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Abstract
For two millennia the Christian world has tended to interpret “fulfillment of the law” as practical abolition
of the Mosaic penalties. This thesis re■examines that assumption through the lens of non■capital
laws—especially restitution for theft and proportional injury (“eye for eye”). It argues that the modern
church, by spiritualizing these commands, has unintentionally severed justice from consequence and
thereby weakened both social order and the moral credibility of grace. The study concludes that the
enduring form of mercy is not exemption from consequence but rightly ordered enforcement of
proportionate justice.

1. Introduction
Few topics expose the fracture between Old■Testament jurisprudence and modern Christian ethics
more than the question of penalty. Where the Torah speaks of repayment, restitution, or reciprocal
injury, contemporary Christianity typically speaks only of forgiveness. The claim that Christ “fulfilled” the
law is widely read as cancellation of its judicial force. Yet if fulfillment meant cancellation, Christ’s own
words in Matthew 5:17–18—“I did not come to abolish”—become paradoxical. This thesis therefore
asks: Does divine justice still require tangible consequence for non■capital offenses, or did mercy
permanently replace enforcement?

2. Historical Background
• Mosaic Framework: Justice operated through measurable equivalence—restitution for property loss,
proportional retribution for bodily harm, capital penalties for capital crimes. • Prophetic Development:
Prophets emphasized inner repentance but never annulled external justice. • Early Church Transition:
As Christianity moved from Jewish legal culture into the Roman world, enforcement of Torah statutes
ceased; moral injunctions survived as ideals. • Reformation Legacy: Protestant theology reaffirmed
“salvation by grace” yet retained civic law as a separate sphere, leaving biblical penalties mostly
symbolic.

3. The Competing Models
A. Justice Model — Enduring Penalty 1. Moral law and penalty are indivisible; consequence is part of
command. 2. Restitution + premium (Lev. 6:5) exemplifies divine fairness—restoring victims while
deterring offenders. 3. “Fulfillment” affirms continuity; Christ pays sin’s cosmic debt, not civil debts
between humans. 4. When churches preach forgiveness without restitution, they proclaim half of God’s
character: love without holiness. B. Mercy Model — Internalized Justice 1. Penalties were pedagogical,
preparing humanity for conscience■based ethics. 2. The Spirit writes law on hearts, replacing fixed
percentages with discernment and compassion. 3. True restitution occurs through repentance and
transformation, not enforced arithmetic. 4. Mercy ends cycles of harm and models divine compassion.

4. Comparative Analysis



Justice secures order by consequence; mercy secures virtue by conscience. Both seek righteousness;
they differ in method. | Criterion | Justice Model | Mercy Model | |------------|---------------|--------------| |
Victim Restoration | Guaranteed | Variable | | Deterrence | High | Moderate | | Spiritual Growth |
External compliance | Internal renewal | | Risk of Abuse | Low (rule■based) | High (subjective) | | Social
Order | Stable through consequence | Stable through virtue (if achieved) |

5. Synthesis and Resolution
The debate is often framed as either/or, yet the evidence suggests a hierarchy: 1. Justice defines moral
reality. Without consequence, mercy dissolves into permissiveness. 2. Mercy refines administration. It
modifies how restitution is carried out, not whether it is owed. 3. Fulfillment is functional, not
abolitionary. Christ perfects the law’s aim—right relationship—by empowering humans to perform
justice without cruelty. Thus, the biblical model still demands restitution for theft, compensation for
injury, and proportionality for all harms. Mercy governs the procedure (payment plans, community
service, forgiveness after repayment), but not the principle of repayment itself.

6. Implications for the Modern Church
The modern church errs not in preaching forgiveness but in teaching forgiveness without consequence.
When transgression produces no tangible repair: victims remain unhealed, offenders remain unformed,
and society learns that repentance is rhetorical. Re■embracing proportional justice—non■capital,
restorative, victim■first—would realign Christian ethics with the divine equilibrium the Torah expressed
and Christ embodied.

7. Conclusion
The long conflict between justice and mercy is not a struggle between Old and New but between
structure and sentiment. The church’s near■exclusive emphasis on mercy has traded moral gravity for
psychological comfort. Yet Scripture’s harmony lies here: Justice is the foundation of the throne; Mercy
is the light that shines from it. Only when consequence and compassion coexist can divine law be truly
fulfilled.


