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B Is the Law Abolished According to Eph 2:15°?
R La Io1 est-elle a2bolie d’apres FEpoph 2 .15?
W Ist das Gesetz nach Eph 2,.15 überholt?

etier a  a, Edinburgh.

RESUME
Il s’agıt la une contribution probleme de Nous devons comprendre Eph 2 15 ans SOn
Pattitude des premıers chretiens VIS-d-ULS de la contextie Veluti-c: suggere QUE est DasS la l/o1
loL de ”’Ancıen Testament. Certains d’entre eCUX de ”’Ancıen Testament ans SNn ensemble qul
pensatent-ils quw’elle n etaıt plus valable DOUFr est abolıe, MALS seulement les elements de

I0l qul separaıent les Juifs des non-Juitfs. Il
La reponse question depend DaS de s’agıt urtout des regles ceremonıelles. "autres

l’identite de ’auteur de l’Epitre Ephesiens. elements de la [0t, Dr exemple les dix
Le contexte d’EphL suggere DAaS qQUE commandemenlts, gardent leur valıdıte DOUTF les

OUS devions OlUS attendre - poın de UU chretiens d’origine paıenne, Pour preserver
negatıf sSUur la ol ans Le verset est P’unıte de l’Eglise, les ehretiens d’origine JuLvVe
tres ımportant DOUT OS permettre de sont InULtes abandonner quelques-unes de Ces

comprendre le verselt Il rappelle LUX ‘ ordonnances'‘. Maıs les chretiens d’orıgine
chretiens LSSUS du paganısme LOouL dont ıls palenNNne peuvent PNCOTeEe beaucoup apprendre de
etaıent DTLWES Aavan. de connaitre Chrıst, l’exemple du peuple du Diıeu de ”’Ancıen
SAVOLFr les privıleges du peuple de Dıeu de Testament.
P’Ancienne Allıance. Il est necessaıre d’effectuer travaıl

La trıple expressıion ‘a 01 des exegetıique SUur plusieurs passages-cles (et
commandements Dec sPe5 ordonnances’ na SOWUWvent dıfficıles DOUT obtenır des apDpuULS

parallele ans la litterature biblique fiaOles DOUT notre UVISLON d’ensemble de
extra-biblıque de l’epoque. Il est DaS l’enseiıgnement bzıOlıque. On peut DAaS
vraısemblable qQuUe soıt pleonasme. fonder SILFr le exte d’Eph 2 .15 DOUFr contester

’unite de ia theologıe du OUVEAL Testament

USAMMENFASSUNG
Dıiıese Untersuchung wıdmet sıch der rage, ob bıiblıischer un zeiıtgenösstscher außerbiblischer
manche ın der frühen Kiırche dıe Lıteratur. EKs ıst unwahrscheinlich, daß sıch
alttestamentliche Gesetzgebung als nıcht mehr dabe: eiınen Pleonasmus handelt.
gültıg betrachteten. Eph .19 muß ın seiınem Kontext verstanden

werden. Und dıieser legt nahe, daß sıch ıerDie Antwort auf dıese Frage ıst unabhängıg
davon, wer den Epheserbrief erfaßt hat nicht das gesamte alttestamentliche (1esetz

Der Kontext von Eph 215 legt nahe, heine handelt, sondern ”nur dıe Teıle der
negatıve Einstellung zu (jesetz ıIn UNSsSerenm. Gesetzgebung, dıe Juden UOnN Nicht-Juden
Abschnuitt erwarten Besonders wichtıg für unterschıeden. Dabe: handelt sıch VOoOor allem
das Verständniıs UoON Eph 215 ıst Vers Hıer dıe kultischen Anweisungen oder
werden dıe hellenistischen Christen daran Satzungen, während andere Teıle des (JEsetzes,
erınnert, wWas ıhnen vorenthalten WUr, ehe sSıe wıe zU Beispiel dıe ehn G(Gebote, uch für
Christus fanden: näamlıch die Vorrechte des Christen hellenistischer Herkunft weıter
alttestamentlichen Gottesvolkes. Gültigkeıt besıtzen. m der Eınheit der Kırche

Dıie dreiteilige Aussage ‘das (zesetz der Wıllen werden dıe Judenchristen aufgefordert,
Gebote ın Satzungen ıst ohne Parallele ın einıge iıhrer Satzungen aufzugeben. Auf der
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anderen Seıte hönnen hellenıistische Christen exegetische Arbeit ber viele, meıst schwierige,
vıel VOm Beıispiel des alttestamentlichen Schlüsselpassagen geleistet werden. Eph 215
(zottesvolkes lernen. kann nıcht als Beweismaterial dıe

Um eınen eindeutigen Befund ber dıe Einheit neutestamentlicher T’heologie
gesamtbıblische Haltung dieser verwendet werden.
Fragestellung erhalten, muß och mehr

abolishing In his flesh the law of T'hink not. that ave COINE LO abolish the
commandments and ordinances law an the prophets; ave COINE not to

abolish them but LO fulfıl them
So let examıne the question afresh: Is

Introduction the Law abolished according to Eph 92:157?

In academıic circles there 1Ss growıng Authorship of Eph
endency LO challenge the unıty of the
theology of the New Testament The dis- For the sake of arguıng from other parts of
cuss1ıon 1s based certaın maJor EeXts the Pauline COrDUus ıt would be ımportan to
CNolars ave LO work In argumentatıve decide the question: Who 15 the author of
circle COr rather, spiral): on looks al the Eph.? do not think ıt essentijal to deciıde ıt
evidence In detaıil; then ONe builds ere One STOUP of scholars holds the 1e W
general pıcture; then on g0OCS back LO the that Eph Was wrıtten by disciple of aul

Others maıntaın the tradıtional 1e W thatndivıdual parts of the evidence LO under-
STAn it better In the 1g of the ole Eph Was wrıtten by aul One has LO
pıcture hıs ProCeSSs has LO be repeated acknowledge the riıght LO bring In arguments
INanYy tiımes. However, ıimpress1ıon 1S that from Pauline theology eVvVen if ONe the
0)81 emptatıon of scholars 1S that of cement- disciple theory, an! be OpeN LO COMDATFEe the
Ing eır pıcture anı not. being oOpen LO theology of Kph ıth the theology of etters
examıne parts of the evildence which they C ATre generally regarde: Pauline
ave ul elr pıcture. 'The comparıson then INaYy contaın siımılarıties

It 15 substantıal challenge for New ell differences.
estamen theology if the thesıs Ca
be proved: ere 1s unıty In the New The immediate context of Eph 21  S
Testament because there ATre VIEWS 1ın the 14—18
New estament antıthetically opposıng
each er Kph 2:15 1sS part of long sentence:

One example 1Ss the question of the Therefore, LO find answer to OUr
relationship between the law an the gospel question In thıs aDer, ave LO ook aT the
In the New Testament Scholars poın to exegetical problems of the mediate context,which SEEIN LO that the 14—18 Then, subsequently, 14—18
rthodox early church had opposing VIEWS must be interpreted 1n the ontext of
about the valıdıty of the law for 1143 an 1929
Christians In the opınıon of SOINe Christians It 1S generally agreed that 14—18 form
the New Testament gospel mean that the unit. .} These Verses stand out from their

law Was not valıd an y longer. surrounding ontext The maın character-
There ATIe IMNManYy brought ınto the istics which sget. apar 14—18 nıt ATIe

discussion. One ofese 1S Eph 21  Sr ' ıt Ca ıts form, ıts theme and ıts vocabularybe shown that the law 1s abolished Vv 14—16 form ONe sentence It beginsaccording to Eph 2:195, then it. stands 1n ıth short maın clause which 1s followed
antıthetical contrast LO, for example, Matt by Tee partıcıpla clauses which enlargeO1 where Jesus 15 reported LO ave sald: the predicate. 'Two of the partıcıpla
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clauses ATe introduced by and’ The third without (+0d/ BL dwelling place
which interests most this 15a of God
has connecting word Schlier that It Iso LO be noted that the ame of
the absence of and’ ere indicates that this ‚Jesus Christ o0es not 1418 The
clause complements an explains the Pre- personal PFroONOuUnN the thiır. sıngular
ceding ONM Vv 15b an contaın LWO OCCUFTS all of these Verses vVe pointedly
subjunctive verbs At the en of both these the first word ıth the exception
final clauses there short particıplal of which contaıns references to the
clause Schnackenburg thinks thiıs complex ıts larger part
structure LO be the creatıon of the author of 'The varıety of CXPTreSS10NS iıth sımiılar
the epistle 17 combinatıon of MeEAaANINS anı complexıty of the structiure
references LO Isa an MaYy of 14—16 MaYy the poss1ibility of
be regarded SUMMATY of the nıt changes g10SSES the text Together wıth
The style and marks the the fact that Jesus not menti.oned by ame
boundariıies of the nıt opposed to yYyou 14—18 these phenomena IMaYy suggest

an suggest that yvou that 1418 form nıt orıgınally not
IMaYy be due to the fact that 1 Jewish belonging to the chapter
T1st.Lian who wrıtes ere addressing Gentile OWever all these phenomena MaYy be
COChristians (see Iso 11) due LO the style of the author of Eph he

T’he whole sect1on of 14—18 has ONe chooses his vocabulary carefully order not
theme he OUr to use sımplıstic language Because of the

fact that 14—18 ATre related LO elrome words only ere the epistle
(e LWwO of three words sed the descr1p- ontext by ldeas and Iso Dy STammar (‘*he
tıon of the law law and al the beginning of refers LO ‘“Christ’ at
dogma, ordinance) ome Aare rare the the en of 13) suggest that regard
New Testament (e dogma only 1ımes 1418 integral part of the chapter
the New Testament but only ere an If accept this working hypothesis
possibly OGol with reference to the startıng poın then 1T worth looking at the
aw) wıder ontext that surrounds 14—18

It sıgnıfıcant that theologıcally 1mport- order LO gaın help for the ınterpretatıon of
ant not]lons are briefly mentioned but not OU: eruclal Passage
explained all eNMmMItTyY, body,
9 spırıt hıs ca for hypothetical The significance of the preceding
reconstructjion of the background of these section Eph 2 11413
Verses For example Schlier marshals

Far and Carfrom Rabbinic an Gnostic hlitera-
ture where al between ‘*two spheres In 11 the readers addressed ntiles
enmiıty OCCUrTr Schlier’s thesıs that eWl1sS They ave COMDATI'C their present sıtuatıon
mater1al W as sed by havıng 9NO0S- ıth that of the past In the present they Are

ear (v 13) In the past they Were ‘far ThetlcC1SINg tendencies Eph fiıghts agaınst
gnosticısıng Juda1ısm As Schlier himself antıthesıis most lıkely based Isa
acknowledges that his examples are later which referred LO Kph It
than the New Testament, do not entier into ınteresting that 111 the Isa Passasge those
discussion ıth his thesıis. wh are far ell as those wh ATr ear

ATr®e Israelites In Isa b'/ 1T not saıd thatIn much Ca  ; emphasise the unıty
of Verses 14—18 Ca Iso affırm that 1t OSe wh ATre far would become people wh
fits iınto 1ts immediate ontext We ave LO aAare NnNe (unlike Eph 13) Most probably
ote that words and LOPICS elated LO OSe of the ews the diaspora and those who aAare

al ome ‚Jerusalem are addressed Theythis nNıt Iso the which
precede an follow 14—18 Tlesh’ 11 al ave siınned Isa 57 k7) but God offers
far an ear Dalıenated from the them
commonwealth of Israel’ 1 n longer Schlier mentlions that later ‘far and ear

strangers blood’ Spirıt’ ave expressed antıthesis between
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The fact that the law 1S not mentioned ereProselytes and Israelites and Iso between
non-Jews and ews He refers to Nu oes not INnean that the law Was not
(149%) where the (nbeonıtes are 0OSe who benefit.

far’ and Isa 5/:19 quoted In applicatiıon
to them.® Why L5 thıis comparıson here?

Robinson pointed to eut LO sShow that It 1S strıkıng how tentatıve jJustification
ews felt privileged OVer agaınst er commentators ca  — bring for the inclusion of
natıons 1n that the ews had Sso nıgh 1 D before OUTr eruclal sectijon. For
nto them)’.‘ ote that In the SaIine ontext example, Schnackenburg suggests the theme
the law 1sS mentioned TEASON for Israel to of the author 15 ‘the right relationship, the
feel distinguished the natıons (Deut unıty between Jewish Gentile Christians
4:8) 1ın the church)’; anı ‘the understanding that

We MaYy Sa Y that the author of Eph has 1ın Gentile Christians should ave toward
mind unıfiıed church made of (Gentile Jewiıish Christians’11 ‘das rechte Verhältnis,
Christjans together ıth eEeWSs who Are ıIn die Einheit VO  . Juden-und Heidenchristen
the right relationshıp ıth God, because 1n der Kırche an das erständnis der
they repente from their SINS Isa Heidenchristen für die Judenchristen)’|].
oth these groups Are NO ear LO (30d Gnilka notes that churches In Asıa Mınor

toward the en! of the first century had
Comparison between Jews and (GJentiles almost exclusively members of Gentile orıgın.

My key argument 1S that the past of the hus the argumentatıon 1n thıs section 185
addressed Gentiles 1S deseribed ın Comparıson theoretical ONM it deals wıth basıc, general
ıth the benefits ıt meant to be Jew
Commentators discuss the elements of the

1Ssue. (God had chosen Israel prevlously.
Now (G0d has chosen the Gentiles. hıs

comparıson but they usually cannot SEE the election 0es not change the promiıse char-
significance of ıt In thiıs comparıson the acter of the Prevl1ous election. Now Gentiles
eWSs Are referred LO 1ın posıtıve erms It Ca  - better understand their present sıtuation
almost if the wriıter would Say ıf they consıder 1n retrospect hat WeTIeEe the
Look hat privileges you ave ost by not characteristics of chosen people.1?*
havıng elonge LO the chosen people ese rTreasons Are plausible OoONnes However,
binson argues 1n Ssupport of thıs VIEW “T'he think that the TEASON for the inclusıon of
Jew, and the ‚Jew alone, W as nıgh LO (God thıs cComparıson ere IMaYy be the 1eW of the
And hence it followed that to be nigh LO the author about Israel. ou this 1e W
Jew Was LO be nigh LO (G0d ) suggestion MaYy be summarısed tentatıvelyThe only negatıveness 1n thıs section ollows. There 1s part of Israel which
about the EeWSs 15 the reference to made Dy understood an followed (10d’s 11l 1n the
hand which 15 generally understood 1ın CON- rıg WaYy They repented from eır SINS,
Tas to thıngs made by (GS0d consequently (G0d had promised to

Schlier argues that law 1S not mentioned them They had priviıleges In the past (see
1ın the List of the privileges of the ews He Kph 2:12) Christ (as promise ın the pasaflırms that, “The princıple of lıfe for Israel 1s commonwealth (1.e the fellowship of the
the promise and not. the Law’.? Die Ver- chosen ones); covenants of promıse the
heißung un nıicht das ‘Gesetz’ ist. das plural probably referring to the covenants of
Lebensprinzip sraels Against thıs affırma- Noah, Abraham, Moses etc); hope for eternal
tıon WOUuU indicate Rom where 1ın lıfe); an (God the only OoNne true God, and
sımılar ıst of Jewish privileges the 91VINg of relationship wıth Hım based hat
the law 1s mentioned. Schnackenburg Ca himself revealed to em
even SCeeEe remıin1ıscence of Rom here.1©0 WYollowing the development which had
l‘eine Reminiszenz Röm 9:4’| volved after the time of Isa 0119 the

suggest that 1S posıtiıve argumen author of Eph calls ese eWws those who
1n the hand of the author: the benefits of ATre ear These benefits Were valıd 1ın the
israe ATre real benefits. On Ca only feel past and Are ST1 valı for ewWws 1n the time

ıf OMN\! does not share those benefits of the epıstle. ese Jews, who ave right
12 & FuroJIh
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relationshıp ıth God, AT nO Christilans. cts VE Heb 11:23 text, var.). According
The author of Eph 1S most lıkely ON of to Bauer -Arndt-Gingrich-Danker,
them They share these benefits ıth 201), it refers LO the Mosaic law C In
Christjans of Gentile orıgın. Macc 1 Philo Gig d Leg All 1:54f;

'T SUu hat ave found LO this Josephus Ap 1:4  DNO
poın The ontext would not. lead to It that although dogma (ordinance)
expect condemnatiıon of the Law such. Was not sed In connection ıth the Mosaıc
We must NO ook al the words themselves law ıIn the Pentateuch, ıt. could be sed ıIn
1n that connection ın the 1Irs century

Thus ıt MaYy ave een avaılable for the
The expression for ‘Law In V. ‘the author of Eph term In the ontext of the

law of commandments contained ın Mosaic law
ordinances’ AV) Because of the fact that the author of Eph

often SEes anı long structures iıt
Is ıt pleonasm? 1s WOor looking for possible paralle CONMN-

Scholars opınıon this 1Ssue MaYy be structions. ave found that in al
divided 1n LWwoO One thinks where NOUN, oun In the Genitive, and
that the three-part term simply law, Oun ıth the preposıtion In follow each
because, Lincoln put it, thıs ‘lengthy other, ONe Can SaYy that the three are
formulation 1S5 charaeteristic of the style of not. S; UT, even if the meanıngs are
Ephesians’.*}® The other takes elated, there 15 qualified, Nne meanıng of
dogmasın (ın ordiınances) qualification: the structure whole Thus the phrases,
the phrase hımıits the meanıng ın which the which OCCUTr In sımılar construction, are
law 15 thought of ere WHor example, ıtton not pleonasms (see C LA 4:19; 9:26)
unfolds the meanıng of the three components
of the phrase ollows "T'he whole Mosaıc Is the Iaw g0o0od bad here?
law consisted of broad commandments (like Westcott füirms that the Law Was abohshe
the 'Ten Commandments), and ese WerTeEe annulled, but he Can refer posıtıve matters
then elaborated ın precıse regula- In relation LO the law:16 the law brought
tıons the oral tradıtion of the Pharisees)’.14 “nto clear lıght’ the wofold enmiıty which
oug OW 1e W about 15a 15 1n W as brought about by the Fall enmiıty

line wiıth that of this latter STFroOuUp of scholars, InNnen an enmity toward God; the
ave LO otfe that the term which 1S eruclal Law W as imperfect symbol of the 11l of

for this ınterpretatıon, dogmasın (1ın God-Christ ‘went behind’ the Law and ful-
ordinances), 0€eSs not 1n manuscrı1pts filled the 111 of God; the Law wWas
P46 an V. gms Nor ave oOUun:! an Yy place 1ın ulfilled, and en iınto something wıder
the LXX, 1lo, osephus and the New and deeper’. Gnilka that the law of
Testament where dogma would qualify the the eWws resulte: In Apartheid: non-Jews
law ın simılar WaY LO Kph had confidence In the Jews— and ewWws

The term ‘l1aw of commandments’ o0es not. had certaın scepticısm toward the Gentiles.
1n thiıs genitival form 1ın the LXX, In The author of Eph interpreted the pıcture

Philo, 1ın Josephus In the New Testament of “cosmic wall of the law
The Lwo eXpress1ions Are mentioned together Gesetzesmauer|. The law caused separatıon
C 1n Kıx 16:28; 24:12; Josh 2210 ings the side of the ews This separatıon has
1718 34; Ps 39 SIr not In esulted 1n enmiıty The law has caused another
Phıilo, osephus and In the New Testament) enmity: enmiıty toward (G0d Feindschaft mıt
Dan 3:29 has genitival connection, but the Gott| 'The death of ‚Jesus 1s the end of the
other WaY round: ‘ommandments of the law law.1‘

The term dogma o0es not. 1ın the In arguing for this understanding of EphPentateuch. It appears 1ın and Macc, Dan 2:15a Gnilka refers LO Rom 10:4 1n the Samne
Theod.), 110 and osephus frequently. end of the law  \ Rom 10:4 1s often
Very often ıt refers LO imper1al decrees (ın referred LO by those who hold that Eph 2:15
this ın the New Testament ın B SaYyS the law such, 1.e the whole law 18
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abolished. Here, however, Badenas has ıIn katargeo, ‘abolish’
opınıon recently shown rather convincingly hıs term 1S5 applied by Paul directly

that telos 1ın Rom 10:4 1s not lıkely to Inean to the law, but only °to the effects the law
end/’, but rather: 0al has uponNn people not yet saved’ auf die

In spıte of the suggestions that the law 1s irkungen des Gesetzes 1MmM unerlösten
mentioned ere 1n negatıve terms, suggest Menschen)’| (e.g Rom In Rom 3:31
from the closer ontext that the law MaYy be aul ODDOSCS the 1e W that the law would be
thought of part of the privileges the ewWws abolished. Barth Iso points to Rom (:
had and which the Gentile Christians are LO argue agaınst the 1e W that Eph
reminded of the things they had 215 would INecan the “nvalıdation of the
missed before they Came LO accept Jesus Christ revelatıon gıven LO Moses oun Sinai.’21
(v 12) ese remarks are only helpful ıf 0)01

TOM the wıder Oontext of Eph also argue the VIECW that aul wrote Eph., and that
Paul W as not inconsıstent.that ıt 1S not lıkely that the law 1s spoken of

ere 1ın completely negatıve terms. Lincoln Cor MaYy present dıfficulty. In
mentijons argument (whıich he thinks 0€eSs the glory Moses’ face 1sS referred to
not rule out his negatıve 1e W OU' the aw) katargoumenen, fadıng. In 11 the neuter
which SUppOrtS the probability of NON- of the Samne term 1s not explained 1n er
negatıve readıng of the law ere In Kph words. Even ıf ıt refers LO the Servıice of the
the author of Kph refers LO ONe of the Ten letter, 1.e the Jaw, ere 1S comparıson
Commandments 1ın clearly posıtıve ‘ftor between some ng glor10us and something
secondary SUupport for his OW. paraenesI1s’: ‘the even INnoOore glor10us. cannot exegete Cor
first commandment ıth promise’.}9 ere ın however, that the law 1S not

sımply spoken of In negatıve terms there
Robinson has pointed out interesting

extual varıant In Eph 2:15 1C 15 not
Is the law abolished accordıng to 15a? reported 1n Aland?6®: katartısas, Tepaırıng' 1ın

Context Do* He calls it. ıinterpretatıve change.??
'Thiıs cChange’ probably that seribe

As ave SCCH, the unıqueness of the TEee did not iıke the strong word ‘abolishing”. He
part term connection wıth the law make iıts IMaYy ave thought that the law Was g00d 1ın
impossible LO for ıts meanıng from ıts true meanıng, but ıts needed
parallel materl1al suggest that should repalirıng).understand hat 15a by attempting The Tee verb, atargeo, IMNaYy not NecCcesSS-
LO find ıts relationship to the ontext. arıly ave the strong meanıng: abolıs

For example, exegetical remark based
the ontext INa Yy strengthen thesıs. Westcott pointed LO GCor 13°11 Ings hıich

are valıd for the child DPass aAaWaY only In thehiıs CONCeTNS the term ‘middle all of partı- that the evelops ın INan (*1tiıon’ AV) In On the ONe hand, know gave up; RSV, from the SAaIne verb, atargeo,that the dividing al] 1n the Jerusalem ın Eph 2:15 ‘abolish’).®3Temple Was materı1al, visıble ma  estatiLi 09n
of the separatıon between EeWSs and Gentiles. In hat LS the law abolıshedIt W as not sımply all ıt had deep accordıng 15a%
symbolic meanıng. On the er hand, Let sSsummMarıse the ma)Jor AaNSWerTrTs ofave reference to temple In Eph .2  b—
the addressees of Eph AIe LO 9r W into

scholars LO this question.
Abbott ın the first ICC Sser1es held thattemple. Thus suggest that the dividıng the law 1ın Eph 2:15 1S the law of Moses Inall INa Yy Iso be that of the temple. The general.“* It 1s interesting LO NOW thatauthor affırms that ere 1s nothing LO Professor est wıll argue for this inter-

separate ews and Gentiles 1n the church of
Christ. They Ca STOW ogether into DEW

pretatıon ıIn hıs forthcoming commentary 1ın
the second ICC serjes.25 Recently, Lincolntemple which oes not ave miıddle all of has revıived thıs iınterpretation. Lincolnpartıtıon between them argues that ‘the diıvisıon between eWs and
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® ihe LOW Abolished According Eph 2:157 b

Gentiles Was produced by the law such, Dy function of the law 15 meant: ıts role 1ın
the verYyY fact that Israel possessed the Torah, bringing knowledge an increase of S1n,
and 1n order LO TEINOVE the divisıyveness an 1n inflicting an death uDonNn
Chrıst has LO deal ıith ıts cause-—the law INa

itself.’26
ConclusionMacpherson held agaınst thıs 1e W

that ıt. 15 the ‘ceremonilal law which 15
abolished according LO Eph 21  ON He aflırmed We ave seen that there 15 parallel for
that In ordinances’ expressed the idea that the three-part term for the law There must
the precepts of the Mosaıc law ‘were imposed be TE AaASONMN for usıng this term instead of
DYy external authority”. Macpherson argued: simpler ON!| We Ca  - only make of the
“r the apostle had intended the law generally, sentence ar Lry LO make 1ın ıts
he would simply ave called it the law relation LO the ontext The ontext suggests
B hıs 1S simple argument 1ın itself. that only that aspect of the law 1S abolished

which made ıt impossı1ıble for ewWwSs anHowever, the style of the author an the
ontext suggest for that Macpherson Gentiles LO become 0)81 fellowship. hıs
IMaYy hbe rıght the three part term 0€es not. cannot sımply be the divisıve function of the
INeanNn the law such, but the law wıth law, Barth>®?*% suggests INn hıs
certaın qualifications. ınterpretatıon, but probably o0es include

Schnackenburg argues from the ontext the invalidation of regulations 1C SCD-
that those parts of the law are abolished arate eWSs from entLiıles
which erected all between the EeWSs an! 'To conclude, apree wiıith the 1e W of those
the Gentiles: CIrCcumcCI1s10N, laws of purıfica- wh hold that ıt. 1sS not the whole Mosaic law
tıon, and laws 1ın connectıj.on wit meals.?%® which 15 abolished according LO Kph DD
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