John 1:1
Matthew 5:38



 is the second person plural aorist active indicative from the verb AKOUW, which means “to hear; to listen to.”


The culminative aorist regards the action in its entirety as a fact with emphasis on its completion.  This is brought out in translation by use of the English auxiliary verb “have.”


The active voice indicates that Jesus’ audience has produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Next we have the conjunction HOTI, meaning “that” and used to introduce the content of some sensory action (hearing).  This is followed the third person singular aorist passive indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to be said; to be spoken.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The passive voice indicates that something received the action of being said.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

“You have heard that it was said,”
 is the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun OPHTHALMOS, meaning “an eye.”  With this we have the preposition ANTI plus the ablative of exchange from the masculine singular noun OPHTHALMOS, meaning “in exchange for an eye.”
  The accusative case here is probably the object of an understood verb, such as, “[you will give] an eye for an eye.”  The expression serves as the object of the action of the verb in the Hebrew: ‘it shall be done to him…an eye for an eye’.

““An eye in exchange for an eye ”
 is the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the accusative direct object masculine singular noun ODOUS, followed by the preposition ANTI plus the ablative of exchange from the noun ODOUS, meaning “a tooth in exchange for a tooth.”

“and a tooth in exchange for a tooth.””
Mt 5:38 corrected translation
“You have heard that it was said, “An eye in exchange for an eye and a tooth in exchange for a tooth.””
Explanation:
1.  “You have heard that it was said,”

a.  Jesus continues His teaching in the same manner He did in verse 27.  The statement is identical, showing that this was a common practice in how He introduced His subjects.


b.  What His disciples and the crowds have previously heard from the teaching of the Torah by priests, scribes, Pharisees and Rabbis is Lev 24:19-20, “If a man injures his neighbor, just as he has done, so it shall be done to him: fracture for fracture, eye for eye, tooth for tooth; just as he has injured a man, so it shall be inflicted on him.”

2.  ““An eye in exchange for an eye’”

a.  The Lord quotes the pertinent portion of the Leviticus statement that he wants to modify for how people function in His millennial kingdom.


b.  This statement is the law of equivalent punishment.  Whatever harm a person causes to another was to be punished equally under the Mosaic Law.  A life for a life, a body part for a body part, financial damage for financial damage, etc.


c.  The illustration here is the loss of an eye.  For example, two men get into a fight and one man punches the other in his eye so that his loses sight in that eye.  The punishment before the Jewish court is that the man inflicting the loss of an eye will then have the loss of one of his eyes.  This was designed by make people think before they acted; for they would suffer the same consequences that they inflicted on another.

3.  “and a tooth in exchange for a tooth.””

a.  The Mosaic Law continues with a parallel illustration to make the point.  The Law could have said a finger for a finger, a hand for a hand, a foot for a foot to make the same point.


b. The difference between an eye and a tooth is the difference between a vital body part that we can’t afford to be without and an insignificant body part that we are more than happy to part with, when we have a tooth ache.


c.  Having set the stage with the current application of the law of reciprocal justice, Jesus can now continue with the new standard that He expects now and in His millennial kingdom.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “The original law was a fair one; it kept people from forcing the offender to pay a greater price than the offense deserved. It also prevented people from taking personal revenge.”


b.  “The words Eye for eye, and tooth for tooth come from several Old Testament passages (Ex 21:24; Lev 24:20; Dt 19:21); they are called the lex talionis, the law of retaliation. This law was given to protect the innocent and to make sure retaliation did not occur beyond the offense.”


c.  “The principle of proportionate retribution was older and more widely recognized than the Mosaic law, being found already in the Code of Hammurabi (eighteenth century bc) with the same examples of eye and tooth.  Its intention was not to sanction revenge, but to prevent the excesses of the blood-feud by stating that the legal punishment must not exceed the crime.  By the time of Jesus physical penalties had generally been replaced by financial damages.  What Jesus is opposing here is not therefore brutality, or even physical retaliation, but the principle of insisting on even legitimate retribution.”


d.  “This law originally prohibited the formal exaction of an overly severe punishment that did not fit a crime as well as informal, self-appointed vigilante action.”


e.  “The eye, of course, is a very important organ of sense perception, and its loss would be felt keenly.  So when an eye is damaged or lost, a similar punishment is to be inflicted on whoever caused the loss. So with the tooth.  In both cases the punishment is precisely equivalent. The precept is an ancient one and is expressed, for example, in the Code of Hammurabi (18th cent. b.c.).  In its day this lex talionis was, of course, a great advance.  It meant evenhanded justice without respect of persons.  No matter how great the offender, he could not escape just punishment, and no matter how small, no more could be exacted of him than his offense merited.  It took punishment out of the realm of private vengeance, but Jewish practice tended to put it back.  By contrast, Jesus teaches that His people should not be noted for insisting on their just deserts. They must be ready to forego private vengeance, as indeed the law provided if people would only heed it. (Prov 24:29).”
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