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What Old Testament Laws Are Still In Force Today for Christians?


Since Jesus’ death, are Christians obligated to obey all, some, or none of the Old Testament’s laws?  To summarize, the moral laws found in the Old Testament are still in force, but the ceremonial and ritualistic laws are not.  This distinction is explained in much more detail below.

Let’s consider this issue very broadly.  Do we still need to obey the letter of the Ten Commandments?  Do we just pick and choose arbitrarily which laws are still binding on Christians?  When religious liberals say the Old Testament’s laws against gay sex are no more valid than the laws against eating shellfish, how would you respond? 

First, we need examine carefully the foundational doctrine of dispensationalism, which has some antinomian tendencies. Dispensationalism can be defined as the view that God works with humans in (often) very different ways at different times. Basically, it says the Old Testament was a regime of law, while the New Testament revealed an era of grace. Normally, it adds the view that the Jews are still God's chosen people, and He will continue to deal with them spiritually differently, including even during the millennium (not just physically differently).   Dispensationalism often is associated with antinomianism, which is the belief the law is abolished and not binding on Christians. The Seventh-Day Adventists   summarized the school of prophecy now popular among evangelicals (the futuristic/dispensationalistic type of premillennialism) this way:
 
“Along with this came the development of an elaborate division of the Bible into dispensational compartments (with antinomian tendencies), in a doctrine of mutual exclusiveness between law and grace. . . . Stemming also from this futurist view that the Jews are to be God's elect, to whom all the kingdom prophecies must yet be literally fulfilled, is an unprecedented interpretive system with dangerous tendencies. It embodied in a dispensationalist emphasis that rebuilds the wall of partition between Jew and Gentile that Jesus obliterated, that separates law from grace in thoroughly antinomian fashion, and that deflects from the Christian church the promises and the covenants and large portions of the Bible, especially the Gospels, giving to the Jew, rather than to the Christian, not only the Decalogue, but also the Beatitudes and the Lord’s Prayer.”

Now, having defined some this system of theological interpretation of the Bible, we should now ask ourselves the following question: Is dispensationalism true? It isn't mere coincidence that the differences between the new covenant and the old covenant, a key teaching of traditional evangelical dispensationalism, are closely tied to antinomian (anti-Old Testament Law) tendencies. 


IS DISPENSATIONALISM TRUE?


         Whether or not dispensationalism is true leads us to this question: Has salvation always been only by grace through faith, or did God require literal works of ancient Israel to earn or achieve salvation? For Abraham, the patriarch, salvation must have been of grace, even as he obeyed God's laws (Gen. 26:5), as we find in Gen. 15:6:6: "Then he believed in the Lord; and He reckoned it to him as righteousness." Compare Rom. 4:l-2. Noah "became an heir of the righteousness which is according to faith" (Heb. 11:7). Did this change for Israel? Note Habakkuk 2:4: "But the righteous will live by his faith." Also note Jeremiah 31:2, especially when compared to Hebrews 3:18-19: "Thus says the Lord, 'The people who survived the sword found grace in the wilderness--Israel, when it went to find its rest.'" (Compare the use of "rest" here with Heb. 4:1-11, where it is referring to a condition of salvation spiritually). Hebrews 11, the faith chapter, goes from Abel and Enoch to David, implying no change occurred in how men and women are saved by repetitively saying it was "by faith" over twenty times, finally, coming down to verses 39-40, showing salvation was by grace then as well: "And all these, having gained approval through their faith [not by their works!], did not receive what was promised, because God had provided something better for us, so that apart from us they should not be made perfect." Notice David in Ps. 119:146: "I cried to Thee; save me, and I shall keep Thy testimonies." Works are the fruitage of salvation here, not the means of obtaining it. David knew in Ps. 51:17 that sacrifices (i.e. works) didn't reconcile him to God, but a repentant attitude would: "For Thou dost not delight in sacrifice, otherwise I would give it; Thou are not pleased with burnt offering. The sacrifices of God are a broken spirit; a broken and a contrite heart, O God, Thou wilt not despise." Paul sees David as speaking of "the blessing upon the man to whom God reckons righteousness apart from works:  "'Blessed are those whose lawless deeds have been forgiven, and whose sins have been covered. Blessed is the man whose sin the Lord will not take into account'" (Rom. 4:6-8). For never could anyone be saved (justified) by obeying the law, because law-keeping doesn't expiate (wipe off) sin--only Jesus' sacrifice does that. 

         Now you may say: So what? Why does the doctrine of dispensationalism matter? Consider this description of how extreme applications of dispensationalist ideas have damaged even evangelical Protestant theology, as seen by an evangelical:
 
“The age of law/age of grace division in particular has wreaked havoc on dispensationalist theology and contributed to confusion about the doctrine of salvation. Of course, there is an important distinction to be made between law and grace. But it is wrong to conclude, as [dispensationalist theologian Dr. Lewis Sperry] Chafer apparently did, that law and grace are mutually exclusive in the program of God for any age. . . . Salvation has always been by grace through faith, not by the works of the law (Galatians 2:16).”  


DISPENSATIONALISM VERSUS THE WORDS OF JESUS


         So, according to extreme dispensationalism, why are Jesus' words invalid? Because Jesus was still alive when He said them! Or, really, because Jesus lived under the old covenant, He had to obey the ritualistic law to the extent it applied to Him as well as the moral law (the Ten Commandments, etc). (Gal. 4:4 proves this, so long as the word "born" refers to Him, and not His mother). Hence, Jesus' words, so long as He was human, aren't necessarily considered valid for doctrine. However, on the contrary, He said in the great commission to "make disciples of all the nations . . . teaching them to observe all that I commanded you" (Matt. 28:20). This statement doesn't fit the view Jesus' words and actions were mostly only for old covenant Jews or a restored Israel during the millennium, but for Christians now. Similarly, Paul said to "Be imitators of me, just as I also am of Christ" (I Cor. 11:1), which becomes a progressively more useless or misleading injunction the more Christ's statements or actions are seen as only fit for old covenant Jews or Israel during the millennium. Peter, while he was speaking specifically about suffering, stated a principle that can be taken more broadly: "Christ also suffered for you, leaving you an example for you to follow in His steps" (I Pet. 2:21). Note also I John 2:6: "(T) he one who says he abides in Him ought himself to walk in the same manner as He walked." Jesus was the messenger of the new covenant (Mal. 3:1; Dan. 9:27) and the kingdom of God (Mark 1:14-15), describing both before being ushered in. Hence, we should assume that His words are valid for doctrine unless specifically and clearly set aside by Paul, Peter, etc. later due to being tied to something that has been abolished (i.e., the offerings to priests for being healed from leprosy).


THE OBSTACLE OF MATT. 5:17-19


          The biggest obstacle Dispensationalism has in saying Jesus' sacrifice and resurrection massively changed God's ways of dealing with humanity, ushering in a radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity which obliterated the Old Testament law, is surely Matt. 5:17-19 (New World Translation (NWT)):
 
“Do not think I came to destroy the Law or the Prophets. I came, not to destroy, but to fulfill; for truly I say to you that sooner would heaven and earth pass away than for one smallest letter or one particle of a letter to pass away from the Law by any means and not all things take place. Whoever, therefore, breaks one of these least commandments and teaches mankind to that effect, he will be called 'least' in relation to the kingdom of the heavens. As for anyone who does them and teaches them, this one will be called 'great' in relation to the kingdom of the heavens.”

Hence, Jesus says, "Do not think I came to destroy the Law [i.e. the Torah]," but dispensationalists say He did destroy the law.  Since the Greek word translated "fulfill" in verse 17 is put in direct contradiction to "destroy," it is illegitimate to claim "fulfill" means something that sounds slightly different, such as "transform," that amounts to the same result. This same word "plerosai" (to fulfill) is used in Matt. 13:48 to refer to a net full of fish, in Luke 2:40 to refer to Jesus becoming filled with wisdom, and Luke 3:5 to filling up a valley. In such a context (v. 17), when it's placed in contradiction to "destroy," it can't mean "abolish," but it must mean "completion," or "addition."

         Now, dispensationalists will claim that in v. 18 the word translated "fulfill" in the KJV (above in the NWT it was translated "take place") "genetai"--still allows for the Law to be abolished, by Jesus somehow "fulfilling" it in a way that destroyed some parts of it. Using the KJV translation, it gets treated as a second condition to the statement that the heaven and earth must pass away first before the Law passes away. However, this stratagem is exposed when using a more modern translation that translates these two Greek words  "plersoai" and "genetai" differently. Suddenly, Jesus isn't saying the law won't pass away unless heaven and earth pass OR something else gets (NASB) "accomplished." Instead, Jesus is saying the law won't pass away "until ALL is accomplished" i.e. the "period of restoration of ALL things about which God spoke by the mouth of His holy prophets from ancient time" (Acts 3:21) up to the time a new heaven and earth are created (Isaiah 65:17; 66:22; Rev. 21:1). Simply put, the Law is continuously binding on humanity up until at least the new heavens and earth are created, in contradiction to this idea it gets abolished during a present age of grace just to get restored during the millennium. After all, just how does the second coming cancel out the effects of Jesus' sacrifice supposedly abolishing the law? 

         Also, Matt. 5:19 shows that Jesus didn't just mean that the Law (i.e. the Torah, the first five books of the Old Testament) in the abstract are still binding on Christians, but that their specific laws would be too. This view would contradict the idea all laws are abolished unless repeated somewhere in the New Testament. The "least of these commandments," must refer to the Old Testament law, not just His new teachings bringing out more clearly the spirit of the law. Again, He sets up a rather similar parallel opposition in v. 19 between the words "annuls" and "commandments" that exists in v.17 between "abolish" and "law." Indeed, the Greek word rendered "annuls" (luo) in v. 19 is related grammatically to the word translated "abolish" (katalu) in v. 17. "These commandments" doesn't just refer to Jesus' "new commandments," for the reasons described best by The Expositor's Bible Commentary:

     “But what are 'these commandments'? It is hard to justify restriction of these words to Jesus' teachings . . . for the noun in Matthew never refers to Jesus' words, and the context argues against it. Restriction to the Ten Commandments . . . is equally alien to the concerns of the context. Nor can we say 'these commandments' refers to the antitheses that follow, for in Matthew houtos ('this,' pl. 'these') never points forward. It appears, then, that the expression must refer to the commandments of the OT Scriptures. The entire Law and the Prophets are not scrapped by Jesus' coming but fulfilled. Therefore the commandments of these Scriptures--even the least of them . . .--must be practiced . . . The law pointed forward to Jesus and his teaching . . . so he, in fulfilling it, establishes . . . the way it is to be obeyed.” 

Hence, it's illegitimate to say v. 19's "commandments" don't refer to laws seen by Jesus as binding from the Old Testament, who was the Jehovah God of Israel.

         Notwithstanding the hurdles posed by Matt. 5:17-19, dispensationalism is often pushed to amazing extremes. Paul Wierville, the founder of the unorthodox sect the Way International, maintained that the four Gospels were really part of the Old Testament, since they were mostly concerned with Jesus' actions and words before His crucifixion! John MacArthur notes encountering similar thinking:
 
“Other dispensationalist writers did weigh those ideas and went on to state in more explicit terms what Chafer only hinted at: that the teachings of the Sermon on the Mount 'have no application to the Christian, but only to those who are under the Law, and therefore must apply to another Dispensation than this.' This lamentable hermeneutic [approach to biblical interpretation] is widely applied in varying degrees to much of our Lord's early teaching, emasculating the message of the gospels. It is no wonder that the evangelistic message growing out of such a system differs sharply from the gospel according to Jesus. If we begin with the presupposition that much of Christ's message was intended for another age, why should our gospel be the same as the one He preached? But that is a dangerous and untenable presupposition. Jesus did not come to proclaim a message that would be invalid until the Tribulation or the Millennium. He came to seek and save the lost (Luke 19:10). He came to call sinners to repentance (Matt. 9:13). He came so the world through Him might be saved (John 3:17). He proclaimed the saving gospel, not merely a manifesto for some future age. His gospel is the only message we are to preach--any other gospel is under God's curse (Galatians 1:6-8). . . . It is a mistake of the worse sort to set the teachings of Paul and the apostles over against the words of our Lord and imagine that they contradict one another or speak to different dispensations. The gospels are the foundation on which the epistles build. The entire book of James, for example, reads like a commentary on the Sermon on the Mount. Those who want to consign the Sermon to another age must still deal with the fact that nearly all its principles are repeated and expanded upon by later New Testament writers.” 

Yet, as documented above, dispensationalism often makes Jesus' words only conditionally applicable to Christians, applying only upon Paul's, John's, Peter's, etc. seconding them. Dare we trifle with the words of God in the flesh so casually? Perhaps publishers created those red-lettered Bibles to help us find faster what we can now mostly ignore!

SOME PROBLEMS WITH RADICAL DISCONTINUITY BETWEEN THE OLD AND NEW TESTAMENTS
 
          If indeed the New Testament writers were making such a drastic break with their Jewish past, why is the New Testament so full of Old Testament citations and allusions, which are made to justify Christian theology, especially the identification of Jesus of Nazareth as the Messiah?  Why does not Jesus hardly hint at such a radical change soon to come concerning the Old Testament law during His public ministry?  Instead, he specifically denied an anti-Old Testament law interpretation of his ministry in Matt. 5:17-19:
 
          Do not think that I came to abolish the Law or the Prophets; I did not come to abolish, but to fulfill.  For truly I say to you, until heaven and earth pass away, not the smallest letter or stroke shall pass away from the Law, until all is accomplished.  Whoever then annuls one of the least of these commandments, and so teaches others, shall be called ["]least["] in the kingdom of heaven; but whoever keeps and teaches them, he shall be called ["]great["] in the kingdom of heaven.
 
Why should he tell the disciples to "Go and make disciples of all the nations . . . teaching them to observe all that I have commanded you" when most of what he had spoken was irrelevant because the old covenant was still in force while he was in the flesh?  Turning to Paul, the clear implication of his citation of Genesis 15:6 and Hab. 2:4 (such as in Gal. 3:6, 11) is that humans are saved the same way under both the Old Covenant and the New.  He noted that "David also speaks of the blessing upon the man to whom God reckons righteousness apart from works" (Rom. 4:6) before citing from Psalms 32, which implies the salvation theology (soteriology) of the Old Testament was like that of the New Testament.  The role of the law or obedience relative to salvation or justification was the same for the Jews before the crucifixion as it is for Christians today in God's sight, even if Jewish tradition and the oral law saw it otherwise.  Consider that when Paul wrote this to Timothy that parts of the New Testament did not yet exist, or at least had not been likely all gathered together:  "All Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness . . ." (II Timothy 3:16).  Having made in the preceding verses a reference to Timothy being raised a believer in the true God through the "sacred writings," Paul obviously primarily had the Old Testament in mind when he wrote this.  If the Old Testament is so largely irrelevant to Christians, why would Paul say this, after citing the Exodus and Israel wandering in the wilderness:  "Now these things happened to them as an example, and they were written for our instruction, upon whom the ends of the ages have come" (I Cor. 10:11; compare I Cor. 10:6 and Rom. 4:23-24).  Of course, citing such points in rebuttal against extreme dispensationalism and its offspring, a presupposed radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity, hardly scratches the surface of such a vast subject.  However, such points show how the "new covenant" teachings of the many evangelical Protestants presupposes a funadamentally flawed general school of Biblical interpretation which should be rejected at its foundation.



DISPENSATIONALISM VERSUS TITHING?


          A key verse for tithing still being binding on Christians is Matt. 23:23 and its parallel in Luke 11:42. The context of Matt. 23:23's affirmation is especially interesting, for Jesus was blasting the Pharisees' legalism: "Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you tithe mint and dill and cummin, and have neglected the weightier provisions of the law: justice and mercy and faithfulness; but these are things you should have done without neglecting the others." Unlike with the Sabbath, where He attacks their overkills (such as in Mark 2:23-28), here He does not. There's nothing here about tithing setting a limit on how much you give. (Haven’t  churches, however, often taken up offerings based in part upon what your heart was willing to give in the past? On Holy Days, hasn't II Cor. 9:7 been quoted?) He doesn't say, "Give from the heart instead, you legalists!" or "You should be willing to give far more." In John 8:5, 10-11, Jesus was willing to relax the law about executing adulterers before He died, which implies His ministry's message is applicable to new covenant Christians, and wasn't rendered obsolete by His death (until, perhaps, Israel's restoration in the millennium). In contrast, One can't find Him abolishing the Sabbath, but rather he protests against legalistic abuses and overkills concerning its application to God's people (Luke 13:15-16). For the Pharisees, and the oral law of the Jews in general, had come to overemphasize the "stop" or "cease" aspect of Sabbath observance as opposed to that of "freedom" from the burdens of work or the "liberty" of rest and relaxation. Of course, since Jesus didn't abolish Sabbath observance, but sought to reform the oral law's abuses of it, men will seek to evade His words' authority over us today by such constructs as extreme dispensationalism. However, the presumption should be Jesus' words apply to Christians today unless Paul (etc.) specifically and clearly say otherwise.


RADICAL DISCONTINUITY IN HEBREWS 7?


          Dispensationalist, in order to prove a radical discontinuity exists between the contents of the Old and New Testament law, cite Hebrew 7:12, 18-19 to abolish not just tithing, but the entire Old Testament law.  In context (especially note vs. 14-16), what occurs here is a change in the law concerning the priesthood in order to allow Jesus of Judah to become a priest when the old covenant's priests had to be of Levi, with a corresponding transfer of duties from one priesthood (Levi's) to the other (Melchizedek's). Note how the translation of verse 12 in the Amplified Bible (its brackets) contradicts a dispensationalist’s expansive reading of this text: "For when there is a change in the priesthood, there is of necessity an alteration of the law [concerning the priesthood] as well." For, while "the Law made nothing perfect" (v. 19), it was itself perfect (Ps. 19:7; James 1:25), and remains a guide to Christian conduct, even if knowing its requirements can't make you obey them by itself. Hence, while one could argue about whether Heb. 7:12 "transfers" the law to tithe from one priesthood to another,  or (I think) just changes the priesthood itself, it's clear these texts don't abolish the whole Old Testament law, but just the Levitical priesthood. The dispensationalist spin placed on these verses to annihilate the whole Old Testament law is absurd upon some analysis.


         Indeed, concerning the whole subject of dispensationalism theoretically a priori (that is, before examining the facts) we could take two basic approaches concerning whether Old Testament laws still apply to Christians:


1. The Old Testament laws are done away with, unless specifically reconfirmed in Paul's epistles, etc.
 
2. All Old Testament laws are still in force, unless specifically abolished in Paul's epistles, etc.


How often does God have to repeat Himself for something to be binding?  The burden of proof isn’t on the person arguing that a particular Old Testament law (such as concerning gay sex) is still binding, but on the person who argues that it is abolished.  The person favoring the Old Testament law need not find any repetitions of that law in (say) Paul’s writings to say it is still in force.  Instead, the anti-nomian needs to find evidence that it is clearly abolished in the New Testament.  Is it reasonable to think Jesus' words entirely or mostly aren’t valid for doctrine for Christians despite mostly being spoken while the old covenant was in force?   This summary simplifies things excessively, but it throws the issues involved into stark relief.


THE GOSPELS AS RELEVANT TO CHRISTIANS TODAY


         An enormously powerful argument that His words should normally be seen as applicable to Christians is the idea that the Gospels were written not just as biographies of the life of Christ,
 
but as theological handbooks to help promote the Christian faith: “The selection that the Evangelists made of what Jesus said and did was determined by the prevailing concerns of their time. The fact that the Evangelists report no less than seven Sabbath healing episodes in addition to the ensuing controversies indicates the great importance attached to Sabbathkeeping in their respective communities at the time they wrote their Gospels.” 


Support for this view comes from how, without the church yet in existence, Jesus made it the final decision maker in case of disputes between brethren (Matt. 18:15-17). Hence, Luke 23:56 suddenly becomes a much more powerful witness for the Sabbath command still being in force after Jesus died, for this statement was inspired by the Holy Spirit long after Jesus had been crucified (KJV): "And they [the women who would visit Jesus' tomb] returned, and prepared spices and ointments, and rested the sabbath day according to the commandment." Nothing is said about it being a now abrogated commandment. Ample reason exists to believe we should put our weight toward the second of the two options listed above.


          Also, evidence for the second viewpoint can be based upon the idea of a covenant only including what was done before it was ratified, for afterwards it can't be changed (Gal. 3:15; Heb. 9:16-17). Note what the Seventh-day Adventist John L. Tucker said along this line:
 
“Here a man's will is used as an illustration of Christ's will, testament, or covenant. As is plainly stated (in the above scriptures cited) and is an obvious fact, a man's will is of force after the man dies. And after the man dies, nothing more can be added to his will. Here is a significant truth when applied to the new covenant. The new covenant is Christ's will. He ratified it with His own blood. All the terms, provisions, promises and truths of His will must be written before He dies; for nothing can be added after the death of the testator. "No man . . . addeth thereto." Galatians 3:15. Let us be practical and apply this rule to our religious beliefs and practices. No doctrine, no commandment, no new truths or religious practices, which Jesus did not teach or practice, are to be required of anyone. Nothing can be "added thereto." [Here follows a list of twelve items. I will cite only two, being as they are relevant to my purpose: Tithe paying--Matthew 23:23. . . . Seventh-day Sabbath--Mark 2:27; Matthew 24:20. . . .] Thus we see that all these and many other precious truths received the sanction of Jesus before He died. Now let us raise the question on a widely accepted practice--the observance of Sunday. Did Christ speak of it before Calvary? Every student of the Bible will say No! But remember nothing can be added after He dies. Ninety-nine Christians out of one hundred when asked why they observe Sunday will quickly reply, "It is because Christ arose from the dead on that day." But here we are faced with the plain, pointed statement that nothing comes into the will of Christ, or the new covenant, after His death. Jesus died on Friday, the sixth day of the week; He ratified the new covenant then. If Sunday worship started two days after Christ's death, it is two days too late to come into His will and to be required of men.”  


Does Jesus' death abolish what He did or said during His life? Or, rather, did the crucifixion make them all the more binding? The force of this argument is plain in implying Jesus' words are valid for doctrine, unless clearly set aside in the epistles as being only relevant for the old covenant.


THE NEW TESTAMENT BUILDS UPON THE OLD, BUT DOESN’T REPLACE IT


         Dispensationalists tend to assume radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity rather than to prove it. Yet, one can find almost endless citations by the New Testament authors of Old Testament books, from both Moses and the prophets. Why cite so often something that, "under the new dispensation of grace," had become largely irrelevant as an authority for doctrine binding on Christian conduct? One can't say they did this merely to convert Jews by showing the folly of what they now believed in, when Jesus himself said He came not to abolish the Law and the Prophets, but to fulfill them (Matt. 5:17-19; Luke 16:17). Citing the Old Testament to abolish its authority is a dubious proposition at best, dispensationalism effectively maintains the author of Hebrews did in citing Jeremiah 31 in dealing with the old covenant. Where was it prophesied in the Old Testament that the law would be done away, instead of being written on men’s hearts?

In contrast, the New Testament will affirm clearly the binding authority of the Old Testament. For example, note I Cor. 10:6, 11: "Now these things [that happened during the Exodus and the wanderings in the wilderness] happened as examples for us, that we should not crave evil things, as they also craved. . . . Now these things happened to them as an example, and they were written for our instruction, upon whom the ends of the ages have come." Similarly, consider Rom. 15:4: "For whatever was written in early times was written for our instruction, that through perseverance and the encouragement of the Scriptures we might have hope." Abraham's example in being justified by faith also applies to us (Rom. 4:23-24): "Now not for his sake only was it written, that it [righteousness] was reckoned to him, but for our sake also, to whom it will be reckoned, as those who believe in Him who raised Jesus our Lord from the dead." Similarly, we find Paul saying that (II Tim. 3:15-17): "[A]nd that from childhood you have known the sacred writings which are able to give you the wisdom that leads to salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus. ALL Scripture [not just the New Testament, or Paul's own epistles] is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness . . ." Paul's own letter told Timothy to look primarily to the Scriptures he was raised with, which had to be the Old Testament since that was all they had when he was young. Hence, when Paul repeatedly points to the value and authority of the Old Testament for Christians today in general terms--indeed, the examples cited in Romans 4, 15 and I Corinthians 10 were from the Torah!--he badly undermines the extreme dispensationalists' fixation with his own letters as describing what is mainly binding for Christian conduct today. They have failed to prove from the New Testament in general, or Paul's letters in particular, that the Old Testament can be safely ignored, outside of the highly questionable analyses of Acts 15's council supposedly abolishing the law of Moses and Heb. 8-10's new covenant supposedly destroying Old Testament law.


SHOULD WE ASSUME THE OLD TESTAMENT IS ABOLISHED AS BEING BINDING?


         In contrast to the extreme dispensationalists' fixation on the epistles, the presumption should be that our Savior's words are applicable to Christians, unless clearly only appropriate for the Jews of His day (dispensation). Note, for example, Jesus said almost nothing about circumcision, or people still needing to do it, despite being circumcised Himself. By contrast, He had a lot more to say about the Sabbath, which would imply its continuing validity, using the dispensationalists’ own argument from silence. Only in John 7:22-23 does He discuss it, and only then while rebuking a legalistic overkill about the Sabbath, saying that when these two laws conflicted, the law of circumcision was to be followed. It's true Jesus ordered a leper he healed to make an offering for his cleansing to a priest (Luke 5:14), and one can't cite a specific verse in the New Testament abolishing giving offerings for being cured of leprosy. Concerning this problem, one could say the end of the Levitical priesthood would indirectly end such offerings so clearly tied to it (Heb. 7:12, 18-19; Lev. 14:2+), unlike tithing (Gen. 14:20; 28:20). The "gifts and sacrifices" noted in Heb. 9:9-10 were abolished. (See also Heb. 10:1-4). For if Abraham offered a tithe of his spoils to Melchizedek, and the Melchizedek priesthood continues today, there's reason to believe tithing does as well (Gen. 14:18-20; Heb. 7: 1-11, 17, 21-25). (Whether tithing was voluntary for Abraham can't be decisively settled with the scriptural evidence available, but we do know Abraham did strive to obey God's law (Gen. 26:5): "Abraham obeyed Me and kept My charge, My commandments, My statutes and My laws.") What Jesus said about tithing in Matt. 23:23 should be enough to assume it is still in force, especially when it was mentioned in the form of a command and when there's evidence this law existed before the old covenant started.


         Dispensationalists use the "argument from silence" in conjunction with their premises to say various Old Testament laws were abolished. So now, suppose we put a twist on such reasoning, using the argument of Tucker above, and say evidence against a law still being applicable to Christians can be found simply in Jesus' not mentioning it in the New Testament: To oversimplify, if it's never mentioned, it's gone. By this line of reasoning, the commandment about not wearing clothes of different material mixed together (Lev. 19:19) gets abolished since it's never mentioned in the New Testament. However, tithing, the Holy Days, and the Sabbath all get mentioned and/or observed by Christ and/or by the early Church in Acts. By contrast, unlike the latter three doctrines, Paul strongly emphasized that circumcision was no longer binding on Christians in many clear texts. Such words by him constitute the plain and clear words necessary to set aside anything Christ may have discussed which was actually only applicable to the Jews.
 
         Dispensationalism heavily relies on the argument from silence in conjunction with an assumed extreme dispensationalism that maintains unless the New Testament repeats Old Testament commands, the latter aren't binding. Besides noting in passing it is a logical fallacy--a subject we will return to later--it seems to assume the God who inspired the Old Testament was a highly whimsical God concerning what we ordered would be forgotten if enough time passed since a command was given, like some human beings. Yet the Eternal said (Mal. 3:6): "For I, the Lord, do not change; therefore you, O sons of Jacob, are not consumed." Similarly, we find this description of this same God who later came and died in the flesh (Heb. 13:8): "Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today, yes and forever." Men, when ignoring such logic by extreme dispensationalists, find silence indicates change has NOT occurred as the following brilliantly pragmatic example illustrates:
 
“I work in the automotive industry. I supervise the buildup of vehicles using prototype parts. Both hardware and software are constantly being changed during the development process. When I receive a "new" part, the supplier tells me what has been "changed" from the "old" part, not what hasn't been "changed." Silence on a particular point indicates no change took place, not the other way around.” 
     
This point powerfully argues why it makes more sense to say the Old Testament laws are still in force unless specifically abolished, than the other way around. After all, neither the law against bestiality nor the second commandment against idolatry is quoted in the New Testament,  yet we wouldn't want to assume the literal letter of these laws were abolished. For after all, would the Eternal be such a poor planner as to create an entire system of law in the Old Testament, just to scrap the whole thing and start over, instead of bringing the existing system to something more glorious and complete? (Note Isaiah 42:21).


         Let's consider the dispensationalist’s premise of the "radical discontinuity" between Judaism and Christianity more closely, and how it affects interpreting the Bible. Consider the key text in this whole controversy, which is about the new covenant replacing the old covenant, as found in Hebrews 8:8-10: "Behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will effect a new covenant with the house of Israel and with the House of Judah; not like the covenant which I made with their fathers . . . For this is the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel after those days, says the Lord: I will put My laws into their minds, and I will write them upon their hearts . . ." Now--exactly how does putting "MY LAWS INTO THEIR MINDS" obliterate the Old Testament's law? Couldn't someone, perhaps sarcastically, reply, "Doesn't this mean the law of clean and unclean meats has been written on my heart?" Surely, if you could ask what Jeremiah meant by the word "laws" here, for this is a quote from Jer. 31:31-33, he would have said it was a reference to the then existing Old Testament law of the Eternal now being put into people's lives better than it had been in the past. For writing the law on our hearts makes the law all the more binding, instead of freeing us from it. Similarly, Jesus in the Sermon of the Mount pointed to the spiritual intent of the law, over and above its literal letter (Matt. 5:21-22, 27-28, 31-32, 33-34, 38-39, 43-44), making it all the more binding, as prophesied (Isa. 42:21), instead of abolishing it. The coming in of the new covenant changed the administration of the law, not the law itself, as far as these verses of Jer. 31:31-33 point to. One must turn elsewhere, such as Eph. 2:15 or Heb. 9:9-10; 10:1-4, to find what specifically has been abolished. Yet, because dispensationalists assume radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity, they will read Scriptures to make the Old Testament law and Christ's law very different, when in fact they are largely the same, with a very different mode of operation (the Holy Spirit, as opposed to physical human effort).


HOW DO WE KNOW WHEN OLD TESTAMENT LAWS WERE ABOLISHED?
         Now, how do we know whether certain laws in the Old Testament are still in force for Christians today when they aren't cited again by Jesus and/or Paul, John, etc.? For it seems inconsistent to say the third tithe law is still in force, yet state the command against (say) wearing clothes of mixed materials isn't (Lev. 19:19, 28). Ron Dart's approach on the law concerning making tassels on clothing (Deut. 22:12) was to note many such Old Testament laws were in the form of judgments, which meant if certain situations arose, then people had to obey certain laws or suffer certain penalties:
 
“We encounter some judgments in the law for which the underlying principle is either dimly seen or entirely obscured. In such a case one makes his own judgment and carries on. No one makes garments of linen and wool mixed anymore, so there is no direct application. Does it apply to wool and dacron? Probably not. In any case, it is not done to please God, but to protect man. . . . The meaning behind verse 12 has been lost in antiquity. It probably has its roots in customs long past and has no meaningful application. Remember that the law does in some cases address human customs which can change (as in the law pertaining to men's and women's clothes). . . . None of this means that any of these laws have been abrogated. However, some of them have no discernible or meaningful application outside of the culture in which they were given. The law requiring fringes on garments probably made a statement in that culture, but the meaning of the statement has been lost. Scholars may someday tell us what it meant. When that happens, we probably will still not need to put fringes on a garment, but we will understand an underlying principle that applies nonetheless.” 
 
In contrast, if the Sabbath as part of the Ten Commandments is still in force as part of the moral law, it is in a different category of its own. For the Ten Commandments say nothing directly about the Holy Days or tithing. (However, one could argue the Sabbath command extrapolated spiritually would imply the Holy Days are still in force, and that the eighth commandment, with an eye on Mal. 3:8-10, would imply the tithing command is still in force). Concerning the specific subject of the second and third tithes, it would seem Jesus' discussion in Matt. 23:23 would include all three tithes as a part of the general system and principle of tithing since the overly-zealous, legalistic Pharisees when tithing their dill, mint, cummin, etc. would presumably be doing all three tithes. Jesus could well have been discussing not just first tithe here, but the overall whole array of tithes.

USING THE TEN COMMANDMENTS AS A GUIDE TO WHAT IS STILL IN FORCE
 
          So now--getting back to mixed fibers and tassels--how do we know what has been abolished and what has not been?  The best approach is to draw upon Christ's example in the Sermon on the Mount, and how he expanded the meaning of two of the Ten Commandments (Matt. 5:21-30).  The law against murder became a prohibition of hating or even insulting our fellow men.  The law against adultery applied also to men lusting after women in their heart.  Therefore, the basic solution to knowing what still is in force is whether it can be derived directly or indirectly from the Ten Commandments, since we know they are still in force.  The parts of the Old Testament law which expand upon the general meaning of each of the Ten Commandments are still in force.  For example, the commandment against adultery means the laws against homosexual sex (Lev. 20:13), bestiality (Lev. 20:15-16; 18:23; Ex. 22:19), incest (Lev. 20:17,19; 18:6-14), and fornication (Lev. 22:28-29; Ex. 22:16) are still in force.  One important exception exists to this process:  The two Great Commandments (Matt. 22:36-40), which are to love God above all and love your neighbor as yourself (Deut. 6:5, Lev. 19:18), can be seen as condensations of the Ten Commandments.  The first four commandments state how you are to love God, and the last six how to love your neighbor, in more specific forms (compare Rom. 13:8-10).  However, the fact one can summarize the law this way does not mean its specific points have been abolished, for "love" needs to be defined as God would have it, not as we humans might want it.  Although there is the exception of the two Great Commandments, the Ten Commandments still can be used to figure out what other, scattered laws in the Torah are still in force, by seeing if they amplify their the spiritual meaning.  This combination of the Ten Commandments, the two Great Commandments, and the various scattered laws of Moses that can be derived from them I call the moral law, because it expresses God's will for mankind for any place and time.
 
USE WHAT HAS BEEN CLEARLY ABOLISHED AS A GUIDE TO FINDING OTHER ABROGATED LAWS
 
          On the other hand, we know what laws in the Torah are gone by referring to where the New Testament clearly abolishes some law.  Then, in turn, we can figure out which laws indirectly were abolished from the ones which plainly have ended.  For example, notice Hebrews 9:9-10:  ". . . Accordingly both gifts and sacrifices are offered which cannot make the worshiper perfect in conscience, since they relate only to food and drink and various washings, regulations for the body imposed until a time of reformation."  This scripture, along with Heb. 10:1-18, show that the animal sacrifices were abolished.  Notice in particular verse 18:  "Now where there is forgiveness of these things ['sin' and 'lawless deeds'], there is no longer any offering for sin."  The reference to "washings" is particularly noteworthy, because it means all the laws tied to ceremonial cleanness were ended.  Thus, such laws as those that excluded women from Israel's assemblies due to their menstrual periods and childbirth are no longer binding (Lev. 12:4-8; 15:19-33).  Corresponding to the end of the animal sacrifices, the Levitical priesthood which offered them also has been abolished (Heb. 7:12, 18-19): 
 
          For when the priesthood is changed, of necessity there takes place a change of law also. . . . For, on the one hand, there is a setting aside of a former commandment because of its weakness and uselessness (for the Law made nothing perfect), and on the other hand there is a bringing in of a better hope, through which we draw near to God.
 
Furthermore, Paul and the Jerusalem Council plainly say that circumcision is not a requirement for Christians (Gal 5:2, 11; Gal. 6:15; Rom. 2:26-29; Col. 3:11; Acts 15:1, 5, 7-11, 23-29).  Hence, knowing clearly what is still in force (the Ten Commandments), and what is not (the animal sacrifices, the Levitical priesthood, and the laws of ceremonial cleanness), in principle Christians can work through the Torah's 613 laws, and figure out which ones are still in force and which ones aren't by a process of extrapolation (as aided by the Holy Spirit).

   
THE TWO PARTS OF THE LAW OF MOSES


         But now we need to note that there's reason to believe the law of Moses had more than one part, one of which is still binding. It had both ritualistic laws, and civil laws, which gave more specific applications of the Ten Commandments' general spiritual principles. The whole Levitical system of burnt offerings, peace offerings, sin offerings, etc. are examples of the former part of the law of Moses. Such laws would no longer be binding, since they were typical in nature since they pointed to Christ's sacrifice. Also, the New Testament clearly abolishes them (Heb. 9:9-10; 10:1-10). The civil laws would include such statutes as the laws prohibiting fornication, incest, bestiality, homosexual sex, etc. as a broader, spiritual application of the seventh commandment, which literally only prohibits adultery. Such laws can still be seen as being in force since they do what Jesus did in the Sermon on the Mount: "magnify the law" (Isa. 42:21, KJV; "to make it great and glorious," NASB; compare Matt. 5: 21-22, 27-28, 31-32, 33-34, 38-40, 43-45). 

Should we assume that since the command against bestiality isn't repeated word for word in the New Testament that it is no longer in force? To reply, "Christ's spiritual law prohibits that as well," evades the point that since Jesus is God, Christ's law and God's law are going to be the same. God was the author of the law of Moses as well (Ex. 25:1; 31:1). Such ritualistic aspects of the Holy Days, such as the wave sheaf offering concerning Pentecost (Lev. 23: 11-17) would have ended with the Levitical priesthood's end (Heb. 7:12, 18-19), while in their likely civil aspects there's reason to believe Pentecost and the other Holy Days remained in force after Jesus died (Acts 2:1; 18:21(KJV, NKJV), I Cor. 16:8). For they are memorials as well, not just shadows of Christ or God's plan for humanity. For it must be noted where the Holy Days are mentioned (Ex. 23), and Ex. 21-23 is generally an exposition of the civil law, not ritualistic. The death and other penalties for violating the civil law are no longer in force, since God no longer has a direct theocratic rule over any nation. For the church is a very different kind of organization from the nation or kingdoms of Israel, which had to punish criminals with their police powers like any gentile nation or kingdom must today, or centuries ago. This possible aspect of the ministration of death (compare II Cor. 3:3-9) is now gone. You can't argue that because there was a death penalty for Sabbath-breaking (Ex. 31:14-15), therefore, it is abolished, without also saying ending the death penalty attached to raping an engaged woman legalizes rape (Deut. 22:23-25). Once we realize there is more than one part to the law of God outside of the Ten Commandments, the ritualistic and the civil, and how Christ's death affected them differently, much confusion over what is still in force can be cleared up.


THE MORAL LAW AND THE CEREMONIAL LAW


         We can know that the ritualistic law and the moral law (the Ten Commandments, Lev. 19:18; Deut. 6:5) are different because the New Testament would be self-contradictory otherwise.  For example, we know something got abolished concerning God's law in the following verses: Eph. 2:15: "by abolishing in His flesh the enmity, which is the Law of commandments contained in ordinances." Heb. 9:9-10: "Accordingly both gifts and sacrifices are offered which cannot make the worshiper perfect in conscience, since they relate only to food and drink and various washings, regulations for the body imposed until a time of reformation." (Compare Heb. 10:8-9). Heb. 7:12, 18-19: "For when the priesthood is changed, of necessity there takes place a change of law also. . . . For, on the one hand, there is a setting aside of a former commandment because of its weakness and uselessness (for the Law made nothing perfect), and on the other hand there is a bringing in of a better hope, through which we draw near to God." On the other hand, other verses show the law is still in force: Rom. 3:31: "Do we nullify the Law through faith? May it never be! On the contrary, we establish the Law." James 2:10-12: For whoever keeps the whole law (compare Gal. 3:10) and yet stumbles in one point, he has become guilty of all. For He who said, 'Do not commit adultery,' also said, 'Do not commit murder.' Now if you do not commit adultery, but do commit murder, you have become a transgressor of the law. So speak and so act, as those who are to be judged by the law of liberty." Rom. 7:16, 22, 25: "But if I do the very thing I do not wish to do, I agree with the Law, confessing that it is good. . . . For I joyfully concur with the law of God in the inner man [with a yoke of bondage?] . . . So then, on the one hand I myself with my mind am serving the law of God, but on the other, with my flesh the law of sin" [i.e., his evil human nature]. The two laws both get mentioned in I Cor. 7:19, with one being kept and the other abolished: "Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is nothing, but what matters is the keeping of the commandments of God." So, it's obvious extreme antinomians are wrong in saying God's law is completely done away.  


SHOULD LOVE BE LEFT UNDEFINED BY THE LAW?


         But this leads us to the next issue: Does the fact Christians are under the New Covenant do away with the specific points (i.e. "the letter") of the law in favor of an ill-defined, amorphous, hard-to-fully-grasp "law of Christ" or "commandments of love"? Do the latter two do away with the Ten Commandments as binding on Christians, as well as the points of the law of Moses which are civil and non-ceremonial in nature which build upon the Ten Commandments' generalities? (For example, the laws against incest (Lev. 18:6-15) are more specific applications of the seventh commandment against adultery). Fundamentally, we need something to define "love" so that the standards for Christian behavior don't fall into subjectivism and/or relativism. If we say the Holy Spirit is leading us to do such-and-so, how do we know it isn't our carnal mind telling us to do it? Suppose we thought "love" could be shown by killing our fellow man on the battlefield. Would that justify killing? We still need the written word of God (i.e., revelation) to know what to do fundamentally, for the law of God remains a mirror to correct bad conduct (James l:23-25), even though the Holy Spirit will help us interpret it and apply that written word in our daily lives.  For while the Holy Spirit will guide us into all the truth (John 16:13), this doesn't mean the written revelation of God, which the Holy Spirit also created through various inspired men, is unnecessary.


         True, Christ in us will help us obey God's law, and the law is now written on our hearts under the New Covenant. But, this doesn't mean the individual, specific points of the law have ceased to exist (i.e., the literal letter of the law). We find many of the commandments quoted from in the New Testament without anything said to abolish the law's specific points (James 2:11; Eph. 6:2-3; Matt. 19:18-19; Rom. 7:7). To say wherever the law is still in force is "the law of Christ" while wherever it is abolished or limited is "the law of Moses" or "the law of the Eternal (Jehovah)" is to read something into the texts in question unless such longer terms are being used. It assumes, but does not prove, a radical discontinuity existed between Judaism and Christianity. How Romans 13:8-10 mentions loving your neighbor as fulfilling the law can't be used to abolish the Sabbath since it discusses the love of other people to begin with (except by the indirect principle found in I John 4:20-21), not the love of God as the first four commandments do. (You should be able to find plenty of secular humanists and agnostics who believe in loving their neighbor, but not God). Nor can it really be taken to mean specific commands listed are abolished, especially when Christ didn't understand it this way (Matt. 19:16-19 with 22:36-40). Rather, to love your neighbor as yourself is a shorter way to state the last six commandments. To sum something up doesn't mean the whole ceases to exist or be relevant, just as a book review may summarize a book well, but doesn't make reading the book irrelevant. For the fact that the New Covenant means that God's law is written on our hearts through the Holy Spirit doesn't mean its specific literal commands are now done away with.


PAUL’S CLEAR STATEMENTS AGAINST CIRCUMCISION


         Let's compare Paul's strikingly clear statements about circumcision being unnecessary, with the vagueness of the three key texts by him used to do away with the Sabbath. "Was any man called already circumcised? Let him not become uncircumcised. Has anyone been called in uncircumcision? Let him not be circumcised. Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcision is nothing, but what matters is the keeping of the commandments of God [which, presumably includes the fourth commandment as part of the moral law of the Ten Commandments, etc.] (I Cor. 7:18-19). "Behold, I, Paul say to you that if you receive circumcision, Christ will be of no benefit to you" (Gal. 5:2). "If therefore the uncircumcised man keeps the requirements of the Law, will not his uncircumcision be regarded as circumcision? [Again, note we find the moral law contrasted with part of the ceremonial law]. And will not he who is physically uncircumcised, if he keeps the Law, will he not judge you who though having the letter of the Law and circumcision are a transgressor of the Law? For He is not a Jew who is one outwardly; neither is circumcision that which is outward in the flesh. But he is a Jew who is one inwardly; and circumcision is that which is of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the letter; and his praise is not from men, but from God" (Rom. 2:26-29). "But I, brethren, if I still preach circumcision, why am I still persecuted? Then the stumbling block of the cross has been abolished" (Gal. 5:11). "For neither is circumcision anything, nor uncircumcision, but a new creation" (Gal. 6:15). "(A) renewal in which there is not distinction between Greek and Jew, circumcised and uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave and freeman, but Christ is all, and in all" (Col. 3:11).


          By contrast, to abolish one of the Ten Commandments, proclaimed by God's own mouth (Deut. 5:4-5,22-27), the best the anti-Sabbatarians can come up with are these three texts: "One man regards one day above another, another regards every day alike. Let each man be fully convinced in his own mind. He who observes the day, observes it for the Lord, and he who eats, does so for the Lord, for he gives thanks to God; and he who eats not, for the Lord he does not eat, and gives thanks to God" (Rom. 14:5-6). "Let no man therefore judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect of an holy day, or of the new moon, or of the sabbath days: which are a shadow of things to come; but the body is of Christ" (Col. 2:16-17, KJV). "(B)ut now that you have come to know God, or rather to be known by God, how can you turn back again to the weak and beggarly elemental spirits, whose slaves you want to be once more? You observe days, and months and seasons, and years! I am afraid I have labored over you in vain" (Gal. 4:9-11, RSV). If you are honest, you have to admit the latter three scriptures are rather vague in their ostensible job of attacking the Sabbath, especially (in Romans and Colossians) with their emphasis on what men are judging or thinking for themselves about the time periods in question, as opposed to what God says about them. Two of them don't even mention the Sabbath or Holy Days by name. Paul's thunderbolts against circumcision as being binding on Christians are much clearer.


IS THE LAW THE SAME THING AS THE OLD COVENANT?


         We need to examine what is the foundational fallacy of anti-nomianism when it interprets the covenants:  Is the old covenant be seen as more or less identical to the law? Or, are the two substantially different entities altogether? 

         Here it shall be maintained that the Ten Commandments, and indeed all the laws God gave to Israel, are not the same thing as the old covenant. Instead, the old covenant shall be described as being, basically, a contract between God and Israel in which the latter made a generic promise of obedience in return for material (not spiritual) national blessings. (Lev. 26 and Deut. 28 describe the physical promises, and these won't be the focus of this analysis). True, the Ten Commandments are called a "covenant" in Deut. 4:13; 9:9-11; I Kings 8:9,21. But is this covenant the same covenant as the old covenant? No--instead, we shall assert two covenants were made with Israel in Ex. 19-24, one of which was the Ten Commandments, the other which is the old covenant in which God made Israel His chosen people with various (material) blessings in exchange for their promise of obedience. But--how do we know they are different covenants?


         Evidence that these covenants are different is found in how Paul's descriptions of the Ten Commandments or the law don't fit those made about the old covenant. (Here we're setting aside the issue that Israel had other covenants, such as the one that made the Sabbath a sign "forever" between Israel and God that He sanctified them (Ex. 31:13-17)). For example, the author of Hebrews (8:6-7) said about the old covenant: "But now He has obtained a more excellent ministry, by as much as He is also the mediator of a better covenant, WHICH HAS BEEN ENACTED,  on better promises. For if that first covenant had been faultless, there would have been no occasion sought for a second." Consider carefully as you read through the Ten Commandments: Can you find anything wrong or weak with their promises? Paul quotes the fifth commandment in Eph. 6:1-3, inserting the parenthetical thought "(which is the first commandment with a promise)" concerning its statement, "that it may be well with you, and that you may live long on the earth." Now, what's wrong with that promise? Don't the meek inherit the earth (Matt. 5:5) for life evermore? As Walker put it: "It is scripturally impossible for the Ten Commandments to be the old covenant, for there are no defective promises found therein."  This text also implies Paul thought individual parts of the Ten Commandments were still binding, when he so-matter-of-factly cites the fifth one.


         Consider--the old covenant wasn't "faultless" (Heb. 8:7). Do the Ten Commandments have any faults in them? Would you dare call something written by the finger of God (Ex. 31:18) and thundered aloud by His own voice (Ex. 19:11-12, 19-20; 20:1; Deut. 5:4-5, 22-27; 9:10) defective or faulty?  Ps. 19:7 says: "The law of the Lord is perfect, restoring the soul." James 1:25 says: "But one who looks intently at the perfect law, the law of liberty, and abides by it, not having become a forgetful hearer but an effectual doer, this man shall be blessed in what he does."  In Romans 7:12, Paul maintains: "So then, the Law is holy, and the commandment is holy and righteous and good." Could such a law be faulty as well if it is "perfect," "holy," "righteous," and "good"? Can you honestly maintain these descriptions of the Ten Commandments or the law fit the old covenant? (Remember, Paul had just quoted the tenth commandment in Rom. 7:7, so this should be the "law" he has in mind in v. 12). God found fault with the people of Israel (Heb. 8:8), not His law itself, because they tried to obey it by human effort. For the basic flaw of the old covenant lies not in the law Israel was supposed to obey in its contract with God, but in them trying to do it without God's Holy Spirit to aid them in their attempt (Ex. 19:8; 24:3, 7).

         The old covenant now no longer exists, which is what Heb. 8:13 really says: "When He said, 'A new covenant,' He had made the first obsolete. But whatever is becoming obsolete and growing old is ready to disappear." But does God's law continue to exist? James thinks so (2:10-11): "For whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles in one point, he has become guilty of all. For He who said, 'Do not commit adultery,' also said, 'Do not commit murder.' Now if you do not commit adultery, but do commit murder, you have become a transgressor of the law." Paul also thinks so in Romans 7:7-8: "What shall we say then? Is the Law sin? May it never be! On the contrary, I would not have come to know sin except through the Law; for I would not have known about coveting [i.e as a sin] if the Law had not said, 'You shall not covet.' But sin, taking opportunity through the commandment, produced in me coveting of every kind; for apart from the Law sin is dead [i.e. doesn't exist]." Hence, the law couldn't be the same thing as the old covenant since one still exists and the other doesn't. Similarly, if the law was substantially identical to the old covenant, then one could insert into Romans 3:31 "old covenant" where "law" appears, and it would make sense: "Do we then nullify the (old covenant) through faith? May it never be! On the contrary, we establish the (old covenant)." The absurdity of saying the law and the old covenant are substantially one and the same is evident.


         Now the giving of the law is implied to be different from the covenants in Romans 9:4: "(W)ho are Israelites, to whom belongs the adoption as sons and the glory and the covenants and the giving of the law and the temple service and the promises." Implicitly, the law is not made identical to the covenants (plural) mentioned since it is listed separately from them. The old covenant wasn't the law itself, but it was made "concerning all these words" (Ex. 24:8, KJV) of God's law in written form. A similar distinction exists in Ex. 34:27-28 in which the covenant between God and Israel is different from the Ten Commandments: "And the Lord said to Moses, 'Write these words, for after the purpose and character of these words I have made a covenant with you and with Israel'" (v. 27, Amplified). "It was not the law itself but over the keeping of the law--'the tenor of the words'--that the Old Covenant was made." Moses called the golden calf Israel worshipped "your sin, the calf which you had made," yet this wasn't the sin itself (compare I Cor. 10:19). "In the same way the Old Covenant was not the law, but it was concerning the law. Thus it is called the covenant."  Again, we have more reasons to doubt the view the law and the old covenant are basically identical.


         Another way to look at the relationship between the old covenant and the Ten Commandments is to see the latter as the basis for the former.  For the failure of Israel to obey God (i.e., uphold its part of the contract) doesn't make its basis cease to exist, since the contract is about or concerns the basis, but isn't it itself. Garner Ted Armstrong put it this way:
 
“Then, is a covenant a law? No, read your dictionary definition again. A covenant is an agreement, not a law! Fix that in your mind . . . A covenant is an agreement about certain obligations: "to do or not to do a certain thing." A covenant is a formal agreement concerning performance, and IS NOT A LAW! . . . Any agreement has two facets. One part says, "I will do such and such if you will do so and so." The other party agrees to perform his part. This agreement becomes the covenant. . . . [Notice:] It [the Torah] is the book "of" or about the covenant, but is not the covenant [itself].” 


For God found "fault with them" (Heb. 8:8), that is, the people, not his perfect law (Ps. 19:17; James 1:25). The basic flaw with the old covenant was on the human end (trying to obey without spiritual help), not God's (concerning His law). To even say the law, sacrificial or moral, was the old covenant is dubious, as opposed to saying it was about, concerning, or was the basis for, Israel's general promise to obey in return for material national blessings.

One of the great puzzles in Paul’s writings is the meaning of the term “the works of the law.”  For example, Paul wrote:  “For we maintain that a man is justified by faith apart from works of the law” (Rom. 3:28).  The term appears again in Gal. 3:5:  “Does He [God] then, who provides you with the Spirit and works miracles among you, do it by the works of the Law, or by hearing with faith?”  A long time problem in interpreting this term is that it appeared absolutely nowhere in ancient Jewish literature outside the New Testament.  IF this term means all acts of lawkeeping and obeying God, whether it be caring for the poor, avoiding stealing, keeping the Sabbath, or getting circumcised, then the classical Protestant Reformation’s view of how Christians are saved is fundamentally correct:  works--literal acts of obedience--have nothing to do with being saved (except, perhaps, as being evidence of having saving faith).  However, IF this term has a narrow meaning, as referring to rituals of the ceremonial law, or various Old Testament judgments not tied to the Ten Commandments (i.e. the moral law), then this opens the door to the view that Paul merely condemned obeying the CEREMONIAL law as a condition to salvation, with particular emphasis on circumcision.  For various gentiles were seriously tempted to be circumcised because standard Jewish theology said that one could not enter the Old Covenant relationship with God, and thus be saved, without being circumcised (compare Acts 15:1).  For the Jews, circumcision was seen to be the equivalent of baptism for Christians--as absolutely necessary to gain an initial relationship with God, and thus necessary for salvation.  So, when Paul wrote (say) Gal. 2:16 or Rom. 3:28, did he mean no acts of obedience were a condition to salvation, or just no acts of obedience to the ceremonial law were a condition to salvation, such as circumcision?
 
                As described in Martin Abegg’s article, “Paul, ‘Works of the Law,’ and MMT,” in the November/December 1995 Biblical Archeology Review, there has been uncovered among the Dead Sea Scrolls an ancient Jewish document using this term for the first time outside the Bible.  This document is known as the MMT (Hebrew for Miqsat Ma’ase Ha-Torah, “Pertinent Works of the Law” by one translation).  It describes the works of the law in a list based upon ceremonial rituals, or various judgments, but not upon the Ten Commandments, including the Sabbath.  Examples of laws listed in it are:  cleansing lepers, letting blind and deaf people into the Temple, carrying gentile corn into the inside of the Temple, intermarrying with Ammonite and Moabites (i.e. gentile) converts, plowing with different animal simultaneously, mixing wool and linen in cloth together, and presenting gentile offerings.  Since none of these “works of the law” concern the great precepts of the Ten Commandments, or such duties as caring for the poor, or even tithing, keeping the Sabbath, Holy Days, etc., the MMT’s definition of  “the works of the law” radically narrows the meaning of what Paul was condemning in Gal. 2-3 and Rom. 3-4.  It means literal works obeying the moral law can be a condition (not that they earn) to salvation, which is in accordance with certain always troubling scriptures like Matt. 19:17 or Rom. 2:13:  “[I]f you wish to enter into life, keep the commandments.”  “[F]or not the hearers of the Law are just before God (contrast Gal. 3:2, 5), but the doers of the Law will be justified.”  Hence, Paul can be seen as generally dealing with the initial stage of salvation--”justification”--and seen as denying repeatedly circumcision as being what reconciles you to God in this first stage of the salvation process. In contrast, “sanctification” can be seen as requiring some literal works of obedience to the moral law, as the chain link of logic in Rom. 6: 13, 16, 19, 22 would indicate.

Often Sabbath observance is attacked by arguments that sound very spiritual, but lack real substance.  Evangelical Protestants will make general arguments against keeping the Sabbath that would also attack observing other laws that they do believe are in force.  They give a general principle against keeping the Sabbath (or some other Old Testament law of God) that is so broadly drawn that it proves way too much, so it has to be rejected.  Often Evangelical Protestant rhetoric, when carefully examined in the light of Scripture and logic, simply evaporates.  It’s almost as if after merely invoking the name “Jesus Christ,” all careful thinking about soteriology (salvation theology) and the law ceases.   Sloppy thinking about the interrelationship of such terms as “grace,” “law,” “justification,” “salvation,” “faith,” “repentance,” “sin,” “righteousness,” “works,” “baptism,” and “sanctification” holds millions unknowingly in its thrall.  Often anti-law (antinomian) evangelicals hide their careless reasoning by spouting vague, vacuous rhetoric or generalizations about Jesus’ role as our Savior, ignoring that the conclusions they’re drawing don’t follow from the premises they’re using.  In order to put their Sabbatarian opponents on the defensive, they will usually claim spiritual superiority by saying something about Jesus’ role as Savior in order to “prove” that Sabbatarians are obeying an abolished law.  But merely citing Jesus’ role as Savior of humanity from its sins doesn’t prove the conclusions they wish, since their premise (something said about Jesus) lacks the Scriptural support for the conclusion (that the Sabbath was abolished) they want. Simply by asking whether these general arguments against the Sabbath would abolish other laws that the arguer does believe are in force is often enough to annihilate them.  So now, let’s examine briefly some of the general kinds of arguments that can be made against the observance of the seventh-day Sabbath, tithing, the Holy Days of Leviticus 23, and avoiding unclean meat that ultimately prove too much, so they have to be rejected.

DOES BEING UNDER GRACE AND NOT THE LAW ABOLISH THE SABBATH?         
 
“Christians are not under law, but under grace.”  True, but how does this principle release us from obeying the Sabbath, but not from avoiding adultery?  Paul made a point of anticipating how this principle could be abused, that it doesn’t authorize us to sin (i.e., to break the law):  “What then?  Shall we sin because we are not under law but under grace?  May it never be!” (Rom. 6:15).  Importantly, Paul does use the term “under the law” in places to refer to a state in which someone hasn’t been forgiven for their sins and is still not reconciled to God by accepting Jesus’ sacrifice by faith.  This term doesn’t have to mean believing one is under the jurisdiction of the law, i.e., believes in obeying it.  After all, any conservative Evangelical Protestant would say Christians have to avoid theft, murder, coveting, lying, idolatry, etc.  By using the “jurisdictional” meaning of “under the law,” rather than a dispensationalist (time period during which God works with humanity in a certain way) one, even Evangelicals would believe they are still “under the[se] laws”!  Notice how Paul uses the term “under the law” to mean “a state of being guilty of sin” in Rom. 3:9, 19:
 
We have already charged that both Jews and Greeks are all under sin . . . Now we now that whatever the Law says, it speaks to those who are under [or “in,” lit. marg. NASB] the Law, that every mouth may be closed, and all the world may become accountable to God.
 
The comparison between the two terms, “under sin” and “under the Law,” shows that the law makes everyone guilty because they violated it, since it makes “all the world . . . accountable to God.”  The “tutor” analogy of Gal. 3 is susceptible to the same interpretation, since the “tutor,” the law, leads us to Christ because the law itself can’t forgive sin or give us eternal life.  Notice that a key phrase in v. 22 helps explain another analogous phrase in v. 23 since they effectively have the same meaning:  “But the Scripture has shut up all men under sin, that the promise by faith in Jesus Christ might be given to those who believe.  But before faith came, we were kept in custody under the law.”  Before we had faith in Jesus’ sacrifice for our sins, we were kept in a state guilty of sin.  But after accepting Jesus’ sacrifice by faith, “we are no longer under a tutor” (v. 25).  This obviously doesn’t mean we can sin with impunity, and violate God’s laws against (say) having sex outside of marriage.  After all, as explained above, the law defines what is and isn’t sin, since “Everyone who practices sin also practices lawlessness; and sin is lawlessness” (I John 3:4).  It’s absurd to think that God abolished the law, which then would allow us to do anything we wanted without sin being charged against us.  Christians are to live a transformed life, and to stop sinning since “the requirement of the Law [would] be fulfilled in us, who do not walk according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit” (Rom. 8:4).   Instead, God removed the penalty inflicted by the law when we accept Jesus as our personal Savior, since “the wages of sin is death, but the free gift of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord” (Rom. 6:23).  Although the “dispensationalist” definition of “under the law” does appear in Gal. 4:4, 21, the overwhelming point of Galatians was to prove that gentiles didn’t need to receive circumcision (note the “bottom-line” conclusion in Gal. 5:2, 11-12), not that (say) they were free to disobey the laws against murder, theft, adultery, etc.  Clearly, being under grace and not the law no more releases Christians from observing the Sabbath or paying tithes than from obeying the law against adultery or avoiding theft, since it’s too general a principle just to abolish the former without wiping out the latter.
 
WHEN CHRIST FULFILLED THE LAW, DID THAT END THE SABBATH?
 
            “Christ fulfilled the law.”  True, but how does this principle obliterate (say) the clean/unclean meat distinction, but keeps in force the laws against idolatry or lying?  After all, no conservative Christian would dream of saying that because Jesus obeyed the laws against adultery and stealing, Christians are allowed to be adulterers and thieves after accepting Him as their personal Savior.  So why does the fact that Jesus observed the Sabbath (Luke 4:16; Mark 2:27-28) prove that we don’t have to obey it today ourselves?  On the contrary, the fact that He kept the Sabbath is evidence that we should also, since “the one who says he abides in Him ought himself to walk in the same manner as He walked” (I John 2:6; cf. I Peter 2:21).  Now consider:  Exactly how did Jesus “fulfill” the law?  Did he “fulfill” it prophetically, by being the one to whom it pointed in type?  No doubt, the abolition of the animal sacrifices could be explained in this manner, since they portrayed His sacrifice in advance, such as when the Passover lambs were sacrificed in the Temple, “For Christ our Passover also has been sacrificed” (I Cor. 5:7; cf. Heb. 9:9-14; 10:1-18).   Did he “fulfill” the law by literally obeying all its commands that applied to Him personally?  Did He abolish it by obeying it?  He denies this kind of interpretation in Matt. 5:17:  “Do not think that I came to abolish the Law or the Prophets; I did not come to abolish, but to fulfill.”  If the word “fulfill” means “abolish,” or some other word that amounts to the same thing, then Christ contradicted himself:  “I did not come to abolish, but to [abolish].”   True, it’s sensible to assume that all laws which have only a prophetic/typological function, such as the animal sacrifices, could be abolished by Jesus becoming the sacrifice Himself for humanity, thus replacing them once for all time (Heb. 10:14).  But how does Jesus’ obedience to (say) the laws against idolatry, stealing, or coveting release us from having to obey the same laws?  Furthermore, what text says that because Jesus obeyed the Sabbath, therefore, we don’t have to today?  Notice that the word “fulfill” can mean “obey.”  For example, in Gal. 5:16 (KJV):  “Walk in the Spirit, and ye shall not fulfill [i.e., ‘carry out’—NASB] the lust of the flesh.”  Likewise, there’s James 2:8:  “If, however, you are fulfilling the royal law, according to Scripture, ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself,’ you are doing well.’”  Now, was the Sabbath a law that pointed exclusively to Christ, and had no other typological or memorial functions?  Isn’t the Sabbath a law that makes a continuous moral requirement of people, much like the laws against stealing, lying, and idolatry?  It isn’t only typological in nature, unlike the animal sacrifices (Heb. 9:9-10).  Since it is, Jesus’ acts of obedience to it (re:  Luke 4:16) can’t release us from it.
 
The Sabbath in type (predictive function) points to the salvation gained by saved in the kingdom of God and the rest the world receives from sin and war that the millennium will be when Christ rules the earth (cf. Heb. 4:1-11).  Since the millennium is yet in the future, and the kingdom of God has yet to arrive on earth (Dan. 2:35, 44; Rev. 5:10; 11:15-18), the Sabbath’s anti-type (fulfillment) has yet to come to pass, so it couldn’t be abolished for that reason alone.  Furthermore, Isa. 66:22-23 makes it clear that the Sabbath will still be observed even after the millennium ends:  “For just as the new heavens and the new earth which I make will endure before Me . . .  it shall be from new moon to new moon, and from Sabbath to Sabbath, all mankind will come to bow down before Me.”  For since the Sabbath was created before sin entered into the world on the seventh day of “creation week,” it couldn’t mainly have a typological function since there was no need yet then for a Savior to die for humanity’s sins.  The Fourth Commandment itself makes it clear that the Sabbath had a memorial function, and wasn’t merely a way to mark off Israel as being different from the gentiles surrounding them:  “For in six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth, the sea and all that is in them, and rest on the seventh day; therefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath day and made it holy” (Ex. 20:11).  Therefore, since the Sabbath is a memorial of creation, any typological functions it has were added after its creation in Gen. 2:2-3:  “And by the seventh day God completed His work which He had done; and He rested on the seventh day from all His work which He had done.  Then God blessed the seventh day and sanctified it, because in it He rested from all His work which God had created and made.”  Since the Sabbath isn’t typological mainly in meaning or in origin, and since it makes continuous requirements of humanity as individuals, much like the laws against murder or adultery that Christ’s sacrifice couldn’t fulfill (or do) for us, Christ’s obedience to the Sabbath command (i.e., “fulfilling it”) can’t be seen as a reason for its abolition.
 
DID THE NEW COVENANT ABOLISH THE SABBATH?
 
            “Since Christians are under the new covenant and not the old covenant, they don’t have to observe the Sabbath.”  But doesn’t this argument bite off more than it can chew as well?  Who believes that Christians don’t have to obey the laws against murder or theft because of the new covenant?  Why should the Sabbath be treated any differently then?  Consider carefully the central text about the new covenant prophetically, which the author of Hebrews quoted to show the old covenant had ended (Jer. 31:31-34; cf. Heb. 8:8-12):
 
“Behold, days are coming,” declares the Lord, “when I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel and with the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I made with their fathers in the day I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt.  My covenant which they broke, although I was a husband to them,” declares the Lord.  “But this is the covenant which I will make with the house of Israel after those days,” declares the Lord, “I will put My law within them, and on their heart I will write it; and I will be their God, and they shall be My people.  And they shall not teach again, each man his neighbor and each man his brother, saying, ‘Know the Lord,’ for they shall all know Me, from the least of them to the greatest of them,” declares the Lord, “for I will forgive their iniquity, and their sin I will remember no more.”
 
Now, so far as this text reveals, exactly how does the new covenant change the contents of the Old Testament’s law?  How does the phrase, “I will put My law within them, and on their heart I will write it,” abolish any requirements of the law?  Couldn’t someone who believes Christians should avoid eating unclean meat say, “The law against eating unclean meat was written onto my heart by the new covenant”?  All the new covenant does, so far as this passage in Jeremiah proves, is that the method of the administration of the law has changed.  Christians will have the Holy Spirit to help them to obey the law (Rom. 8:4; Acts 2:38).  But before Christ died, most of Israel didn’t have such supernatural help (cf. John 16:7-14).  Israel, except for a few inspired prophets and kings, had to try to obey the law by their own physical strength.  When agreeing to the old covenant (or the Ten Commandments as a possibly separate covenant) they said:  “All that the Lord has spoken we will do!” (Ex. 19:7; 24:3).  Their promise was shortly broken thereafter, when they worshiped the Golden Calf (Ex. 32).  By trying to obey God by their own strength, they failed, which was why the author of Hebrews said, the fault lay with the people, not the laws to which they had agreed (Heb. 8:7-8):  “For if the first covenant had been faultless, there would have been no occasion sought for a second.  For finding fault with them . . .”  One of the Galatians’ central errors was to try to obey God by fulfilling physical requirements of the ceremonial law instead of using the Holy Spirit to become righteous (Gal. 3:2, 5, 14): 
 
This is the only thing I want to find out from you:  did you receive the Spirit by the works of the Law, or by hearing with faith? . . . Does He then, who provides you with the Spirit and works miracles among you, do it by the works of the Law, or by hearing with faith? . . . Christ Jesus [died so that] the blessing of Abraham might come to the Gentiles, so that we might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith.  (See also Gal. 5:5).
 
But since Christians have the law written onto their hearts by the Holy Spirit under the new dispensation, the law’s spiritual requirements actually have been expanded, as Jesus explained in the Sermon on the Mount, in which, for example, the law against adultery became also a prohibition against a man lusting after a woman in his heart, not just a prohibition of the physical act (Matt. 5:27-28).  Here Jesus fulfilled His prophesied role to make the law greater, or to magnify it (Isa. 42:19, 21).  Far from abolishing the law, under the new administration of the new covenant, its requirements actually have been intensified!
 
ARE THE TEN COMMANDMENTS IDENTICAL TO THE OLD COVENANT?
 
            “Because the Ten Commandments are identical to the old covenant, they were abolished, including the Sabbath, when the old covenant ended.”  This argument harnesses Deut. 4:13; 9:9-11; Heb. 8:13 in order to argue its point.  But does anybody advocating this argument really believe it?  Does anybody believe that the day before Jesus died, murder was a sin according to God’s law, but the day after it was permissible because the Sixth Commandment was abolished?  Actually, if somebody believes nine of the Ten Commandments are still in force (besides the Sabbath command), and that the old covenant is identical to the Ten Commandments, then they believe that the old covenant is still nine-tenths in force!  If it were still 90% in force, it was hardly “becoming obsolete and growing old” or “ready to disappear” (Heb. 8:13)!  Likewise, we find Paul and James quoting from this allegedly abolished law as if it were still in force (Rom. 7:7; 9:9; Eph. 6:2-3; James 2:8, 11).  They weren’t giving these laws authority by quoting them; rather, they supported their own arguments by citing a pre-existing authority (the Old Testament’s law).  After all, “ALL Scripture is inspired by God and profitable for teaching, for reproof, for correction, for training in righteousness” (II Tim. 3:16), right?  Also, if the Ten Commandments are identical to the old covenant, then all the other Old Testament laws outside of the Decalogue weren’t affected by the old covenant’s end.  After all, neither circumcision and the animal sacrifices, nor tithing, the Holy Days, and the clean/unclean meat distinction, are listed as part of the Ten Commandments.  How does this argument prove that the whole “Law of Moses” was abolished then after Jesus’ death?   Likewise, if this argument is correct, any text mentioning the “law” could have “old covenant” inserted into it as a substitute since the two are said to be identical.  This produces many absurd results, especially when examining Paul’s “pro-law” texts:  “Do we then nullify the [old covenant] through faith?  May it never be!  On the contrary, we establish the [old covenant]” (Rom. 3:31).  “Sin is not imputed when there is no [old covenant]” (Rom. 5:13).  “In order that the requirement of the [old covenant] might be fulfilled in us, who do not walk according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit” (Rom. 8:4).  “So then, the [old covenant] is holy, and the commandment is holy and righteous and good” (Rom. 7:12).  “I agree with the [old covenant], confessing that it is good” (Rom. 7:16).  “For I joyfully concur with the [old covenant] of God in the inner man” (Rom. 7:22).  “Because the mind set on the flesh is hostile toward God; for it does not subject itself to the [old covenant] of God, for it is not even able to do so” (Rom. 8:7).  “For not the hearers of the [old covenant] are just before God, but the doers of the [old covenant] will be justified” (Rom. 2:13).  What could be more absurd?  The real error in the “old covenant = Ten Commandments” argument is that a covenant is really a contract (formal agreement) to keep the law, not the law itself.  Even in the Deut. 9:9, the “tablets of the covenant” can’t be deemed the same thing as the covenant itself.  After all, if the philosopher Aristotle had owned a chair, and so it was “the chair of Aristotle,” or Aristotle’s chair, the chair obviously isn’t identical to its owner!  A genitive pronoun, “of” in English here, indicates possession, or who “owns” what.  It hardly proves the two are the same exact same thing!  Therefore, the old covenant’s end no more abolishes the Sabbath than the law against murder.
 
DID CHRIST END THE LAW, INCLUDING THE SABBATH?
 
            “Christ ended the law.”  Of course, Paul did write, “For Christ is the end of the law for righteousness to everyone who believes” (Rom. 10:4).  But does this text abolish the law against murder or theft?  Even unbelievers might find that a mental stretch!  If this text does away with the Sabbath command, wouldn’t it also abolish the laws against coveting or dishonoring our parents?  Furthermore, wouldn’t Paul be contradicting himself?  After all, as noted in the preceding paragraph, he wrote a number of “pro-law” statements.  Why would Paul say the law is “good,” “spiritual,” and “holy,” and the commandment “holy,” “righteous,” and “good,” three chapters earlier, only to abolish it later in the same letter?  Two chapters earlier he wrote about Christians fulfilling the “requirements of the Law” by not walking according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit (Rom. 8:4). At this point, it’s necessary to engage in some systematic hermeneutics (methods of discovering the meaning of Scripture).  To quote Paul’s “anti-law” texts, but ignore his “pro-law” texts, is the sloppiest, most deceptive form of Biblical exegesis imaginable.  It can only convince and impress the ignorant.  The basic solution to resolving Paul’s initially seemingly contradictory views on the law is to note that Paul condemns the use of the law as a means to gain imputed righteousness, justification, or salvation, but approves of it as a guide to conduct and moral actions.  Hence, he tells the Romans, “we maintain that a man is justified by faith apart from works of the law” (Rom. 3:28).  He condemned the Galatians for “seeking to be justified by faith; you have fallen from grace” (Gal. 5:4) when they sought to be circumcised, a rite in Judaism analogous to baptism for Christians, that marks the initial stage of the conversion/salvation process.  So when we turn to Rom. 10:4, obviously enough it doesn’t say the “law ended” per se, but that the law ended “for righteousness,” a state of being judged innocent of sin.  So even given the “termination” interpretation of Rom. 10:4, it can’t prove that a given law ended, but rather it ended a dispensation in which people (the Jews) sought to be righteous by obeying the law.  But did God ever intend that His people, in any time or place, ever to have the ability to justify themselves, to make themselves free from guilt for violating the law, by obeying the law?  Even this interpretation goes astray, since the Greek word translated “end,” which is “telos,” can also mean “goal,” as the NASB margin for this verse reminds us.  Hence, since the law can’t make us righteous (free from guilt for violating the law), it makes us turn to Christ for a solution to our existential dilemma.  Only through faith in Jesus’ sacrifice can our sins be taken off us (i.e., justified), and only through the Holy Spirit being placed in us can we ultimately be given eternal life.  Jesus is the solution for sin, which is what the law produces whenever we violate it.  Notice that “righteousness” can be both (1) actual, a sanctified state in which we have developed the habits of obeying God’s law, and (2) imputed, a justified state in which God has arbitrarily (by our faith in Jesus) judged us innocent of sin, although we’re really guilty intrinsically.  On the one hand, Paul wrote about actual righteousness in Rom. 6:16:  “Do you not know that when you present yourselves to someone as slaves for obedience, you are slaves of the one whom you obey, either of sin resulting in death, or of obedience resulting in righteousness.”  Hence, Rom. 10:4 couldn’t mean that Christ ended a dispensation in which people obeyed the law in order to become actually righteous, or else Paul contradicted himself.  But then, Paul plainly believed in imputed righteousness as well:  “If you confess with your mouth Jesus as Lord, and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you shall be saved; for with the heart man believes, resulting in righteousness, and with the mouth he confesses, resulting in salvation” (Rom. 10:9-10).  Plainly enough, Paul wasn’t contradicting himself about how righteousness is gained, but rather is describing two kinds of righteousness, one of which is imputed, one of which is actual.  Hence, Romans 10:4 doesn’t mean that the law ceased to exist, which then would legalize adultery and murder, not just Sabbath-breaking, nor does it mean that Christ’s sacrifice ended a dispensation during which people (the Jews) were actually authorized by God to gain righteousness (an innocent, guilt-free, justified state) by their own efforts. 
 
WAS THE LETTER OF THE SABBATH COMMAND ABOLISHED?
 
            “The letter of the law has been abolished, but not the spirit of the law.  Therefore, since we ‘rest in Christ’ spiritually, which allows us to keep the Sabbath command every day of the week, there’s no need for literal obedience to the command enforcing resting from physical work on the seventh day.”  One of the main texts trotted out to prop up this kind of argument is II Cor. 3:6-8: 
 
[God] also made us adequate as servants of a new covenant, not of the letter, but of the Spirit; for the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life.  But if the ministry of death, in letters engraved on stones, came with glory, so that the sons of Israel could not look intently at the face of Moses because of the glory of his face, fading as it was, how shall the ministry of the Spirit fail to be even more with glory?
 
But can those spewing forth this argument swallow all of its consequences?  If the law against working from Friday sunset to Saturday sunset has been abolished in its literal letter so Christians can work on it, is it literally permissible to murder, steal, lie, etc. likewise?  Does the new covenant prohibit hating our brother in our heart, which is the spirit of the law that prohibits murder (Matt. 5:22-24; I John 3:15), but allow the literal murdering of others?  Why does abolishing the letter of the law only seem to affect the four disputed Old Testament laws listed above, not (say) the Nine Commandments no conservative Christian would dispute?  Furthermore, the commandment against coveting always concerned a prohibition of certain thoughts, not outward actions.  So it’s wrong to say that the old covenant only concerned the regulation of outward actions.  Jesus, in the Sermon on the Mount, spoken while the old covenant was yet in force, noted that the law against adultery also prohibited a man lusting after a woman in his heart (Matt. 5:27-28), and the law against murder also prohibited insulting one’s brother, not just physically ending his life (Matt. 5:21-22).  Actually, the text cited above from II Cor. 3 merely is another way to state the truth of Jer. 31:31-34:  The law no longer is written on tablets of stone merely, but on human hearts.  Notice what Paul wrote earlier in v. 2-3:  “You are our letter, written in our hearts, known and read by all men; being manifested that you are a letter of Christ, cared for by us, written not with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tables of stone, but on tables of human hearts.”  So although the administration of the law changed such that the literal writing of the Ten Commandments on stone no longer mattered (i.e., it was only an obsolete “holy relic,” cf. Heb. 8:5; 9:23), the law’s principles are now written on Christians’ hearts through the Holy Spirit, thus fulfilling the prophecy of Jer. 31:33:  “I will put My law within them, and on their heart I will write it.”  Again, both Jer. 31 and II Cor. 3 concern a change in the administration of the law, not a change in its specific requirements, so far as these texts reveal.  Notice also that Paul, even in II Cor. 3:6, still believes that the law is in force, because “the letter kills” (present tense), not that it “did kill” (past tense).   “The Spirit gives life” because it’s by the Holy Spirit that salvation is given conditionally to converted Christians.  The Spirit is a “pledge” (II Cor. 5:6) of the salvation to come:  “You were sealed in Him with the Holy Spirit of promise, who is given as a pledge of our inheritance, with a view to the redemption of God’s own possession, to the praise of His glory” (Eph. 1:13-14; cf. 4:30).  It’s by the Holy Spirit that Jesus is within us, since “the Lord is the Spirit” (II Cor. 3:17), and so is “Christ in you, the hope of glory” (Col. 1:27).  It’s actually Jesus in us who helps us to obey the law, both in its spirit and in its letter.  But, notice, having the Holy Spirit as a source of salvation by itself doesn’t change the specific contents of the law.  Does having the Holy Spirit abolish the requirement to avoid worshiping false gods or making graven images?  Hardly!   To summarize, the end of the administration of laws without the Spirit as an aid doesn’t end the laws themselves, nor does the end of the death penalty inflicted by the law end the laws themselves since the Spirit/Jesus gives Christians eternal life.
 
DID THE PRINCIPLE OF LOVE ABOLISH THE SABBATH?
 
            “The principle of love abolishes the law.”  Does expressing love towards God and our fellow man allow Christians to specifically avoid obeying particular commandments?  For example, it’s been argued that because Paul said loving our neighbor “fulfills” the law, therefore, the specific points of the Ten Commandments have been abolished (Rom. 13:8-10): 
 
Owe nothing to anyone except to love one another, for he who loves his neighbor has fulfilled the law.  For this, “You shall not commit adultery, You shall not murder, You shall not steal, You shall not covet,” and if there is any other commandment, it is summed up in this saying, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself.”  Love does no wrong to a neighbor; love therefore is the fulfillment of the law.
 
But does any conservative Christian seriously believe that the specific commands against stealing, adultery, or murder have been abolished?  Why does the principle of love abolish the Sabbath, but not the laws against coveting or idolatry?  Here Paul was merely summarizing in the shortest possible form (similar to how a bumper sticker’s slogan sums up a political or religious viewpoint) the overall principle of the law:  We are to show love to our neighbor and God.  But just as reading a book review doesn’t eliminate the need to read the book it describes if one wishes to know it in depth, the principle of love doesn’t abolish the specific points in the law.  The law defines love so that human beings don’t go around cooking up their own definitions of “love” to suit their own convenience or desires.  It still must have specific points that express God’s will for guiding our actions and thoughts, or else we’re left on our own to invent definitions of “love.”  After all, as already mentioned above, couldn’t a ‘60’s hippie, given his or her value system, plausibly define “love” to include fornication and/or adultery?  Furthermore, notice that the law quoted in v. 9, the second of the two Great Commandments, “You shall love your neighbor as yourself,” is actually a quote from Leviticus 19:18.  How does citing from the law abolish the law?  When Jesus Himself quoted the two Great Commandments (Matt. 22:37-40), He obviously wasn’t abolishing any specific points of the Old Testament law by merely commenting on them.  Likewise, Paul’s citation of these laws in Rom. 13 shows that he believed that they were still in force.  After all, would he cite the Tenth Commandment (against coveting) in Rom. 7:7 only to abolish it six chapters later?  The mere fact anti-Sabbatarians will desperately seize upon a mere summarization of the law as a way to abolish its specific points shows how desperate they are to rush off to work, the store, or the game on the seventh day of the week.

DID THE JERUSALEM COUNCIL IN ACTS 15 ABOLISH THE SABBATH?
 
“Acts 15 proves that the Old Testament law was abolished for Christians.”  It’s commonly argued that the Jerusalem conference in Acts 15 abolished not just circumcision for gentiles, but the entire Old Testament law.  Advocates of this position will cite Acts 15:5, which mentions what some of the Pharisees who became Christians said concerning having the gentiles circumcised:  “It is necessary to circumcise them, and to direct them to observe the Law of Moses.”  Hence, when the Council decided to set aside circumcision, it’s said that it also set aside the entire Old Testament law code.  The Greek of v. 5, however, indicates this interpretation is unwarranted:  It’s a periphrastic construction, or an intentional roundabout way to say something, which the “and” between the second and third verbs (“direct” and “observe”) strongly suggests.  But even if the linguistic issues are discounted, does anyone plausibly think that the conference in Acts 15 not only abolished the four laws that the anti-Sabbatarians hate (the Sabbath, the Holy Days, tithing, and clean/unclean meat), but the laws against murder, adultery, coveting, idolatry, or theft?   Were the two Great Commandments, which Jesus quoted with approval, trashed as well?  Once again, the anti-Sabbatarians overshoot their mark, since their argument disposes of much too much.  Furthermore, if the entire Law of Moses was obliterated, why are these four laws from the Old Testament singled out as being in force?:  “It seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to lay upon you no greater burden than these essentials:  that you abstain from things sacrificed to idols and from blood and from things strangled and from fornication; if you keep yourselves free from such things, you will do well” (Acts 15:28-29).  If Jesus’ death annihilated the entire “Law of Moses” or the entire “Old Covenant,” then why are these four laws retained?  The mere fact that they still exist proves that the Old Testament law wasn’t completely abolished!  Furthermore, when the apostle James announces the final decision of the Council, if he meant to nullify the authority of Moses, why does he say (Acts 15:21):  “For Moses from ancient generations has in every city those who preach him, since he is read in the synagogues every Sabbath”?  Why cite Moses as an authority when you’ve just destroyed his authority? 
 
All the absurdities flowing from the antinomian interpretation of Acts 15 proves alternatives should be considered.  The conference in Acts 15 was really about what could be called “justification,” or the initial stage of the salvation process.  After all, what set off the entire debate was this assertion:  “Unless you are circumcised according to the custom of Moses, you cannot be saved” (v. 1).  The real dispute was over what gives salvation, not so much over what laws still have to be obeyed intrinsically.  It’s especially important now to realize that the Jews considered circumcision as an initiation rite analogous to what Christians consider baptism’s role in Christianity:  You can’t be a (male) Jew without being circumcised.  This worked fine for those born Jews, but what about adult male converts to Judaism?  (Another problem cropped up concerning those ex-pagans who were circumcised for “the wrong reasons”!)  Previously, before the Acts 15 Council occurred, in Judaism historically near and before the time of Jesus’ death and resurrection, a running debate had festered between different rabbinical schools over which Old Testament laws needed to be imposed on gentile converts of Judaism.  These four laws (listed in vs. 28-29) weren’t randomly plucked from thin air, but were the same ones that the standard alternative non-Pharisaical interpretation of what the law imposed on gentile converts so they could become full members of the covenant community of Israel.  The Pharisees (or at least one of their major schools) believed circumcision had to be added to this list of four requirements (which originates in Lev. 17-18), but their opponents in Judaism felt otherwise.  Actually, all the church did in Acts 15 was to choose the competing interpretation among Jews that denied that gentiles had to be circumcised in order to become converts to the faith.  So when Peter calls some aspect of the law a “yoke which neither our fathers nor we have been able to bear,” it shouldn’t be assumed that this was the entire law of Moses.  Again, it’s necessary to note that just because obeying any given law doesn’t justify us, whether it be the law against murder, the law about helping the poor, or the law about tithing, that doesn’t prove no sin is assessed when we violate it or that we don’t still have to obey it.  Since the issue in debate concerned circumcision and the initial stage of the salvation process as Judaism had considered it, it’s wrong to assume that the Acts 15 Council abolished the entire Old Testament law. 
 
WAS THE SABBATH NAILED TO THE CROSS?
 
            “The law, including the Sabbath, was nailed to the cross.”  The seemingly most relevant text cited to support this assertion is Col. 2:13-14:  “And when you were dead in your transgressions and the uncircumcision of your flesh, He made you alive together with Him, having forgiven us all our transgressions, having canceled out the certificate of debt consisting of decrees against us and which was hostile to us; and He has taken out of the way, having nailed it to the cross.”  The NASB translation here prevents the misleading interpretation read into the KJV’s translation, which has “blotting out the handwriting of ordinances,” which would seem to be a reference to the Old Testament law in general.  The term translated “handwriting” in the KJV and “certificate of debt” in the NASB is “cheirographon,” which means “a (handwritten) document, specif. a certificate of indebtedness, bond,” according to the Bauer-Arndt-Gingrich Greek-English Lexicon (p. 880).  Hence, it was our sins (i.e., our debts owed to God) committed for violating the law, not the law itself, that were nailed to the “stake.”  Here it’s necessary to keep the soteriological terms in their proper logical relationship with each other, since being forgiven for our sins for breaking the law doesn’t entail abolishing the law itself.  (Ending the law itself wouldn’t remove from us the guilt assessed from previously committed violations anyway).  Does anyone really believe that God abolished the laws against stealing, murder, idolatry, lying, coveting, or adultery when His Son died?  It was a sin, a transgression of the law, to murder the day before Jesus died, and it remained a sin the day after He died.  Why is the Sabbath command singled out as a law abolished by Jesus’ crucifixion and death, but not the others?

IS THE OLD TESTAMENT LAW IN FORCE BUT NOT IN FORCE?
 
            At this point, confronted by the absurdity of many of their pet arguments against the Sabbath, Evangelicals might resort to some variation of this self-contradictory argument:  “The Old Testament law is in force, but not in force.”  They have to engage in double-talk, or else their artifices will be exposed.  It may be said that there is a law of Christ and that it’s different from the “law of Moses” or the law of God.  Of course, since Christ was God (John 1:1, 14; 5:18, 20:28; 10:33; I Tim. 3:16; Col. 2:9; Heb. 1:8), it’s not obvious how the Law of God is different from the Law of Christ.  Since Yahweh was seen and heard in the Old Testament (Ex. 20:1; 34:5-6, 3:6; 33:18, 23; Deut. 5:4-5, 22-28; Judges 6:14, 13:22), but the Father wasn’t (John 1:18; 5:37), it was the One who became Jesus who spoke the Ten Commandments to Israel. And, plainly enough, the Law of Moses was the revealed will of God, not some law code invented from scratch by some talented Hebrew shepherd engaged in religious mythmaking.  Many chapters in Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy will begin their first verse with some variation on “The Lord spoke to Moses” before enumerating various commands or laws.  The “Law of Moses” is the law of God, since God inspired Moses to write it.  It’s been argued that the Ten Commandments are a nullified law code for Christians for the same reason that the ordinances of one city (say, Cleveland, Ohio) are invalid elsewhere (say, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania) since they have no jurisdiction elsewhere.  But where does the New Testament say the entire Old Testament law is now invalid for Christians?  Murder was a sin (a violation of the law) the day before Jesus’ crucifixion, and it was the day after, so what’s the difference?  In both cases, the revealed will of God condemned murder, and this revealed will of God for guiding humanity’s actions is His “law.” What so bad about that?  The fallacy in this jurisdictional argument is that there is the same “Lawgiver” both before and after the crucifixion, the same God who does not change (Mal. 3:6).  By analogy, consider the role of federal law between the cities (here) of Cleveland and Philadelphia.  Unless Congress made some special, spelled-out exceptions, the same law applies to both cities.  Even when revolutions or major constitutional changes in governments occur, often they keep many of the same laws:  In Italy, many laws passed by the fascist dictator Benito Mussolini remained in force even after a democratic regime was proclaimed and instituted.  Likewise, both before and after the crucifixion, God’s will should be assumed to not have changed, unless it’s been clearly revealed otherwise, such as on circumcision  (Rom. 2:26-29; Gal. 5:2, 11, 6:15; I Cor. 7:18-19 (a text that distinguishes the moral law from the ceremonial law)) or the animal sacrifices (Heb. 9:9-10; 10:1-18). 
 
            In order to run the “the law is in force but not in force” argument, the anti-Sabbatarian will have to state a further argument that allows him to keep the laws he wants, but to dispose of the laws he doesn’t like (such as the Sabbath or tithing).  But any principle that an anti-Sabbatarian will name that allows him to keep the laws he wants, a Sabbatarian can cite as reason for the Sabbath still being in force also.  For example, it has been said that although the Ten Commandments have been abolished, the last six commandments should be kept because of the law (or principle) of love.  But a Sabbatarian can easily hitch his wagon to the anti-Sabbatarian’s horse:  “I keep the Sabbath (the Holy Days, tithing, etc.) in order to show love to God.”  And again—how does the principle of love abolish the Sabbath, but not the laws against murder or adultery?  Here we have yet again the antinomians wielding a meat ax against the Sabbath when they require a scalpel instead.
 
IT’S TIME TO STOP USING THEOLOGICAL “SHOTGUNS”
 
            In conclusion, if Evangelical Protestants are going to attack the Sabbath, it’s time for them to stop using broad, general, even vacuous, arguments against God’s law that trash not just the Sabbath, the Holy Days, tithing, and the clean/unclean meat distinction, but laws they believe in, such as the prohibitions against murder, theft, adultery, coveting, and idolatry.  It’s time for them to stop proclaiming the name of Christ as a substitute for reasoned Biblical exegesis and careful soteriological analysis.  It’s deceptive to use nice-sounding, sentimental rhetoric about Jesus’ role as Savior to replace the need for carefully defining and analyzing the meaning and inter-relationships of such terms in Paul’s Letters as “grace,” “law,” “repentance,” “justification,” “baptism,” “sanctification,” “salvation,” etc.   Anti-Sabbatarians should stop using blunderbuss arguments against the Sabbath which are calculated to sound emotionally pleasing, but which blow away many laws that they believe in also.  Evangelicals should also drop all double-talk about the Old Testament law being in force yet not in force while hoping their rhetoric will sufficiently distract their Sabbatarian opponents from noticing such an argument’s blatant self-contradiction.   In short, anti-Sabbatarians should cease using arguments that use sentimental rhetoric and sloppy, overly broad reasoning against the rest in God humanity so badly needs in this frantically paced modern world.

WHY THE LAW AGAINST WEARING MIXED FIBERS IS NO LONGER IN FORCE
 
          Now this brings us to the subject of mixed fibers (Deut. 22:11; Lev. 19:19) and whether this law is still binding on Christians.  Remarkably, since this law was included in "the works of the law" found in MMT, Christians need no longer obey it any more than they have to be circumcised.  Although on the surface this law does not seem to have anything to do with separating Jew from gentile, it may have symbolized this separation.  Just as two types of fibers were not to mix, neither should Jew or gentile mix through marriage or religion.  On a personal note concerning this issue, I remember hearing one evangelist who was sent to the Lansing area to argue in favor of the doctrine changes that had been made concerning the law and the Sabbath within the old Worldwide Church of God (WCG).  He heavily used the example of mixed fibers to show that the authority of the Old Testament law was not binding on Christians, otherwise we could not wear clothes that had (say) cotton and polyester in them.  At that time, I could not really refute that argument.  But now, knowing the implications of MMT from this article in the Biblical Archaeology Review, this claim can be successfully rebutted.  This situation shows that sometimes we need to go in faith, putting some of the more difficult problems found in Scripture "on the shelf" to deal with later, when then God may eventually lead us to a solution.  For it was obvious that the general premises of biblical interpretation upon which my church at the time based its doctrinal changes were very dubious, so I rejected them, even if not all "the problem scriptures" for my alternative view had been worked out at that time.  To conclude, the other laws that evidently symbolize the separation of Israelite and gentile, such as the one against sowing two different kinds of seeds on the same piece of law or plowing with two different animals together (Lev. 19:19), have also been abolished for Christians.
 
DO CHRISTIANS HAVE TO WEAR TASSELS AND PHYLACTERIES AS REMINDERS OF THE LAW?
 
          Now--what about the laws that require physical reminders of it?  Are they still required of Christians?  For example, note Deut. 6:8-9:  "And you shall bind them as a sign on your hand and they shall be as frontals on your forehead.  And you shall write them on the doorposts of your house and on your gates."  Are the phylacteries that ultra-orthodox Jews wear on their foreheads, which often look like small wooden blocks with Hebrew writing on them, required for Christians because of this scripture?  Or, consider the requirement to wear tassels on clothing, which had the same function (Num. 15:39-40):  "And it shall be a tassel for you to look at and remember all the commandments of the Lord, so as to do them and not follow after your own heart and your own eyes, after which you played the harlot, in order that you may remember to do all My commandments, and be holy to your God."  Must Christians wear tassels or special fringes on our pants, suits, or dresses to physically remind us of the law? 
 
          Christians do not need such physical reminders of the law, and need not obey the Old Testament laws that require them, because the law is now written on our hearts.  By contrast, ancient Israel mostly tried to obey the Ten Commandments and the law in general by their own physical strength (note Ex. 19:8; 24:3, 7; Gal. 3: 10, 12).  Most of them never had the Holy Spirit, so God didn't help them to obey.  However, for Christians, the situation is very different, for God helps us to obey the law through the Holy Spirit in us.  The very foundation of the new covenant concerns God's law being written on our hearts (Heb. 8:10):  "For this is the covenant that I will make with the House of Israel after those days, says the Lord:  I will put My laws into their minds, and I will write them upon their hearts."  As Paul explains, what matters now is that the spirit places the law in our hearts (II Cor. 3:2-3):  "You are our letter, written in our hearts, known and read by all men; being manifested that you are a letter of Christ, cared for by us, written not with ink, but with the Spirit of the living God, not on tablets of stone, but on tablets of human hearts."  The old administration of the law has been abolished which placed a literal physical copy of the Ten Commandments in the Ark of the Covenant to serve (among other things) as a collective physical reminder to all of Israel to keep the law in exchange for promised physical blessings (II Cor. 3:7, 11): 
 
          But if the ministry of death, in letters engraved on stones, came with glory, so that the sons of Israel could not look intently at the face of Moses because of the glory of his face, fading as it was . . .  For if that which fades away was with glory, much more that which remains is in glory.
 
With the new covenant's arrival, God no longer requires worship focused upon the Ark of the Covenant and the sacrifices around it because of Jesus' death and the coming of the Holy Spirit (John 16:7-11, 13-14).  The physical objects in the temple and tabernacle which "serve[d as] a copy and shadow of the heavenly things" (Heb. 8:5), which included the Ark of the Covenant above all, are not requirements for Christian worship.  Hence, if "spiritual Israel" (note Gal. 6:16) no longer needs the physical copy of the Ten Commandments found in the Ark of the Covenant as a reminder to it collectively to keep it, then neither do we individually need to use our own physical reminders of the law, such as phylacteries, doorposts with the Ten Commandments on them, or clothes with tassels and special fringes on them.     
 
IS IT ALWAYS IMMORAL TO MENTION THE NAMES OF FALSE GODS?
 
          Let's consider some other Old Testament laws to see if they are binding on Christians.  For example, note Ex. 23:13:  ". . . and do not mention the name of other gods, nor let them be heard from your mouth."  Does this mean a Christian sins when saying worshiping Siva, Vishnu, and Brahma, the three chief Hindu gods, is immoral?  After all, in order to condemn the worship of specific false gods, one has to mention them.  Now, even for Old Testament Israel, this law should not be taken literally, as a total blanket prohibition against any discussion of false gods.  If it was, any Israelite violates it when quoting certain scriptures.  One has to use judgment based upon the underlying principle of the law in question, a point made in this valuable article on the subject of which Old Testament laws are still in force:  Ronald L. Dart, "The Law and the Christian:  The Basics," Twentieth Century Watch, July 1995, pp. 17-21, 29.  Dart uses the example of Deut. 22:8 to say that someone doesn't need to build a fence around a modern pitched roof where only workmen will ever walk on, but putting a fence around a deck near a sharp hill would be required, although it isn't actually a roof.  Obeying the letter of this law is unnecessary often today, although obeying its spirit is necessary in other cases.  Did Moses violate this law by writing Leviticus 18:21?:  "'Neither shall you give any of your offspring to offer them to Molech, nor shall you profane the name of your God; I am the Lord.'"  Did Elijah break this law when he said (I Kings 18:21):  "How long will you hesitate between two opinions?  If the Lord is God, follow Him; but if Baal, follow him"?  Worse yet, did Luke violate this law by writing (Acts 14:12):  "And they began calling Barnabas, Zeus, and Paul, Hermes, because was the chief speaker"?  Did Apollos (Acts 18:24; I Cor. 1:12) violate it every time he mentioned his own name?  Obviously not.  Here we face the need to probe the underlying principle of this law:  There should be no favorable discussion about false gods, nor should Israelites share with one another details about how to worship false gods, instead of Yahweh.  For the Bible itself demonstrates that following the spirit of this law does not mean it requires always a totally literal application.
 
 
GOD SHOWS NO PARTIALITY BASED ON PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS TOWARDS CHRISTIANS
 
          Consider these laws:  "No one of illegitimate birth shall enter the assembly of the Lord; none of his descendants, even to the tenth generation, shall enter the assembly of the Lord.  No Ammonite or Moabite shall enter the assembly of the Lord; none of their descendants, even to the tenth generation, shall ever enter the assembly of the Lord" (Deut. 23:2-3).  The latter law is now abolished because Israelite and gentile are saved the same way under the new covenant, as demonstrated by Eph. 2 and Gal. 2-3.[1]  The former law is equally done away with, because the physical descent of someone no longer matters.  What matters is whether God has called them, and what personal relationship they have with God.  God wants everyone to repent, bastards (ahem) and legitimate alike (Acts 17:30):  "Therefore having overlooked the times of ignorance, God is now declaring to men that all everywhere should repent."  All have sinned, but God will save all who are called, repent, are baptized, and continue to follow God lifelong (John 3:16; Rom. 3:23).  Similarly, the law against allowing those "emasculated, or has his male organ cut off" to enter the assembly of the Lord (Deut. 23:1) obviously no longer applies to Christians today, as demonstrated by Philip baptizing the Ethiopian eunuch (Acts 8:27-39).  Clearly, the Old Testament laws that restrict who could enter the assembly of the Lord by some physical characteristic have been abolished by the principle proclaimed by Paul in Gal. 3:28, Col 3:11, and I Cor. 12:13.  Regardless of such physical characteristics such as nationality, gender, or condition of bondage, God is not partial to anyone under the new covenant (Acts 10:34-35; James 2:1-6).
 
THE END OF ISRAEL'S UNION OF CHURCH AND STATE ALSO ENDS VARIOUS LAWS
 
          Another category of laws, or (often) parts of laws, that are all abrogated for Christians in this age are those tied to ancient Israel being both a church and state united together under God as a theocracy where God directly ruled Israel.  Today, God has authorized no human government to be His representative on earth, even if they may enforce laws that properly protect people (Rom. 13:1-7).  Our citizenship is in heaven, and so our first loyalty is to God, not our country (Phil. 3:20).  Jesus said his kingdom was not of this world (John 18:36).  He refused to allow humans to make Him their king while He was in the flesh (John 6:15).  Hence, all the death penalties scattered throughout the Torah certainly should not be enforced by Christians today, such as the one for defiantly breaking any law of God, like the Sabbath (Num. 15:30-36).  One cannot argue that because the Sabbath was tied to a death penalty that has been abolished, it is gone also, without correspondingly admitting that adultery (Deut. 22:22), fornication (Deut. 22:20-21), rape (Deut. 22:25), sorcery (Ex. 22:18), bestiality (Ex. 22:18), and homosexual sex (Lev. 20:13) would be similarly legalized so far as this reasoning goes.  Similarly, the laws regarding Israel's army don't apply to Christians today (such as Deut. 24:5), because we are to love our enemies, which simply can't be expressed by killing them on the battlefield, regardless of how much we may wish to twist Jesus' words so we can be patriotic during wartime (Matt. 5:38-47; 26:51-53).  Again, since no nation is a theocracy authorized by God, no nation's army is authorized by God to kill others for any reason, except perhaps criminals in situations of martial law (re:  Romans 13:1-7 again).  Even in those situations true Christians should not be involved acting as police.  Hence, all the aspects of laws that are tied to the state inflicting penalties on criminals and other violators of the law are abolished for the present time before Christ returns (at least), even if the law itself may still be a sin to violate, because no human government today is authorized by God to represent and enforce His will on earth, as ancient Israel's was.
 
DOES A CHRISTIAN WIDOW HAVE THE RIGHT TO COMPEL ANYONE TO MARRY HER?
 
          Another law to consider is that which required an (unmarried) man who had lived with his brother to marry his deceased brother's wife should his brother die without having a son first (Deut. 25:5-10).  Using a case history based on this law the Sadducees once tried to trap Christ concerning His belief in the resurrection (Luke 20:27-38).  Would this law still be binding on a Christian man who lived with his brother and his wife today, should his brother die?  To answer this, let's note that not all marriage regulations found in the Old Testament are still binding today.  Christ made that very clear to the Pharisees in Matt. 19:7-9:  "They said to Him, 'Why then did Moses command to give her a certificate of divorce and send her away?'  He said to them, 'Because of your hardness of heart, Moses permitted you to divorce your wives; but from the beginning it has not been this way.  And I say to you, whoever divorces his wife, except for immorality, and marries another woman commits adultery.'"  The same point is made in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. 5:31-32).  This regulation in Deut. 25 could be said to reflect "the hardness of heart" from the female view, for if the brother totally refused to marry his brother's widow, she was to pull his sandal, spit in his face, and say, "Thus it is done to the man who does not build up his brother's house" (Deut. 25:9).  (Conspicuously, he was not put to death or fined for refusing, but instead was just publicly humiliated).  The harshness of this attitude often was as bad as the man who divorced his wife for not-so-good reasons.  Furthermore, much of this law involved the machinery of the state being used to enforce it, since the spurned widow went to the "elders of his city" (v. 8) to complain and enact this drama before.  This means it (or much of it) may well have been abolished along with the death penalties mentioned earlier since no nation's government is a true theocracy today.  Furthermore, for a Christian widow, she has full choice about whom to marry, so long as he is a Christian as well (I Cor. 7:39).  Correspondingly, wouldn't a Christian man have equal freedom, especially when Paul believes being unmarried is the spiritually superior state?  (Note I Cor. 7:8-9, 32-38‑‑I believe HWA was wrong on this score).  Hence, by drawing upon the precedent of other scriptures, it's dubious to say this law is still in force today.
 
ARE THE HOLY DAYS STILL IN FORCE BY DERIVING THEM FROM THE FOURTH COMMANDMENT?
 
          Of course, many other individual Old Testament laws could be analyzed in this piecemeal manner, but this is sufficient for now.  Now, let's investigate whether tithing, the Holy Days, and clean/unclean meats are still binding on Christians.  For, after all, since they are not mentioned in the Ten Commandments, one could argue that the Sabbath is in force, but these laws aren't.  First, let's consider how the festivals are implicitly contained in the Sabbath commandment as annual Sabbaths, in contrast to the weekly Sabbath.  In Leviticus 23, we find that "The Lord's appointed times" include the weekly Sabbath and the Holy Days together.  While one could object that the time during which the annual Holy Days occur is never actually called "holy," the fact remains that the same regulations against work occur on them as concerning the weekly Sabbath.  For example, for the Feast of Trumpets, we have this command:  "You shall not do any laborious work, but you shall present an offering by fire to the Lord" (Lev. 23:25).  Just as Moses was on holy ground when he saw God in the burning bush, and so he had to take off his shoes, we show that a given piece of time is holy by avoiding all unnecessary worldly work on that time by turning our own foot away from doing our pleasure on that day (Ex. 3:2-5; Isa. 58:13-14).  When scripture, not just the Jews, calls the First Day of Unleavened Bread a "Sabbath" and a "high day" (John 19:31), which fell on a Wednesday in A.D. 31, why should we believe that the time is not holy also?  To say they are only holy to the extent there is a "holy convocation" on that day--meaning because Christians gather on that day, when they could do so on any other randomly chosen day--reiterates a familiar antinomian argument.  But can this be true, when such a term as "Sabbath" is applied to the First Day of Unleavened Bread?  Such days are holy independently of whether any human being recognizes them as such.  Since the Holy Days can be subsumed under the fourth commandment, similar to the way the laws against fornication and bestiality are covered also by the seventh commandment, there's every good reason to believe they are still binding, so long as no clear abolition is found in scripture concerning them.  Since both Christ and the early church observed these days, or made mention of them, they are still binding, when we reject dispensationalist principles of biblical interpretation (Acts 18:21; 20:6, 16; 27:9; I Cor. 5:7-8; Col. 2:16; John 2:13, 23; 5:1; 7:10; 7:37; Luke 2:41-43; 22:8).
 
IS TITHING ABOLISHED FOR CHRISTIANS BASED ON THE ARGUMENT FROM SILENCE?
 
          But now, what about the command to tithe?  Among the Ten Commandments, none look anything like it on the surface.  However, note the implications of Malachi 3:8-9:  "'Will a man rob God?  Yet you are robbing Me!  But you say,  "How have we robbed Thee?"  In tithes and offerings.  You are cursed with a curse, for you are robbing Me, the whole nation of you,' says the Lord of hosts."  Since the eighth commandment prohibits stealing, the implications are clear:  Since God owns the world, and owns us, whether we admit it or not, we are to "pay rent" to Whom we "lease" these physical things from, and pay tithe on our increase (earnings).  Furthermore, Christ says, when rebuking the Pharisees for obeying minor matters of the law while neglecting the great ones like justice, mercy, and faith, that they should still have tithed (Matt. 23:23).  The standard way for dispensationalists to evade such a text is to say it was spoken while the old covenant was still in force, and is therefore irrelevant to us today.  Of course, such an argument invalidates virtually all the words of Jesus, including the Sermon on the Mount.  Maybe red letter Bibles exist in order to know immediately what Christians can all the more safely ignore!  Similarly, when examining the Letters (Epistles), no mention of tithing exists outside of Hebrews 7, such as in I Corinthians and II Corinthians.  Therefore, using that old dispensationalist standby, the argument from silence, it is said this law has been abolished since no mention is made of it.  After all, does not Paul say (II Cor. 8:8), "I am not speaking this as a command, but as proving through the earnestness of others the sincerity of your love also"?  However, since this text concerns famine relief for other Christians, not support of the ministry, tithing certainly wouldn't naturally come first in Paul's mind in such a situation.  While Paul may not have explicitly mentioned tithing when saying he had a right to financial support from the brethren (I Cor. 9:4, 9-15), this is no proof of its abolition.  As discussed above, when one rejects extreme dispensationalism and a radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity as principles of Biblical interpretation, we should assume a given Old Testament law is still in force, unless clearly abolished.  The argument from silence--that because a certain Old Testament law is not mentioned in the New Testament or the Letters and Revelation, therefore it is abolished--assumes at the start that dispensationalism is true, and that the Old Testament is irrelevant as a guide to Christian conduct except so far as the New Testament or the Letters say otherwise.  Therefore, unless one proves extreme dispensationalism and radical discontinuity to begin with, which certainly are problematic, we should reject the argument from silence as a means to abolish any Old Testament law.
 
IS THE LAW OF CLEAN AND UNCLEAN MEATS STILL BINDING ON CHRISTIANS?
 
          Now, are the laws concerning clean and unclean meat binding on Christians?  It is said that all meat was made clean by Peter's vision in Acts 10, since one can't say the gentiles are literally clean without the animals in the vision having been made clean as well.  However, this conclusion was not what Peter drew from his vision--all he mentioned when interpreting it for us was it concerned the gentiles being clean (v. 10):  "You yourselves know how unlawful it is for a man who is a Jew to associate with a foreigner or to visit him; and yet God has shown me that I should not call any man unholy [literally, 'common'] or unclean."  Why should we read more into it?  After all, God may have ordered Peter to "Arise . . . kill and eat!," but it is hazardous to take literally anything associated with a vision itself.  (Furthermore, God ordered Abraham to sacrifice Isaac, but that was a command He did not actually wish to be fully obeyed).  Above all, we know from elsewhere in the New Testament that not all the animals are now clean (Rev. 18:2):  "And she [Babylon] has become a . . . prison of every unclean and hateful bird."  Furthermore, when the Second Coming occurs, punishment comes upon those who eat unclean food, which shows these animals aren't clean now (Isaiah 66:16-17): 
 
          For the Lord will execute judgment by fire and by His sword on all flesh, and those slain by the Lord will be many.  Those who sanctify and purify themselves to go to the gardens, following one in the center, who eat swine's flesh, detestable things, and mice, shall come to an end altogether,' declares the Lord.
 
Therefore, good reasons exist to believe the law against eating clean and unclean meat is still binding today on Christians.
 
DID CHRIST ABROGATE THE LAW OF CLEAN AND UNCLEAN MEATS IN MARK 7?
 
          Now, it will be objected that didn't Christ say that (Mark 7:18-19) "whatever goes into the man from outside cannot defile him; because it does not go into his heart, but into his stomach, and is eliminated"?  Here, the context is crucial, and by looking at the parallel account in Matt. 15, we can know more clearly what is going on.  First of all, the challenge to Jesus concerned eating food with unwashed hands, an aspect of the oral law that was out of the traditions of men.  It was not a dispute over the matter of clean and unclean food, which is made clear in Matt. 15:20:  "These [spiritual sins] are the things which defile the man; but to eat with unwashed hands does not defile the man."  One has to read into the discussion that Christ was nullifying the laws concerning clean and unclean meat.  Evidently Peter himself, who listened and even participated in this discussion, did not interpret it in this manner, because even long after the crucifixion he had never eaten unclean or common meat (Acts 10: 14).  True, in the Westcott-Hort/critical text that underlies most modern Bible translations we get (by changing a single letter of a single word in the Greek) the editorial comment "(Thus He declared all foods clean)" in Mark 7:19.  However, this text type is defective, and the Received Text that underlies the KJV and NKJV is superior--but proving that point is way beyond the purpose of this paper.  Suffice it to say, it's unwise to base a significant doctrine on whether one Greek word contains an omicron or an omega in it.  Furthermore, let's not take Christ's use of the word "whatever" too broadly--it may have meant out of all the things the Jews, and in particular the Pharisees normally ate, not out of all possible animals that can be eaten by anybody.  So, by comparing Mark 7 with the parallel account in Matt. 15, and by avoiding reading more into it than is already there, it appears that Christ did not mean to say the laws against clean and unclean meat had been abolished, but that the Pharisees' complaint about Christ's disciples not washing their hands before eating was invalid.
 
THE NEED TO USE A COMBINATION OF PRINCIPLES WITH THE ASSUMPTION OF CONTINUITY TO DETERMINE WHICH OLD TESTAMENT LAWS ARE STILL IN FORCE
 
          To figure out which laws in the Old Testament are still in force before the Second Coming can't be done by any one principle of interpretation.  The Bible does not tell us explicitly any systematic approach to this question.  However, when we reject extreme dispensationalism, a radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity, and the resultant corresponding argument from silence, the presumption should be that a given Old Testament law is in force unless plainly or by deduction from what is plain we can know it has been abolished.  True, some exception exists for each simple rule we can come up with to figure out what has been abolished.  For example, suppose one says that if a law was obeyed before the old covenant was established, therefore Christians should obey it today.  Then circumcision and animal sacrifices are binding (Gen. 4:3-5; 22:8, 13; Gen. 8:20; 17:10-14).  Suppose it's said that a law which will be obeyed in the millennium is binding today.  Then animal sacrifices and the Levitical priesthood are binding (Eze. 44:9-12, 27-31; Isa. 66:20-21).  One could say that if Jesus and/or the apostles did it, then Christians should (re:  I John 2:6; I Pet. 2:21).  But then there's the problem of Jesus evidently wearing tassels (Matt. 9:20; compare 23:5) and Paul evidently observing a Nazarite vow (Acts 18:18--but compare I Cor. 11:14) and ritually purifying himself and visiting the temple (Acts 21:24, 26).  Thus, no one rule can answer such a question for us.  However, by using a combination of them, one can, especially in conjunction with the approach sketched above of extrapolating and deriving from the laws that clearly have been abolished and those which are clearly still in force to investigate those laws whose status has not been figured out yet.  After all, if the Holy Days were commanded for ancient Israel, and the early church and Christ did observe and/or mention them, and that in the millennium they will be observed (Zech. 14:16-19; Eze. 44:24), then it's safe to say they are still in force today.  If the patriarchs practiced at least some type of tithing (Heb. 7:4-10; Gen. 14:20; 28:20), God commanded it under the old covenant, and Christ said it should have been obeyed (Matt. 23:23), then it's safe to assume it is still binding on Christians.  If the animals were clean and unclean before the old covenant was made (Gen. 8:20--at least for the purposes of sacrifice--note Gen. 9:2!), that they were under the old covenant, and that they will still be unclean shortly before the second coming (i.e., now!) (Rev. 18:2; Isa. 66:16-17; Hosea 9:3), and during the millennium (Eze. 44:23), it's unwise to consider this law abolished for Christians now.  The continuity about certain of God's laws between various periods (or dispensations) points to the conclusion that those laws are still in force.  It is absurd to see the Christian era after the crucifixion and before the millennium as presumably law-free unless we get a reconfirmation of some Old Testament law in Paul's letters (etc.), then note this era is bracketed on both sides by laws which were enforced under the old covenant and will be enforced during the millennium, and then claim Christians need not obey these laws when they have not been clearly abrogated in the New Testament.  Silence should be taken to mean no change has occurred, rather than some change did happen, once we reject the extreme dispensationalist/radical discontinuity principles of biblical interpretation.[2]  In short, extrapolating and deriving what was required (or may have been) of people in other dispensations is still relevant principle to sorting out what is required of Christians today.
 
THE TWO LAW THEORY OF ALLEN WALKER RECONSIDERED
 
          One way to come to the conclusion that only the Ten Commandments are still in force, but everything else is still in force, is found in Allen Walker's The Law and the Sabbath.  Walker, a Seventh-day Adventist evangelist, wrote this work after years of debates with assorted Sunday observers.  He maintained that two basic sets of laws were given to Israel, one of which was the Ten Commandments which were placed inside the ark.  The other set was commanded through Moses, and so the book of assorted laws was placed to the side of the ark (see Ex. 24:12; Deut. 31:26; 10:4; 33:1-2, 4; 4:11-14; 5:22).  So then--is everything inside the "book of the law" to be seen as the same as the "Law of Moses," and was discarded for Christians at the crucifixion?  We know this isn't the case, for the two Great Commandments are found within it.  "[Y]ou shall love your neighbor as yourself; I am the Lord" (Lev. 19:18).  "And you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your might" (Deut. 6:5).  Even such an innocuous law for late twentieth-century Christians in industrialized countries as not muzzling the ox as he treads out the grain has a basic principle that Paul cites concerning a paid ministry (see I Cor. 9:9).  Furthermore, since much of the civil law of Moses are obvious amplifications of the Ten Commandments' basic principles, it is dubious to say the specific laws against (say) fornication, idolatry, bestiality, etc. have been abolished.  Again, as noted against the dispensationalist assumptions listed above, it makes more sense to see the continuity between the different periods God is dealing with man, unless some specific abolition exempts Christians from a certain law in this day and age.  Silence should not be taken as abolition.  While this principle of saying "the law of Moses" is whatever was in this book of the law placed to the side of the ark has been abolished for Christians is very neat and simple, it's obvious exceptions do exist.  A number of aspects of the moral law are found within its pages.  Even concerning things not so obviously moral in character, such as the Festivals and tithing, one is faced with the matter of the continuity between dispensations (or parts thereof) concerning their application.  These laws don't point so obviously to Christ's death as the animal sacrifices do (except for the Passover/Days of Unleavened Bread).  Like the other principles listed in the last section, discarding as being relevant to Christians all listed in the book of the law (seen as equal to the law of Moses), but keeping the Ten Commandments, has evident exceptions to it, and can't be employed uncritically by itself to answer our questions about what is still binding today.
 
IN CONCLUSION:  WHY STICKING WITH THE TEN COMMAMDENTS ALONE IS INCORRECT
 
          While the principle that we should assume only the Ten Commandments are in force and nothing else from the Old Testament contains an elegant simplicity worthy of English philosopher William of Ockham's "razor," it assumes certain principles of biblical interpretation that appear very questionable, such as extreme dispensationalism, a radical discontinuity between Judaism and Christianity, the argument from silence, and that the Bible should only be interpreted backwards, from the Letters to the Gospels, and the New Testament to the Old, without much or any interaction back and forth.  True, the approach propounded above, that we can derive and extrapolate from the Ten Commandments and from what is clearly abolished, such as animal sacrifices, the Levitical priesthood, and circumcision to determine which other Old Testament laws are binding on Christians, is not a clear, clean approach from the point of view of human reason.  It requires a lot more human judgment as guided by the Holy Spirit to perform.  It needs more faith, because not all the "puzzles" posed by a given Old Testament law may be instantly resolvable, except upon further research or even discoveries by scholars (such as MMT).  However, the "puzzles" posed by assuming dispensationalist principles of Biblical interpretation are much worse and more numerous.  So, it's time to choose an overall set of principles of Bible interpretation that see the continuity between dispensations, that see how Christianity grew out of Judaism without a radical rejection of everything Jewish, and that we should assume that a given law is in force, unless we can figure out it has been abolished, rather than assume all Old Testament laws not repeated in some 12-13% of the word of God (the Letters and Revelation) are fundamentally irrelevant for Christian conduct.  No need exists for Sabbatarians to accept these premises, and then use the Ten Commandments as a kind of "door stop" to prevent their full implementation.


Clearly some the Old Testament law is still generally binding on Christians while other parts are not.  The ritualistic and ceremonial laws, such as circumcision and the animal sacrifices, are not binding, but the moral law, such as the Ten Commandments, remains obligatory for Christians today.

Eric V. Snow
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