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Chapter 1
INTRODUCTION

The objective of this study has been to explore the content of
Jesus' teaching related to His use of the word Voiu.as . By studying
the contexts in which Jesus has mentioned b’éL.os , theological lines of
relationship come into focus and information becomes available for under-
standing the function of v'c;a(zs within the broader context of Christian
theology. The scope of the study has been limited. Limiting the study
to those passages in which Jesus himself mentions \/o;uas has necessar-
ily imposed restrictions from a topical viewpoint. The intention for
imposing this 1limit has been to provide for comprehensiveness within a
workable parameter. A more inclusive study would require studying all
the occurrences of Vq;x,os in the Bible in addition to all related
synonyms. BEven though the present study is limited, it does provide
important information for understanding the function of \,é;LOS in
Christian theology.

The passages selected for study have been identified with the
aid of Moulton and Geden's Concordance to the Greek Testament.1 Folw-
lowing the listing for v¢£p¢os, each occurrence of the word within the
Gospels has been examined to isolate the instances in which Jesus men-
tioned the word. Having done this, the next step involved selecting
the context of each occurrence that would serve as the focus for exege-
tical study. A major guideline for this process involved following the
paragraph divisions of the Greek text. In all cases, the primary con-
cern was with identifying the surrounding verses which would yield

1



2
content to the theological relationships of qu;ac75 . Thirteen passages
were identified for study out of this process. Five of those passages
occur in a context providing a limited amount of information regarding
either the content or the relationships of v*é}kas. Chapter two con- .
tains the findings for those brief studies. The remaining eight passages

have been studied more extensively. The passages studied are as follows:

Brief Study Extended Study
Matthew 11:13 Matthew 5:17-20
Luke 24:44 Matthew 7:12
.John 15325 Matthew 12:1-8
John 8:17 Matthew 22:34-40
John 10:34 Matthew 23:23-24

Luke 10:25-37
Tuke 16:14-18

John 7:14-24

The United Bible Societies third edition of The Greek New Testa-

ment has served as the basis for the study of each text.z All Greek

gquotations have been taken from this edition. Where Jesus has quoted

from an 01d Testament passage, the Hebrew text Biblia Hebraica Stuttgar-

tensia has been consulted in order to understand both the original con-
text of the quote and the Hebraic language connotations of the quote.3
Hebrew words appearing in the study are from this text. The aim in
studying each passage has been 1o deal with the text inductively and
exegetically. Because of this, the primary tools for research have been
the standard tools for biblical language exegesis. However, somekof the

major commentaries have been consulted and their contributions to the



study have been noted. As much as possible, each passage has been
treated as an independent study. Correlation and integration between
passages has generally been reserved until the final chapter. The con-
clusions of each chapter are based upon exegesis of the particular text

being studied in that chapter,



Chapter 2

Vo;a 05 AS SCRIPTURE AND PROPHECY

’ =
Vou os as Scripture
rd

John 8:17
N ) - ’ J\ - ¢ g s
kat €v 7« Vonw € Tw YMETEPw yeyoall 7ac
s ”, ) 7’ c Ve ) 7 2
o7e a(uo an/Oa})Ta}V v pap7vgca a/\7975 ET 7Y,
Note: k’az_...cJé form a unit which can be translated "and also"
or "but also."1 The perfect tense of ;Ve£r79«7ﬂ7btpoints
. b} s ¢ s
to Scripture. dv o avowm wv ¥ ragrgoca is enpha-

sized by its position.2

The Pharisees had questioned the validity of Jesus' teaching con-
cerning himself (8:13). Because He bore witness (vs. 13, pap 77//0é2‘5)
of himself, they claimed His witness was not true. It must not be
assumed that this implies His witness was false. As leon Morris points
out, truth from a legal perspective required the substantiation of two
wi‘l:nesses.3 Jesus noted this legal requirement and in verse 17 He calls
the attention of the Pharisees to the truth which is established by the
witness of two men according to yc;uo_s (ef. Dt. 17:6; 19:5). The
two witnesses He refers to are himself and the Father (vs. 18). 1In com-
bination they form a witness of greater integrity than the witness of
men. However, the Pharisees were so prejudiced that they refused to see
or accept that witness (vs. 19). Jesus argued His defense on their
ground by appealing to vo:/xo_s. It was their Vo//a os ( 74;»\ VO/I“‘Z’J r?
zc/,ae 7'6//0?/) from which He drew support for His position. Vo;u os as

i



745%79¢1zrfa4, refers to sacred Hebrew Scripture. In John 5:39 Jesus
describes those opposing Him as searching the Scriptures for eternal
life. But in the same verse Jesus identifies Scripture as also bearing
witness to himself as the Messiah. However, they were‘unwilling to
accept the witness of Scripture as verifying the message of Jesus. A
narrow crystalized view of Scripture led them to refuse to see Jesus as
the fulfillment of Scripture. This is indicated by the reference to
"your law" in verse 17. Prejudice had limited Vé;xos to perform only
a legalistic function in their style of religion. Jesus stated a truth
from Vé;LOJ which they could agree with, but so self-blinded were the
Pharisees that even argument on their own level failed to open their
eyes. Having established their position, nothing was capable of con-
vincing them otherwise. Rather than a divine message, Vé;4os had
become for the Pharisees a personal ‘/é;LOS limited to human interpre-

tation and application.

John 10:34
) 4 ? ~ 4 > ~
aﬁek/697 av7ots o Iyoovs,
c”

Id
Ovk errer ]’é}f/oa/a/uel/m/ ev Tw Vouw zf/u,w\/ o7c
E7w edm, Oecol ev7e;

Note: The expected answer is yes (<9£n( with the indicative).
7/ V4
The perfect tense (7’67‘/0a/u/u.eVov) with Vouw indi-
cates Hebrew Scripture. Psalm 82:6 is the apparent

location of the quote.

Jesus 1s charged with blasphemy by the Jews and they are ready
to kill Him (10:31«33). The reason for this is that they recognized Him

only as a man, but He made the claim to be God. Jesus defended himself



by calling their attention to a passage from Va:u,os. Psalm 82:6 is

5 To inclu@e the Psalms, VQ;LOS

the most likely source of quotation.
must refer in this instance to the wﬁole of Hebrew Scripture. In
describing vexos, Jesus refers to it as "your Law" (7 Vorw Luw¥).
Stressing the human ownership of \/%}uas is a significant point. This
compares with similar uses in John 8:17 and John 15:25. The Jews held
Scripture to be authoritative and unchangeable. Jesus reminded them of
this fact in verse 35 after He had quoted to them a passage from Scripture
in which‘men were referred to as gods.- In Psalm 82:6 men are called
g'ﬂ‘}ﬁu The context of the verse indicates that the Psalmist is identi-
fying the rulers and judges of the nation as gods. The Brown, Driver,
Briggs lexicon supports the use of human designation in the use of
u?g'?ﬁ.é Following Jesus' argument, if men are called gods in "your
Scripture," which you accept as authoritative, why cannot I be called

the "Son of God" (vs. 36). The argument was on their level from their
Vo;a>os. From a legalistic perspective (the perspective of the Jews),
Jesus stood vindicated. However, from the perspective of Jésus' divinity
no justification was needed. But, the Jews having closed minds to the
truth would not accept even argumentation from their ewn legalistic
approach as adequate vindication. They were not deterred from continuing
to seek Jesus' death (vs. 39). Their concept of Vq;xoﬁ was limited by

the inability to interpret Jesus as the promised Messiah.

V6 4 05 _as Prophecy
P4

John 15:2 )
’ g P ( ) 75? ‘VQ/ w ¢2W7QDV
ald' cva mAypw87 o doyos o e e
7ef/0a/x,/¢ € Vos orc
/ 7/
Eulryrav we dwpeal.
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Note: ;al)c; is a strong adversative conjunction linking to the
thought of verses 22—24. In translating, something like
"they did this"7 should be inserted before ;;zz in order
to provide a main verb which will summarize the action
upon which the result clause is dependent.8 O( )fe -
7’/0a/a/ae’ros is an attributive participial phrase modifying
o A o’)/o:. o 7e introduces a quote from Scripture.
The quoted line occurs in both Psalm 35:19 and 69:4.9

Psalm 69:4 is more descriptive of Jesus' situation.

In this passage Va;u. 0S5 is identified with written scripture

¢
(o... J €70 A evos) and fulfillment of prophecy (A 7,0w9;9).
Vo;ua_s is described as belonging to those who hate Jesus ( 70:3 Va’/agJ
a,-z} ra/)y; see vs. 24). Their hatred for Jesus results in a prophetic
fulfillment (77/)'7/&19:;) of scripture. However, the structure of the
sentence (vs. 25) reveals more than a simple statement regarding pro-.
phetic fulfillment. Fulfillment brought with it self—incrimination for
those who rejected Jesus. Beginning with verse 22 Jesus discusses the
inexcusable nature of the hatred directed toward himself. Jesus identi-
fied their rejection of His teaching (vs. 22) and their rejection of the
testimony of His works (vs. 24) as amounting to sin. Because they had
both heard and seen, they had no excuse for their sin. By hating Jesus
without cause, they had fulfilled the prophecy of their own Scripture
(vs. 25). The degree of inexcusability rested not only upon rejection of
Jesus' words and miracles, but also upon a prophetic fulfillment of that
which they accepted, their law. vo/,u,os in this context is identified

from the perspective of human ownership. Rather than referring to the

Pentateuch, yo//uos refers to the whole of Hebrew Scripture with a



special emphasis on the aspect of fulfillment of prophecy.

Matthew 11:13

[4

'd \ ~ Y < Ve
Tav7es yap oc 77,009!7Tac Kkac © Vouos
44 ) , b] 7/
€ws ‘Twavvev e€npopyreviar:’
b d
Note: 677/00¢'77’e?f0'al/ is aorist and indicates a punctiliar
< /
Perspective. W’p0¢7rac and Vowues are the subjects

of the verb.

This passage bears strong resemblance to Iuke 16:16.:Lo The pri-~
mary emphasis of Vo:u. os in Matthew 11:13 involves its function as
prophecy., In this function it is joined by 02 7500757" 7at . The con-
tent of the prophecy involves Christ (11:3), the kingdom of heaven
(11:12), and John the Baptist (11:14). Jesus views yo:a os as prophecy
contained in the words of Scripture.

Luke 24:44

3 bl ’

7 \ A}
Ecrev de moos av7ovs,
3 / \ b 4 \ c ~
Ovroc oc Aoyoc _uov ovs €ladyTa mpos Ywas
2/ N \ ¢ ~
ETe wv TUV Yulv,
1% " N ’
07¢ ded Ay pw Ograt Jravrva
\ /7 P /7 . / A
Ta }/e)’/oa/a/uel/a ét/ rg/ Vo MwvlTe ws kat
/ \
7‘02‘5 7700¢77‘ac5 Kat
A
‘ya)/uo s
\ 7 ~
Note: fer/oa/u/uelva as a perfect tense refers to completed
Scripture. €V has three objects. AwpwOyyac is

aorist.

In Luke 24:44 Jesus identifies the three divisions of the Hebrew
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01d Testament. (gaduols is not a division but is the major book in
the "Wri‘tings.")ll In calling to mind all that He had taught ( Ao/7’ oc )
the disciples, Jesus indicated that fulfillment (7(/)'7/06«)9-? vac) charac-
terized the relationship between the Scripture (vs. 45, 7/00.%0./5) and

the events and teachings of His mission. All that had been written about
Jesus (776,02 €uov) in Vo:«gu, 70&07’7/7¢zc s, and ;ﬂa)/uof_s will
end in fulfillment. Vo/’a, 05 shares the prophetic function of Scripture
with the writings of the Prophets and the Psalms. Prophecy is the pri-

mary emphasis in Jesus' use of Vo;«, o5 in Luke 24:44,



Chapter 3

EXPOSITION OF MATTHEW 5:17-20

Contextual Considerations

Immediate Context

The immediate context of Matthew 5:17-20 is Jesus' discourse com-
monly known as the '"Sermon on the Mount." Matthew's record of the sermon
encompasses nearly all of the fifth, sixth, and seventh chapters. Verses
5:1-2 and 7:28-29 identify the audience as disciples and multitudes
(53/) oc ). The actual sermon begins at 5:3 and concludes with 7:27.

In the sermon Jesus addresses a number of different topics. He
commences His discourse by identifying the recipients of blessing (5:3-
12). Following this Jesus addresses the function and value of "good
works" displayed before men (5:13-16). Next comes the section comprising
the major focus of consideration for exegesis (5:17-20). The transitional
link between 5:17-20 and what has been said up to that point is partially
obscure. However, transition can be deduced between verses 16 and 17 if
one interpolates from the broader context of Scripture. Ground for inter-
polation is provided by the prohibition /47‘ reu 5’0’775 of verse 17.
Inherent in the prohibition is the possibility that some might misconstrue
Jesus' mission as being destructive to the validity of »/é)Los or
W’,OO;ﬁ; 7a(. Other scriptures show that indeed some did draw this con-
clusion (e.g., Jn. 5:16f.). By performing works/miracles on the Sabbath,
Jesus incited the accusation from the Pharisees that He was breaking the
law regarding the keeping of the Sabbath (e.g., Mt. 12:10f.). From Jesus'

410
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Extended Context

Matthew's record of Jesus' sermon (Mt. 5:3—7:27) shows a
remarkable degree of similarity to Luke's "Sermon on the Plain" (ILk.
6:17~49). Manson identifies eight parallel passages contained in both
sermons.L'L Along with the many similarities between the two sermons are

5 The Matthew passage of

a number of dissimilarities in expression.
5:17-20 does not have a corresponding parallel in Iuke's sermon. However,
a similarity of thought related to 1/42;05 in Matthew 5:18 is found in
Iuke 16:17. The Lukan passage is treated as a separate study elsewhere.6
From the perspective of theological emphasis, expressed in the
vocabulary of Matthew, two concepts are particularly pertinent to the
study of Matthew 5:17-20. One of the expressions which characterize the
Gospel is the phrase "kingdom of heaven" (ﬂa. Ge )éc,a Feor 01;,04 viov ).
The gospel which Jesus proclaims concerns the kingdom (Mt. 4:17, 23).
Parables illustrate the nature of the kingdom (e.g., Mt. 20:1ff.). Mat-
thew is the only Gospel in which the kingdom is described as the "king-
dom of heaven."7 The term used in the other Gospels is "kingdom of God,"
but both represent the same concept. Matthew 5:17-20 contains two occur-—
rences of the phrase. A second theological term characteristic of the
Gospel and evident in the passage of study is the concept of fulfillment.
Matthew shows special interest in identifying the relationship between
the "old" and the "new." This is expressed by a number of citations of
01d Testament prophecies to which he indicates how they are fulfilled
(e.g., Mt., 1:22ff.; 2:15, 18). In Matthew 5:17-20 Jesus expresses His
relationship <o Yo;u.o.s and ﬂ/OO;é;rac as fulfillnent (vs. 17, 77/]%9&“:.).
The author's interest in the concept is supported by Jesus' use of the

I
term. Matthew weaves together the "old and the "new." vouos is
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representative of the old order while Jesus inaugurates the new.

Textual Observations

(44

17a M'; Vo/u(/V’77'c‘ orc -7’/)80;/ xaza Av oad

PRI

7'0V Vo/a_c)l/ ¥4
Tov'.s 77/oo¢7 7as'
Note: ,44—7/ with the aorist subjunctive ra/u.c'O' ¥ 7€ prohibits
with the sense of stop before begimrling.8 ;)Qav is an

Fal
"ingressive aorist."” KaT7a Av 0T a ¢ with respect to

’ : . . 10
Vosos 1s "culminative."

) 7 - \
17b  owvw 7,/\90/ Kara dvoral adde 7TA w0 0ac,

)
Note: owvk as a strong negative is "objective and final."ll
3 ~
The same notes attached to ‘7)90)’ and Kka7aAvoat in

17a apply here as well. a)/\)«c{ is a strong adversative.

2 : . o, w12
77/"7/0 Woa is an "ingressive aorist.
18 a,«7r }*a/a )te)'w v'/uu/,
4

Ews A lfa/oe/\97 o avj/aara\s A’ac\»; 77",

o~ n y
caw7a Et/ 4 ,uca Aegaca

4 ) \ ~ ld
oU ,wy Ta0€ 9‘7 aflo 7oV Youmovw
(X4 2N ~ /
Ews av 7aV7a yevyrac,
/ g cs )y~
Note: @ u%¥ adds emphasis. €«w3 aVv occurs twice and intro-
/
duces preconditions. Tfa/oeAQZ»y as an aorist subjunctive
points to the contingency of a future culminative action.13
2 7’
The same applies to 75/V7 7at, oV v is a very empha-
tic neg;r,anbion.lLL
el

Y ) ’ . - b - ’
192 o5 €av ovv Av0Y umcaV 7wV eVrodws rviww
(4

~ ), 4 \ er \ J /
7oy €A a)yeorzwy  Kac de Jafé:-; OV 7ws US aV%O T oV'S,
[4
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7 7 / ) ~ e ~ 7 Pl
a .
6/\ e 7os ,«/\797 Te7at ey 77 ﬂaO’tAech "V Ovgalwy
<t ) 7
Note: o3 €av introduces the protasis of a conditional clawlse.15

. }
/\'U(T;? identifies a less serious action than A’a?’a/)'SO’ao

. 16 - ,
in verse 17. Avo# is "culminative" while d¢ da §7 is
17

3 [] ) / . . 3
"ingressive." (5) ayc¢ 0 os recelves emphasis by being

first in the clause. /(A—7 9»7/0’57ac is future tense.
c? \ s \ ’
19v os d’ av 7Toc70"l‘7 Aal JcJa.gl‘y,
t / ~1 ’ - ?
OU7os /uefas K)‘797/U’f7'd4 )61/ 7 /ga(n)eca TV or;aqye::/
< 3
<t ye
Note: os d av begins another slightly adverse conditional
” 4 e
clause. Avo7... Jcrjaf:; (vs. 19a) and ;roc—y oy ...
4 ’
deda 57 are balanced pairs. meyas is opposite
7 / s
€laycV 7as (vs. 19a). A’/\‘7970’€- 7at¢ is repeated.
, \ ¢ ¢
20a )‘éfw )fa/O U/aZV o7¢
>N\ \ Id [4 " < s
EaV a7 WGﬂcU’O’éU 0':7 vuwy %y arcxac oV Ty
- ~ ’/ A\ 7
Aoy 7wV JPomut ATeWy Kat éap&V@L wv',

Note: e’;v /,u7/ is translatable "unless,"18 and begins the pro-

~
tasis of a conditional clause. VA €c oV 1is comparative,

"more than. w19

) ) \ ’ ~ } ~
20b o /w\z ecv’e/)\Qo/ re € 7yv favidecaV 7wy ovgareV.
'
Note: ov % is an emphatic negative which also occurs in verse

b ’s
18. 6¢(7'E/\c9’776 is an "ingressive aorist," but being

in the apodosis it represents a future condi‘cion.20

Bxegetical Discourse

, ; ~
vowos and I:; TCovs

4 ”
What is the relationship between ¥eowos and ’I‘7 Tovs? Jesus

expected His audience of disciples and multitudes (5:1, 7:28) to ask that
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question. In fact, the tense and mood of "/u‘% Vo/ac/0'775” (vs. 17,
aorist, subjunctive) expresses a prohibition with regard to one possible
conclusion to such inguiry. To some it might have'appeared that Jesus
was on a collision course with Vo:a,os . Before they could come to that
conclusion, Jesus expressed a prohibition exhorting them not to consider
it. Jesus wanted them mentally to eliminate any consideration that He
came to "do away with, abolish, annul, or make invalid”21 ( ";\A Qot/
X aradz wac ) the Iaw or the Prophets. The basis for the prohibition
is stated in 17b as an objective fact (i.e., with the indicative mood).
He came not to do away with ( vk ;) Oov  Kara dvlTac ) but to ful-
£111 (@dde mAyplval).

Both kxa7a )1’1\(7'5“_ and ﬁ’)%&ajrat are aorist infinitives.

The first expresses more of a culminative act, and the second should be
considered ingressive. The culminative aspect of ka7a /\7?0’01 is evident
in the validity and stability which Jesus attached to the smallest
elements of the Law (vs. 18, ¢ 7a and KeP a c,a.). The whole of Vo/,a.os
was valid, and one did not destroy it a piece at a time. Attack on the
least significant was attack on the whole. The ingressive character of
7r)-7/743 §"at involves the mission of Jesus. The fact that Jesus came
was an act of fulfillment, but the completed process was still in prog-
ress, Only the beginning of fulfillment was accomplished in Jesus'
coming.

Jesus anticipated only two conclusions which others might con-
ceive regarding His relationship to Va;aa_s , one negative and the other
positive., The negative view saw Jesus as destructive to \/‘o;ocos . Jesus
negates this deduction at the start. Eliminating the possibility of a

negative relationship between himself and Va/'u,o; , Jesus describes the
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positive potential as fulfillment ()T);y?ijvuu). Arndt and Gingrich
identify three possible interpretations for Z04700;301c in this context:
(1) fulfill in the sense of "do, carry out," or (2) "bring to full
expression, show it forth in its true meaning,"” or (3) in the sense of
"fill up, complete."22 Applying the first definition to the text, Jesus
is saying that He did not come as a law-breaker but as a law-doer. The
evidence of Jesus' compliance with the requirements of the law is indi-
cated in the extent of the opposition aimed at Him by the Pharisees.
Their accusations were few and represented more differences of interpre-
tation rather than disregard for the law (e.g., Mt. 12:1-14). Applying
the second definition to the context, Jesus fulfilled the Ilaw by inter-
preting its meaning beyond the legalism of the day. Examples of this
expanded interpretation follow in Matthew 5:21-48. In each case, Jesus
begins by stating a legal requirement (5:21, 27, 31, 33, 38, 43) to
which He then adds an interpretation intended to bring out the true
intention of the legal principle. Fulfillment is achieved by Jesus in
interpreting the spirit of the law. Applying the third definition of
Zr)1@053011L to the text, the idea of completion is conveyed. In the
examples noted above from Matthew 5:21-48, Jesus by virtue of His divine
authority not only interpreted but expanded the demand for fulfilling
the divine will, expressed by the phrase "But 1 say to you" (e.g., 5:22,
é;ﬁ;' de AéyaJ é;LSV'). Meeting the requirement for righteousness
went beyond legal compliance. Jesus brought to completion the ethical
requirement of vwikcas , @ requirement essential for entrance into the
kingdom of heaven ( 5:20).23 In relation to the text, the third definition
of 7f3‘7/¢30hb fits best. The other definitions, while expressing an

accurate relationship between 1/@}405 and.ﬁﬁvaoas; derive their
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validity more from the broader context of Scripture than this specific
passage.

Jesus upholds the authority of the law and at the same time does
not lessen His own divine authority. This balance is powerfully conveyed
in the Greek tenses used in verse 17. /a,a; Vo/a_é/0'77‘é' (with the weaker
negative and the subjunctive) denies with hesitancy and uncertainty any
thoughts that Jesus came to lessen in some way the authority embraced in
Scripture ( Zov Vo;aoV 3)7' Zvs po% 7/7’45). Following this He
states in the indicative mood (with the stronger emphatic negative ovk )
that He did not come to abolish the authority resident in Scripture but
to fulfill Scripture. The contrast of the statement is heightened by
the use of aAda. Jesus did not view His mission (implied in ;/}901/)
as being in any way a threat to Scripture but in fact the very fulfillment
of Scripture. HRather than a conflict existing between Christ and Scrip-
ture, there is harmony. Jesus fulfilled the divine will expressed in
the 01ld Testament in regard to both demand (the Iaw) and promise (proph-
ecy).zq What Jesus taught was not a lessening of the requirements of
the ILaw but a redefinition and interpretation which both encompassed and
surpassed the letter of the Law. Jesus gave the law meaning which
extended beyond legalism.

Jesus' high regard and support for the lLaw is evident in verse
18. a)!./a.'y'r at the beginning of the verse and the use of the indicative
()e}'u) gives a note of seriousness to what Jesus says.25 Jesus iden-
tifies in this verse what must take place before even the smallest
change will occur in the law. Two preconditions are identified and
represented by the use of the aorist subjunctive. One involves the

"passing away" (rro./o 6’)9"7 ) of heaven and earth, and the other involves
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the "coming to be" (;VQ{VH7,qu ) of all things. There seems to be a
possibility that Jesus was not considering two conditions that would
allow for a change in the Law, but was only stating the same condition
from two perspectives. The passing away of heaven an&_earth would
involve the reversal of creation (see Gen, 1:1ff.), This in an escha-
tological framework consummates history (see Rev. 21:1ff.), The same
climax of history could also be viewed as that point in time when all
things which are destined to occur have come to completion. Since the
major thrust of Jesus' teaching in verses 17-20 is to uphold the validity
of Scripture, it seems unlikely that He is anticipating the time of its
demise prior to the end of time. He states that the focus of His mission
is not to do away with the Law but to fulfill it. If Jesus' mission
posed no threat to the law, it is inconceivable that any other occurrence
should set the condition for invalidation. Jesus upholds the validity
and unchanging character of the Law. Creation itself will come to an
end prior to the smallest change occurring in the lLaw. That point is
strongly emphasized by Jesus in the placement of tiora gv ;;/uc; Kgaa(é
before the verb26 and the emphatic use of ’JU/‘3;'27 While the extent
of changelessness in the Law is tied to the continuance of creation, the
degree of changelessness is indicated by the £437h and the A’%ﬂczé:L
The éa:ra. is the smallest letter of the Greek alphabet and would be
equivalent to the Hebrew xjﬁj, the smallest letter in its alphabet.28
What is meant exactly by )(e/7a4:a,is debatable, but the essence of its
use by Jesus is in reference to the most minute detail.29 Jesus supports

not only the durability but the unchangeability of the law. Vciaos and

T 470’05'\5 complement rather than contradict one another.
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Vo:,uos and e)lf TOA‘;

Jesus, having established the stability and validity of Vo/’«.oé‘
in verse 18, supports the authority of Va/,uO.S in verse 19. The
authority of Va//ua.s is resident in the commandments (éV?’o/)«nJ V) of
the Law. The preeminence of commandment in connection with the Law is .
indicated in Jesus' uses of Vo;«4o S . Jesus uses the word twice in Mat-
thew 5:17-20. Both occurrences have a related connotation but a little
different emphasis. Iﬁ verse 17 Va//uos appears in conjunction with
W,aoqﬁ—;‘rac . The Greek particle ‘}/ connects the two words. The
function of ~;, in this instance 1is to connect "related and similar terms,
where one can take the place of the other or one supplements the othe:c."3 0
Vo//cws and 7gpo ¢§ 7ac¢ used in this manner represented an accepted
way of referring to the whole of 0ld Testament Scripture.31 The second
occurrence of Vo//uO-S is found in verse 18. Here it appears without
reference to the Prophets. Normally when this occurs in the Gospels,

32

the reference is to the Pentateuch. The Pentateuch contained the
divine imperatives relating to human conduct. Jesus makes reference to
those imperatives in verse 18, and this is supported by his use of
éJVTo):)V in verse 19. Not even the least commandment was to be
relaxed nor was the smallest letter to be altered in the law.

Both Jesus and His audience would have been well aware of the
preeminence of the Iaw in God;s relationship to Israel, The commandments
of the law were the standards of obedience expected by God. The law was
sacred and maintained an integral part in Israel's existence. It was to
people who had this high regard for the Law that Jesus spoke the words
of Matthew 5:17-20. Jesus knew that His audience acknowledged the divine

character of the law, and it was with this knowledge that Jesus showed
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care not to appear as an innovator of heresy.

7 [4 7z
Yomos and » BaoiAece
Zeoll e¥a a yey

Jesus presupposed the desire on the part of His audience to enter
the "kingdom of heaven." Some of the benefits and blessings afforded to
citizens of the "kingdom" were enumerated by Jesus in verses 3-12., Citi-
zenship was desirable, but entry was conditional. A person's relationship
to the commandments of the Law was critical not only to his inclusion but
also to his position within the kingdom. Discussion on this point begins
with verse 19.

Verse 19 begins with the hypothetical pronoun ;\5 éa,V.BB He
is described as one who "destroys, brings fto an end, abolishes, or does
away with"Bb{ ()1;0"‘7) one of the least of the commandments. The use of
/\U/O’ﬂ instead of xa7a \vr 0 ac (vs. 17) indicates the lesser degree
of action.35 In this change of verbs resides the lesser authority of
man to undermine the Law. Condemnation comes upon a person not only for
"doing away with" the commandment but also in his teaching others to do
likewise. This person will be called least ( x A 797/0’6 Tac e')/\a/,rc r7os)
in the "kingdom of heaven." A parallel relationship exists between
annulling the least commandment and being called least in the kingdom of
heaven. é)\ 6:)( (7705 means in both situations "very small, gquite unim-
portant, insignificant."36 Two questions arise from the double use of
é)aﬁ){ ¢ 7o0S5. What does "least" mean in reference to commandments,
and what does "least" mean in reference to the "kingdom?"

With regard to the "least" commandment, the reference is to the

Ten Commandments as those occupying the smallest amount of space.37 _'The

reason for this conclusion rests primarily upon the significance given
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by the Rabbis to the keeping of all the commandments. A person was
guilty of breaking the commandments regardless of the value placed upon
one commandment in relation to any other. No ranking in the kingdom of
heaven is intended in this text. Whoever breaks one of the Ten Com- -
mandments will not be least in the kingdom according to rank, he will
not be included at all. Verse 19 follows a rabbinic form of argument
for supporting the authority of every commandment in the Iaw and the
consequent seriousness attached to the breaking of even the seemingly
most insignificant.38

The person who does away with the commandment is contrasted with
the person who obeys (7ﬂ9c7&§7) and teaches (oﬁ¢J2f§?7) obedience. de
serves as the adversative conjunction. The consequences of the first
action lead +to the position of being least in the kingdom. The reward
of the second results in being called great in the kingdom. Behind this
whole discussion of "leastness" and "greatness" in the kingdom of heaven
rests the theological importance of the kingdom. The kingdom embraces

39

God's plan of salvation for man. Inclusion in the kingdom is synony-
mous with the receipt of salvation. Therefore, one would wish to be
called great in the kingdom rather than least. When it comes to a per-
son's own salvation, few if any would intentionally risk being excluded
by only attempting to meet the minimal requirements for "being called
least."”

Moving on to verse 20 Jesus addresses directly (in the indicative
mood) an added word about those who will be included in the kingdom.
50/7'6 introduces a condition. éa\LV ,uyl with the subjunctive verb

I'd
Tepe TV&VC’:? indicates the hypothetical nature of the condition. The

requirement is for righteousness which exceeds (77'/? el ov) that of the
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scribes and the Pharisees in orxder to enter the kingdom of heaven. The
strength of this requirement is forcefully conveyed by the emphatic pro-
hibition av)f /47’.40 To understand what Jesus meant by this statement,
the level of rightecusness attached to the scribes and Pharisees must
first be established. Both were ideologically derted to the preservation
of the Law. The scribes were primarily concerned with the business of
teaching and interpreting the Law.ul The Pharisees were characterized
by a strict adherence to the legal requirements of the Iaw.uz The
requirement for righteousness which exceeds that of the scribes and
Pharisees is not intended to be an attack against them.43 In verses 21-48
Jesus teaches that meeting the legal requirement of the Law is insuffi-
cient. Iegalism characterized the attitude of the scribes and Pharisees
toward achieving righteousness. Righteousness according to Jesus went
beyond legalism to include not only strict outward conformance but also
a right attitude., Murder was wrong according to the scribes and Pharisees
(vs. 21). But, Jesus extended the circle of application to include not
only the act but also the attitude (vs. 22). Entry into the kingdom
required more than legal conformity, it required an inward conformity as
well. Only the person whose righteousness reaches this level will find
entry into the kingdom of heaven. The fulfillment which Jesus brought
to the law in no way abrogated it but established it on a deeper level,
the level of inward obedience., The lifestyle Jesus presents to mankind

involves continued obedience to Vé&o: both outwardly and within.

Entry into the kingdom of heaven requires it.



Chapter 4

EXPOSITION OF MATTHEW 7:12

Contextual Considerations

Immediate Context

No strong link in thought exists between Matthew 7:12 and the
verses immediately preceeding or following. Verses 7:13~14 describe in
contrasting figurative speech two alternatives available to mankind and
the imperative to choose the way which leads to life. The content of
the verses represents a change of topic from the ethical discussion of
verse 12 to the process of choosing a personal lifestyle. ILogically it is
not necessary to link verse 12 with verses 13-14. Almost the same degree
of independence exists in relation to thbse verses immediately preceeding
the 12th verse as those following. Verses 7-11 form a unified thought
related to prayer. Jesus emphasizes the importance of making requests
known to God and the resulting confidence one can have in God's goodness.
The focus is upon man's relationship toward his fellowman. Although
there is no necessary logical connection between verses 7-11 and verse
12, the author ties the two thoughts together with the inferential con-
Junction 035».1' This serves to make the example of God's goodness in
dealing with persons who make requests from Him (vs. 11) as an example
or the basis for men to treat each other in similar manner. The author
has taken two distinct thoughts (vv. 7-11 and vs. 12) and has tied them
together so that the one (vv. 7-11) enlightens and contributes to the

3

meaning of the other (vs. 12). T.W. Manson® and other form critics

23
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view this connection of thought as an interpretation added by the author

of the Gospel rather than a connection directly attributable to Jesus.
They point out that verse 12 appears to be in a more natural context as
it is found in ILuke 6:31. 1In that context the verse follows the parallel
of Matthew 5:1+2.LP The form critics may be right in their contention,

but the exegesis of the verse (vs. 12) is affected little whether or not
it be considered in or out of its assumed original context. The basic

meaning remains the same.

Extended Context

Matthew 7:12 occurs in the broader context of the "Sermon on the
Mount." The verse is commonly referred to as the "Golden Rule." A more
natural location for the verse would be within the context of Matthew
5:38—48.5 In that context, Jesus instructs His audience to "turn the
other cheek” and to "love your enemies." However these instructions do
not attain the universal principle which is enunciated in the "Golden
Rule." One commentator views this verse as "the capstone" of the whole
sermon.6 Whether one agrees with this conclusion or not, the commentator
is right in recognizing the importance of the theme in the "Sermon."
Jesus in a number of ways throughout the "Sermon" focuses upon the proper
character of human relationships. Matthew 7:12 elucidates a principle

which is well suilted to the context of the "Sermon on the Mount."”

Textual Observations
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Note: The whole clause is the protasis of a conditional
7 (44

statement. ¢ rya introduces a substantival clause which

Vd
is in opposition with mav7a.
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Note: 7a/0 is an illative conjunction introducing a reason.
-\
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main clause of the sentence.ll

Exegetical Discourse
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The occurrence in Matthew 7:12 of 93;4EL5 in conjunction with
acC 7;’00¢$Tac reflects Jesus' conception of VO/:AO.S. Both words
together form the compound predicate nominative of the near demonstrative
pronoun 03 7¢5., This indicates that Jesus was not considering ngaos
or oc( 7//00%»; 7a¢ individually but as a single unit of thought.
Reference to Scripture as a whole fits this formula.12 Recognizing the
unity in conception of Va//ao.s and 77/bo¢:71 7 ac¢, however, does not iden-~
tify the specific aspect of Scripture Jesus had in mind. This must be
derived by looking at the content of 12a (v.,uTextual Observations). 12a
functions as the antecedent of the demonstrative pronoun o:; 705, The
content of 12a relates directly to Jesus' conception of Vg;xos and
TTpPo ¢ '; 7at. The theme of 12a involves interpersonal relationships,
more specifically the guiding principle of those relationships. Focus
upon this theme occupies the center of Jesus' conception of Scripture.
The validity of this conception is obvious to the student of the 0l1d
Testament, for both the Pentateuch and the Prophets deal quite exten-

sively with the subject.
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The manner in which Scripture addresses the subject of interper-
sonal relationships underlines Jesus' view of the authority with which
VC;;(OS' is determinative of human conduct. The "Ten Commandments®
express the negative boundary of God's imperatives for human rela-
tionships, "Thou shalt not...." The prophets such as Micah and Amos
foretold the approaching doom resulting from disobedience to the demands
of social justice. Jesus' audience may be assumed to have been well
aware of the authority of Scripture, a logical presupposition. Jesus
himself recognized Scripture as authoritative and so indicates that
position by pointing to Scripture (le) as supporting the proposition of
12a, Jesus does not consider himself to have presented anything other
than the essence of scriptural teaching and requirement. Because Jesus
appeals to Scripture, it may be concluded that He both recognized and
upheld the authority of Scripture in its broader conception and in its

Vd
inclusion of Vvouos.

K()ﬁjuo.s and a77f7'o cs

From the foregoing discussion it has been asserted that Jesus
recognized the authority inherent in Vé}¢os as part of Scripture.
Along with this recognition it may be asserted that Jesus was aware of
the authority that rested in himself as the Son of God. The ground for
this assertion rests upon Jesus having begun His formal ministry (Mt.
L4:17). 1In Matthew 7:12 there is evidence of interaction between these
two positions of authority. In the interaction, Jesus plays the role of

interpreter and innovator.

As interpreter Jesus was able to distill a major theme from

Scripture and state it in positive and concise terminology. Instead of
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a number of separate guidelines for interpersonal relations, Jesus gave
one which He claimed met all the requirements of Scripture. To make
this kind of interpretive evaluation required authority. By human stand-
ards such authority can came only with long and studious examination of
the source documents. No doubt Jesus was a scholar par excellence of
Scripture. But He had another source of authority of even greater sig-
nificance. He was intimately related to the divine originator of Scrip-
ture. Jesus as the Son of God spoke with the intimate knowledge of
knowing the very mind of God the .one who had inspired scripture.
This was the real source of His authority. He had authority which super-
seded the authority of Scripture,but He did not contradict it. He was
able_to sumnarize the essence of Scripture into a concise statement which
did justice to Scripture and at the same time spoké cogently of those
truths to His audience.

While the basic message of Jesus is founded in the essence of
Scripture, Jesus also may be viewed as innovator. The summation of
interpersonal relationships into the "Golden Rule" finds no exact paral-
lel in early literature. The rule appears in negative terms widely, but
Jesus is the only one to state it in a positive form.13 Jesus changed
the focus of ethical action from the limitation of action toward another,
while reflecting upon that which one would not want done to himself, to
the positive initiative of doing to others the same kind of things one
would like to have done to himself. When a person follows the guidelines
of the "Golden Rule,"” he will not only fulfill the requirements of V@;LOS
and Scripture but he will have exceeded those requireménts. The new rule
for conduct deals not with limitations but with possibilities for action.

Jesus was the innovator of a rule for living which included the "old"
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while at the same time superseding it.

Vgéws and é{vgﬁwros

Both Jesus and His audience would have acknowledged the authority
which the divine imperatives of Scripture held for man. k«jZLoJ' was
one repository of those imperatives. Jesus' Jewish audience knew that
they were obligated to obey those imperatives. But, the authority behind
Jesus' teachings would not have been so evident to them. Jesus showed
great persuasive wisdom in tying His teachings to that which they already
acknowledged. V%;ZOS' represented the minimum requirement. The "Golden
Rule"™ calls for a maximum potential. The authority behind this new
"Rule" rested in the divine nature of Jesus. Christians recognize this
authority as making the "Golden Rule" applicable to all people.

The Greek grammar of the "Rule" reinforces the character of its
application for mankind., The fact that Jesus mentions it as summarizing
the essence of o( Vo//a.o.f Kac\ 06(. 77'/035*97‘«6 reflects the great sig-
nificance which God places upon man's relation to his fellowman. The
inferential conjunction ogiylu relates the goodness of God toward man
on the vertical plane (vs. 11) as the basis for man's relationships on
the horizontal plane (vs. 12a). The subjunctive verbs of the protasis
give the clause a hypothetical mood. It is not how a person is actually
treated that serves as the rule for treating others; but, the guiding
principle is how in one's own mind he would like to be treated by others.
The first step of action is to get a picture in mind of how one would
like to be treated by other men. Then he applies this in guiding his
action toward others. The rule applies to all actions ( n%ﬁ/?h.“. é%ﬂz

éciﬂ’) and to all occasions (indicated by the present tense of the sub-

/ c”
Junctive verbs 96/\77‘5 and 7foc(30"c V). The relative adverb ovrws,
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"in this manner, introduces the apodosis clause. szz is used adjunc-
tive1y16 to emphasize the application of the principle expressed in the
protasis. Emphasis in the apodosis is upon the action of the people
whom Jesus is addressing, 7/('/(625. The verb yroc¢ 52%.6 is more likely
to be in the imperative mood than the indicative. This would be in
keeping with Jesus' repeated use of the imperative within the "Sermon on
the Mount" (e.g., Mt. 7:7). The force of the principle of action is
expressed in the imperative mood and is contingent upon mental reflection,
actions are first to be reflected upon. Reflection involves hypotheti-
cally placing oneself in the position of receiving the action he intends
to give. All actions are to measure up to what he would want to receive
himself from others. The profound significance of this rule rests not
upon restrictions of conduct but upon unrestricted possibilities. It is
obvious that most people would like others to treat them with respect,
love, friendship, and a number of other desirable attitudes and actions.,
The "Golden Rule" takes the ceiling off of doing good to one another.
Jesus issued this imperative to guide the conduct of His audience. As

an imperative, it rests upon both the authority of Scripture and the

authority of Jesus' divinity.



Chapter 5

EXPOSITION OF MATTHEW 12:1-8

Contextual Considerations

Immediate Context

Matthew 12:1-8 records the first of a series of incidents in
which the Pharisees oppose Jesus (Mt. 12:1-50). The first two incidents
(Mt. 12:1-8 and 12:9-21) involve controversy concerning the Sabbath.1
In Matthew 12:1-8 Jesus' disciples are charged ﬁith violating the Sabbath
restriction against work. In the following passage, verses 9-14, the
Pharisees attack Jesus for healing a man with a withered hand on the
Sabbath., Jesus Justifies His action in both cases, and His argument
follows a similar pattern in both cases. 1In response to His accusers,
Jesus addresses rhetorical guestions to them which anticipate positive
agreement, oo with the indicative (vv. 3,@,5,11).2 The answers to the
rhetorical questions form the foundation of Jesus' argument. In the con-
troversy, the central issue focuses upon what is acceptable activity upon

the Sabbath in light of the commandment to keep the Sabbath holy (Ex.

20:8-11). The Pharisees had one interpretation but Jesus another,

HExtended Context

Both Mark (Mk. 2:23-28) and Luke (Lk. 6:1-5) contain parallel
passages to the incident recorded in Matthew 12:1—8.3 L/q;4o S, the key
word in this study, occurs only in the Matthew passage. The actual
speaking of Jesus is much longer in Matthew with several quotes included

in Jesus' reply to the Pharisees which are not recorded in the other
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Gospels. All three Gospels mention the incident concerning David, but
only Matthew makes reference to the priestly functions required to be
performed upon the Sabbath (vs. 5) and the quote by Jesus of Hosea 6:6
(vs. 7). Mark includes a passage peculiar to his account that quotes
Jesus as saying, "The Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the
Sabba’ch.”LL This statement is enlightening as possibly the governing
principle in Jesus' interpretation of regulations aimed at keeping the
Sabbath., A similarity.between the three Gospel accounts is found in the
closing remarks of Jesus: "The Son of Man is Lord of the Sabbath."5 In
comparing the parallel passages in Mark and Luke with Matthew 12:1-8,
neither version provides information directly related to the subject of
yé;chs . Their main contribution relates to understanding the regu-

lations concerning the Sabbath,

Textual Observations
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)
Note: The aorist participle coro,yre,s indicates the Pharisees

were "observing" prior to addressing Jesus.

) \ ¢ ’ A
2b Idov oc _wa 97 Fac Uev Jocov Ueyp
[ )

)/ ”~ 7 yd
o ovk eéeo’nz/ Tocecy e€v O’a,é/éari/.

Note: The fact that the disciples belong to Jesus is emphasized
by the subject preceding the verb. The action of the
disciples is emphasized by the repetition of the verb
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Note: The question mark reflects the continuation of the rhetor-
ical questioning posed by Jesus in 3a, and again He
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expects an affirmative answer. A form of the verb, €rSre
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Note: Jesus picked an illustration in defense that addressed
the major point of the accusation by the Pharisees, that
the disciples were working on the Sabbath (see 2b,
ragf atev). The effect of the priestly action
(6657 }w:} ¢ v) corresponds to the charge brought against

the disciples.
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s \
6a /\é}/u de vV o7c
Note: The present tense marks a change in Jesus' argument. He
now addresses the accusers.
~ ¢ - ~y 7 ) o
6b  Tov CEegov /«ecgav eT eV wa'e .
Note: That which is greater than the temple is present while
4
Jesus speaks and is neuter in gender. ce /Ooz’} links
verses 5b and 6b.
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Note: e;/vu K€ cTe stands in sharp contrast to the rhetorical
? ? ’
questions of 3a and 5a (evwx aveyvw7e ),
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Note: oz-x is decisive in character. The innocent are both
the priests (5b) and the disciples.
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Note: ) 8¢ as a conjunction sums up the basis for the innocence

of the disciples.

BExegetical Discourse

7/ e
Vowos and Uﬁﬁﬁ?arav

I'd
As a preliminary to understanding how Jesus makes use of Veou o5,

it will be helpful to explain the situation He faced. He and His dis-
ciples were walking through a field on the Sabbath,when motivated by -
hunger, the disciples proceeded to pluck and to eat the grain. Some
Pharisees, who were observing the disciples, saw the action of the dis-
ciples as a violation of the fourth commandment (Ex. 20:8-11) which
prohibited work on the Sabbath. The actual taking and eating of the
grain was permitted in the Law (Deut. 23:25), but the accusation of the
Pharisees centered upon it being done on the Sabbath (vv, la, 2b). The
Pharisees focused upon the act rather than the motivation leading up to
the act. Matthew in his retelling of the incident rightly precedes the
act with a verb describing the motivation. Work for the sake of work
was not the motivation of the disciples but hunger, physical need. It
was failure to consider the motivation behind the act which brought

rebuke from Jesus upon the Pharisees (Mt. 12:7). A combination of
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Prejudice against Jesus and predetermined legal casuistry blinded the
Pharisees to more important considerations.

Although the real problem confronting Jesus in the charge of the
Pharisees was rigidity and coldness in their attitude, Jesus responded
to their charge with an appeal to Scripture. Jesus answered the accusers
with two rhetorical questions asking them if they have not read about
David and the priests. The expected answer is "yes, we have read.” In
the case of David, Jesus calls their attention to an incident in which he
did what was "unlawful" for him to do. The corresponding points of com-
parison between David's actions and the actions of the disciples are.

shown as follows:

Disciples David
Motivation: ere va Tav (1b) Motivation: erFec va vev(3b)
Action: éa'ﬁcle cv (1b) Action: élyf ayov (ba)
 Violation: Working on Sabbath Violation: BEating Shewbread
(Ex. 20:8-11) (Iev. 24:5-9)
Verdict: Guilty, according to Verdict: Justified, according to
Pharisees (2b) Scripture (I Sa. 21:1-6)

Jesus points out that the motivation in the two cases is iden-
tical, and the corresponding actions which followed also were identical,.
Both the disciples and David violated a legal regulation. The verdict
passed upon the disciples for their action by the Pharisees was "guilty."
Jesus assumed that the Pharisees would not be so hard upon one of Israel’'s
greatest national heroes. In fact, according to Scripture (I sa. 21:1—6L
the priest gave the bread to David because he needed bread for a special

commission from the king (I Sa. 21:2), and because David assured
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the priest that he and his men had kept themselves holy (I Sa. 21:4,5).
On the basis of these two considerations, the prohibition against eating
the bread was lifted. David and his men were Jjustified because of a
higher need or principle. Jesus saw that a basic element of the higher
principle which justified both David and His disciples rested upon the
need for food. This appeal to the precident set by David from the
"Prophets” (Samuel is part of the prophetic tradition in the Hebrew
Bible)7 served as one argument in vindicating His disciples. The
weightier argument comes in Jesus' appeal to v%;cos y the most authori-
tative division of Hebrew Scripture.8

In the appeal to Vé;(DS , Jesus once again asked a rhetorical
question which expected an affirmative answer. The charge against the
disciples involved the breaking of the fourth commandment regarding the
prohibition against work on the Sabbath. Jesus called attention to the
fact that along with the prohibition against work, the Pentateuch
required priests to work on the Sabbath in order to prepare and offer
sacrifices (Nu. 28:9-10). This amounts to a conflict within the Iaw
regarding the performance of work upon the Sabbath. The Pharisees would
have been aware of this conflict and the pattern followed in settling
such cases was called gal wahomer.9 This was a well known rabbinic her-
meneutic for deriving a rule from Scripture. It recognized that some
aspects of the law carried greater weight than others. In the situation
of the priests, the performance of the ritual of sacrifice was wéightier
than the prohibition against work. 1In cases of conflict T.W. Manson says
"The general principle for interpretation of the Iaw is that positive
commandments for which a definite time is prescribed take precedence of

the Sabbath law if the two happen to clash.“lo Manson also points out
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that the many rules which developed concerning the keeping of the Sabbath
were derived by interpolation and were passed down thvough oral :txa-
dition, The majority of Sabbath regulations consisted of "ancient cus-
tom hallowed by long observance."ll By appealing to Vo;uos , Jesus
called in question not the wvalidity of the Sabbath commandment but the
principles upon which the Pharisees had constructed their regulations
regarding the keeping of the Sabbath. The Pharisees failed properly to
identify the weightier aspects of Va;uos and the situation involving
the disciples. Jesus elaborates upon these two deficiencies in verses
6-8.

Part of the Pharisees' problem was that they had failed to recog-
nize that something greater than the temple was present (vs. 6). Work
was Justified for the priests because it was part of the temple worship.
Jesus identified the actions of the disciples within a context that
exceeded the weight of temple service. T.W. Manson identifies this con-
text as service in the Kingdom of God.12 Service in the kingdom was
greater service than service in the Temple. It was service which took
precedence over Sabbath rules. This identification of the Kingdom fits
with the neuter gender of /u‘gré ov ,» a use consistent with the cen-
trality of the Kingdom in Jesus' minis‘bry.l3 Jesus and His disciples
were busily involved in the work of the Kingdom. This dedication
may have precipitated the need to pluck grain on the Sabbath to satisfy
their hunger. However, a major problem with the identification of/Leng/
with the kingdom is the feminine gender of fBarec Ae {a . While identifi-
cation of “something greater than the temple™ fitis appropriately with
“kingdomn work," conclusive evidence for correlation is lacking. In any

case, for the sake of Jesus' argument it is only necessary to recognize;
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first, something could be greater than the temple (2 Chr. 6:18; Is.
66:1-2; Mt. 12:41-42); and secondly, it was present. Because it was
present and because the disciples were involved in it; they were justi-
fied by virtue of its weightier character.

The vagueness of ﬂé?fox/ was probably intended by Jesus. It
fits with the references to himself in the third person as the "Son of
Man." Because the Pharisees were blinded by their prejudice in per-
ceiving Jesus as the Messiah, they also failed to recognize that which
was "greater than the temple.” Their goal was to discredit Jesus. If
Jesus had been more explicit, He would have served their purposes more
than His own. By calling their attention to an exception to the fourth
commandment, one which they would support, Jesus presented a challenge
to the Pharisees to apply the gal wahomer hermeneutic to the present
situation. He was challenging them to recognize who He was and what He
had come to do., But, their lack of belief blinded them to those reali-.
ties as exemplified in Matthew 12:24 when they accused Him of casting out
demons by the power of Beelzebul. In Jesus' use of y@;ups there was
more motivation than trying to Jjustify His disciples actions. Jesus was
communicating to the Pharisees on a level which they understooa. He
began with what they knew, the lLaw, and challenged them to accept that
which was "greater than the Temple.” Used in this context, v7:¢osbecame

a tool, a point of reference, useful in communicating Jesus' message.

4 H
Vouos and Iyto vs

I
Jesus upheld the authority of Voeeos in this passage (Mt
/
12:1-8). As was mentioned earlier, Vouos was the most authoritative
division of Hebrew Scripture. In answering the Pharisees, Jesus conspic-

uously avoided saying anything which could be taken to invalidate the



39
fourth commandment. By pointing to an exception (vs. 5) to the com-
mandment, He sustained the authority of Vé;”"s, by finding support for
the vindication of His disciples witﬁin the context of yp;ko,s.lu In
this way Jesus avoided a conflict bétween His own divine: autthority and
the authority of Vw;zo,s. The preéedent for exception was contained
within Vé;to.f. Jesus applied the principles involved in the vindi-
cation of the priests to the situation of His disciples and found them
innocent. It was an innocence not by special exception but by the intro-
duction 6f greater evidence. The nature of the work done by the priests
in the Temple was surpassed by the task of which the disciples were a
part. Vo;4¢05 remained as authoritative as ever. The only change
involved the introduction of new data, new data in the form of the reve-
lation of a new stage in God's dealings with humanity as inaugurated by
the presence of Jesus Christ into the world.

To the Pharisees, this new information and its application in
the light of their tradition and understanding of x/é)bos must have
been quite threatening. Their failure to accept Jesus as the Messiah
and Son of God conditioned their acceptance of what Jesus was trying to
teach them. To them, Jesus must have seemed to be in direct conflict
with the authority of vézzos s but to the believer, harmony rather than
conflict could be seen. Jesus was working with levels of authority
rather than conflicts of authority. It is only in poor organization
that the various components of authority conflict with one another. It
would be incomprehensible to view God as initiating this kind of chaos.
Jesus possessed authority and baiaos possessed authprity; neither over-

ruled the other. This is shown in Jesus' response to the Pharisees., The

Pharisees were probably expecting conflict so they could discredit Jesus.
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Jesus skillfully avoided a confrontation of authority in a way which
preserved both the validity of vé;4oj and also introduced His own
authority. Jesus' own claim to authority is stated in verse 8.

Jesus was speaking of himself when He stated that the Son of Man
was Lord of the Sabbath.15 The position of lordship by definition
implies authority. It is significant that Jesus did not claim lordship
over Vé;4a5 but over the Sabbath. Once again Jesus avoided authority
conflict with Vq;x¢p;. The basis of Jesus' authority over the Sabbath
rested upon the comparison drawn in verse 6. The priests were obeying a
precept within the Iaw which was more urgent than the injunction against
work. Their tasks on the Sabbath contributed to the positive side of
the fourth commandment, that of keeping it a holy day (EX. 20:8). They
were performing work not for their own benefit but in the service of God.
Jesus as the Son of God sent into the world to bring about its redemption
was engaged in the highest and greatest of service to God. Jesus worked
not for himself but only in behalf of God's plan for His life. He was a
"holy man” on a "holy mission.” With those credentials, He could do no

injustice to a "holy day," the Sabbath. Jesus claimed lordship over the

Sabbath but not over Vq/zosn

vd ”
Vou os and E'Qaé;z 7al

The hermeneutic which Jesus illustrated regarding VQ;xos has
been mentioned previously. Jesus called attention to the fact that
within the Pentateuch there were commands which appeared contradictory.
When this occurred, the higher requirement toock precedence. Jesus
applied the same principle to all of God's requirements, as illustrated
in His quotation from the "Prophets™ (Mt. 12:7; Ho. 6:6). The quotation

highlights the problem characterized by the accusation of the Pharisees.
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Their problem was based not upon inadequate knowledge of what was written
in Scripture (the question oK aive}'VaJTé, vv. 3,5) but upon their
failure to prioritize properly the requirements of Scripture. Jesus
points out this deficiency with the pluperfect tense of " e‘; Jé
e’fyu/lkeLTé " (vs. 7a). That which they should have known was the
priority requirement found in Hosea 6:6.,

Looking at the quote in the context of the 01d Testament illumi-
nates the charge Jesus brought against the Pharisees. The quote came
from a passage in which God was addressing the divided kingdor of Israel
and Judah (Ho. 6:4-6). 1In verse 4 God expressed exasperation about the
transitory character of the people's loyalty to Him. The nature of that
loyalty is described by the word TUI'? Their TOI vas deficient. It
compared to the loyalty shown by Gomer toward Hosea (Ho. 1:2). The
people still were engaged in the pretext of worshipping God through the
offering of sacrifices, but their TY Nwas like a morning mist which
quickly disappeared as the sun rose in the morning (vv. 4,6). Hypocrisy
characterized the people's worship of God.16 They were not lacking in
the area of sacrifice; that was not the problem. The problem was with
their loyalty. God's Jjudgment was that their T O was more to be
desired than sacrifice. He did not invalidate the value of sacrifice,
but He prioritized ‘TUn above sacrifice. 'TDn defined in the context
of Hosea 6:4,6 refers-to "covenant loyalty;" although,another aspect of

17

TOon involves the concept of "mercy." ' Both meanings are pertinent.
Loyalty to God plus mercy shown to a fellowman is more preferable than
sacrifice by itself.

The preference of T over sacrifice was acknowledged by Jesus,

and He uses the quote from Hosea for the purposes of His own argument.
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The Pharisees demonstrated great zeal for the Sabbath regulations, as
shown in their condemnation of the disciples; however, they failed to
demonstrate the higher quality of é,)eos or 7‘(7/7 They demonstrated
a lack of "mercy" by failing to consider the physical need of the dis-
ciples, their hunger; and, they demonstrated a lack of "covenant loyalty"”
by rejecting Jesus as the Messiah.18 Sabbath regulations were of greater
importance to them. Misplaced priorities were at the root of their prob-
lem.

Jesus illustrated by xreference to ;/é)4cx; and by reference to
the "Prophets" that some divine imperatives ranked in importance over
others. This did not negate the validity of the lower imperative except
as required to accomplish the higher. In Matthew 12:1-8 Jesus taught
that proper application of prioritizing made work on the Sabbath permis-
sible for meeting physical need., Jesus also taught that the practice of
showing mercy toward another surpassed the requirement for keeping the
Sabbath and for the offering of sacrifices. In application, one may
break the Sabbath or sacrificial requirement of VQ;Las for the purpose
of showing mercy. Jesus does not reveal in this passage every priority
rating within pa{)bos‘, but He does establish a hermeneutic which allows
conflicts between divine imperatives to be reconciled. Vq;Lo; and
Tpo # -; 7ac¢ are both instrumental in discovering God's requirements and

priorities.



Chapter 6

EXPOSITION OF MATTHEW 22:34-40

Contextual Considerations

Immediate Context

The incident with the lawyer recorded in Matthew 22:34 is one
example of an incident in which Jesus was quizzed by opponents. Just
prior to the incident with the lawyer, Matthew records two other
encounters. Verses 15-22 involve the question 5f paying tribute to
Caesar. Following this, the Sadducees question Him about the nature of
the resurrection (vv. 22-33)., Then comes the passage related to the
law (vv. 34-40). Finishing up the series is a passage in which Jesus
questions the Pharisees and brings to an end the efforts by His opponents
to discredit Him (wvv. 41—46).1 In each of these incidents, Matthew
records Jesus as having the final and decisive reply to the guestions
addressed to Him. Jesus avoided the traps placed before Him in such an
impressive manner that He finally put His testers to silence (vs. 46).
The unity among the various passages rests in the parallel attempts to
trap Jesus with words. Beyond this unifying element, each passage
centers upon a specific question and represents a separate unit of

thought.

Extended Context

The encounter with the lawyer as recorded in Matthew (22:34-40)
has somewhat similar incidents recorded in Mark (12:28-34) and in Iuke
(10:25-28). 1In all three passages quotations are taken from Deuteronomy

b3



6:5 and Leviticus 19:18. Jesus quotes the verses in the Matthew and
Mark accounts, but the lawyer quotes the passages in Luke's version of
the incident. 1In each case the emphasis of the Gospel writer adds a

slightly different flavor to the story.

Textual Observations

W O de fa/oc Caloc axoUTavres ore e7¢¢;ua/0"éz/
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Note: The action of the aorist participle a)xorf/(?’avnﬁ denotes
the event which precipitated the gathering together. The
substance of their hearing involved Jesus' silencing of
the Sadducees (vv. 23-33). émre 7 av7e refers to
the incident.
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Note: /rac/ points to verse 34 for the motivation behind the
questioning ( e) 7/"7/04&770791/). The present participle
ﬁecpafs‘w/ indicates that the "testing" occurred simul-
taneous with the guestion. g Ka/s without the
article stands in contrast to the article with the Phari-
sees in verse 34. The Pharisees were the major actors,
the Vo ckoiv served only as spokesman.

36 A cJa/(TA’a)é) 7ro¢’a e’VroA”; ,u.ef;)\‘y
E)V 7:; Vo;ugu J

Note: ACJa‘o’Ka)be is in the vocative case. ﬂoafa is an

interrogative pronoun. /,Le/a/)h; is a predicate adjective.

e
éV 7 Vouw identifies the location of the unspecified
[4
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Note: av 7y refers to verse 37. The article with/,(g)/a)7 is
specific in contrast to the unspecific question of verse
s
36. Jesus adds the adjective 7«7 in conjunction
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predicate adjective. av 7+ refers to the commandment in
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verse 37.
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Note: The verb is the same as in verse 37. ws is a relative adverb
which functions as a comparative conjunction.:2
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Kpogla 7at being singular, Vet¢os is probably the
intended subject. If the writer had intended to consider
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vVowes and 7/’/aoé7 7al as a singular sense, logic

would assume that the verb not come between them.3 It

4 ,
seems probable that oc 7//'[’0@'—7 7a¢ is an after thought.u

Exegetical Discourse

V4 /
Youos and Val,u,ckas

The P%Docckca? (vs. 35) approached Jesus with a question
concerning é z/é;zOJ. Matthew viewed the question as arising out of
the general opposition of the Pharisees to Jesus' ministry (see Mt.
22:15, 23, 34, 46). The present participle 7€ c/oa';m/ (vs. 35) indi-
cates that a "testing" accompanied the question posed by the Vq/xtka<§.
More than just information was desired. The guestioner was a Pharisee,
but also one who was "learned in the Law."5 He was an expert with regard
to the contents of yé;xczf. His expertise in the law made him an appro-
priate choice from among his colleagues to address the question to Jesus.
If Jesus should answer inappropriately, he would undoubtedly be able to
catch Him in His error.

Knowing the intent behind the question leads to inquiry regarding
the nature of the "test.” The Pharisees prided themselves in "legalistic

rigorism."6 Their casuistic zeal led to the construction of an oral

legal tradition. They were noted for strict accuracy in interpreting
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Scripture and an equally strict adherence in observing its precepts.7
In regard to the law, tradition recognized 613 individual statutes of
which 248 consisted of commands and 365 of prohibitions.8 In view of
this great number of commandments within vm;u.os, the intent of the
question becomes clearer. Which of the 613 was the greatest? Evaluation
of commandments would not have been an unfamiliar concept to the lawyer.
The experts in the law evaluated commandments by considering some "light"
or "small" in importance and others "weighty” or "great" in importance.9
The basis for making this evaluation rested either upon the degree of
demand for obedience or upon the degree of penalty for disobedience.
But, even though the commandments were evaluated according to this scale,
no one was released from strict compliance to the total requirements of
the Law.lo In consideration of this background information about the
Pharisees, it appears that the questioner was seeking to draw Jesus into
the casuistic morass which characterized Pharisaism. However, Jesus
avolded such entanglement by evaluating the commandments not upon the
basis of "demand or possibility for atonement” but upon the will of God.11
The Pharisees focused upon those requirements which were easily measurable
visibly. Jesus placed the greater requirement upon an inner condition,

a condition not easily measured by men but knowable by God., Both the
"questioner"” and Jesus had the commandments of Vq;uoj‘ in mind in their
short discourse., The commandments as legal requirements and regulating
outward conduct was the focus of the "questioner." 1In contrast, Jesus

identified two commandments applicable to a person's inner disposition,

Id
and He identified them as comprizing the great requirement of veouos .

’ ) -
Yo seos and _2'7 oovs

From the previous discussion concerning the Pharisaic view of
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L/q;4of , 1t is obvious that 1/Q;uc15 was both extremely important and
authoritative for the Pharisees. Jesus did not invalidate either the
importance or the authority of Vé;ca: in His response to the ques-
tioning. While the Pharisees viewed Jesus as a threat to the status

quo as they conceived it, Jesus viewed His teaching as compatible and
consistent with Scripture. He cited two 01d Testament texts from the
Pentateuch ( Ve;xo.f) as stating the great requirement of yﬁa;,o.s. It
required a person to love God (Deut. 6:5) and to love his neighbor (Lev.
19:18). Upon these two requirements hung (Agoeil¢anrat) all the other
commandments, even the requirements expressed in o(f 7;’60¢7A7’ac . The
two functioned 1like the hinges on a door.12 Without hinges a door falls.
Without love for both God and neighbor, the law had no support. As
useless and ineffective as a door without hinges, so was the Law without
love for God and neighbor. While recognizing the critical importance of
these two commandments, the importance of the door must not be overlooked.
Jesus by identifying the greatest did not depreciate the least. Like
hinges and doors, both are essential and both are valid. Jesus was not
teaching what might be called a "hinge theology." Hinges and doors go
together. They compleéement each other. The priority motivation of love
for God and neighbor expressed itself in the fulfillment of the other
requirements of VQ:Lcchf. Love described an inner disposition, a dispo-
sition which Jesus identified as the crucial motivational factor in all
relations to God and neighbor. Jesus did not use His authority as Son
of God to invalidate vq;wos but to interpret and identify the foun-

dation upon which all ethical requirements were built.

7 ? Ve
K_Q pos and eVTaA:y

H -
The existence of divine imperatives (ev’sz¥7) is the basis for
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Christian ethics. REthics as a philosophical discipline is rooted in the
existence of "right“and "wrong." For the Pharisees and Jesus, p43;¢05
served the function of identifying the character of "right" and "wrong"
in the sight of God. The divine imperatives were given to guide human
conduct. When the Pharisee asked Jesus which was the great commandment,
he was asking Jesus a question related to ethics. The question, however,
did not deal in categories of "right" and "wrong," but was confined to
discussion within the realm of right behavior. All divine commandments
are aimed at right behavior. But, within this broad category of permis-
sibility, which "right" behavior is most important? In the words of the
Pharisee, "which is the great commandment?" Jesus responded to the
question with an answer that stands as the foundation of Christian ethics.

In its simplest form, what does God require of man? The religious
zealots of Jesus' day found within u@;za5 613 statutes describing God's
requirements., Jesus picked out two requirements upon which all ethical
action could hang. He dealt with the category of motivation rather than
mere action itself. Love was to be the motivation for all actions, both
vertically and horizontally. ILove your God and love your neighbor. Love
was the greatest requirement of Vg;zcas , and love was the foundation of
the ethical system which Jesus taught. Action motivated by love must be
at the center of all actions to be "right." Hate, or greed, or selfish
interest as a motivating factor makes any activity, no matter how good,
unethical. The only ethical motivation is that of love for God and
neighbor. This affirmation leads to inguiry as to the exact nature of
love. A closer look at the specific commandments in both Greek and Hebrew
sheds some light.

In Matthew 22:37-38, Jesus quotes from Deuteronomy 6:5 and labels
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it the great (,ue/a//{'ﬂ and first (Ww/ro/) commandment. /ae)/a/)-y
identifies the commandment with the question of the Va/uc/(og (vs. 36).
,-T/Ow/ry should be considered not to indicate first in importance but
first in a series (ojeu 7’5:0a in verse 39 identifies the second in the
series). The quote formed part of the Shema, a portion of Scripture
repeated twice daily by every l'sra,eli’ce.13 Placed in this position of
prominence in daily worship, the commandment which Jesus was quoting was
not from some obscure passage of Scripture.l

The title for the recitation, Shema, comes from the first word
of Deuteronomy 6:4.15 Shema is the imperative form of the Hebrew verb
"hear) Verse 4 emphasizes the oneness and uniqueness of God. Verse 5
contains the commandment which Jesus quotes. The verb _1,;1;T( is preceded
by 7 consecutive and is qal perfect, second person, masculine, singular
in form (JT'?.l[HT(7) While the verb is not imperative, the 1 consecutive
functions to continue the imperative nature of the preceding verse (vs.
4).16 The verb retains its perfect connotations as the "perfect of cer-

titude."l7 The 7 gives to the verb the sense of "a nascent action to be

viewed as advancing to com]:iLetion."l8 Stated more concisely, the verb

indicates the beginning of an action which, though not yet completed,
indicates a certitude regarding completion. The commandment is requiring
commitment "to love" God from the present until a time of completion is
reached, a completion which will never occur. It will never occur because
love for God never reaches a point of completion. Added to this timeless
character of love is the inclusiveness of the elements of humanity
involved in the loving process. The totality of human commitment is
indicated by the preposition "all" (?;) before ﬂ_?__;?and aw{l_:l and

nTxb ;.’.'ZJ’_.} (heart) refers to the "inner man" as “"comprehending mind,



Chapter 7

EXPOSITION OF MATTHEW 23:23-24

Contextual Considerations

Immediate Context

Matthew 23:23-24 is part of a public denunciation of the reli-
gious hypocrisy of the scribes and Pharisees. The larger discourse (Mt.
23:1—39) occurs in the Temple in Jerusalem. Jesus' entrance into the
Temple is described in 21:23, and His leaving is‘described'in 24:1. Jesus
seems to show no caution in the discourse about arousing the wrath of the
scribes and Pharisees., His caustic analysis of their religiousness no
doubt contributed to their desire to see Him eliminated. Jesus penetrated
the superficial layer of their religious piety and shook the foundations
of their self-righteousness. Arising from this cogent evaluation, the
scribes and Pharisees had only two alternatives, either repent or reject
and silence their accuser. History records that they chose the latter
recourse.

T.W. Manson outlines Jesus' denunclation into four sections.
First, verses 1-7 deal with the pride and hypocrisy of the scribes and
Pharisees. Second, verses 8-12 contain a warning to the disciples not to
imitate their example. Third, (vv. 13-36) Jesus names seven characteris-
tics of the scribes and Pharisees which begin with "woe."™ Fourth, (vv.
37-39) Jesus prophesies the fate of Jerusalem.1 The verses which are
the focus of this study involve the fourth of the seven "woes.”™ The

negative nature of the immediate context heightens the condemnation

55
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evident in the text and serves to illuminate the seriousness of the con-

demnation,

Bxtended Context

Matthew is the only Gospel to record the lengthy discourse of
Matthew 23:1-39. Although some of the discourse is included in Mark
(12:38-40) and Iuke (20:45-47), it fails even to approach the extent (39
verses compared to 3 each) and intensity of Matthew's record. The passage

which is the focus of this study (23:23—24) occurs only in Matthew.

Textual Observations

23a. 0':/a<i U:o(cﬂl/, ] e recs Aal Qra./aca'a:oc
Q;Zﬁoky0¢-7%z{,
Note: The interjectional phrase m}al U:acnt/ is repeated in
verses 13, 15, 16, 23, 25, 27, and 29. Out of these seven,
all but verse 16 describe the scribes and Pharisees as

4 ~
U/Tox,oc 7Tat.
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cr ) 1
o7¢ points to the cause of ora¢. The scribes and

Pharisees are the ones performing the actions of the
verbs. a)77'o cfé kra To;' 7E deséribes the present situ-
ation and disposition. a)¢‘7/kaTé refers to past situ-
ations. The corresponding lists of three are in contrast
to each other.

\ M
ore edec 77'06’7" rat

2 ~ N Y 4
Kaketva oy adieval.

. ~ .
Note: 7av7a refers to the second list of three (23b) as

nearest in mental thought.2 6’/66-(, is an impersonal verb,
singular in form with a neuter plural subject (Ta‘;'Ta).
)é/dec translates "it is necessary, one must or has to,
denoting compulsion of any kind."3 ka),KGZVd refers to
the first list of three in 23b.1’L /a7\ a7,¢é é/Vac recalls
czqf‘y//(are in 23b. ﬂ'&c"; 0 at as an aorist infinitive
is consistent with the aorist 6)t¢7,/\’a 7€. The same type
of relationship exists between the present infinitive
&¢c Evat and a’TTa dexaror re. The imperfect )e,Jée

refers to more than an isolated instance. The weaker

14
negative/a—7 is used.

24 o(Jyroc\ 7’1}';&/\02,

4 V4 \) Id
oc Ju'f‘)cg\av"res 7oV Keavw77Ta ...

Jé 40

A I
7V ;va//,m;)o)’ KaTal7cvovreEs.

C Al rd
Note: 0d77’0‘ 740175 /\o(_ refers to the scribes and Pharisees

' ’
(23a). Jesus describes them as Ty%)ac in verses 16,

17, 19, 24, and 26. The predicate of the sentence is
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understood in the position of the predicate adjective
71/5b /\o[. The present participles dt J/\c,;\o v7es and
Kara ﬂ'é/wv 7¢ s describe the nature of their blindness
(the present participles denoting action simultaneous
with the unexpressed verb of the predicate adjective).

/ /

kwyewiTa and kKauy Aov are used figuratively to empha-
5

size the contrast.

Exegetical Discourse

_ZQ,:.&QI and 157(’04;1)4 Ta{

Verse 23 begins with the interjection oziczé: It may be trans-
lated either "woel!" or "alas!" and indicates "pain or displeasure."
The ones to whom this interjection was applied were the scribes and
Pharisees. Jesus called them ‘é§7bA704 711[, "play—actors."7 This
refers to the facade of piety which the scribes and Pharisees wore so
proudly. They were like actors on a stage playing a part with convincing
authenticity but in real-life something quite different. 1In 23:3 Jesus
described them as "saying"” but "not doing" the things which issue in
real piety. To the crowds their acting may have been convincing (see
V. 5—7). But, to Jesus, their hypocrisy was cause for woe. The situ-
ation was lamentable; because, far from being actors on a stage, they were
engaged with the seriousness of real life. Piety was not a game of
insignificance but a requirement of God calling for utmost commitment.
"Woe"” reflects the seriousness with which Jesﬁs viewed the actions of
the scribes and Pharisees.

Jesus goes on in verse 23 to describe how the scribes and Phari-

cr
sees resembled "play-actors." e7¢ introduces the reason. Jesus
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described them in their play-acting roles with the present, active,
indicative verb é.ﬂ’o ofekarozn/ 7€¢. Like actor:s in a play they were
busy tithing mint (»;Jyv/o a;aor), diil (c,e’r790r), and cummin (kz/:a(,l/ab').
These three plants were grown for sea.sonings.8 Used as a seasoning, a
small quantity would suffice. A tithe of each would amount to a very
small quantity. However, it was proper to tithe such items, and the
requirement is found in the Pentateuch (Lev. 27:30). Jesus, the scribes,
and the Pharisees would have known this. Jesus' criticism does not
attack them at theé point of tithing. »In Tact, such meticulous attention
to tithing the smallest of objects should have proved the integrity of
their devotion to God. But, the problem that destroyed the merits of
attention to such miniscule affairs was the fact that they failed to
observe those matiers which Jesus identified as "weighty."

While busy with minutiae, the scribes and Pharisees failed to do
the more important. é_;é —7,A/a7‘g describes their relationship to Tc;.
ga,ov,re,aa- The verb is aorist, active, and indicative. As a "punc-
tiliar action,” the verb denotes not a specific, isolated instance but
a summary description of a period of time conceived as a whole. A con-
trast is developed between the present, continued "tithing" performed by
the scribes and Pharisees and the action denoted by c’z %—7//«175, which
is viewed as a punctiliar and completed activity. The activity of "aban-
doning” should be viewed as subordinate to the activity identified by

9

} ~
the present tense verb g m7odexa7zvre . It was because the scribes

7’ \ v - /
and Pharisees had abandoned (3;6'7 xare ) 7a ,&z/ov;’es/oa 7oV Yomor
that they were condemned. Contrasting what was being done (tithing)
with what had been left undone (the weightier provisions), they resembled

/
"play-actors.” Strict compliance in observing Vouos in one area did
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not counterbalance negligence in another, especially when the other cat-
egory was of more relative importance. In the case of the scribes and
Pharisees, this described part of their problem.

Jesus identified three things as comprising the ﬂapff/fe a of
Vo,,a,o 5 . The trio represent more a logical counterbalance to the prior
listing of items tithed than an attempt to be inclusive. For each item
tithed, Jesus identified a corresponding item which had been left undone.
Micah 6:8 is a frequent 0ld Testament reference attached to the list
Jesus gave.lo The reference, however, is not from the Pentateuch but
from the Prophets. Either Jesus was referring to the broader context of
Scripture in the reference to VO//ua_s or He was distilling three impor-
tant elements of Va,/aaj which had been neglected by the scribes and
Pharisees in a manner like Micah did for his time. The first of the
neglected activities listed is 7‘4}V X/c/(Tu/; which means "right in
sense of justice, I‘ighteousness."ll The second term is 7‘0\ )e/)eos;which
refers to '"mexcy, compassion, pity, clemency."12 The third is 77:V ﬂc;rcr;
which means "faith, trust."13 The first two refer to interpersonal
relations and the latter to relations toward God.lb{ Failure by the
scribes and Pharisees to demonstrate these qualities and the resulting
consequence of such omission was the basis for "woe." The prophecy of
Jesus in verse 38 is reminiscent of the prophecy of the Prophets when

they too spoke to a people who left these same things undone.

Id \ Vi
Voeos and 7a éag[z;ga.

\
7a fapv:re/oa suggests the existence of an ethical priority

within Vo;a,o_s'. The basic meaning of the word is "heavy," but figura-
15

tively it can be translated "weighty" or "important." Identification

Vd
of some aspects of Vostos as weighty implies that other items
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evident in the text and serves to illuminate the seriousness of the con~

demnation,

Bxtended Context

Matthew is the only Gospel to record the lengthy discourse of
Matthew 23:1-39. Although some of the discourse is included in Mark
(12:38-40) and Iuke (20:45-47), it fails even to approach the extent (39
verses compared to 3 each) and intensity of Matthew's record. The passage

which is the focus of this study (23:23-24) occurs only in Matthew.

Textual Observations
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Note: The interjectional phrase m}ai zr:a: Vv is repeated in
verses 13, 15, 16, 23, 25, 27, and 29. Out of these seven,
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(44 ) v
o7¢ points to the cause of ezya¢. The scribes and

Pharisees are the ones performing the actions of the
verbs., c)277'o Je ra 7‘05" 7E desc'ribes the present situ-~
ation and disposition. 62¢'7//(a 7¢ refers to past situ-
ations. The corresponding lists of three are in contrast
to each other.

\ ¥
Je edec 77’0(/; vat

? - ~ ) /
Kakecva uvy agﬁcs vac.

Note:

fa?/n‘fa refers to the second list of three (23b) as
nearest in mental thought.2 é,JéL is an impersonal verb,
singular in form with a neuter plural subject (nt;"ra).
)e/deé translates "it is necessary, one must or has to,
denoting compulsion of any I<:J'.nd."3 ka)r,Kecha! refers to
the first list of three in 23b. ey age €vac recalls
a v rare in 23b. Jroca 0"at as an aorist infinitive
is consistent with the aorist c)zﬁ'y/xa 7€. The same type
of relationship exists between the present infinitive
C)lséc £ vac and czn’aJGKaTa;ré. The imperfect )e/afec

refers to more than an isolated instance. The weaker

4
negative/u7 is used.
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Note: od,,)fac 7'1:'?5 )(oL refers to the scribes and Pharisees

' 7/
(23a). Jesus describes them as 7'v¢)oc in verses 16,

17, 19, 24, and 26. The predicate of the sentence is
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understood in the position of the predicate adjective
71/¢ /\o(,/- The present participles O(L J/{c}ovres and
Kata 77’¢/wv 7¢ s describe the nature of their blindness
(the present participles denoting action simultaneous
with the unexpressed verb of the predicate adjective).
ku,l/wﬂa and A’a:a-y AoV are used figuratively to empha-

5

size the contrast.

Exegetical Discourse

Vd < ”
d
Nowmos and Vokpe Tal

Verse 23 begins with the interjection oziczé: It may be trans-
lated either "woe!” or "alas!" and indicates "pain or displeasure."
The ones to whom this interjection was applied were the scribes and
Pharisees. Jesus called them eﬁyronyac 721:, "play»actors."7 This
refers to the facade of piety which the scribes and Pharisees wore so
proudly. They were like actors on a stage playing a part with convincing
authenticity but in real-~life something quite different. In 23:3 Jesus
described them as "saying” but "not doing" the things which issue in
real piety. To the crowds their acting may have been convincing (see
vv. 5-7). But,to Jesus, their hypocrisy was cause for woe. The situ-
ation was lamentable; because, far from being actors on a stage, they were
engaged with the seriousness of real life. Piety was not a game of
insignificance but a requirement of God calling for utmost commitment.
"Woe" reflecis the seriousness with which Jesﬁs viewed the actions of
the scribes and Pharisees,

Jesus goes on in verse 23 to describe how the scribes and Phari-

cr
sees resembled "play-actors.”" e7¢ 1introduces the reason. Jesus
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described them in their play-acting roles with the present, active,
indicative wverb éufo Je kafo; 7. Like actor_s in a play they were
busy tithing mint (;Ju‘,o Tuov ), diil (é'y—790y), and cummin (kveccvow).
These three plants were grown for seasonings.8 Used as a seasoning, a
small quantity would suffice. A ti’che of each would amount to a very
small quantity. However, it was proper to tithe such items, and the
requirement is found in the Pentateuch (Iev. 27:30). Jesus, the scribes,
and the Pharisees would have known this. Jesus' criticism does not
attack t>hem at the point of tithing. ‘In fact, such meticulous attention
to tithing the smallest of objects should have proved the integrity of
their devotion to God. But, the problem that destroyed the merits of
attention to such miniscule affairs was the fact that they failed to
observe those matiers which Jesus identified as "weighty."

While busy with minutiae, the scribes and Pharisees failed to do
the more important. &95 7’,"@7@ describes their relationship to 7a
gd,ozjlre/oa. The verb is aorist, active, and indicative. As a "punc-
tiliar action," the verb denotes not a specific, isolated instance but
a summary description of a period of time conceived as a whole. A con-
trast is developed between the present, continued "tithing" performed by
the scribes and Pharisees and the action denoted by 6’2 #7/,\4:175, which
is viewed as a punctiliar and completed activity. The activity of "aban-
doning"” should be viewed as subordinate to the activity identified by

9

) -~
the present tense verb a7odexa7?vre . It was because the scribes

) 4 \ 4 - V4
and Pharisees had abandoned (ayﬁvy Kare ) Ta ,ga/ozr/re/aa TOU YVomor
that they were condemned, Contrasting what was being done (tithing)
with what had been left undone (the weightier provisions), they resembled

/
"play-actors.,” Strict compliance in observing Vouos in one area did
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not counterbalance negligence in another, especially when the other cat-
egory was of more relative importance. In the case of the scribes and
Pharisees, this described part of their problem.

Jesus identified three things as comprising the ﬂaprf/re/oa of
Vo;ao s » The trio represent more a logical counterbalance to the prior
listing of items tithed than an attempt to be inclusive. For each item
tithed, Jesus identified a corresponding item which had been left undone.
Micah 6:8 is a frequent 01ld Testament reference attached to the list
Jesus gave.lo The reference, however, is not from the Pentateuch but
from the Prophets. Either Jesus was referring to the broader context of
Scripture in the reference to yQ;405 or He was distilling three impor-
tant elements of V@qu; which had been neglected by the scribes and
Pharisees in a manner like Micah did for his time. The first of the
neglected activities listed is 7E;V' AQQCQTZJ/; which means "right in
sense of justice, righteousness."ll The second term is 7‘0\ g)«eos;which
refers to "mercy, compassion, pity, clemency."l‘2 The third is 77:/ ffc;’fa/;

13

which means "faith, trust." The first two refer to interpersonal
relations and the latter to relations toward God.:w Failure by the
scribes and Pharisees to demonstrate these qualities and the resulting
consequence of such omission was the basis for "woe." The prophecy of

Jesus in verse 38 is reminiscent of the prophecy of the Prophets when

they too spoke to a people who left these same things undone.

’ \ ’,
Voeeos and 7a éagza;ga

7a ga,ﬂv:re/aa suggests the existence of an ethical priority

within Vo:uc25~ The basic meaning of the word is "heavy," but figura-
1 o .

tively it can be translated "weighty" or "important."” 5 Identification

7~
of some aspects of Vostos as weighty implies that other items
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correspondingly would be considered "light" or of "less importance.” The
word easily calls to mind the simplest scale, a balance. When uneven
objects are placed upon opposite sides of a balance beam, it becomes evi-
dent which object is heavier. Jesus and His contemporaries would have
been quite familiar with this method of weighing in the market places of
their day.16 The imagery conveyed by 7a ﬂaf?frgﬂa is pictured liter-
arily by Jesus. Upon one side are placed three present activities of the
scribes and Pharisees; the tithing of mint, dill, and cummin. Upon the
other side are placed three activities that have been abandoned by the
scribes and Pharisees; justice, mercy, and faith. According to Jesus,
those things which they had neglected were weightier than those things
which they were presently doing. Also, the balance is illustrative of the
measure of their righteousness. According to Jesus, their abandoning of
justice, mercy, and faith accounted for their deficiency. The evidence
against them outweighed the evidence for them.

Jesus illustrates the contrast in importance between 7ﬁ,xga¢7&u
Tépa 7ovr ;@Q;ov and the tithing of mint, dill, and cumnin in verse 24,
0‘57)/02, T‘tfff/\oc’ refers to their position as religious leaders. The
description highlights the absurdity but also the tragedy invol&edg A
guide is needed for those who do not know the way. But, if the one who
is to point out obstacles and hazards is himself blind, the situation is
hopeless.

Jesus verbally pictured a person straining a liquid which was
intended for drink to make sure a very small "unclean” insect did not
accidently get swallowed with the liquid (see Lev. 11:20-23, 41-44),
Having successfully strained out all the tiny insects, the person drinks

and swallows the largest unclean animal in Palestine, the camel (lev.
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11:1~8).l7 By using this hyperbolic illustration Jesus called attention
to the foolishness of play-acting by the scribes and Pharisees.18 The
straining out of small insects parallels the degree of detail in tithing
seasonings. The swallowing of a camel compares with their neglect of
Tc‘c ga,,ov/re/da To*; Vo;uov . A person preparing his drink should
most logically remove the large objects from his drink and then finish
by straining. The scribes and Pharisees attended to the small objects
but negated their efforts to avoid a prohibited food by "swallowing" an
even larger object.

From the above discussion it can be concluded that Jesus recog-
nized some acts of greater ethical priority than others. It should be
pointed out that the evidence does not indicate that tithing in itself
is of lower ethical priority. The only thing which can be said for
sure is that justice, mercy, and faith rank in importance over the minute
application of the requirement for tithing to the inclusion of one's
household seasonings. However, even the straining out of insects is
still of value. Paying tithe on all property was a reguirement of
ve;kaa; . Likewise, justice, mercy, and faith are things that are neces-
sary (é&!ec ) for one to do.19 Jesus avoided depreciating the value of
tithing. It too was not to be abandoned ( /,w} ;%cg’mb ).

In summary, Jesus recognized the existence of an ethical priority
in the application of VQ:«i?S . The specific instance cited by Jesus
involved justice, mercy, and faith as of greater weight or importance
than meticulous attention to tithing. The passage also indicates the
reluctance of Jesus to deny the validity of even the smallest requirement
of yé;xcﬁs. The criticism aimed at the scribes and Pharisees was not

/s
because of their close attention to minor matters of worros, but
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because they overlooked the major elements. BEven the smallest aspect of
Vékcoj remained valid. There is no support from this passage to indi-
cate that Jesus was negating the validity of lesser commandments. While
Jesus criticized the failure of the scribes and Pharisees to keep the
weightier aspects of VQQMCLS, no Justification is present in this crit-
icism to Jjustify the neglect of minor details, so long as they do not

prevent attending to matters of major importance.



Chapter 8

EXPOSITION OF LUKE 10:25-37

Contextual Considerations

Immediate Context

Luke 10:25-37 requires no identification with verses either
immediaiely preceding or following fof accurate interpretation. The
passage stands as a distinct unit from the immediate context. It records
a singular event among Jesus' encounters. Preceding the passage, Iuke
records Jesus' deputation of the seventy and their return (ILk. 10:1-20).
In verses 21-24, Jesus rejoices that God has made known His truth to
"babes.” Following this, a lawyer approaches and asks a question. He,
rather than being a "babe," is one of the "wise" and "intelligent" ones
from whom the truth has been hidden (vs. 21). The encounter with the
lawyer covers verses 25-37. He has been sitting and listening with
Jesus' disciples when he stands to address his question (see vv. 23-24).
After Jesus has dealt with the lawyer's question, the scene changes as

Jesus travels to a village in which Mary and Martha live (vv. 38-42).

Extended Context

Luke 10:25-37 bears a resemblance to Matthew 22:34-40. The value
of studying Luke 10:25-37 rests not upon similarity to the Matthew pas-
sage but upon its dissimilarity. Only ILuke records the story about the
"Good Samaritan.” Iuke clarifies the definition of "neighbor" in the
commandment to love one's neighbor. A major dissimilarity between Luke
and Matthew involves the person who quotes the commandments. 1In Matthew

6L
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it is Jesus, but in Luke it is the lawyer. Also, in Matthew the guestion
of the lawyer is about which commandment is great, but in Luke the

question involves the requirement for obtaining eternal life.

Textual Observations

A} P A -’ ) ’
252 Kaw cdov vouckos 7es aver 7y

€)x77'écpci§w1/ av 7oV
/\e}'wv)

Note: 7¢ 5 is an indefinite pronoun. The two present parti-
ciples denote action coincident with ;Ver—’v'r‘o;. 7¢S5 is
repeated in verses 30, 32, 33, and 38.1

25b Acofa/a’ﬁa/\e) TC, 770647/0'a5
gw,;‘/ @l e ov KAwpo vomn o

Note: Aedarxa e may explain e)/(ﬁetfd;fwy? gw‘;/ atwveoy
is viewed as a possible future attainment. The aorist
participle 77’047/0'45 indicates that the Vo,ucxo/s
expected the requirement to be punctiliar. The singular
interrogative pronoun ( 7’(:) along with the singular parti-
ciple (77'0(_’7, as ) indicates his expectation of either a
single requirement or at least an answer that included
all requirements which when accomplished resulted in eter-
nal life.

’ ~ d \ - .

26 ...Ev 7w Vomw TC YEyparrat,
77eos éva)fc(/a;cr/(ec 5,

Note: Jesus asks two questions in response, the first with a

perfect tense and the second with a present tense. This

V4
suggests that the answer the wvoue hos sought was not
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new but related to the present.
2 s 4 ~ ’
27 ... Ayamyoecs Kugeov 7ov Seov o
) ¢’ - \
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7oV 77)7!7201/ Oov
4 7
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Note: The uniting of Deuteronomy 6:5 and Leviticus 19:18 bears
similarity but also dissimilarities to Matthew 22:35—40.2
rd
Here the Voecc #o5 1is the one who quotes the commandments.
] > /
28 ... 00855 amewpcOys-
~ / t /
Tov7o oc €c kac 370';/.
Note: The change from aorist, to present, to future tense is

significant. The right answer must be followed up with

present, continual "doing" in order to achieve the life

which is eternally future.3 7o 1;7'0 refers to verse 27.
'Woc,éc, is imperative.
20 0 de Delwv dewacdoal Eavrov elrev...
Note: e?rr €V is the main verb. The present participle 9e/)wx/

%2
represents a continuing condition simultaneous with e€c¢ 7ew

~ M I'd
drc Kat wvrat cat’rvindicates his motive and his
deficiency.
N I'd ) ’ » .
290 Kac 7¢s €07 wmov wAwUeov;
s
Note: The interrogative pronoun 7¢$ 1is definite. The present

] ,
tense of €U 7 ¢V relates to the present imperative
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e
Tocec (vs. 28). This question as an attempt "to justify
rd
himself” would require a limited definition of 77/}-7 oreov.
/ 4 7’
302 ... AvEpw7os res xarefacver...
1 A 7
o
Kac /\;7 7ats Tepce77€VeEV,
Note: It is significant that 7¢5 is an indefinite pronoun.
I
The imperfect verb ka fé,gau/év indicates the total
7
journey. ﬂ'é/oc €7 e eV as an aorist refers to one
L4
incident in the journey. wa 72 attached to the verb may
indicate the down hill journey involved.
(A ) 2 , b \ \
30b o¢ kat €xdviUav7es av roy Kat
\ ) >
TAvyas €mcDevres anmylDor
) ’ (4 ~
adevres wucDavy.
> 4 2 7
Note: The aorist participles ewxdvoa V7es and €r7c 96‘(/7’65
combine to form the participial phrase which refers to
A >
/\:»7V’7’at>’ and functions as the subject of aﬂ;AQov.
I'd
6)l¢é\’ 7€s5 is an aorist, adverbial participle indicating
the condition in which they left the traveler.
\ 7’ \ < 7 I'd
31 kaTe GUyxvpcay de cepevs 7es xarefacvev ..
A 2 AS ) \ ? ~1
Kac ¢dwv av7ov AVZCITay A 961/ ‘
Id
Note: TU}/KU/ﬂCa vV, meaning '"coincidence, chanc:e,"5 contributes
to the indefinite character of the story as does 7e¢s.
Id
/(afega.u/e\/is identical to the verb in 30a. The
p
aorist participle ¢ deoV emphasizes the sense perception
prior to passing by on the other side.
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4 s
Note: ouoc«s points out the similarity of response to that
Fd
of the priest. ka (: before /\evc775 may indicate
greater surprise at failure to help. Three aorist parti-~
ciples describe the degree of his involvement before he
too passed by on the other side.
¢ ¢ 5 >
3 Samaperys e ns odevwv wAPev xar’ avirov
A} ) Y
Kat ¢ Jwv
b) ’
Evirda y ey,
)
Note: The indefinite relative pronoun 7¢S5 1is repeated. co‘«fv
describes an action the same as that of the priest and
b] P
Levite, eD’}T/{af,{ Ve 0'97 is in contrast to the actions
’
of the other two. Ua« apc7vs is first for emphasis.
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34 Kkat To0edduv karedw vev .. emexewv,.,
) p )7
éﬂ'(ﬂcﬂa Cas ,,. ‘77’0.)’€V...
) rd ) ~
676,«6/\797 av7TeV.
Note: Three aorist verbs along with three adverbial participles
describe the actions of the Samaritan.
o)y ) ls b \
35 kao €me TV avpcor éxfladwv
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edwrer duveo or-/Va/oca 7 Zavdox €c  xac ECTIEY
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kat o re av nmpevdaimavy rys eyw
> - 2 rd )
eV 7w €vavetyevBa me amo doorw boc.
Note: The payment established the authority for the imperative
J 7/ J ’
ET € /)797 7¢. 6)’«) emphasizes the promise of future
payment.
/ Vs ~ - A
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Note: dexec brings the focus back to the present. The possi-
rd
bilities for identifying 77/\'7 FeoV are viewed from the
aspect of the one in need.
¢ Vi \ )4 , ) ~
37a ... O TMocyTas 7o €Aeas,afr av 7oV,
Note: The action denoted by a participle identifies the neigh-~
L4 P
bor. 7oc+*0as ties in with the imperative Wocec in
»
verse 28. €A e o5 is consistent with the concept of
love.
’ \ hY 7 I ’
370 ... Mopevov xar UV jrocec omocws,

I
Note: Two present imperatives are given. O ¥ emphasizes the

L4 ' \ 3
second. guoc¢ ws refers to doing 70 €d€os.

Exegetical Discourse

4 \ Y ,
Vosios and ¢ £

It is through a question directed at Jesus about the attainment
of gw';" ac)w/«/c ov that a relationship appears with regard to Va//aof
in the text. The questioner is described as a VO/(LC/\’OQ, one "learned
in the lauw."6 His interest in the topic of "eternal life" suggests that
he was of the Pharisaic party rather than the Sadducean, for the Saddu-
cees denied the doctrine of the resurrection.7 However, the topic of
‘eternal life" was of interest to the Pharisaic party. They believed
eternal life to be a new creation of God, and they associated it with
the resurrection of the dead.8 The exact understanding of the possc xa/s
regarding the nature of "eternal life" is not clearly known.9 However,
the text does provide some insight relative to his perception. He recog-
nized the desirability of the "life" which 1s shown by his personal

\ Vd
interest in the subject. The question itself, 7¢ 7oc*70as , indicates
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that he understood its attainment to require something. Using an aorist
participle shows that he viewed the requirement from a punctiliar view-
point. This could mean that he expected only a single act to be neces-
sary for achievement. However, because of the eschatological nature of
the "life" (rA7powo/¢67w is future tense), the aorist may be
reflecting not necessarily a single requirement but a single answer
which would summarize the requirements leading to its attainment. In
either case, Jesus' answer came with a different emphasis.

What must a person do to inherit eternal 1life? Jesus began His
response by addressing two gquestions to the ;/q/u,ckq;;. First, "In the
Iaw, what has been written?” Second, "How do you understand?" These
questions suggest that the answer the y2;4¢4A1;; sought was based not
upon some new requirement but upon the established teaching of Scripture.
Jesus' first question pointed to the location of the desired information,
but His second question identified the crux in the solution. The crux
of the issue involved not insufficient information but how the VQ/Lcﬂb;
understood his present situation (present tense of &J/a?/cvnfrkfcs )
in respect to the truth that had already been revealed in Vq;xas'. In
response to Jesus' questions, the Yo/oLLAnés quoted from Deuteronomy
6:5 and Ieviticus 19:18. He unified the two commandments into a single
commandment. T.W. Manson suggests that his answer may have reflected a
prior knowledge of Jesus' teaching concerning the great commandment
(see Mt. 12:28-31), and he was merely repeating back what he knew was
Jesus’ position.lo The rationale for this supposition is that great
teachers often repeat themselves, and a topic as important as this one
could reasonably be expected to have been repeated by Jesus. Manson

suggests that the primary purpose of the question concerning eternal life
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may have been only a preparatory step prior to the real question of
defining one's neighbor (vs. 29).11 This seems to be a reasonable but
hypothetical possibility. 1In any case, Jesus' counter questions indi-
cate confidence that the information the Vo/u.c/(a/s sought was not a
requirement unknown to him,

After the Vo/aa/(o; answered Jesus' questions, Jesus commended
him for the accuracy of his answer ( o}p OS5 am expc’97s). However,
only knowledge of the requirement was insufficient. Jesus included in
His repiy the present imperative "Do!A" (Fo(/et ). It was not merely
in "knowing" but in "doing" the commandments that one became qualified
to inherit eternal life. While the original question was asked in the
aorist tense (rQ\ J7o¢ 7’(7625), the answer involved the present tense, the
present imperative expressing a "continual doing." The future of the
Vot /rols was not determined by a single act but by a continual com--
pliance with the commandments of Va;oc o5, two of them being identified
by the vo¢ /\’03 . (Time will not be taken to elaborate upon the com~
mandments here since the topic has been treated in the study of Maithew
221 34—40.)12

The discussion should have ended with the imperative "Do!™
However, the commandment to love one's neighbor troubled the Va/LLA’olf.
He followed up Jesus' command with a question regarding the identifi-
cation of one's neighbor (vs. 29). Evidently, "loving God" presented no
problem to the Vo,ac/(o’s . But, "loving one's neighbor" raised the
question regarding the definition of neighbor. He asked Jesus, "Who is
my neighbor?" Iuke interjects the comment "wishing to justify himself™

’ -~ < /
( & eluv JdkacwTal cav 7ov ) as the motivation behind the question.

/
96)@«/ o(u(ac Q,I‘V?{C €Ca‘u ro,V may represent not so much conviction
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regarding failure to comply on his part but dissatisfaction with the
simplicity of Jesus' answer.l3 The question is pertinent. If one's
acquiring of eternal life rested upon the keeping of two commandments,
clarity with regard to their meaning was essential. Jesus' answer is
significant with regard to a proper understanding and application of the

commandment to love neighbors.

/ ) s .
Vowuas and ayainvees

7 N ,‘T_“

7oy 7f/\70"¢o/ ooy

Jesus endorsed the validity of the commandment to love one's
neighbor. Jesus did not claim himself as originator of the requirement,
but He recognized its 01d Testament roots in Va;uaj' (Lev. 19:18). How-
ever, Jesus gave to the definition of neighbor an interpretation which
effectively eliminated the possibility of any form of exclusiveness. It
is possible to understand "neighbor’ in Leviticus 19:18 within the limi-
tation of national/iacial boundaries, in the case of Israel within the
covenant community.14 In the gquestion of the y%;acc,(c£§ (Lk. 10:29)
there is reason to suspect he anticipated an exclusive definition of
b/ /{7 O’C/O V. An inclusive view of neighbor would not have regquired the
clarification Be desired. It is only when one thinks of limitations
that more precise definitions are required. Jesus answered the question
by illustrating not only who is a neighbor but also how love is dis-
played. The story of the "Good Samaritan™ illustrates Jesus' position.
Four major characters are involved in the story of the "Good Samaritan.”
The man on the journey from Jerusalem to Jericho is one character. He
is not identified by nationality. Some commentators assume that he was
a Jew because he was traveling from Jerusalem to Jericho.l5 Such

assumptions regarding the man's identity do not appear intended by Jesus.
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His ethnic identity is noticeably absent in contrast to the identities of

those able to help. The )J7V'7b.25 are minor characters in the story.
They explain the condition in which the traveler finds himself, and they
also provide a realistic basis for the story. The road between Jerusalem
and Jericho had a bad reputation regarding safety for travelers.16 Three
additional travelers upon. the road enter into the plot one at a time.

The first two identify strongly with the racial nationality of Israel,

a priest and a levite. Both pass by the beaten man without assisting
him. The third traveler is a Samaritan. His identity is emphasized by
being placed first in the sentence. Knowing the general negative feeling
felt by Jews toward Samaritans. (see John 4:9) and 'the fact that the
Vouc k d} was a Jew gives added significance to the story. The one

who proved to be a neighbor was not Jewish but of a nationality despised
by Jews. In mentioning the various nationalities of the characters,
Jesus attacked any racial/national interpretation of neighbor. The defi-
nition of neighbor is irrespective of such distinctions. The story goes
on to provide a positive illustration of the process of loving one's
neighboxr.

At the end of the story Jesus asked the vo .« )r55 s "Which of
the three proved to be a neighbor to the one who fell among thieves?"
(vs. 36). BEven though being a neighbor involves a reciprocity of rela-
tionship, Jesus noticeably avoided defining neighbor.as a person in need.
The neighbor was the one who acted. He had compassion (vs. 33, G;U-
77'/\@)’); Vc’lT97) along with the "observing" which the priest and levite
demonstrated (vv. 31, 32, 33, éJafV ). 1In the words of the vq,cc«»&} ,
the neighbor was the one who showed mercy (é',/\éos ) é’?« € o5 in this

context means the showing of love and the act of mercy.17 Jesus changed
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the focus of the question from "Who is my neighbor?" to "How do I become
a neighbor?" 1In logic, Jesus arrived back at the starting point. The
imperative "love” and not the noun "neighbor" is the key. The Samaritan,
who demonstrated love, was the neighbor. Likewise, the person who
desires to demonstrate love toward others does not concern himself with
identifying whether or not the person is a neighbor. Attempting to
define "neighbor™ represented just another example of the Pharisaic casu-
istry. Jesus avoided entanglement by returning the focus back to the
central issue of love. In the story of the "Good Samaritan" Jesus avoids
giving a direct answer to the question of the ;/gx4c515} . The answer
which the Vq/4c,ko3' arrives at in verse 36 is really nothing more than

a restatement of the co