
eschatological preacher " This twofold aspect reflects the -
Judaic background from which he came, where,

... in the Jewish hope for the future, eschatology was
. never divorced from the ethical, the Messianlc king.

was to be also a ‘teacher or'interpreter of the Law;

the Messlah could be like Moses, And the same 1s true

in the New Testament: Jesus as Servant-Messlah had-

also to define his attitude to the Law; as the

eschatological figure he was necessarily a teacher
of morality.67

In first-century Judaism, Jesps was‘one among others -
who preached repentance, and who thought of repentance in
the light of the Law. He honored the Law and sympathized
with the Pharisees Who were concerned to apply the Law to 1ife.
He came into condlict with them, however, en he saw that
the tradition which they.sponsored no'fgﬁézg>expressed the
spirit‘éﬁ"the Law and had even annulled the intention of the
Law itselgt The Qumran sectarians, in their attitude toward

repentance, demandcd an aosolute and intense obedlence to the

¥

67 Ibid., p. 425.

- preserved by his followers who passed on his words faithfully'

AN
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will of God. Jesus' demand was for phe dame intense, =

absolute obedience, but he differed radically from them in ) A‘
his understanding of the will of God. Davies points out tha
"the Law and the Prophets of the 01d Testament remained valid

for Jesus as\the expression of ‘the will of God; there is no

complete break in Jesus’ with the ethical teaching of Judaism,' §§;'

Although he did exercise great freedom in regards to the Law,

Davies holds it as doubtful whether at any point Jesus speci-

-

fically annuls the Law. Rather, the\&a:\and the oroohets

_pemained valid for him as the expressiom of the will of God.

A

-

. \
Not his estimate of the Law as the revelation of -
the will of God set him apart ... but his interpreta- ’d/
. tion of this‘revelation. -In this sense there .is. a
"real continulty" between his ethical teaching and that .
of the Law.69 ‘ ; ] ' : Y
. _ 7
What was Jesus'-interpretation of the Law as revelation of

the will of God? ' He realized that fh his ministry, the

p

Kingdom of God. was adtively at work; he ‘was aware that the

‘Sovereign Rule of God was expressed, through and in himself.

| Wheryeas, in Judaism Ehe Law expressed the will of God, for
Jesus his immediate awareness of the will of God became "Lawi"
Jesus, knowing-himself to be Messiah; came to terms with the
LEw of-Moses; Setting his- own teaching in relation to the

Law, he summed up’ morality in the one Law of Love The norm

'of~love came his own pure self -giving; the Law of the’

- . .

i

2 . 4

Ibid., p. 128,

69 Ibid., p. 429.
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Messian to "love thy neighbour as thyself" was practised ,

perfectly by Jesus-Messiah and his example is the unique

and radical -norm for all Christians. -

. Matthew, then, in presenting the words of Jesus as

" a "new law" has-béénﬁggigpful to the mind of Jesus. Thére

is a danger though that the unified collection of Jesus'
words into 'a "law" cah be interpreted apart from the whole

setting of tHe mercy and compassion of the kingdom which

surroun&ﬁ them. )
In this sense, Matthew has helped to generate an

isolated understanding of his commandments which has ¢

often prompted, on"the one hand, a shallow moralism ’

and, on the ofﬁer, what sometimes appears to be a

kerygmatic amoralism which, in 1its despair before the

utter radicalism of his words, evacuates them of any . -

real significance for the understanding of Jesus -

himself or for the business of living.70- -

Davies cpncludes that because the mind of tﬁeﬁbhufch has been

at work interpreting the words of Jesus for tﬁemseives and

‘for us, we canqoﬁidefine preciseiy in what sense they are

"Law.! But we can be certaln that the_elemeggg of demand and

v

compassibn are poth present in all he said and taught.

What we can be certain of is thls: that Jesus
displayed the utmost agapé to "the-Lost" and demanded
the utmost agapé of his own. His words as Messianic
"l1aw" lie hetween these two poles and are themsdlves
_congruous witfwthem: it was this insight that made
Matthew set the Antitheses after the Bgatitudes and

. close them with the demand for watchfulness before a

W

70 Ibid%, p. 433. ' _ .
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"threat/" implied at least; but'eﬁ%ed the whoia’of ) '.
the S mon on the Mount in a conﬁext of his Lord 5 ‘ !

.
-~

ministry of compassion. 71 .

In an attempt to discover whethef or noﬁrthe Judale

background cof these verses could enlighfen us about their

meaning, we have looked at the setting of the Sermon on the

’

Mount. In bis research, W- D. Davies attempted to determine

first of all if Jesus was presented by Matthew specifically

as a New Moses giving a New Law. He finds that this is not
¥y . ' ’ :

so., Jesus 1s shown, rather, as a representative of the New
Israel, who recapitulates in his-experience that of the 01d

fsrael._ Jesus as Messiah is presented as having_abspf ed the

Mosaic function. As Messiah, then; ‘did he bring with hNp a
Messianic Torah? In Davies' view, the Sermon on“the Mount
the auphoritative law of tﬁe Messiah. Heris not giﬁing a -
New Law here, but is rather interpreting the Mosaic Law so as
to reveal its,tfue mééniﬁg{//This teaqhingbof Jesus stands.in

a relation of completion, not of abrogatiop, to the Mosaic’

“Law. In an attempt to discover what, a "Messianic Torah! really

meant, Davies enquires whether or ndt in the Jewish Messlanic
: i : * &

‘expectation there was “hope of a New Torah. He finds that the

evidence ;s ambiguous. There seems to be expectation of some
kind of New'Torah; not the same as the Old-but'yet not speci-

fically new. It was generally expecteq/gpaéi in the‘Messianic

.

71 Ibid., p. h35.
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Age, Torah would be better understood and more perfectly
obserued. The "newﬂess“ af change would be more in the com- )
prehensiOn and interpretation of Torah rather than in the Law
itself | This change was also seen as occurring within the
context of the existing Torah, thereby ensuring ‘its eternal
validity~ Davies observes that Christian scholars have often
been guilty of misreading Jewish sources and éindlng "evidence
for the abrogation'o! the."oﬁi 1aw" in favor of a "new."

In applying the insights gained by this research to

Watthew's gosbel Davies_ finds that,_although ir cannot be

stated unambiguously that Judaism certainly awaited a _new

Messianic Terah, still, Matthew seems- to affirm the substance Q

of one in his gospel where he portrays a teaching with

escnatological authority. While he does not speak explicitly

"“of a New Torah, he does present the teachings of Jesus in an

‘elevated manner. Davies then looks to factors in contemporary

-

Judaism\which may have influenced Matthew in his presentation
of the teachings of Jesus in the Sermon, and finds that a
principal influence may haVe been the center oﬁ‘Jamnia where

~

a reformulation of the Torah was bhelng carried out by the -

" rabbis. He c?nﬂectures that Matthew, 'in reaction, may well

have consciously been setting up a New Way for the New Israel.
The Sermon woulﬁ then be a kind of Mishnaic counterpart to

the.activity at Jamnia. - °

¢
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. ‘Within the oontext of the early Church,: Matthew's
’ﬁ" :"ChriStian rabbiniSm;W i,e., his tendency to present the
' teachings of Jesus asa Law, 1s not basically at variance
with either Paul or the other Evangelists. The'gospel was
understood in a certain sense as a law, in John specifically
as a law of love. Finally,‘Davies examines the teachings.of
. the Sermon in relation te.the person of'Jesus himself. He
finds that in Jesus' awareness of himself as the interpreter
o "par excellence' of God's will, he used scripture as a witness
to hinself. in his preaching, he evidenced the eschatological
awareness that the kingdom’ had draZwn near to men in him. He
was an eschatological preacher as well as ‘a rabbinic interm
! oreter. He preached repentance in the light of the Law, a
Law which remained valid for him as the expression of the .

will of God There was no complete break with the ethical

~teaching of Judaism in his teaching, it was, ather, his inter-.

: pretation of this revelation that set him apart. This inter-
\\\j> pretation was linked to his person;: ~ For Jesus; his own
./~ immedlate awareness of the will of God became "Law CHis

teaching was of the Law of Love, the unigue norm for all Chris-
tians.— Matthew's presentation of the teaching of Jes:s as ‘2
law was faithful in suhstance to Jesus' thought. Because

these words of Jesus have been interoreted throughout the

history of the Church, we cannot know precisely how they are

"Law," but what is sure is that the Law of Christ is always

%
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aﬁd everyﬁhere encompassed by merdy\and compassioﬁ és'well
as by demand.
6. Comclusions. . \
What may we conclude rggarding'the meaning of Matthew
5:17-20 from this research on its Judaic bécksround? First

of all, it would seem that Meler's assertion that the'Mgsa;c
Law "I:;f]as an ipvio}able whole and gua Mosaic has§passed:"
is debatable} Davies has shown that in Jewish Messianic
expectétion most changés in the Torah were seen\gs occurring
within the éontext.of the exlsting Torah and therefore pre-
supposed the cbntinuagce of 1ts valﬂéé&z*_‘Qbedience to the

Torah was-seen 1n some circles to be the dominating mark of

thg Messlanic Age. r Davies also emphasizes that there is no

radical break between thé ethical teaching of Jesus and that

of Judaism. The Law and the prophets remained valid for
Jesus as the expression of God's will, but he interpreted
them with an ultimate authority. From these Qbservations;

it would seem that Meler's insistence on the'temg%rél ter-

‘minus of the Law in this passage of Matthew is misplaced,

‘We seem to find support for the view that Jesus'! declaration

in verse 17 of coming to fulfill the Law, not destroy it, is

in harmony with the view that a Messianic Tdrah would inélude

a more perfect undérstandiné and observance of the Mosaic
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‘Torah. The eternal validity of Torah as revelation of God's
will seems to be preserved in the assertion in verse 18 that
*the Law will nét pass away. ﬁUﬁtil all 1s accomplished,"

in referring to the event-of»Christ’s death and resdrrection;
would mean that after this égent, the Mosaic Law, qua Mosalc,
ceases to be, for Chr;stiaps, the principal -source of the
revelation of God's love. ﬁhether or not and to what extent . -
it continues to be normative for them 1is nof cléar: The g;
"righteousness" of verse 20 would consist in Christian
fidelity to‘the teachings of Jesus;‘teachings which were

not "new" in the sense 6f discontinuous with the Mosaic

Law, but rather in the éense that they were the true inter-
pretétion of the Law, an 1ﬁterpretation authoritative in a

'

new -way.

I
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CHAPTER III

SOME JEWISH PERSPECTIVES ON
“MATTHEW 5:17-20

In an attempt to disccver how a Jewisﬁlpoint of vlew

could enligﬁten us in our research, we shall now look at two

Jewiah authors who ﬁave written specil*cally on the Sermon

on the Mount. OCne is an Orthodox Jew, the other a Liberal
but both felt compelled to study the New Testament. The
central question in Matthew 5:17-20, i;e., that of the rela-
tionshlp of Jesus to tne Law was for both men one of crucial
importance for their understanding of themselves as Jews as
.well as for theéir relations with Christianity. Although both -
wrote some time ago, it 1s enlightening to see how their
remarks and insights have been taken up or 'simply ignofed in

subsequent Christian approaches to this question.
1, Claude G. Monteficre: A Liberal View.

We shall deal first with a personal statement of the
theological point of view of a liberal Jew in England in the
early 20th century, Claude G. Monteflore. 1In hls commentary

. ,
on Matthew in The Synoptic Gospels, Montefiore characterizes

Matthew 5:17-48 as the main portion of the Sermon, dealing
4 . N
with "the relation of the morality and religion cf Jesus

to the morality and religion of the ‘Law, or rather, it

-

. I
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should perhaps be sald the relation of the tgaching ofiﬁesus
to that of the Scribeé or Rabbj:s."1 This narrowing of per-
spective to the “teachingsd of Jesus rather than the consi-
defation of his life and .personality reflects Montefiore's
preoccupation throughéut nis work, and is an impéﬁtant

factor in how he interprets the verses under;consideration.
e has argued in his Introduction to the gospels that "the
great interest or value of the Synoptic Gospels lie;,in the
ceaching ascribed to Jesus rather than in the personality
or-.lif;e...."2 He 'states that even for a Jew, "hits of Jesus'
teaching ... 80© beyond O.T. teaching, c<r . bring outv
sccasional utterances and teachiﬁg of the Q.T. more clearly .
and f‘ully."‘3 He is even ready to say that "Jesus 1Inks §nto
+he Prophets 2and sometimes seems to go beyond them.“LL -But
ris pergpective is always- one in which the emphasis 1s on the
teachiﬁg found in the gospels, rather than on the person of
Jesus. Montefi@re's method is not a scientifically rigorous
one, nor does he'claim it to be such. He cites the work of -

L3

Christian exegetes, but reads them from a Jewish point of

1 Craude G. Montefiore, The Synoptic Gospels (Voi. II),'

New York, Ktav, 1968 (2nd rev. ed.), D. 46.

2 Claude &. Montefiore, The Syncptic Gospels (Vol. I,
New York, Ktav, 1968 (2nd rev. ed.), D. ’ .

3 Ibid., p. xxiv.

4 Ibid., p. XXV.
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view. It 1is this point of view regaraing 5:17—20 éhat we ‘
shall now consider. We shall look at his underst nding of
the key terms qulfill" and "righteousn ss, also at
his interpretation of the antitheses.

Montefiore notes that if "fulfill" in verse 17 means
"give 2 deeper meaning to," then it can onlyibe applied to
some of the moral commands and not to all, He favors the

view that, in the teaching of Jesus, the Law 1s-sometimes

‘annulled or abrogated; "it can only with difficulty be main-

tained that the new teaching does not occasionally 'annul'
or disavow or traverse the old."5 This belng admitted,
must be noted teat Jesus was dealing with %he'morel Law
alone and not the ceremonial ﬁaw. In verse 17, for example,
it is an impossible meaning to sa& that Jesus fulfilled the
ceremonial Law by overcoming it and making it needless! But
Jesus, in pointing out the eSﬁence of the moral Law, was not
necessarily making its miﬂor or ceremonial injuncticns un-
necessary. Montefiere‘notes that although fo? the needs of
the moment a rabbi-would-often use words which would seem te
impiy a "fulfillment" of the Law by an ignoring of its
details, this was not his intzﬁtioe?

Moreover, the Rabbis habitually "fulfilled" the
Law in the same sort of way as Jesus fulfills it in

hls qemarks about adultery and anger, which are
singularly Jewish and Rabbinic; but, because they

5 Montefiore, op. cit., Vol. II, p. 47.

-

’,

;,
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well knew the differénﬁe petween legal enactments

and ethical perfection, they did not mean to imply

that the legal enactment was not to be obse:ved. E
In Montefiore's view, the words of Jesus in Matthew 22:40,
"on these two cotmandments depend all the law and the
prophets," cannot be interpreted to'mean that the fulfill-
ment of all the Law and the prophets implies that all cere-
monial injunctions need no 1oﬁgervﬁe obeyed. The_firsf point
to remark regarding the mPulfill" of verse 17 is that it
cannot be‘intgrpreted_to refer to anything but certain specific’
commands of the moral order. Secondly, thef"fulfillment" of
the moral Law proclaimed by Jesus in no way implies‘that’
ceremonial Law be disregarded. -

Montefiore finds‘Marriott's remarks regarding "ful—'

fillment" of such negative 1aws as the "lex talionis," for

example, an inadequate undepstaﬁding of and explanation of

Jewish Law. Marriott explains that theplex talionis, far

from being only negative, i.e. justice demands* that the
offender be punished, actually marked an ethical %dvance'%y
1}miting the;harm that cou}d‘be dgne to tﬁe cuiprit. There-
fore, it was entire;y fulfilled by Christ who forbade what .
it had only restrainéd. Montéfiore's only comment on this
ingenious explanation 1s: "Mr. Marriott's remarks are nog'

£ by any means entirely accurate as regards the Jewiah\and
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Rabbinic law, which was a much higher law ethically than he
4appears to k'now._"7 One can only regret that Montefiore did
no% elaborate on ﬁhis ﬁoint,and show exblicitly how a Ch;istian
exegete falled to grésb the true heaning of the JewishFLéw?

In regard to the "righteousnéss“ of verse 20, Monteflore
asserts: . Cr

- Christiéﬁ commentators continue to repeat one after
the other the old theory that Jesus taught and proclalmed
a "new righteousness," that.he taught and demanded -this
new righteousness donsclously and dgliberately, and that
his claim was true. ... I believe both assertlons to be
false. They are obtalned by an exaggeration of the
ethical perfection and comprehensiveness of the Sermon,
o) he one hand, and. by unjustifiled depreciation of
nJewish" teaching, upon the other.' In spite of the
"antitheses" of the Sermon, I do not believe that Jesus
had any deliberate intention of teachling a new religion
or a new "righteousness." He was well content with
Micah's "What does the Lord require of thee," and with
the love of God and neighbour demanded by the Law, And
Rabbinic righteousness was vastly higher, purer, and
more inward than Heinrici [a Christian commentator] and
his like know or allow.B ‘

.This is not the thought of a “non-Christ;an," hostlle to ?he
teachings of Jesus. On the\cog?rary, these_are the‘remarks
of a Jewlsh believér, éymbatﬁetiq'to the goébél feachings and
well acquaintéa wifh the Christian commentéries of his day
on ‘these New Testament verses regarding Jesus' attitude to

the Law. The "unjJustified depreciation" of Jewilsh teaching

which he notes has been perpetuated in such remarks as that
. N

of Dupont when he defines Christian justice as a "dépassement

7 Ibid., p. 50.

8 Tbid., p. 5l-
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de la Jjustice juive;" Again, q@ne ‘regrets thag_Montefiore

does not cbﬁtinue to elaborate more spécificallJ. He is
content to state his belief in a Jewish rightecusness @qﬁal
lin eyery way to thét proclaimed by Jesﬁs. Perhaps his fe-
‘matks én our Chri;tian interﬁretation or misinterpretation

of the‘vaiue;of the Jewish religidp spéak for themselves by
pevealing the lack of sensitivity-to the values of ouf Jewish
heritage manifested in some Christian exegesis.

Montefiore, in his treatment of the antitheses, hotes
that here we are "shown 1n detail how the new 'gospel!
righteousness must exceed the old 'legal' righteousness and o

’

differ from in“g The "Ye have heard" is contrasted with

.the "But I say to you," and what is said is something finer
and deeper, Something more inclusive, completing, and,gro-
'f‘ound.10 Hé% is this so? in the formula‘used by Matthew,
Montefiore notes that ﬁhe use of the words "Moses" and "God"
is avolded. In his view, Matthew has ﬁged an artifice to
suppress refergnces'to the Decalogue and to the Mosaic Laﬁﬂ’j/
He has substituted "Xau have heard that it was said to men

of bld" for what would have been closgr to the "real truth,"
i.e., "You have heérd that God said to Moses." Montefiore's

.

positicn here ié_that Jesus is not @resenteq,as beiné in

‘9 Ibid.
10 Tbid,

>



[

————

-

SOME JEWISH PERSPECTIVES o 130

|

direct conflict with the '‘Mosaic Law or the Decalogue, even

though' this is ipplied. His argument 1s based on the convic-

fion that the’adthentic Jesus would not, and could not, have
had such an attitudel 'He ie always concerned to determine
whether or not the "real Jesus" would have :said such-and—such
a thing. For him it is inconceivable that the historical

Jesus would have put his teaching in COntrast withgﬁ?e

'Deqalogue, for instance.

/

He would scarcely have wished to depreclate the
Decalogue by the higher nobility of his own teaching”
or .wished his disciples to believe that the Decalogue
was a poor and meagre sort of law, which 1t was re-
served for him to deepen and to enlarge. Shall we,
then, upon the whole, conclude that Jesus, as the
prophetic teacher of inwardness, -wanted to show that
the true fulfillment of the Law included and implied
an Inward and enlarged interpretation of the leading
moral enactments? He did not_mean to rail against the
very Decalogue itself, by depreclating it in contrast
with the new law which he was giving to his disciples.
There seems 2ll the more reason to think that hls was
the original form and intention of this section of
his. Sermon, inasmuch as the greater part of his inter-

" pretations are so thoroughly Rabbinic in character and
tone.

_ In Montefiore's view, Matthew has not depicted Jesus
as being in direct contradiction or opposition.to the Mosaic
Law and this because, for the historical Jesus, such an atti-
tude would have been unthinkable. - Montefiore-interorets at

least some of the antitheses as indicating an abrogation of

the Law by Jesus, but seems-unwilling to believe that that was

11 Ibid., p». 57.

¢ ] L
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actually th;7case. For him, Jesus' thougit was cast in too

"rabbinic“ a mold to entertain ideas of opposition to tThe Torah.

- Meler has showm (above) that although Jesus' purpose .was indeed

to fulfill the ‘Law, this very fulfillment was sometimes effected

. in abrogation of certain, laws; an interoretatiOn foreign to

Montefiloge. ontefiore's point that Jesus 1s not presented as
—

being in oppqsition'tq.the Térah finds,support in W. D. Davies'
obsé!%ations that Matthew never explicitly presents Jesus as a
New Moses giving a New Law. He suggests that this would have
been_reougnant to the Jews’ of his time “but finds'the real
reason for Matthew 8 reluctance to speak in such a way the fact
that Jesus transcends such categories. He himself is the
fulfillment of Torah; in him are the law and the'love of God
most perfectly and most fully expressed This is a'Christian

point of view and in complete opposition’ to any Jewish view.
% + \

We must now examine 0n the level of the historical

L -~

‘ Jesué Montefiore s contention that his interpretation of the
Law's commands was "thoroughly Rabbinic in character." Was
Jesus "rabbinic" in his teaching? Montefiore notes that, for
Schechter (a Jewish commentator), the rabbis in their "enlarged"

interpretations of scrioture argued that more was intended and

. included by;a given.command or saying than the mere letter .

would imply. ‘Schechter gives the example of the rabbinic

-~

oarallel which would interpret the “you have heard" as "you

might understand a given passage or law to mean, or to mean
~—
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only, so and‘eo; .+ therefore, there.ls a teaching to say

opat, etc." (This was also later noted and developed by Daube

.and pickéd up by W. D. Davies (contra Meier) to explain the

to be contradicted

oositlve character of the antitheses, see D. 73 above).
Montefiore, while appreciating Schechter s hypothesis as
?based upen a profound and also inet;nctlve knowledge of
Rabbinic and Hebrew usage, which-is wanting to the €E£35£ian
commentators,“12 oonc udes theo thie interpretetioﬁ'cannot;

explain the last antitheses where uhe Law definitely seems.

L

observes that 1t is not fulfillment

but negation that Is stated regarding the 1ex talionls and

- love of enemies. .It is only with tne first two of the enti-
. theses (anger and adultery) thht.Jesusﬁ'interpretation of the

Law was to a large extent in keeping with the rabbinic sp%rit.

.Mcntefiore finds that at some point Jesus seems to go beyond

;hv"enlargement" of the presériptions to an opposition to them.

In an attempt to save hls argument for the rabbinic character

of Jésus' teachingy he notes that "perhaps in the list of

contrasts some things only go back to Jesus, and some are due

to later writers who were more hostlle to the Law than Jesus

was, and more dellberately opposed to Judaism.'l3 A stronger

~argument for his position lies in his observation that the

J

12 Ibid., v. 56.
13 Ibid.
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conception of the "Law" or ‘of "law" as opposed to some‘highgr
v Principle of religion was uﬁknown to the Jews at the time of
Jesus. "Torah" to the rabbls was not only "law" but "teath-
*ing," and wéé applied. by them to teaching on paséages even
. outside the Pentateuch. Also,‘%he distinetion between the
1etfer and'Ehe spifip of the Law was recognized and made use
of by tﬁem, and preéumably by Jesus himself, .This did not in

-any:way imply that the Térah was to be opposed. Montefiore

‘..asserts that the historical Jésus would have shared this

rabbinic mentality and would not too easily have depreciated
. &4 .

or opposed the cqmmands of phe Decalogue. ;
Montefiore's claims regarding the historical Jesus,
i.e.,:that'hé thought "and taught In so thoroughly a pabbinic
manner that no guestion of oéposition tc the commands ofrthe'
Torah could have entered his minda are based on his intgitive
reading of Jesus as a first-centur&'Jew. For.such.a:"rabﬂi,"
there was no greatér revelatlion of éod's will than Torah,.and
he would haveiattempted élways to deepen and enlarge the
understanding of this Torah, never to depreéiate or demean
it by offering his own Torah instead. That would have been
unthinkable. At fhe same time, he would have made the dis-
tinction between the 1ettér and the spirit of the Law and
would presumably have been ready to admit that, atltimés, the
letter must'bé put aside to ensure the keeping of the Law in.
spirit. Such a portrait of Jesus is, fér Montefiore, the only

allowable one.
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JIt is in his entary on the antitheses that Monte-

fiore illustrates His pedition, finding grounds for his.claim

» ' * ' . . l\
especialfy in his treatment of the first two. In the first

' antithesis dealing with anger against one's brother, Jesus

speéks of murder and anger qqite'generally. The pommand,ﬁdo

- ’ . ' -
not q’rder" does .not merely mean "do not murder, " bq; it

condemns also all angry feelings. Montefiore notes:

In these verses Jesus appears-to regard the fdeling
of anger as no less terrible a crime than murder. Such
paradoxical equivalences "were qufte usual among the
Rabbis. But they must not Dbe pressed too far, just as
to feel anger and to control thée feeling 1s obviously
a less sin than ‘to give free play .to 1t. The teaching
of Ziuand 22 is Rabbinic, and conpains nothing that is .
new. . .

He' notes again that .the teaching contained in the passage on
i i &
reconcilement 1is "perfectly Rabbinic and usual." In the

P .
second antithesis aé well, the letter pf'the Law is deepened

. &

by Jesus, whose teaching parallels the Fébbinic doctrine that
deéire is sinful. Here, Montefiore makes an example of a
Cnristiah commentator who observed: "The Rabbis had legis-
lated for actions, not for thoughts." He-Writes:
But who can legislate, in the litéral meandng of the
word, for "thoughts"? The Halachah deals with actions,
as any other system of codified law must. But in thelr

teaching, the Rabbis dealt with‘"thoughts" no less- than
Jesus.15 '

14 Ibid., p. 60.

15+Ibid., p. 63:
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He then goes on in a passionate defense of the Jewish ethic

which Christian commentators seem to have ignored:

... it is false that Rabbinic ethics knows of nothing

but "actions."\ Tt is false that Jesus, in “saylng that
Ged's law has to do with Gesinnung (inward-disposition,
motive, character), was opposed to the whole spitit of
Judaisms It is false that - in Judaism religion was mere
outward obedience; it is false that the relation of man
to God was conceived of only as one of actlion and re-
ward and that character remains wholly out of account. S
It is fdlse that the Law was an outward taskmaster,

which, evoked fear and not love. No one can ‘understand
.the Rabbinic religion with these presuppositions, There
is no such fundamental contrast between it and the '
religion of Jesus. The Law was not a mere.externdl law, .
fulfilled from fear of punishment and for hope of reward.
It was the Law of the all-wise and all-righteous God,
given to Israel as a sign of supremest grace. It was a
‘token of divine affection, and in 1ts fulfillmeht was

the highest human joy.16 .

Al

It would seem that thils reaction from a sympathetlc and
open-minded Jew must make Christian exegetes look to their.
presuppositions in their various interpretations of Jesus'
relationship to the Law of his fathers and of hif Father.
Felse presuppositions, e.g., that the Law was esse ﬁiaily
inadequate) that Jesus putren end fo it, that fulffillment
somehow negat%e completely what went before, must glve way

to.an unprejudiced appreciation of the Jewish understanding

of Torah in relation to Matthew 5:17-48.

In other antitheses, Monteflore maintains that, again,
Jesus' teach&pg is in close parallel to that of the rabbis.

Regarding divorce, which was merely permissive and not

. .
L : L . -

16 Told., p. 60.

—
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prescriptive in Judaism,_he proposes the possibility that
"Jesus did regard his prohibition as a 'fulfilment' of the

-concession made in old days to'the weakness of humantnature

‘\
N

and the hardness of men's hearts." 7 He finds it difficult

to believe in the next antithesis regarding oaths that Jesus'

is deliberately adopting a princilple-opposite to the Law.”
He points out that:’ '

+ ++. the Rabbinic Laws about oaths must‘be distin-
guished from the Rabbinic teaohing about the mordlity
of ocaths. Apart from legal distinctions, discussions,
and pronouncements, the Rabbinic teacHhing, in its
higher and highest moments, does not greatly differ
from fthat of Jesus.l8

~ .

In regard fo the lek. talionis, he remarks that the literal

' apnlication of this . "1aw" had probably (not certainly) been

abolished by tne rabbis as early as the time of Jesus. Jesus
is here saying that a man must not stand on his rights. He
seems to be asking for an extreme moral effort in-the‘ '
unaualified "giving"- that he counsels. This is i harmony
with the rabbinic co cept of rachmostouth or pit;, whereby

one 1s.counselled fiot conly to give undonditionally'but also

to be\graﬁeful to the one to whom one 'has given, for he has

- been-the cccasion for one to pra#ctise virtue. Here again,
>

the teaching of Jesus and that of the rabbis is in close

harmony, and not in opposition.

T

17 Ibid., p. 66.
18 Tbid., D. 69.
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The most‘important passage 1s that fealing with love
of‘enemies. Nowhere is it sald in thefPeﬁta euch that enemies
are to be hated. Do Jesus' words fairly sum up actual Penta-
teuchal legislation° And do they'fairly represent what ‘the
rabbis had to say? Two éases-are to be. distinguished: that
of the relationship between Jew and Jew and that of Jew and
non—Jewﬂ Montefiore notes that it 1is utterly false to assert
that the rabbis taught a man to hate his private and versonal
enemy., Ne;ther does the Law teach this. He céncludes thaﬁ,
in this case, Jesus' teachings and that of the rabbis are in
Harmony, but "Jesus §uts the’feachings in a more inspired
and enthuslastic way and carries it to“th extremest Iengthe."lg
As regards the.attitude of Jew to nqn;Jeﬁ; the facts are ’
different. Montefiore admits that "the universalism of Paul
was never attained by Rabbinic teaching :.. that the 014
Testament 1is, on the whole, particularistic; and identifies
the enemies of the Jews with the enemies of God n20 But,
although theoretically the attitude of the Jews towards the

enemies of their religion has bgen cne~of hatred, Montefiore

malntains that "their bractise -has often risen suﬁerior to

) V)
their theory." He concludes by stating‘that "one may feel

fairly sure that Jesus never sald these unfortunate words."

1 Ibid., p. 78.
20 Ibid., p. 8o0. _ L
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This recoursé to the "autﬁenticity" or "non-authenticity" of
the words of Jesué weakens Monteflore's position,'since there
is no proof one way or the other., . All we have is Matthew's
text. One wonders if Montefiore's éfiticism of some Jewish
commentatorsf polemlics regarding thié passage might not apply
to him here as he perhéps tried tb-sho% that "the teaching,
S0 fap ;s it is good, is not new, and so far as it is new,vis
not good," which is what he seems to be saging.

Mongéfioré's claim that Jesus' teachings are closely
linked to what the rabbis taught -has been demonstrated to be
well founded. But this does not preclude the possibility that
Jesus' teachings went beyond that of the rabbls, not simply'by
enlarging upon the Law, but also by contradicting it. His
recourse to the argument of “authentici%y" reflects his weak-
negs in methodology. His insights, however, 1nto the Christian
misinterpretatiéns of rabbinic thought and teaching qre_valid
and striking. Christian exegetes have not emphasi%ed the
raHbiniq'éast to Jesus;.formulations in these verses, but have
been more preoccupled to show how hils teaching was essentiall

superior to that of Judalsm. Montefiore's remarks provide a

corrective to this narrow and prejudiced point of. view,

-

. 2. G. Friedlander: An QOrthodox View.

s” Gerald Friedlander, an Orthodox Jew and a contempor-

ry of Claude Montefiore, in his book The Jewlsh Sources of

-



o

p— e p—

SOME JEWISH PERSPECTIVES 139

21

the Sermon on the Mount , looks at the relation of Chris-

tiahity.to Judaism within‘ﬁhe scope of the Sermon. He tries
to "estimate at its true worth" the religious value of the
Sermon by comparing it with the qontemporapy religious_gééeh:
ing current aﬁong the Jews at that time, Throughout hils work
he refers to and criticizes Montefiore's more moderate posi-~
tion. Friedlander is writing,out of a late nin:teenth-
century mind-set, when the controversies over the historical
Jesus and the historical value or non-value o@ the gospels
were creating a climate of extreme sceptiqism. As a Jew
reacting to the "Christian unrest" of this period, Friediander
attempted.in a polemical spirit to answer the Christlan theol-
ogians who claimed that the teachings of Jesus in the Sermon
cn the Mount were superior to the'teachith'bf the sages of
Israel. He did not use historical discipline regarding'ﬁ%e
rabbinic literature to which he refers in his analysis of
Jewish sources and, like Montefiofez deals with the words and
feelings of ﬁhe hiétorical Jesus as though they could be
cléarly determined. Because of his presuppositions regarding
Christianity, his conclusions differ radically from those of
Montefiore, to whom he refers as a blunderer, "relylng Sn.

Christian scholars [and] ignorant of Jewish sources."22

21 Gerald Friedlander, The Jewish Sources of the

Sérmon on the Mount, New York, Ktav, 1969 (reprint of 1911
ed.}. ‘

22 Ibid., p. 1ii.
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Friedlander's position, as opposed to Monteflore's,

can be summarized in the statement he makes early in his

book: - &

The Jews have refused steadfastly to see in the hero .
of the Gospels either a God, or an inspired prophet,
or a qualified lawgiver, or a teacher in Israel with
a new message for his people. Now that the Christian
theologlans have begun to reject the Jesus of dogma,
and to attempt to find the Jesus of history, it has
been left to an English Jew [Monteflore] to invite
his co-religionists to enter into the heritage that
is fast slipping away from the Christian grasp.23

The first point of difference with Montefiore noted by

Friedlander fs that of Jesus as a probhet. He rejects Monte-

fiore's appreciation of Jesus as not only "the last of the

!
prophets™ but as "greater than any Sf the Hebrew prophets."

\

2h

The poiﬁt in his argument of interest for us is his- statement

that Jesus' claim to give a new law, "I say unto you," dis-

qualifies his claim to be a prophet. He notes:

The Jews have always relled on the passage in
Deuteronomy (xiii.lff) that a prophet who attempts
to alter the Mosalec Law is not to be credited. The
Rabbls express this by saying, "No prophet 1is per-
mitted to introduce a new law in Israel" (Joma, 80a).
The fact - that Jesus abrogated several Mosalc command-
ments would also disqualify him as a prophet. None

- of the 01d Testament Prophets attacked the Law. They
frequently attacked the hollow worship, the irrell-
gious manner in which the people kept their Sabbaths
or Festivals (Isa. 1:14), but they did not abrogate
the Mosalc preoepts. . Nay, they told the people to-
remember the Law of Moses. Thils Jesus did not do,
and again for this reason we cannot call him a“’
prophet in Israel.2b

23 Ibid., p. 1i.
24 Ipid., p. 1. | - i
25 Ibid-, pn 7- ' : ‘ ®
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The "I say unto you," for Friedlander, is a dilemma. He
-
conceives of Jesus as being either one who "imagined himself

to be the oniy Son of God and therefore knew the‘Divide Will
¥ ' .-

$hich he was called upon to reveal, 6T else he deliberately

used the words LI say unto you...' without any authorigy or .

26

justification." It is evident Here that the problem of

Jesus' relationship tq,thé Law 1s ultimately and foremost a
Christological problem, not easily resolved among Chpistians
and Jews in the past and the constant locus of the deepest

‘

difficulties in dialogue. :

In the passage regarding the Law, Matthew 5:17-20, .
Friedlanqer notes the different explanations for the presence

of conflicting views in the gospel on the Law and_its immut -

t

ability. He reviews the theories, i.e., thét there are two

strands of thought in the gospel, pre-legal and anti-legal,
or that Jesus first intended to keep the Law but modified his
attitudes toward the end of his career or, again, that the -

gospel reflects the conflict of the early Christian community

regarding the Law. He notes that "the eternity of the written

. law was -an accepted belief among all classes of Jews in the

ne’?

age 'of Jesus, It was only after the destruction of

Jerusalem in 70 A.D., according to Friedlander, that for the

26 Ibid.
27 Ibid., p. 3b.
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Christians, "in the place of the HOly Law a new, system of
dogma arose. The Jewish affection for the Law grew into the

28 Wheréas, for Monteflore,

Christiénaworship of Je§us."
Jesds was the fulfillment of the Law 'in ﬁarious ways, for
Friedlander, the Law itsglf had been repléqed Ey worship of
Jesﬁs as Son of God. .

'In Matthew 5:20, the claim that the "righteousness" of

- the Scribes and the Phariéees was insufficient to enter the

Kihgdom of Heaven leads Friedlander to consider the unfair
caricature of the historical Pharisees in the gospel. He
comments: .

Here the gospel denies the possibility of the Phari-

sees or Scribes belng able to enter into the Kingdom

of Heaven. Their righteousness 1is sin, only the new

. and higher rightecusness of Jesus will enable his

disciples to enter into the coming Kingdom. One would

like to know how and why the righteousness of the

Scribes.and Pharisees was believed to be so hollow

and unreal as to exclude the whole class from the

divine Kingdom.29
He considers this verse (20) as an "addition"” of the editor,
or as an "interpretation," because it 1s not found in any of
the other gosﬁels and because it contradilcts the preceding
verses.A The importance of the verse for him is that 1t speaks
of tne insufficient righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees

and implies the higher righteousﬁess of Jesusl30 He questions

28 Tbid., p. 28.
29 Ibid., . 35.
30 Tbid., p. 36.
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. Montefiore's reticence in criticizing the unfair picture of

the Pharisees perpetuated in the early twentleth century
dictionaries of the Bible then in use. ' He rightfully remarks

that, although
* .. the Evangelists believed that Jesus had a new
and genuine message, a "higher" righteousness that
replaced the Jewish religion and its interpretations.
by the Scribes and Pharisees, the great difflculsey

is to know where we are to look for an_honest account
of the Pharisees of the first century.3l

He points out that Hillel and his disciples were Pharisees
who led a life as pure and simple as the disciples of Jesus.

"We ask, in no sarcastic spirit, where is the higher morality

~of the Gospels, and where can one trace its effect?"32-

Friedlander's remarks on the Christian misﬁnder-
standing and ignofance of Jewish %iteratufe.are justified.
While his ﬁnalysis of Matthew 5:20 on the redactional level
lacks sclentific basis, his reaction as a Jew to the "unhis-

torical™ presentatibn and distortien of the Pharisaic class

* 15 worthy of attenti;h and respect.

Friedlander then COﬁsiders this "higher righteousness"

of Jesus illustrated in the antitheses. The first anpitﬁe;is,

dealing with anger, 1s seen by Friedlander 1n the same.light
as Montefiore, i.e.,,tha§'Jesus_doeé not here go beyoﬂd thé

Mosaiec Law. i

31 Ibid., . 37.

32.Ibid,

T
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Mr. Montefiore '(S.G., p. 499)'éays thaﬁ "Jésus, as the
ppOpheQ}d teacher of ‘inwardness, wanted to show that
the trde fulfilinent of the Law included and implied an

" inward and enlarked interpretatdon of the leading moral

enactments.” Quite so, the true fulfilment of the Law
included and implied an inward and enlarged.interpreta-

tion. This was the work of the Scribes, who, although

they are not called by Mr. Monteflore "the prophetic
teachers of inwardness;" agreed with Jesus 1n his .
interpretation of the sixth commandment. Mr. Montefiore
truly remarks-(p. 501) that "the Rabbltc Jew has

‘nothing here to learn from the Sermon.jr Je'sus, like

the Rabbis, made a fence to‘the Law.33 -

Tt is the same for the other antitheses regarding desire:

This superb teaching [of the Mosalc Law] is more than
one hundred years earlier than that of Jesus, and
enforces the lesson of chastitg as finely as any
passage in the New Testament.3

In thé case of divoﬂce, Friedlandef finds that the school of
Shammai taught exactly Ehe samé as Jesus 1is said to héve dongf
In the matter of oaths, ﬁhere'Jesus obpésgs the {9wish Law '
which permitted oaths, Friedlander notes that the Law and the
prophets‘had always demanded pighﬁeouSness of the hégrt beforé
God, something which Jesus"tgachings céuld not hope to

surpass.

Tt is in the last two antitheses réggrding the lex

talionis and the love of enemies that Friedlander differs most

vehemently with Montefiore. He remarks that, for Montefiore,

Jesus was glving counsels of berfection for those who wanted

33‘Ib1d,:'§, K1,
34 Ibid., p. 51.
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to enter ‘the Kingdom. ‘His words are not to be taken literally
and do not, in any case, refer t\}public Justice. Friedlander
notes $hat Jesus} proc%amation of a new law, "resist not
evil," surely does refer to public Justice, and thatqif Jesus'
uords are not td be taken literally; neither are those of the
rabbiss'wh;n.they advocated an eye for an eye. In hisgopinion,
Jesus 1s enunclating a principle that if'fdllbwed would
destroy the structure of society, whereas the Jew does not
forget that although one can and must Lovercome evil, by good
at times, justice cannot be forgotten in an attempt to’ fulfill
the divine law of 1ove. ' ) &
Justice demanded that wrong should be resisted Judaism, o
unlike Christianity (as taught in the ‘Sermon o the Mount),
recognizes the duty of fighting against evil. "It repudi- -
ates the . "higher and newer" law,. "resist,not_evilu"35
Jesus' teaching on the love of emies, as interpreted

;fj%% Monteficre, enlarges upon the universalism or rather the

particularity of the 0l1d Testament. Friedlandén\aéiii;iT/
strenuously to thils, stating unequivocally that the Ol esta~

P MRS SN e MR MR N agw o A EEE B

ment is not particularistic and doés not identify” th;meyemies
of the Jews with the enemies of God

l The' 01d Testament, from‘Genesis to Malachi is full u
of the universal spirit of God's love, mercy and

' . grace. The spirit of the 01d Testament l1s summed up .
' . in the words (Gen. 5:1) "This 1s the book .of Man's

“history." The 0l1d Testament 1s the Charter of
‘  Humanity. . : B -

RPN B | * & 8 = .8 & s & e s w. 8 e & & e. ® 2 " & ‘s w =

The.enemles of the Jews ardse from political or

' "economical-causes. The enemies_of God, whether Jews

35'Ihid;; p. 68. , . -
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or non-Jews, are' absolutely independent of these
causes. Their sin is in the moral sphere and here
alone can they become enemies of God. In anclent
1ife the alien was necessarlly an enemy. Only in
Israel was e allen conslidered as a friend who is
‘to be loved WLev. 19:34)., This 1s the message of the
0ld Testament 36 . :

He concludes that Jesus was not saying anything new when he

. tatight his disclples to love their enemies and to pray for

‘those who persecuted them.

While Friedlander's position is less sclentific and
ﬁpréﬁpolemical'than that of Montefiore, his reaction to the
Christian interpretation of Matthew 5:17-48 deserves considera-
tion. He echoes Montefiore in the convictilon that a "prophetic
Jaéus would not-have set himself up in,consqious opposition to
the Torah. He comesrcloser‘to the ‘heart of things than Monte-
fiore, perhaps, whén he states that for Christilans the worship
of Jesus as Lord "replaced“ the ‘Torah as focal point. - Jesus
did more than inte;pret fully; in Chrisgian.belief he embpdies_

and encompasses the Tbrah in his own perscon as Lord., 1In

. drawing attention to the caricature of thé Pharisees with.

‘their "insuffiéienﬁ'righteousness,“ Friedlander rightly pfo-

: -
vides a corrective for bilased and unfounded exegesis of

Matthew 5-20.A. Meier Csee above, p. 5| ) was at pains to
clarify this important point in his analysis. Friédlander sees
nothing in Jesus' teaching that could add in any way to the

teaqhings of.Judaism. Montefiore seems to be grasping at

36 Tbid., p. 71ff.
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certain "intangibles" -in the teachings of Jesus which show
that he somehow went "beyond" Judaism. In thelr views on

Matthew 5:17-48, both men stress the continuity of Jesus'

teachings with the teachingaﬁpf Torah and emphasize the high

moral-qualipy present in the Judalsm of Jesus' time, They.
rightly criticize a,Christian-interpretation of these verses
which would attempt to show Jesus' superio}ity to Terah by
depreciating or downgrading the 1atter.

A Jewish understanding of Jesus' relatlionshlp to the
Law 1ls not an easy one to delineate, For the most part,

Jewish scholars_ see Jesus as a Jew born "under the law," who

14ived and died obedient to the Torah and its demands. For

"the Laﬁ will not pass away; 1t will attain all its fullness

in me .o not only do I not dverthrow the Law es. OT empty it
of 1ts contént, but on phe contrary 1 increase that epntent,

so as to fill the Law full to the brim.“37 Although. the

gospels present Jesus as taking certaln liberties vis a vis

) ceremonial 1aws, still, for a Jewlsh reader 1t would be

evident that:

 Jésus s *indigne seulement contre ceux—la qul. accordent
-aux pratiques plus d'importance qu’aux préceptes de
morale, mais loin de 1ui de voulolr abolir les
premieres .. Jésus n'a songe a abolir la Torah, nl
méme les pratiques, nl & créer une nouvelle Torah. 38

37 Jules Isaac, JeSUS‘and'Israel,'New York,.Rinehart
% Winston, 1971, p. 63

38 J. Klausner, Jesus de Nazareth Paris, Payot,
1933, p. 528. -

~such a one, the "fulfillment® of Matthew 5:17 could only mean:



. Martin Buber finds that "the.attitude
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f the Sermon- on the
Mount to the Torah [...]in reality[...]{s only the sublimation

of a Pharisaic doctrine from a definite - and fundamenfal point

David Flusser, another. distinguished Jew and a
historian holds that anti—Pharisaic polemic such as found in

Matthew 5:17-20 also occurs in rabbinic literature, which is
an expression-of true Pharisaism: Jesus, therefore, ﬁas
representative of the best rabbinic tradition: For Gregory
Baum, a Jewish Christian, Matthew's presentation of Christran-

ity 1s one that depiets it as the true Judaism: .

"[+..] Matthew emphasizes Jesus' fidelity to the
Torah [...] to prove to his countrymen that the

Lord -was no antinomlan revolutionary, that he lived
in perfect obedlence to the religion of the Law,

and that following this example -his disciples, the
Christians, will not overthrow the established order
by rebellious protests and radical innovations. The

Christlan way, Matthew wishes to say, 1s the true
and authentie Judaism.ﬂo

There are, however, basic differences between the
teachiﬁgs of Jesus and that of the rabbls and, as one Jewish

author has observed: 5;_,..

[...] these issue from two consilderations which form
thé frame of reference within which the teachings
of Jesus must be studiled:

-39 M.-Buber, Two Types ‘of Falth, New York Harper &
Row, 1961, p. 62

40 G. Baum, The Jews and the Gospel, Westminster, Md.,

Newman, 1961, p. 73. (/Efiglyf)
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(1) Jesus'’ conviction that the world ‘as men knew it~-
the human and. the natural allke--was coming to an end
and that a new heavenly kingdom was about to dawn; and
(2) the glad news of“salvation and his own unique
part in this divine drama. : ) "
These convictions: the apocalyptic expectations and

~his role as heavenly Messlah--gave hils teachings a-
new direction, and these teachlngs were discouraged
in the prevalling Judalsm. Here 1s the Great Divide
petween Jesus, as Interpreted by the Gospel writers
and the Pharisaic masters.4l

-

It 1s true, indeéd, that Jesus, aé a tyue Jew, obeyed the Law
Ly living up to its heart ahd eésencé, that he showed an
attitude of respect and obedience toward its true requlrements,
that he "fulfilled" 1£ as 1t was meant by G?d to be fulfilled;

: /
but 1t 1s also true that he brought about a deep and radical

"

transformation of that same lLaw. In referenc the whole

question of Jesus"relationship to the Law and \to the passage

in Matthew, in particular 5:17-48, the contribytion of the

Jewish point of view is not to pe underestimdted. Even though.

a Christian exegesiswill take aé'ifs point of departure the
- convi?tion in falth that Jesus as Lord 1ls presented as the
supreme authority‘vis a vis the Law, this attitude must also
be accompanied by an authentic appregiatioﬁ of Jesus éé.oné
F\Eégxloved and revered the Torah. If Jesus is seen as the )
authoritative Interpreter of the Law, the only one who can
ultimatély discern whichfparts of To;ah really expréss the

"will of God, still, it must be realized that'he recpgnized_d

- HliD. Beryl Cohon, Jewish Sources and Parallels New
York, Bookman Associates, 1956, p. 10.

&
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“at the hegrt of Torah an authentilc divine.revelation of

God's will. This he did not attempt to modify or change,
for.he was essentlally faithful to the Jewilsh ethic of  °
obedience to the will of God. In this sense, the Torah and
the gospel are fundamentally in agreement, The value of the
Jewlsh point of view expressed,by Friedlander, Montefiofé:‘
and othe{i lies in their insistence on the positive aspéct

of Torah as teaching of'God, something which they rightly-
recognize as fPund iﬁ the teachings of Chri%t, and not always
emphasized .by Christian exegetes and commeﬂtators.

In. this .‘alysis, we have seen 1in contemporary Jewish
interpretatioffs a reaction from both an orthodox and a liberal
Jewish podint of view, against a. type of Christian scholéfship
whiéh wohld attempt to show the "suﬁeriority" of Christianity
over Judaism by depreciating the latter. They react on the
level of the interpretation of Matthew 5:17= 48 rather than as
exegetes. Typically, both authors treat the antitheses 1n
detail as concrete examples of what 5:17-20 outline in general.
They are proceeding in a good rabbinic manner, by expounding

'upon a general statement of Jesus regdrdlng the Law aﬁé, in .
the phpcess, using concrete and sﬁecific cases to prove or

digproye the statement.
Montefiore's conviction Bhat Jesus' iﬁférpretation of
-~ . '

““¥he Law was ‘thoroughly "rabbinic® in character and that the

historical Jesus would never have abrogated the Torah, does

|
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not prevent him from seeilng Matthew's presentation of the
antitheses as heing at least partlial abrogation of the Law,
He explains thils by attributing such an attitude to later
writers, more hostile to Judaisn then was., Jesns. He rightly
defends a "Jewish righteousness™ as equal before God with

"Christian righteousness.“ Friedlander clarifies this when

" he underlines the falseness in Matthew's portrailt of the

seribes and Pharisees as historically "unrighteous" peopie.

The righteousness of hypoecrites is obviously not to be.valued,
but whether or not all Eharisees were so hyﬂocritical is. not

a proven fact. Friedlander i1s less ready than\is/;;ntefiore -
to see anything in Jesus' teaching which would in any way .

R
surpass the teachings of Judaism, and sharply criticizes

Montefiore for saylng that the 0ld Testament was. "particular-
. 1stic" in regard to love of enemles. He maintains.that it was

‘universalietic in the best sense. He is convinced that Jesus,

if he did’claim to bring a New Torah, is not only not the
Méssiah, but #s not even a true prOphetT- The fact that Jesus,
and not Torah, is now the focal noint for Christians Seems to
suggest to'him_that Christians have discarded Torah.as‘ |
unnecessary. There is no conception for Friedlander of

Jesus as "fulfiller" in the sense of authoritarian interpreter .
of Torah; tﬁ%re ls only an elther/or sitﬁation: elther Jesus
is worshipped or Torah 1s reveredf Monteflore seems more

able to conceive of a vital link in Jesus between Christlanity

‘and Judaism.
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3. Conclusions.

. . .
Qur. reaction to the Jewish interpretation that we

have Just seen‘is'the following. It seems to suﬁport the

view that'welﬁave‘already expressed, that Jesus was not in

conflict with Torah but,.rather, complemented 1t. He pre-

"served the Torah by observing it falthfully and teaching hils

disciples to do the same. We agree that he d1d go beyond 1t,

but it 1s also true that he remained.true to its basle

intuition, i.e., that in obedience to God's will lies salva-

tion. He made no attempt to repléce the Law.with one of his
own. Whether or not he abrogéted'some of the laws (in the
antitheses) does not seem to us to bg_cnucial to an under-
standing of his "fulflllment" of the Law,.for wlth Meler we
agree.that, even in abrogation, there waé a fuldillment of
the true meaning oflTbrahf Matthew 5:17-%0, according to our
Jewish aﬁthors, contains\nothing new, nothing not found in '
Judaiém already. Nevertheless, %hg person of Jesus himself,
for us, makes all the difference for, although he preserved -
Torah, in these verses it 1s apparent that he interpreted ip.
with an authority that belohgs ult;mately only to God whd |

gave 1t. ‘ ' .
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_CONCLUDING REMARKS

J: Dupont has examined the sources and various types
of redaction of the two accounts of the Sermon, i:e:; in
Matthew and in Luke: His preoccupatigi wlth sources seems to
have limited him in his_eiegesis of the text, since his pre-
supposed "discogrs de base".determining'the structures of
5:17-20 necessarily influences his analysis of the meaning of
the text. Even in his later work, when he pays more attention

to the whole text as redacted by Matthew, 1t 1s still evident

that he has not really relinquished entirely his former pre-

suppositions! Vérses 17 and 20 still seem to him to form the

basic framework for the intfodﬁcticn to the antitheses, whileé
verses 18 and 19, althougﬁ admittedly iﬁfluencihg,the inter-

pretation especlally of verse 17, remain tlouded in vagueness

as to theix\ggigﬂn\a?d, for an exegete llke Dupont, vagueness

in origin means vagueness 1n meaning.

In Dupont's analysis (through source criticism and
then redactilon criticism) the practice of “Justice," even by
the sincere leaders of Judalsm, was incomplete-in itselfl
because the Law that they followed was also essentlially ya
inadequate. He points out specifically that Christian jus-

tice must be a "surpassing" of Jewlsh justice. -Such an

interﬁretation is offensive to both Christians and Jews if
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that 1s to be the criterion for défining.“christian“ justice:
Also, the bortrait of the Scribes and the Pharisees in Matthew
15 not historically accurate, a point Duﬁont does not recognize,
Dupont's attitude seems to be unenlightened on this point:

J. Meler has attempted to show the meaning of verses
5:17-20 In the iight of Matthew's theology of salvatlon-

history. He has ﬁsed'both tradition criticism and redac-

tion criticism but with emphasils on the latger, and he does

g0 with more sensitivity to the nu ances of the text than does
Dupbnt. For Meler, Matthew tries to preserve yet reinterbret
the Jewish-Christian tradition. In his view of salvation-

history, Jesus' public ministry is limited to Israel until

‘after the death-resurrection; when é\QEiffles are to go to

all natlons. The death—resurrecﬁion of Jesus is the end of
the Old Testament cult; it is the breaking into time of the
kingdom in a new way. The limitations of territory; nation,
and Mosaic Law fall aﬁay; they have been transcended: ‘He
notes that the gospel ends "not with a validation of the
Mosaic Law, but with a universal mission to the Gentilés:“
But, in our opinion, this does not necessarily mean that the
Mosaic Law was invalldated. We malntain that it can be
argued that Jesus' authority has “replaced“ that of the
Torah, not in the.sense of "taking its place,“.or of "dis-
placing it;" but rather in the sense thét only Jesus can now

authoritatively interpret Torah; that now only he can




CONCLUDING REMARKS . 155

.delimit what is the revelatory word of God and where it 1s to

be heard. It can be said that, essentlally, the Torah remainé

valid, for it 'is the revelation of .God to men and ‘demands from -

them faithful obedience, which Jesus himself always gave.

‘W. D. Davies, in his "historical" approach, pre=-
supgoses that knowledge of the historical backgropnd of‘the
Sermon on the Mount will help us to determine hoﬁ and why
yatnhéﬁﬂinte what he d:hdT This is open te question for, as
his eriti have_pointed out, Dax}es' use of Jewish soure;s
has not been the most objectlve nor the most discerningT
While claiming to' have avoided the "frustration of that honest
dissection, which in New Testament scholgrshib e se often |
seems to end in murder,“ Davies has perhaps killed off a few
valid and valiant approaches to the understandiﬁg of the a
gospels through use of rabblnic sources. }f he has chosen
only those rabbinic texts which suﬁbort his breconceived

opinions without respectling their context, then he has done’

Christian and Jewishlaggglarshib'no service. It is beyond

our competence now to judge these criticlsms of Davies' workf
We can only note them here and perhabs at a doctoral level b
of research attempt to verify whether or not they are valid
critiques, In any case, the'mE%hodology he has chosen to
use, that of research into the suprosed Jewlsh backgroﬁnd_of

the Sermon, must be considered inadequete unless linked with
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real'géxtﬁal analysis of given passaées‘if any solld con-
c¢lusions are to be drawn. .
In his attempt to clarify the meaning of the Sermon

by delving into its Judalc background, Davies' main insight

 seems to have been that Jesus is not presented explicitly by

Matthew as a new law-giver in contrast to, the Moses of old.
He understands "fulfillment" of the Law by Jesus in a broad
and posltive sense,and admits no ahbrogation of the Mosaic Law .
by Jésus. This seems to be in agreemen; wlth the findings of
our Jewlsh commentators, although both Meier and Dupont see
Jesus 'as at least partially abrogating the Law in the name of
fulfillment. Davies' various analyses of the Sermon through
the prisms of five different historical perspectives enlarges'
our knowledge of possible and perhaps even probable influ-
ences on Matthew's teaching regarding Jesus and the Law, and
his iqg%otments of Christian schoiars who are too eager to
see so;ething completely "mew" in Jesus! teaching, to’éhe-
detriment of the "old" teachings of Judaism, are a shrewd
and necessary corrective to such shallow methodologiesT

| The contribution of our Jewlsh commentators on ﬁétthew
5:17-48 are valuable, not from the point. of view of a "scien-
tific® methodology, for they haven't any, - but rather for the-
corrective infiluence they can have on a Christian perspective

which falls to eﬁphesize the fect that Jesus was a Jew who

was born and lived under the Law., It had been evident
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throughout our study that it is only too easy to speak_and
think in terms of Christian "superilority." A tpeoiogy of .
Jesus as Messlah and Lord cannot.but be impoverished 1f it
falls to.integrate_Jesus as Jew and rabbi into the picturéf

From our+*study of the exegesils of the béricope, of
its historical background, and of the insights gained from b
a Jewlsh understanding, we may briefly state the following
conclusions: '

%, -@%Ethew's presentation of Jesus in verse 17 as

"fulfiller" of the Law should be taken to mean that he beth

observes the Law perfeéﬁly himself and that he interprefs'its

true meaning with a suﬁreme authority. In a brophetic sense,

'he is the accombliﬁhment of the will of the Father'igvealed

in Torah and also perféctly revealed in himself.-

2? The qternallvaliﬁity of Torah, both as ethical norm
and as revelatory word of God, seems to be ﬁreserﬁed in the
declaration of verse 1é'§hat the Law will‘not.bas:s"awayf
"Until all is accomplished” refers to the death-resurrection
of Christ, not as the terminus to the validit& of the Law but
és a condi%ion which still exists today--the full accomblish— '
ment of salvation for everyone of ali times. It 1is begun in
Jesus glorified and will be completed in him.

3. The "righteopsness“ before God that Jesus demands in
versé 20 1s a sincerity of heart and a fidelilty to Torah-as

intefﬁreted by Jdesus. It in no way imblies that the



’

P

I

'and that, as exalted Lord, this profound attachment to the

Mot EReR e e g oeey GBI M BN s wme e —

CONCLUDING REMARKS L 158

observance of Torah was itself inadequate to.géin entrahce -
into the.kingdom. ) o )
We conclude with the ooserVation that ultimately the
ouestion of Jesus' relstiohshio‘to the Law is‘a Christological
one.. While Jews may not be eble to aooept him as the Christ,
Christians must be able to accept'nsm ds Jew, with all that
this implies in terms of continuity with the: essence of Torah
or else their "Christ" will be some detached remote figurefa\
unrelated to either history or to any real eschatologice}f
future. To say that Jesus is the authoritative ihterpreter
of Torah or that in his person Torah 1is perfectly fulfilled,

- . < -
presupposes that he knew, loved, and obeyed the Judaic Torah

will of God as revealed in Torah was radically strengthened
and renewed. This further implies thij his-followers have a
deep and lasting common bond with their Jewish‘brothers and
sisters, ife:, obedienoe to what the Law-and the prophets call |
us to practise, a common righteousness in sincerity of heart

before our one God and Father.

kA
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