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FOREWORD

by Milton C. Fisher 1

Pick up your Bible and ask, “How do I get hold of the message of
this Book? How do I apply it to life – not just my life, but to all life in
this complex world in which we live?” Many approaches to “dividing
the word of truth” have been proposed. Both, complex and simple
systems have been developed, propagated, and tried out. Tried, but
found wanting. That You May Prosper is not just one more experimental
system for organizing Bible content. It clearly expounds and applies
the Bible’s own structure in a way that demonstrates its intent.

Cleverly concocted analyses of the Bible, though often contain-
ing scattered elements of truth (out of focus and disproportionate in
emphasis), fall short and distort for one reason. They fail to take into
account the essential nature of the written Word of God. They miss
the should-be-obvious fact that the Bible is by design and intent a
covenant document.

Jehovah God called His servant, Moses the Lawgiver, at the
bush in the desert. Moses was the prepared agent, learned in all the
wisdom of the Egyptians, whom God used to deliver His people
from bondage and also to encode the revealed constitution for a new
nation, His people Israel. Hence it is most likely that the very first
words written as Bible were those inscribed by God’s own hand: “I am
Jehovah your God, who brought you out of the land of Egypt, . . .

1. Professor of Old Testament (retired) at Philadelphia Theological Seminary.
Education: B.A. (Phi Beta Kappa) and M .A. from the Oriental Seminary depart-
ment of Johns Hopkins University (under William F. Albright). M. Div., the Theo-
logical Seminary of the Reformed Episcopal Church (now “Philadelphia Theological
Seminary”). B. D. and Th.M. from Pittsburgh-Xenia Theological Seminary (under
James L. Kelso).  Ph.D. in Mediterranean Studies from Brandeis University (under
Cyrus H. Gordon). Specialties: missionary linguistics and comparative Semitic
philology applied to biblical exegesis of the Hebrew Scriptures, plus Bible history
and archaeology.

ix



x T~A~ YOU MAY PRO.5PER

you shall have no other gods before Me.” The heart of the Covenant
Law is the Decalogue,  which these words preface and introduce.

Sutton’s Book

The book you now hold in your hand is doubtless the clearest
exposition of Bible-as-covenant (that is, Bible as meant to be under-
stood) that you’ve ever read. That’s because the author has spelled
out in no uncertain terms the implications of historic reformational
covenant theology in the light of current scholarship. The discove~
and application to biblical studies of the suzerain treaty parallels to
Sacred Scripture, contemporary to and confirmatory of the Pentateuch,
has been extremely enlightening and valuable for appreciation of the
orientation of the Word of God in its entirety.

Others, such as Meredith G. Kline, have published helpful sug-
gestions concerning archaeological and philological discoveries in
this area. But Ray Sutton has now both simplified and expanded
upon the rich lode made available through modern research. This he
does by citing the biblical reasons for historic successes and failures
in human history. In the realms of family, church, and state — cove-
nant institutions by divine design — only when there is conformity to
the biblical pattern and requirements of covenantal relationships is
divine blessing to be expected and experienced.

Whether you agree with every idea propounded in this volume
by its author, experienced pastor and enthusiastic Christian educa-
tor that he is, it will surely make you think. Its commanding logic
demands your interaction with the flow of reasoning and its often
surprisingly fresh suggestions will prove a stimulus and assistance to
your formation of judgments of your own. For example, not every-
one will readily accept the seemingly fa~ile manner in which several
Books of the Bible are outlined on the same covenantal  pattern read-
ily found in Pentateuchal Books like Exodus and Deuteronomy. At
least not the first time around. But when one becomes convinced of
the centrality and importance of the covenantal form and content
(structure and specifications) so vital to Holy Scripture as a whole
and in its parts, some such analysis of portions of the Bible makes
real sense.

Fresh insights into God’s Word are sure to be gained, to say the
least, through Sutton’s work. I found it to be so, after nearly half a
century of serious study and teaching of the Bible. Thinking through
this book will enable you to focus upon and relate by covenantal
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principles certain details of Scripture which you have either over-
looked or found puzzling. For example, I recall the shock of reading
Mark 10:30 for the first time, in. Greek, searching out words in the
Greek lexicon. Here Jesus promises to those who leave all and follow
H im “ . . . a hundredfold now in this time — houses and brothers and
sisters and mothers and children and lands, WITH PERSECU-
TIONS. . . .“ What’s that !? “Persecutions”? How did that get in
there? Sutton’s treatment of the “sanctions” aspect of covenant, and
how it explains not only the supreme sufferings of our Savior but
those of His covenant children as well clears up such questions.

Similarly, as I read for about the thirtieth time in my life the
eighteenth chapter of II Kings, about the life of King Hezekiah, I
was struck by how it (along with many other passages) bears out the
title, from Deuteronomy 29:9, of Sutton’s book. We are told that
since this Davidic heir “did what was right in the sight of the LORD”
(vs. 3), “removed the high places. . . .“ (vs. 4), “trusted in the LORD

God of Israel” (vs. 5), and “held fast to the LORD” (vs. 6), “The LORD

was with him; he PROSPERED wherever he went” (vs. 7).
So, a revived interest and excitement in Bible study is an assured

byproduct of reading this book. But equally helpful is its application
to all areas of private and corporate life, in family, church, and state
– home, religion, and politics. I leave it to the author himself to ex-
plain to you why this is so.

In particular, the five aspects and parts of covenant, so thoroughly
discussed and widely applied throughout That You May Prosper, are
easy to latch onto — to understand and to remember. But the way in
which these were compared to issues in modern management theory
by Gary North in the Publisher’s Prejace to the original edition of the
book bears repeating. North speaks of how the endless arguments
over details of political theory, as well, boil down to disagreements
over the

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

answers to five questions:

Who’s in charge here?
To whom do I report?
What are the rules?
What do I get for obeying or disobeying?
Does this outfit have a future?

Memorize these five simple and logically sequential questions,
and you’ll have no trouble remembering the five point outline in
Sutton’s treatment of covenant. You may even start to see it every
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where, as it were, as does the author. I’ll confess, after I wrote the
paragraph about Hezekiah, I discovered to my own amazement that
I could see the five points. You just have to switch the last two state-
ments (or verses). I challenge you to return to that paragraph, after
you’ve read the book, and see if you don’t think the same thing.

Fully one-third of the text of this volume is comprised of a series
of short appendixes. Disconcerting at first, perhaps, but you will
come to appreciate how the author keeps you on the track and prop-
erly paced for learning as you go through the body of the study. By
consigning peripheral issues and demonstrations relating to the cov-
enant outline to the appendix, he moves you at a steady pace
through the basic argument of his thesis. I believe you” will enjoy
running the course, as did 1, and you should cross the finish line the
stronger for it.



PUBLISHER’S PREFACE
(1992)

by Ga~ North

Because of the impact which That You May Prosper has begun to
have on the broader Church, I have decided to scrap my original
Preface and substitute a more generic one. The Foreword by Dr.
Fisher presents the case for the five-point covenant model from both
a biblical standpoint and a practical one. His Foreword should silence
several academically inclined critics who have treated Sutton’s dis-
covery with something bordering on contempt. Here I wish only to
recall the conditions under which the first edition was written and
then discuss several applications of Sutton’s thesis,

The manuscript began in 1985 as a study on the symbolism of
baptism. As the editor, I told him that it needed extensive rewriting.
What I eventually got was a completely different book. The manu-
script went through at least four revisions. As it began to take shape,
I realized that Sutton had stumbled onto something of great impor-
tance. When the manuscript was completed, I was convinced that
the book would make a major theological contribution. How major?
I discussed that in m’y original Preface, which readers may wish to
consult. Some readers felt that I overestimated its importance. Time
will tell. (So will eternity.) One thing is sure: Sutton offers us a pre-
cise definition of covenant theology, for which the Protestant world
had been waiting for a long, long time.

Covenant Theology

Calvinism is known as covenant theology, yet it is one of the
great ironies of history that for over four centuries, no Calvinist
author before Sutton had spelled out in detail precisely what a bibli-
cal covenant is. A legal bond, yes. A personal bond, yes. A kind of
contract, yes. But the judicial details that make a covenant legally

. . .
Xlll



xiv THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

different from a contract – above all, the presence of a self-valedictory
oath — were never dealt with clearly prior to Sutton’s book. Not one
Calvinist theologian had gone back to the Old Testament and
returned with a tightly drawn, easily identifiable, biblically de-
fendable covenant model. I said this in my 1987 Preface, and while
some critics thought I exaggerated, I have yet to receive photocopied
historical evidence to the contrary.

Louis Berkhqf

Typical is Louis Berkhof’s  Systematic Thdqy (1939). His only dis-
cussion of the covenant appears in an eight-page chapter on the cov-
enant of works, a theological construct that many Calvinists find
difficult to defend exegetically. Two pages – one long paragraph – of
the chapter are devoted to a sketch of the history of the doctrine. He
confines himself to a discussion of the idea of federal headship, or
legal representation. Almost the whole section is a string of names:
Olevianus,  Gomarus, Trelcatius, Ravensperger, “and especially
Cloppenberg,”  who was a forerunner to Coccejus, who was followed
by Burmannus, Witsius, Voetius, Mastricht, De Moor, Ball, Blake,
Gib, and Boston. So far, the hapless seminary student does not know
anything specific about the doctrine, but he has a string of unfamil-
iar names (without dates) to memorize.

Then Berkhof takes up “The Scriptural Foundation for the Doc-
trine of the Covenant of Works.” He mentions Genesis 1-3, but cites
nothing specific. Here is his only description of the covenant: “In the
case under consideration two parties are named, a condition is laid
down, a promise of reward for obedience is clearly implied, and a
penalty for transgression is threatened” (p. 213). He calls these “all
the elements of a covenant.” There was a promise of eternal life in
God’s covenant with Adam, he says. The student might well ask:
Then what was the tree of life all about? Was “forever not eating
from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” covenantally the
same as “eating from the tree of life”? If so, then what unique
positive blessing did eating from the tree of life impart – a tree iden-
tified in the New Testament with Jesus Christ? 1 If not, then what ex-
actly was the covenant of works?

Finally we get to the point: ‘Elements of the Covenant of Works.”
Prepare to be disappointed. Here are the elements. 1. Contracting

1. “Blessed are they that do his commandments, that they may have right to the
tree of life, and may enter in through the gates into the city” (Rev. 22:14).
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parties: God and Adam. They were in a natural relationship: master
and servant (no Bible verses cited); and a covenantal  relationship:
representative headship, on probation (no Bible verses cited). 2. A
promise of the covenant: eternal life vs. eternal death. 3. A condition
of the covenant: the moral law (ten commandments). Berkhof
proves this in the most powerful way he could imagine: by quoting
Bavinck  in Dutch (without a translation). 4. A penalty of the cove-
nant (no Bible verse). 5. A sacrament (maybe two) of the covenant:
the tree of life.

He ends his discussion by saying that Arminians do not believe
in the continuation of the covenant of works; God established a new
law. Some Reformed scholars (none named) speak of a covenant of
works, and in one sense it was not abrogated: man must obey God.
But in another sense it is abrogated: we are under the covenant of
grace. End of chapter. End of all mention of the covenant.

Understand, Berkhof’s book, nearly 800 pages long, is the most
widely read Calvinistic  systematic theology of the twentieth century
— indeed, it is just about the only one. It is not just that Berkhof’s
book is representative; it is virtually the lone example.

$’uttoni Dzkovey

Into this near-vacuum came Sutton’s That You May Prosper. He
uses Deuteronomy as his primary exegetical example, but he also
appeals to other Bible passages. He appeals also to history. He dis-
cusses all three institutional covenants: church, state, and family,
appealing to both the Bible and history. For the first time, the stu-
dent has set before him a comprehensive, biblically grounded, and
coherent presentation of the five aspects of the covenant: the sover-
eignty of God over history, yet His immanence in history; the hierar-
chical authority of God over His creation, with designated human
representatives over other men; the law of God; the dual sanctions of
the covenant, established by an oath: blessing and cursing; and cove-
nantal succession: inheritance or disinheritance in time and eternity.

After the publication of the book, one correspondent wrote to
Sutton and proposed a helpful memorization tool:’ an acronym,
THEOS.  This is the Greek word for God. The acronym stands for
Transcendence, Hierarchy, Ethics, Oath, and Succession: the five
points.

It is also worth noting that the famous five points of Calvinism
correspond to the five points of the biblical covenant. Its acronym is



xvi THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

TULIP: Total depravity, Unconditional election, Limited atone-
ment, Irresistible grace, and the Perseverance of the saints. The five
points of Calvinism are a theological application — soteriology—  of
the five points of the covenant. Here is how they match up:

Total depravity Ethics (man’s)
Unconditional election Oath (God’s)
Limited atonement Hierarchy (representation)
Irresistible grace Transcendence (sovereignty)
Perseverance of the saints Succession

Sutton began his monthly newsletter, Covenant Renewal, in Jan-
uary of 1987. Each month, he applies the five-point covenant model
to a biblical passage. At some point, he will be able to produce sev-
eral books with the exegetical evidence he has accumulated. His
newsletter provides monthly confirmation: the five-point model is no
mere “procrustean bed,” as one theonomic critic has described it. It is
in fact the key that unlocks the Scriptures.

England’s Central School of Religion awarded Sutton the Th.D.
in 1988 on the basis of Tkt You May Prosper. In 1991, Sutton became
the president of Philadelphia Theological Seminary, the seminary
of the Reformed Episcopal Church.

Applications of the Model

As soon as I saw the next-to-last version of Sutton’s manuscript, I
spotted a mistake. Not a theological mistake: a rhetorical mistake.
He had neglected to appeal to the most important piece of biblical
evidence for his case: the Decalogue. I had just finished proofreading
the page proofs of my book, The Sinai Strategy: Economics and the Tm
Commandments (1986). I realized that the five-point biblical model
governs the so-called two tables of the law.z The so-called First Table
is the priestly code; the so-called Second Table is the kingly code.

I hastily wrote a Preface for The Sinai Strategy, which was due at
the printers. I outlined the two sections as follows:

2. I agree with Meredith Kline: the two tables of the law were in fact two copies:
one for God and one for Israel. Both were placed in the Ark of the Covenant. The
“two tables of the law” do not refer to two sections: laws one through five and six
through ten. Still, the terminology of the two tables is almost inescapable today.
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Priest~ Code

Transcendence: prohibition of false worship
Hierarchy: no graven images (representation)
Ethics: prohibition against misusing God’s name3

Oath: sabbath as day of judgment (baptism, Lord’s supper)4
Succession: honoring father and mother; long life as the prom-

ised inheritances

King~ Code
Transcendence: prohibition against murder (God’s image)
Hierarchy: prohibition of adultery (covenant authority)
Ethics: prohibition against theft
Oath: no false witness
Succession: no coveting of another’s property, which constitutes

family inheritance

Next, the covenant’s five-point structure became the integrating
framework for six of the ten volumes in the Biblical Blueprints Series.G
Two of the authors submitted manuscripts that instinctively con-
formed to it, even before they had seen That You May Prosper: Gary
DeMar’s Ruler of the Nations and George Grant’s Changing of the Guard.
AS the  ~eneral  editor, I reversed two chapters in each book (with the.
authors’ permission) to produce a pair of books, each with two paral-
lel sections of five chapters corresponding to the five-point model.

To date, the most spectacular application of the five-point model
is David Chilton’s masterful commentary on the Book of Revelation,
The Days of Vengeance (1987). I had hired Chilton to write this book
three and a half years earlier. He had written Paradise Restored (1985)
in the meantime, but he was bogged down on Days of Vmgeance.
Then, in a Wednesday evening prayer meeting in 1986, Sutton pre-
sented his five-point model. Chilton  was in attendance. Sutton’s out-
line clicked in Chilton’s mind. He approached Sutton immediately
after the meeting and began to ask questions about Sutton’s model

3. The key issue here is property rights, although I did not see this at the time.
God’s name is declared “off limits,” just as the tree of the knowledge of good and evil
was. He places a “no trespassing” sign around His name.

4. In the Preface, I used “Judicial/evaluational  (sanctions).”
5. In the Preface, I used “Legitimacy/inheritance (continuity).”
6. Gary North (cd.), Biblical Blueprints Series (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion

Press, 1986-87).
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and the Book of Revelation. He kept asking questions for many
weeks, as he restructured his manuscript.

Chilton recognized that the Book of Revelation is at least two
things: a covenant lawsuit against Old Covenant Israel and a model
for church liturgy. He used the five points of the covenant to restruc-
ture the commentary with respect to both the covenant lawsuit and
covenantal  liturgy. Perhaps for academic reasons, Chilton appropriated
Meredith G. Kline’s terminology for the first two points: preamble
and historical prologue, but the actual content of the commentary
indicates that Sutton’s usage is dominant, not Kline’s. Chapter 1 is
“King of Kings, “ indicating transcendence. In the Introduction to
Part 1, he writes: “The purpose of the covenantal Preamble is thus to
proclaim the lordship of the Great King, declaring transcendence and
imn.anence and making it clear from the outset that his will is to be
obeyed by the vassals, his servants. Biblical treaties set forth God’s
transcendence and immanence by referring to one or more of three
activities: creation, redemption, and revelation.”T Chapter 2, which
begins Part 2, “Historical Prologue,“ is titled: “The Spirit Speaks to
the Church: Overcome!”  Chapter 3 is “The Dominion Mandate.”
Chilton’s focus here is hierarchy and authority, not historical prologue.

For those who doubt the applicability of the five-point model be-
yond the Book of Deuteronomy, Chilton’s Days of Vin.geance  is required
reading. The book’s Foreword, written by English evangelical theo-
logian and Old Testament specialist Gordon Wenham, added au-
thority to Chilton’s creative application of Sutton’s discovery. Chilton’s
Days of Vmgeance  is one of the most impressive secondary support vol-
umes ever written in defense of another author’s primary thesis. It
may be the most impressive back-up book ever published in the
same year as the primary book. In fact, it was published first.

Kenneth L. Gentry’s book, The Greatness of the Great Commission
(1990) also applies the five-point model to an important New Testament
theme. He adopts the acronym THEOS. He describes the ancient
suzerainty treaties by using the THEOS outline, and writes that
‘God’s covenant follows the same pattern.”B  Part II of the book con-
sists of five chapters: The Declaration of Sovereignty, the Exercise of
Sovereignty, The Terms of Sovereignty, the Commitment of Sover-
eignty, and the Continuance of Sovereignty.

7. David Chilton,  The Days of V?ngeance:  An Exposition of&he Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), p. 49. Emphasis in original.

8. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., The Greatness of the Great Commission: The Christian Enter-
prise in a Fallen Wmld (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990), p. 18.
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The Challenge

There are those who argue that there are other structures to <
various biblical covenants, with six, seven, or even more points. I
say in response: “Let’s see one example that does not overlap two or
more of the points.” So far, I have seen none. There have been sev-
eral attempts. In every case, the extra points obviously overlap,
leaving Sutton’s five points.

There is a tendency among scholars to reject new findings on the
basis of the familiar “too good to be true” argument. Underlying this
argument all too often is the NDH agenda: Not Discovered Here.
They are correct regarding the latter point: the biblical covenant
model was discovered in far-off Tyler, Texas, by a full-time pastor
who was painfully recuperating from a very serious burn. The
lesson: just because a man is an overworked and underpaid pastor
does not mean that he cannot make a major theological discovery.
This should serve as an encouragement to full-time pastors rather
than as a discouragement to full-time theologians.



INTRODUCTION

A young Israelite king was sitting on his throne one day. He may
have been bored; he may have been worried. But he decided to
spend his day counting all the money that had come into the treas-
ury. In those times, the money was kept in the Temple, so he sent a
messenger to perform the task.

When the messenger arrived, he and a priest began to calculate
the king’s wealth. As they moved the great chests of gold back and
forth, the king’s messenger found a strange object. He found some-
thing resembling a “time capsule.”

The messenger called the priest. Slowly they unrolled the ancient
manuscript found inside. In it was a message from their ancestors.
Both knew immediately what had been found. They wept, as their
eyes raced through the document, reading of a time gone by that ob-
ligated them to greatness.

The king had to be told.
The priest was selected to take the document to him. At first he

walked; then he ran. The guards outside the kings palace were in-
structed to move out of the way, for he had a message from the past.

Running into the king’s court and interrupting the proceedings,
the priest bowed and held the document up to the king. Reaching
out, the teenager clasped the manuscript in his hand. He stood,
frozen like a statue for what seemed like time without an end. Every-
one in this great court covered with gold, silver, and precious jewels
waited speechlessly to see what the king was going to do. Then he
looked up. But his eyes did not meet the numbed faces encircling
him. They stretched up to the heavens.

Then he cried out before all the court, “God, forgive me and my
people.” He tore his clothes and fell on his face, pleading for God’s
mercy.

What had happened?

1
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King Josiah had discovered the “Book of the Covenant” (II Kgs.
22:8 ff.). What was it? Judging by Josiah’s response to this book
(II Kgs. 22:3, 13; H Chron. 34:3-8), it was the Book of Deuteron-
omy, itself the summary of the covenant. 1 Deuteronomy is the sec-
ond giving of the Law (Deutero = twice + nomy = law) stated in the
form of a couenant.  He read, ‘So keep the words of this covenant to do
them that you may @os@r in all that you do” (Deut. 29:8).

Josiah, however, did not stop at the reading of the covenant. He
re-instituted it and brought about great reform in his society. Only
then could he begin to change his culture. Only then could he re-
establish the dominion of the Lord. Only then could he truly pros-
per! For his commitment to God’s law, God identified Josiah as the
greiztest king in the history of Israel: not David, and not Solomon.
“And before him there was no king like him who turned to the Lord
with all his heart and with all his soul and with all his might, accord-
ing to the law of Moses; nor did any like him arise after him”
(II Kgs. 23:25).

Rediscovering Our Biblical Roots
That You May Prosper is a book about the covenant: what it is and

how it works. It is designed to help create what happened in Josiah’s ‘
day. Like his time, “covenant” has been forgotten. Unlike his day, it
has not yet been rediscovered. (Yes, a lot of Christians talk “covenant”
and talk ‘accountability y,” but the doctrine sirpply  has not been discussed
in terms of what the Bible actually teaches. ) Covenant is tb answer at
a time when we stand at the threshhold of the death of a culture.

In the late 1960s I began to read Francis Schaeffer.  He came to a
conservative seminary in my home town. I will never forget the day

1. Scholars have debated whether the “Book of the Covenant” was actually the
Book of Deuteronomy. For a while, this notion was seriously contested. Now, how-
ever, most Old Testament scholars agree that the “Book of the Covenant” was indeed
Deuteronomy or some portion thereof. Edward McGlynn  Gaffney,  “Of Covenants
Ancient and New: The Influence Of Secular Law On Biblical Religion,” Journal of
Religion and Law II (1984), pp. 117-144. Gaffney  refers to Wilhelm De Witte, Disserta-
t ion  Critico-Exegetica,  Qua Deuteronomiurn  A Pnon”tw Pmtateu&i Libn> Diversum, Alim
Evivsdam Recentiorii  Azsrtoris OpuJ Esse Monstraior  (1805). On the basis of De Witte’s
work, Gaffney says, “Shorn of its nineteenth century rationalism, the suggestion of
Wilhelm De Witte in 1805 that the law book referred to in these passages was a por-
tion of Deuteronomy now enjoys the status of virtual consensus among contemporary
biblical scholars” (p. 121). Gaffney  then refers to a more contemporary scholar, con-
firming De Witte. Norbert Lohfink, “Zur Dekalogfassung von Deut. 5, 9“ Biblishe
Z~itschr~  (1965), pp. 17-31.
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I heard him. I will never forget a statement he made that has kept
ringing in my ears for nearly the last twenty years. He said, “We are
at the end of Christian civilization, and therefore, we are at the end
of civilization .“

Many would not agree with the premise of his comment, but
how many would really contest that we are at the end of a culture?
Most people sense it. Most Christians know it. Most secular intellec-
tuals won’t deny it. And I think the general populace would not hesi-
tate to admit that the Christian mores that undergirded this culture
for the last two hundred years are all but gone. No doubt many
would applaud this decline. But Christians are left asking, “How do
we recover our Biblical roots?”

Unfortunately, I don’t hear a clear solution coming from any sec-
tor. Some say evangelism. Many say small groups. A few say liturgy.
Others cry for political action. Certainly all of these have their
proper place, but when are we going to look to the Bible for a model?
When are we going to say, “Does the Bible tell of a time like ours,
when Biblical influence was lost, and then recovered?” When are we
going to look to see how they,  the people in the Holy Scriptures, did
it? I believe the Bible tells of a time such as that. The Bible really
does have the answer, and the solution is right in front of our noses.
It is the covenant, and Josiah’s experience tells the story. Our fore-
fathers knew the story. It’s time we remember what they knew.

Our Biblical Heritage

We should never forget that covenant was the single most impor-
tant theological idea in early America. Not only the Puritans, but
virtually all Protestants came to the New World with this concept at
the center of their theology and practice. Congregationalists, Pres-
byterians, Anglicans, Continental reformed groups, and indepen-
dents were children of the Reformation. Federal theology, as cove-
nant thinking had been called on the continent, had taken root at the
time of the Middle Ages. In many ways, the dawning of the Refor-
mation was a revival of this ancient theology. Slowly it seeped into
European and British cultures, but not deep or fast enough.

When these diverse, yet similar, Protestant groups came to
America, they implemented what many Europeans had wanted for
centuries. Their rationale for applying the covenant was simple. The
members of the Godhead related by covenant. z Since heaven is a

2. Edmund S. Morgan, The Puritan Dilemma (Boston: Little, Brown and Com-
pany, 1958), p. 93.
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model for earth — as the Lord’s Prayer says, “Thy kingdom come,
Thy will be done, on earth as it is in heaven” (Matt. 6:10) – man is sup-
posed to organize all of his life according to the same structure. Peo-
ple from England and the Continent were ready for this kind of soci-
ety. They came to the New World  because it offered what they had
never been able to find in Europe: a society based not on “status but
contract .“s Their theology mandated it, and they acted on it.

The idea of a society based on the theology of the Reformation
quickly spread through their literature. These were people with a re-
ligion of the Book, the Bible, and consequently they were heavily in-
volved in the printed word. Because of this, the covenant idea proba-
bly became so pervasive. Two groups of note are the Puritans and
the Anglicans.4

The Puritans produced thousands of sermons, books, and tracts.5

The covenant theme occurs often. One of the first books ever pub-
lished in America was a book on the covenant, the Gospel-Covenant by

3. Perry Miller, The New England Mind: The Seventeenth Centzq (Cambridge, Mas-
sachusetts: Harvard University Press, [1939] 1954), p. 399. Although Miller did
“ground-breakin<  work, he erroneously believed the “covenant” idea was original to
the Puritans. George M. Marsden, “Perry Miller’s Rehabilitation of the Puritans: A
Critique,” Church Hiskmy 39, no. 1 (March 1970: 91-105), categorically proves that the
Puritans derived the “covenant idea” from the teaching of John Calvin in Geneva.

Also, the Christian colonists did not believe in a social contract theory, because
their view of covenant forced them to have a high view of authority. God establishes
institutions through this authority, not the consent of the people. For example, those
coming to the New World from England afl sought charters from the king. They were
not anarchists, striking out on their own without accountability.

4. Granted, the Puritans and Anglicans differed on their views of worship.
Although the Puritans made some helpful contributions to American society, they
were inconsistent with their view of covenant when it came to worship. They
argued, “Do what the Old Testament teaches, unless the New Testament changes
it.” So they defended the right of magistrates to use the Old Testament civil laws as a
guide. The Anglicans on the other hand used the same kind of argument regarding
worship. They, too, held to the great reformational idea of the covenant. They, too,
believed that the Old Testament should inform one’s interpretations of the New Tes-
tament. Thq looked at the Book of Revehztion  and saw that theform  of worship was wmarkab~
similar to the worship of the Old Totarnent.  God had not done away with a basic ‘?outirwmaround
the throne of ‘God. Thus, their worship was not plain and stark like the Purt”tans’  worship.

5. The Puritans also shaped culture through their high moral standards of living.
Today, laws of the early Puritans against blasphemy, homosexuality, and adultery
are still on many of the individual states’ books, even though they are no longer
taken seriously. And, Puritan family life is still studied to find out what made the in-
terior of their lives so rich. Edmund S. Morgan, The Pun”tan Fami~ (New York:
Harper & Row; [1944] 1966), pp. 133-160.
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Peter Bulkeley.G  Other works basically reflected the same point of
view, but maybe their greatest influence was expressed in their
creeds. 7 In whole or in part, these statements of faith found their way
to many different religious groups in America and England.s  As cov-
enant dominated their documents, the idea was able to cross denom-
inational boundaries.9

The Anglicans were also quite influential in spreading covenant
theology. Anyone who doubts the theological links between the Puri-
tans and the Anglicans in seventeenth-century colonial America
should consult Perry Miller’s essay on “Religion and Society in the
Early Literature of Virginia.”io The Anglicans’ commitment to good
Christian literature was commensurate with their dedication to the
thought of the Reformation. 11 In 1695, Thomas Bray wrote, Proposals
For Encouraging Learning and Religion In The Foreign Plantations. What
he really had in mind was books. 12 The result was the Society for
Promoting Christian Knowledge (S .P.C. K.) in 1699. The king gave
them their charter. One of the greatest movements in the history of
the Church began. The S.P. C .K. disseminated a mountain of Chris-
tian literature in this part of the World. What kind of books? Mostly

6. Peter Bulkeley,  The Gospel-Covenant, OT th Covenant of Graze Opened (2nd ed.,
London, 1651). All future references to Bulkeley’s  work will be to this edition.

7. The most famous Puritan doctrinal standard is the Westmin@er Confession of
Faith, 1640s. Even though it was produced in England, it spread to America to the
New England Puritans. Presbyterian and Congregational groups quickly began to
adopt it. The New England Puritans wrote the Cambrsdge Platform, very similar in
many respects to the Wstminstir  Confession of Faith.

8. The Second London Baptist Confession of Faith 1677 is virtually a copy of the West-
minster Confession of Faith, the major differences falling in the area of baptism, etc.
Nevertheless, it is almost word for word the same. Most of the early Baptist groups
used this modified version of the Watminster  Confession. W. L. Lumpkin, Baptist Con-
fession. of Faith (Valley Forge: Judson Press, [1964] 1979), pp. 235-296.

9. Benjamin Warfield, T/u Westmin.rter  Assemb~ and Its Work (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1931), p. 56. One of its greatest interpreters, he says of the West-
minstw  Confession, “The architectonic principle of the Westminster Confession is sup-
plied by the schematization of the Federal [Covenantal]  Theology.”

10. Perry Miller, Errand Into The Wilderrom (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, [1956] 1970), ch. 4.

11. Charles and Katherine George, The Protestant Mind of the English Reformation
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1961), pp. 50-55. Specific refer-
ence is made to such great Anglican thinkers as Bishop Ussher, who was firmly en-
trenched in covenant theology. For that matter, the Thirty-Nine Articles, the confes-
sional standard of the Anglican Church, is remarkably similar to the Wstminder Con-
fession of Faith. Both are products of the same pool of theology.

12. Edwin Scott Gaustad,  A Religious Histo~ of America (New York: Harper &
ROW,  1966), pp. 76-77.
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the print coming out of and influenced by the Reformation. Thus,
the Anglicans, like the Puritans, created a conduit through which
Federal theology poured into the New World.

Christians in the West have forgotten this story. They have for-
gotten the covenant. Somehow, they must rediscover it. But what in
particular about the covenant shaped society? There were five key
concepts.

KV Covenant Concepts

First, the covenant taught a transcendent view of God. Not that He
is distant but that He is distinct from His creation. This distinc-
tion meant God is Lord over everything. Men are not imbued with
deity. Consequently, no one man or sphere (Family, Church, or
State) is allowed to have absolute power. Europe had been domi-
nated at times by clans, ecclesiocracies, and monarchical dictators.
The application of God’s transcendence did not allow any of these to
have total control. It brought about a true separation of institutional
powers, all ruled directly by God.

Second, the covenant taught a concept of authority, or hierarchy,
based on representation. According to this system, people should be
able to choose the kind of government over them. Once chosen,
however, as long as the representatives met their duties, they were to
be obeyed.

Third, covenant meant a society based on ethics, particularly the
laws of the Bible. IS “The covenant involved ethics in the very stuff of
grace itself.”lA Peter Bulkeley said:

We must for our part assent unto the Covenant, not only accepting the
promise of it, but also submit to the duty required in it; or else there is no
Covenant established betwixt God and us; we must as well accept of the
condition as of the promise, if we will be in Covenant with God. 15

13. Harold J. Berman, Law and Resolution (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1983), a liberal Jew and professor at Harvard Law School, argues that West-
ern culture is clearly based on Christian law and influence, a background so much
the warp and woof of society that the American way of life cannot continue to func-
tion if this background is abandoned. Even writers who want to deny America’s
Christian roots cannot avoid the reality that “America was generally Christian in the
structure of its law, its institutions, and its culture .“ Mark A. Nell, Nathan O.
Hatch, George M. Marsden, The Search For-Chrsktian America (Westchester, Illinois:
Crossway, 1983), p. 150.

14. Miller, Errand, p. 88.
15. Bulkeley,  The Gospel-Covenant, p. 316; cited by Miller, p. 88; cf. part IV of

Gospel-Covenant.
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These colonial Christians did not believe in works salvation,
rather in a salvation that works. Miller remarks that their view of
ethics included more than “individual honesty and charity; it in-
cluded participation in the corporate organization and the regulation
of men in the body politic.”lG Men were judged, in other words, on
the basis of behavior, no matter what their status. This gave “good”
people a true chance to have upward mobility, something they could
have never had as readily in the Old World.

Fourth, the covenant implemented a system of sanctions based
on an oath. Once an oath was made, a man was expected to keep it.
Any violation met serious sanctions. Perjury in the realm of the
State was in many cases punishable by death. Adulteration of the
marriage oath met the same end. Apostasy from the Church cove-
nant resulted in banishment. The oath and the sanctions that en-
forced it were an effective stabilizing factor in American culture.

Fifth, the covenant implied a system of continuity based on some-
thing other than blood relations. The Puritans attempted to make
experience the test for church membership. Also, a person had to be
a member of the Church to be able to vote. Granted, these were mis-
applications. The first misapplication— experientialism — led to the
Halfway Covenant, in which the grandchildren of church members
were baptized, even though their parents had never joined the
church formally. Though baptized, these “halfway covenant” chil-
dren were not regarded as church members. 17 The other misapplica-
tion – political – corrupted the Church. Nevertheless, we do find
hints of an extremely important aspect of a society rooted in contract
and not in status. The mechanism of contract provided social contin-
uity, and not blood or class. America, more than any other culture,
had become a place of opportunity for the “little guy.”

These seminal ideas of the covenant shaped American society.
They created the strongest nation in the history of man. As they
have diminished, so has every sphere: Family, Church, and State. A
brief overview of these institutions in light of our five basic concepts
demonstrates what the loss of covenant has done to modern society.

16. Ibid., p. 89.
17. Edmund S. Morgan, Visible Saints  (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University

Press, [1963] 1968). Morgan argues that the “experiential” tests for church member-
ship that they introduced in the early 1630s actually militated against their cove-
nantal theology. Instead of having “objective” tests, they became overly subjective.
They tried to do what only God can do, that is, look into menk hearts.



THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

Family

First, God is transcendent. He directly relates to each sphere of so-
ciety. Family, Church, and State are not stacked on top of each
other. The Family does not have to go through the State, nor the
Church, to get to God. This gives the Family institution a mcred
character. No longer is the Family viewed this way. The State has
crippled its God-given powers. A civil judge once said, “Whilst mar-
riage is often termed by text writers and in decisions of courts a civil
contract . . . it is something more than a mere contract. . . . It is an institu-
tion.”ls By this he meant that the Family is a covenant. But the State
does not believe this way any more. The Family is under attack from
the State and society at large. Who can doubt the Family’s loss of
sacredness ? Now other “gods” rule it.

Second, as for authori~,  most families are not sure “who’s in
charge.” There was a time when the father was head of the house.
Everyone knew it. Everyone acknowledged it. But the advent of the
working mother has created a conflict. It’s not the 1950s anymore.
High inflation and debt have changed the economics of Western cul-
ture. A collapsing economy has forced the woman to go to the mar-
ket place. When she does, she starts to bring in a sizeable portion of
the family income, maybe as much or more than the husband. This
threatens the relationship, and the wars begin. The rise of wife
abuse statistics indicate the extent of the conflicts. War has been de-
clared in the home. It remains to be seen whose authority will take
charge.

Third, the covenant laid out a clear sense of right and wrong, eth-
ics. The first colonists believed in the morality of the Bible, an objec-
tive standard. And every family was raised on this morality. Today,
the family has lost this sense of right and wrong. Its children are in-
doctrinated with “values training” in public schools. The philoso-
phical background for such training comes straight out of the Hu-
manist Manz~esto I G’ 11. Students are taught, ‘We affirm that moral
values derive their source from human experience. Ethics is autono-
mous and situational, needing no theological or ideological sanction.* 19

18. Maynard v. Hill, 1888. Cited in Ray R. Sutton, Who Owns The Fmily: God or the
State? (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1986), pp. 3-14. I devote the entire book
to ten court cases that have changed American family life. In this particulm chapter,
“A Covenant, Not A Contract,” I develop the sacred nature of the Family.

19. Humanist Man@to  II (1973), principle 3.



Introduction 9

How frightening it is to think that the future leaders of our civiliza-
tion will believe this way !

Fourth, it used to be that when a couple said their vows before
God and man, their oath was taken seriously. Divorce was socially
unacceptable. Our times tell us something about how people feel
about their marriage oath. Thirty-eight percent of all first marriages
in the United States fail. Seventy-nine percent of those people will
remarry, and forty-four percent of these second marriages will fail.

The fifth area of the covenant is continuity. Most families cannot
maintain the bond implied by this word. Indeed, studies indicate that
“Christians” are not doing well at raising up a Godly “seed.” They are
losing their children to the government school system.z” They are
losing them to the humanists who write the screenplays for television
shows. They are even losing them to the humanists who teach in
Christian colleges.zl

Also, the rapid death of the “family business” points to the loss of
continuity. Each year a growing number of family businesses is ter-
minated, not because there are no living heirs, but because the heirs
are not interested. Some students of the “small business” believe this is
one of the largest causes for the collapse of the “small business.”zz

At one time the family was understood as a covenantal unit. The
loss of this idea has had staggering effects. The five foundational
concepts of covenant have proven to be critical to the family’s life or
death, sickness or health. It seems that as the traditional marriage
vows have been altered or destroyed — “In sickness and in health, for
richer for poorer . . . till death do us part” — so has the entire institu-
tion. But the family is not the only institution that has lost its cove-
nantal  moorings.

The State

The New Deal, the Great Society,
novations of our “progressive” society

and all the other social in-
have failed.zs  Why? These

20. Robert L. Thobum, The Children Trap: The Biblical Blueprint for Edusation  (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1986).

21. Gary North, ‘Foreword,” to Ian Hodge, Baptized Injation: A CTitique  of “Chris-
tian” Kgnesianism  (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986).

22. Robert E. Levinson, “Problems in Managing A Family-Owned Business,”
Management Aids No. 2004 (Washington, D. C.: Small Business Administration,
1981), p. 3. Leon Dance, Inside the ,Fami~ Business (Cleveland: The University Press,
Inc., 1980), pp. 248-250.

23. Charles Murray, Losing Ground: Am”can  Social Policy 1950-1980 (New Y;rk:
Basic Books, 1984).
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programs are products of a government in violation of basic cove-
nantal principles.

First, the State has attempted to become transcendent. This
assumption of the role of God has been the “Second American Revo-
lution,”z4  title of John Whitehead’s insightful work. Today’s foremost
Christian Constitutional authority, lawyer, and author, his thesis is
clear: the judicial procedures of the last 100 years have so completely
re-interpreted the Constitution that the intent of the original 1776
American Revolution has been lost. He refers to a comment made in
1907 by Supreme Court Justice Charles Evans Hughes – “The Con-
stitution is what the judges say it is”*s  — and compares it to one made
in 1936 by the Third Reich Commissar of Justice: “A decision of the
Fuhrer in the express form of a law or decree may not be scrutinized
by a judge. In addition, the judge is bound by any other decisions of
the Fuhrer, provided that they are clearly intended to declare law.”*G
Tday, the Supreme Court has become our Fuhrer. We are left won-
dering, “Who really won World War 11?”

Second, these quotes indicate confusion over authwi~. The repre-
sentative concept was a covenantal  idea, as we shall see in greater
detail later. The magistrate was to represent God and the people. It
could easily be argued, however, that we no longer have a functional
representative system. The Supreme Court, a group of appointed-
for-life officials, has the real power. The most recent example is the
infamous Roe u Wde  ruling (January, 1973). After the states failed to
pass pro-death amendments in the early 1970s, the Supreme Court
still made death the law of the land. Do we have a representative sys-
tem? Where were our elected representatives? The Congress has the
right to overturn the future effects of any ruling by the Supreme
Court simply by withdrawing the Court’s appellate jurisdiction. 27 By

24. John Whitehead, The Second A&an Revolution (Elgin,  Illinois: David C.
Cook Publishing, 1982).

25. Ibid, p. 20, quoting David J. Danelski  and Joseph S. Tulchin,  eds., The Auto-
biographical Notes of Charles Evans Hughes, p. 143.

26. Ibid, p. 20, quoting Ernst von Hippel, “The Role of Natural Law in the Legal
Decisions of the Federal German Republic,=  p. 110.

27. Article III, Sect. 2, Clause 2. After the War Between the States, the Supreme
Court was anti-Reconstruction because its members had held their positions since
the 1840s. When a Southerner named McCardle  filed against certain acts of the mili-
tary rule of the South during Reconstruction, the court accepted the jut%diction.
Congress, on the other hand, being pro-Reconstruction, voted to determine thejwzk-
diction of the court. President Johnson vetoed the bill, but Congress overrode his
veto. The Supreme Court thereupon withdrew from the case, declaring that the de-
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removing the abortion question from the Federal courts and the
Supreme Court, the issue would be returned to the states, where it
began, and where all other capital penalties are enforced. (Abortion
is murder; murder is a capital crime; therefore. . ..) So where were
our elected representatives? Evidently, we have an authority crisis in
our land!

Third, America was originally built on a clear sense of right and
wrong. There was fix”ty  of law, or ethics. Not so any longer. White-
head explains this loss of “fixity of law and absolutes above men” in
the following comment.

Justice Hughes’s statement [quoted above] was representative of a clear
break with the American legal past. His view of law deviates from the
American concept of constitutionalism – limited government under the rule
of law.

This concept was laid down in the colonial documents, including both
the Declaration of Independence and the United States Constitution. But
in its adoption of the English common law [which applied accepted biblical
principles in judicial decisions], the Constitution was acknowledging that a
system of absolutes exists ufion  which government and bw can be founded. More-
over, under constitutionalism the people are governed by a written docu-
ment embodying these principles and, therefore, not by the arbitray  opinions
to be found in the expressions of men.=

Fourth, the concept of oath has been almost completely destroyed
by attacks on the use of the Bible to administer it. If men do not
swear by God, there is nothing transcendent to enforce the oath.
There are no real sanctions. So we are left asking, “Where is social
justice in our land?” Crime is up. On the one hand, the State is slow
to’ respond to the fears of the average American. Crime is high on
everyone’s list of American crises. It seems that one has to commit a
multiple killing before the ancient law, ‘an eye for an eye ,“ is hon-
ored. On the other hand, some Americans are prepared to take mat-
ters into their own hands. More and more “vigilante” movies appear
each year. Handgun sales are higher than ever. Self-defense courses
are full. All sorts of protection devices are being installed. As one
.

cision of the Congress had removed its jurisdiction. The Court affirmed that Con-
gress interprets ‘the appellate jurisdiction of the Supreme Court. The case was Ex
Parte  McCardle vs. Mississippi (1869), See The Constitution of the United States: Analysis
and Interpretation, Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress (Washing-
ton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1972), pp. 750-752.

28. Whkehead,  Second Arneriian  Resolution, pp. 20-21. Emphasis and brackets mine.



12 ‘rHAT YOU MAY PROSPER

drives through the affluent, yet barred-windowed sections of cities,
perhaps he asks himself, Who’s really in prison in this society?” No
oath, no sanction, no justice. The innocent are captives to thugs in
high places.

Fifth, the State faces a huge crisis over the continuity  question. It
has to do with immigration laws. I have already mentioned that the
Puritans attempted to get around a blood basis of continuity by only
giving the vote to church members, and that they were unsuccessful.
Even though they failed, however, they had the right idea. The vote
should not be on the basis of blood. Yet, the way the Constitution
was written hindered what the Puritans wanted. If a person is born  in
America, he will be allowed to vote at age 18. Blood, not covenant,
actually forms political continuity in the U.S. It is not a question of
citizenship. Birth should entitle one to this status. But authority to
vote should have some covenantal  qualifications. Someone can be
born in the country but be totally at odds with the American system,
and yet have full voting privileges. This has always created a dilemma
for preserving the ideals of the Founding Fathers.

Again, we see, that the decline of covenant thinking has changed
a major institution. The State today is not the same as it was when
our nation was established. To become a truly Christian civilization,
it must return to the covenant.

Church

Finally, the Church has also been influenced by the decline of
covenant thinking.

God is transcendent. Not only should He be Lord over Family and
State, but certainly He should be recognized as such in the Church.
He is supposed to be Head of the Church. When He is not, the
Church is left open to attack. The State becomes “Lord” of the
Church. Anyone who doubts the State’s “Lordship” should consider
how many churches are 501 (c) (3) organizations. They have sought
tax exemption, yet the law says such exemption is automatic for
churches. In effect, they have gone to the State to ask for permission to
exist. The implication: the Church no longer takes instructions from
the true Head. It goes through an alternate “priesthood,” the IRS.

The whole issue of authori~  has come into the Church. Do
Church officers have iiny real authority? Does God hear them? Do
the people hear them? I know of a church where it was discovered
that one of the leaders was leading a double life. When he came to
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church he was a good husband and loving father. Meanwhile, he was
leading the life of a gambler and adulterer across town. The pastor
wanted to have the man removed. Members objected and instead
removed the pastor.

How about ethics in the Church? Does the Church know the dif-
ference between right and wrong? Probably not. For decades a cer-
tain theology has taught that Christians are not supposed to obey the
Ten Commandments. The thinking goes, “That’s in the Old Testa-
ment. God was one way in the Old and another in the New. I’m not
under law, but grace.” Now after so many years of this kind of think-
ing and preaching, Christians do not know how to live. Take a look
at the number of large churches in your town that are involved in the
pro-life movement. This issue should be fairly clear cut. Killing
babies is wrong! Right? I imagine that your town is like all the rest.
The big churches are not interested in the pro-life issue. They will
not take a stand because it is too controversial. They are not moti-
vated to take a stand because they do ‘not know right from wrong.
They really do not believe abortion is murder. If they did, they would
call for the death penalty for abortionists and abortion-seeking
mothers. How else is murder to be treated in Old and New Testa-
ments (Rem. 1:29-32)?

Now we come to the areas of oath and sanction in the Church,
Church membership is serious. Most churches require some sort of
membership commitment and/or vows. But the real test of the oath
of allegiance to the Church is discipline. Just mention the word, and
no one knows what you are talking about. Jesus taught that some
may have to be put out of the Church (Matt. 18:15-18).  When was
the last time you heard of a church doing such a thing? Is this be-
cause everyone in the pew (or pulpit!) is so good? Hardly. Recently
in Oklahoma, a woman was excommunicated for adultery — as a
matter of fact she committed adultery with the mayor of the city. Her
behavior scandalized the Gospel of Jesus Christ. She could have
been forgiven, of course. But she did not want repentance. She
wanted to live in open sin and have all the benefits of a member in
good standing. The church cast her out. She sued the church and
won. The State upheld her violation of a sacred oath to the Church!

Finally, continui~  has also been a concern in the Church. The
Church has faced the problem of maintaining continuity of belief in
the midst of diverse religious opinions. Most churches give voting
privileges to anyone who can commune. But since not everyone who
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communes believes the same way, yet all adult members have the
power to vote, the church tends to drift toward the lowest common
doctrinal denominator. I have heard of a church where a group of
Masons joined. They brought in many of their friends. Eventually,
they controlled the vote and voted to shut the church down. It was
turned into a Masonic Lodge. Even if this is not true, it is certainly
possible. The solution is to separate voting from communing priv-
ileges. Most churches, however, are not willing to take this kind of
action.

So the Church, along with the other two institutions, has declined.
The great concepts of the covenant have slowly been set aside. If
they are to be redeemed, covenant  is the answer. But if we do not know
what it is and how it works, we will not be able to restore our world.
Like King Josiah, we have to discover, understand, and implement
it. And how we need to find the covenant! Just go to a Christian
bookstore and ask for a book on the covenant. I dare say that you
could probably find one sooner in a “secular” bookstore. We are a
generation that has lost the covenant. We do not know what it is; we
do not understand it; and we certainly do not know how it works.
Ironically, this is the single most important Biblical concept in the
history of our civilization. We have lost the most valuable informa-
tion that has contributed to our national and personal success. This
brings me to the main concern of That You May Prosptv.

The Covenant’s Structure

How do we discover the covenant? We have to be convinced that
it is the central organizing principle of the Bible. ~ The only way to
come to this conclusion is to understand the covenant itself. If we do
not know what a covenant consists of, we will never be able to see it
in all the segments of the Bible. Then, after we know the meaning of
a covenant, we can consider how it works.

So, That You May Prosper has two parts: covenant and dominion.
My primary purpose in the “covenant” section is to dejne the cove-
nant. The Book of Deuteronomy is a model, a place where all of its

29. Walter Eichrodt, Theology of th Old Testamt,  2 vols. (Philadelphia: Westmin-
ster Press, 1961). Eichrodt organizes the entire Old Testament in terms of the cove-
nant. Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theo[ogy,  I (1962), p. 178, states that although
he does not believe in a consistent covenantal  thread in the Old Testament, he has to
admit, “The belief that Jahweh  took Israel (by means of a covenant) as his own
peculiar people is, of course, very old;
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parts can clearly be seen. Deuteronomy is to. the covenant what
Remans is to systematic theology. But how do we know Deuteron-
omy is a covenant? Moses says, “He declared to you His covenant
which He commanded you to perform, that is, the Ten Command-
ments [Words]” (Deut.  4:13). Deuteronomy is the second giving of the
Ten Commandments, a “new” covenant so to speak. Moses says of
the book as a whole, “Keep the words of this covenant  to do them, that
you may prosper in all that you do” (Deut. 29:9). Deuteronomy is
definitely a covenant document.

Significantly,’ scholarship of the last few decades has uncovered
the similarity between Deuteronomy and other ancient near-eastern
covenant treaties, usually called suzerainty treaties: Hittite (sixteen&-
thirteenth centuries B.C. ) and Assyrian (eighth-seventh centuries
B .C .). Suzerains were ancient kings who imposed their covenant
treaties on lesser kings called  vassals. The structure of these treaty
documents is not identical to Deuteronomy, but close enough to help
us better understand its structure. Suzerainty covenants had six
parts .30

Suzerainty Covenants

1. The Preamble; Like an introduction, it declared who the
suzerain (king) was as well as his great power.

2. The Historical Prologue: A historical summary of the
suzerain’s rule. In short, the one who controls history is lord
and demands complete submission.

3. Stipulations: These were the specific laws of conquest to ,
be observed, the stipulations being the very means of domin-
ion. Also, they distinguished the servants of the suzerain from
the other people of the world.

4. Blessing and Cursing: This section outlined the ceremony
where an oath was taken, receiving sanctions in the form of
blessing and cursing. The character of this oath was “self-

30. George E. Mendenhall,  “Covenant,” Ints@reterk Bible DictionaT Vol. I (New
York: Abingdon Press, 1962), pp. 714-723. It should be noted that Mendenhall’s
overview of the covenant in this article actually lists ssven  parts of the suzerain treaty:
Preamble, historical prologue, stipulations, deposit arrangements, witnesses, bless-
ing and cursing, and oath. But it is generally agreed that the suzerain covenants had
six parts. See also, George E. Mendenhall,  Law and Covenant in Isnwl and the Near East
(Pittsburgh: Biblical Colloquium, 1955).
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valedictory.” The vassal swore his allegiance to the suzerain. It
is called “self-valedictory” because the vassal condemned him-
self to death if he broke the covenant. In other words, if he was
faithful, he was blessed. If unfaithful, he was cursed.

5. Successional Arrangements: The covenant document also
specified successors to the suzerain so that the vassal could
pledge his alle@ance to them. Another feature is the enlisting of
witnesses, often “heaven and earth,” to the sealing of the covenant.

6. Depositoy arrangements: The covenant also stated how and
where the covenant document would be stored and preserved.
In the event there was a breach of covenant, this document
could be produced to begin a process of prosecution against the
offending vassal, usually called a cownant lawsuit.

The Biblical covenant in Deuteronomy has five parts.31 It pre-
ceded the suzerainty treaties and was not a copy of them. The suzer-
ains copied the Biblical pattern to form gee-political covenants. Deu-
teronomy, on the other hand, was the restatement and expansion of
the Ten Commandments. Not only does Moses say as much (Deut.
4:13),  but the parallel between the five-fold pattern in Deuteronomy
and a double five-fold pattern in the Ten Commandments demon-
strates the connection .32 Nevertheless, studies in suzerain treaties
have been helpful in understanding the basic structure of the Biblical
covenant. I have used them in this regard, especially the work by
Meredith G. Kline.33 Therefore, let us briefly overview the five
points of covenantalism.

The Deuteronomic  Covenant

True Transcendence (Deut. 1:1-5).  Kline and others point out
that the covenant begins with a “preamble.” But what does the
Biblical preamble of Deuteronomy teach? Here we find that
God declares His transcendence. True transcendence does not
mean God is distant but that He is distinct.

31. Meredith G. Kline, The Struzture of Biblical Authority (Grand Rapids: Eerd-
mans, 1972), pp. 131-153. Also, “Deuteronomy,” Wycliffe Bible Commentary (Nash-
ville: Southwestern Co., 1962), pp. 155-204.

32. See Appendix 1 for a development of how the Ten Commandments follow the
covenant structure.

33. See Appendix 7: “Meredith Kline: Yes and No.n
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Hierarchy (Deut.  1:6-4:49). The second section of the cove-
nant is called the “historical prologue .“ Suzerain treaty scholars
point out that in this section of Deuteronomy, the author devel-
ops a brief history of God’s Sovereign relationship to His people
around an authority principle. What is it? And, what does it
mean? Briefly, God established a representative system of govern-
ment. These representatives were to mediate judgment to the
nation. And the nation was to mediate judgment to the world.

Ethics @ut. 5-26).  The next section of the covenant is usually
the longest. The stipulations are laid out. In Deuteronomy, this
section is 22 chapters long (Deut. 5-26). The Ten Command-
ments are re-stated and developed. These stipulations are the
way God’s people defeat the enemy. By relating to God in terms
of ethical obedience, the enemies fall before His children.

The principle is that law is at the heart of God’s covenant.
The primary idea is that God wants His people to see an ethical
relationship between cause and effect: be faithful and prosper.

Sanctions (Deut.  27-30). The fourth part of Deuteronomy
lists blessings and curses (Deut.  27-28). As in the suzerain treaty,
Kline observes that this is the actual process of ratification. A
“self-valedictory” oath is taken and the sanctions are ceremon-
ially applied. The principle is that there are rewards and pun-
ishments attached to the covenant.

\ Continui~  (Deut. 31-34). Continuity determines the true
heirs. This continuity is established by ordination and faithful-
ness. It is historic and processional. The covenant is handed
down from generation to generation. Only the one empowered
by the Spirit can obey and take dominion. He is the one who in-
herits. The final principle of the covenant tells “who is in the
covenant ,“ or “who has continuity with it ,“ and what the basis of
this continuity will be.

These jive points of covenantalism  are the foundation of That You
May Prosper. As I have said, it has two parts: covenant and dominion.
In the “covenant section,” I spend the first five chapters explaining
the five points of covenantalism in detail .34 In the next half, I move
to their application.

34. We also have to answer, “Is this covenantal  structure other places in the
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Dominion

The subtitle of this book is Dominion by Covenant. After we have
assessed the covenant, we need to ask, “How does it work?” It is my
thesis that covenant is the mechanism for dominion and success. After all,
Moses says, “Keep the words of this covenant to do them, that you
may prosper in all that you do” (Deut.  29:9). If we really believe the
Bible, then covenant is the key to daily living at every level.

In the “dominion section” I begin with a comparison of the cul-
tural mandate (Gen. 1:28-30) and the Great Commission (Matt.
28:16-20).  Some Christians do not understand their Commission
from the Lord. It is a renewal of the cultural mandate; it has the cov-
enantal structure; it means Christians are to take dominion by
means of the covenant.

Having established that dominion is by covenant, we get down
to specifics. I concentrate on the three institutions of Biblical society
(Family, Church, and State), and I show how they were intended to
function according to the covenant. Then I also point out historical
examples from our cjwn history. Someone might think that this cove-
nant structure is overly idealistic. It is not; it has been tried before; it
has been successful. The covenant is practical.

Finally, I conclude the book with a brief summary on how to ap-
ply the covenant to society-at-large. I call it “Little by Little.” I don’t
want the reader to think we can impose this covenant concept on our
culture by force, so I touch on the role of the witness: both in evan-
gelism and in filing covenant lawsuits. After a short consideration of
evangelism, seeing so much has already been written on this subject,
I focus on the lawsuit. Very little has been said recently about this
idea. I rely on the prophet Hoses as a guide, because his book follows
the covenantal structure. But more important y, the prophet shows
us how he used the covenant to bring a couenant  lawsuit against the

Bible? Or, is this just something unique to Deuteronomy and Moses? After all, we
live in the New Covenant age. Maybe the same points are no longer valid. Can we
find them in the New Testament?” As a matter of fact, once the five points of cove-
nantalism  are understood, we discover the pattern everywhere. In Appendixes one
through six I show the ccwenant structure in several places in the Bible. Since Deu-
teronomy is actually the republishing of a previous covenant, we start with the Ten
Commandments. We see the covenant structure twice, forming a twofold witness.
Then we examine Psalms, Matthew, Remans, Revelation, and Hebrews 8. The
five-fold pattern is a structure for both Old and New Testaments. Certainly there
are differences, and we will consider them as well.
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wicked. From this chapter, you will learn how to defeat the wicked
when you are under-capitalized, out-classed, and under-manned.

So, That You May Prosper has two parts: covenant and dominion.
When you finish, I hope you will see life differently. Perhaps cove-
nant will have real, practical, life-changing meaning in your life! If
our society could think and live this way, we could renew our fore-
fathers’ “errand in the wilderness” and change it into a garden. We
could then see again the days of the new and final Josiah, a glorious
rule by King Jesus!



A. First Point of Covenantalism

1

TRUE TRANSCENDENCE
(Deuteronomy 1:1-5)

Just as King Josiah sat on his throne, another king also sat on a
throne, a chair like a miniature mountain in the midst of a sea of or-
nate wealth. He had conquered all that could be conquered. He had
built the greatest city in the world. Through his palace window, he
could see the beautiful landscaped “hanging gardens” on the walls of
the palace — gardens so legendary that they have been included
among the seven wonders of the ancient world. Out of the corner of
his eye, he caught a brief glimpse of a chariot darting by on the top
of the wall surrounding the city, a wall so thick that it could handle
six chariots riding side by side with room to spare. Who could break
through such a fortress? Who could topple such a king?

He was to learn the answer soon: the God Who sits above men’s
fortresses.

His eyes then withdrew from the distance, distracted by the sun
reflecting off the solid gold walls in the room where he was sitting.
Old Babylon was truly one of the great wonders of the world, and
this powerful king had been part of the creation of the empire. Then
the old king began to think, “What’s left for me? How can I rise
above myself and history? How can I become immortally great?” In-
stantly, words popped into his head, seemingly from nowhere, but
definitely from somewhere other than his own imagination.

I will ascend to heaven;
I will raise my throne above the stars of God,
And I will sit on the mount of the assembly

In the recesses of the North.
I will ascend above the heights of the clouds;

I will make myself like the Most High. 1

1. These are statements made by a king of Babylon (Isa. 14:13-14).  Some com-
mentators attribute them to others, even Satan himself.

21
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The words seemed right to him, yet they were horribly wrong.
This king had been brought into covenant with God. z All of his
greatness had come from God. Now the king had forgotten, and he
desired to become more than man, even God Himself.

When God heard the king whisper these words in his heart, He
said,

You will be thrust down to Sheol,
To the recesses of the pit.

God threw him down into hell because to attempt to be God was
a denial of the covenant and specifically a denial of the first point of
Biblical covenantalism,  true transcendence. As we shall see, to err here
was to break the entire covenant. Always.

That unnamed Babylonian king should have known better. He
had the testimony of the greatest king of all before him: Nebuchad-
nezzar. We know from the life of Nebuchadnezzar what happens to
men, especially great kings, when they elevate themselves in their
own eyes to the very throne room of God. They are cast down by
God. Adam learned this lesson in the garden of Eden when he was
thrown out of it. Nebuchadnezzar learned it in the garden of
Babylon, also when he was thrown out of it.

Nebuchadnezzar’s Lesson

Nebuchadnezzar had a dream. He dreamed of a great tree that
reached to the sky. The beasts of the field found shade under it. But
the tree was cut down, and only the stump remained.

The tree was a man. The stump was a great man “cut down to
size,” so to speak. Seven periods of time passed over him. The dream
informed the king:

This sentence is by the decree of the angelic watches, and the decision is
a command of the holy ones, in order that the living may know that the
Most High is ruler over the realms of mankind, and bestows it [earthly sov-
ereignty — R. S.] on whom He wishes, and sets over it the lowliest of men
(Dan. 4:17).

2. The Bible does not say which of the Babylonian kings made this statement.
Since the Babylonian leader, Nebuchadnezzar, was converted to Biblical religion
but his family was not (Dan. 2:46-49), this would explain his descendants’ familiar-
ity with the covenant.
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He asked Belteshazzar (Daniel) what the dream meant. It meant
bad news for the king. The tree was the king himself. One of God’s
angels would cut him down. He would be driven into the fields, to
eat grass with the beasts, for seven years. But there was hope in that
vision, Daniel said, for “your kingdom will be assured to you after
you recognize that it is Heaven that rules” (Dan. 4:26b).

Daniel then offered the king a way out of this prophecy. The way
out is always the same for every person: obey  God. “Therefore, O
king, may my advice be pleasing to you: break away now from your
sins by doing righteousness, and from your iniquities by showing
mercy to the poor, in case there may be a prolonging of your pros-
perity” (Dan. 4.:27).

The king forgot, as men so often do. A year later, he was walking
on the roof of his royal palace. He saw himself as if he were God
Almighty– a familiar sin in the history of man, from Adam to the
present:

The king reflected and said, “Is this not Babylon the great, which I
myself have built as a royal residence by the might of my power and for the
glory of my majesty?” While the word was in the king’s mouth, a voice came
from heaven, saying, “King Nebuchadnezzar, to you it is declared: sover-
eign y has been removed from you, and you will be driven away from man-
kind, and your dwelling place will be with the beasts of the field. You will be
given grass to eat like cattle, and seven periods of time will pass over you,
until you recognize that the Most High is ruler over the realm of mankind,
and bestows it [sovereignty] on whomever He wishes” (Dan. 4:30-32).

The dream’s promised judgment came at last. But so did the res-
toration. After seven years, the kings sanity was restored to him by
God, and he immediately praised God as the absolute Sovereign of
the world: “For Hii dominion is an everlasting dominion, and His
kingdom endures from generation to generation” (Dan. 4:34b).
Then the king sat on his throne again: “. . . so I was reestablished in
my sovereignty, and surpassing greatness was added to me. Now I
Nebuchadnezzar praise, exalt, and honor the King of heaven, for all
His works are true and His ways just, and He is able to humble
those who walk in pride” (Dan. 3:36b-37).

But that was nothing compared to an even greater gift to that
once-pagan Babylonian king. For what other king over a pagan em-
pire ever had his own words recorded as the very Word of God to
man? Not one. The fourth chapter of Daniel is the only chapter in the
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Old Testament written by a non-Jew. Nebuchadnezzar’s own words
outlasted every kingdom of antiquity.

What was his theological lesson? First, he owed his position to
God. Second, it is the essence of man’s rebellion to think, speak, and
act as though man is God. Third, God casts down those who seek to
elevate themselves to the throne of God. In other words, man falls
when he seeks to rise in his own power. Fourth, God offers restoration to
man through man’s grace-imposed humility and faithfulness to God’s
Word. A man who faithfi-dly rules urw%r God will rule OUeY  tke creation.

God was above Nebuchadnezzar, yet He was also with Nebuchad-
nezzar. He could raise him up or pull him down. He is transcendent
over mankind, yet close enough to know mankind’s heart and to
judge mankind perfectly. God, and God alone, is truly transcendent.
The Biblical covenant starts with this point.

Tkue Transcendence (Deut.  1:1-5)

The Deuteronomic covenant begins with a declaration of tran-
scendence, when it says, “Moses spoke to the children of Israel ac-
cording to all that the Lord commanded him to give to them” (Deut.
1:3). How does this statement indicate transcerzdmce?

The Creator/Creature Distinction

Biblical transcendence means there is a fundamental distinction
between the Creator’s Being and the creature’s being. The Deuter-
onomic covenant specifies such a distinction. Moses’ words are
differentiated from God’s. q He speaks what God has given him. His
words are not original. Thus, the covenant first declares God to be
the Lord and Creator: the Creator of the covenant and everything
else. Why Creator?

3. Kline, Structure of Bibhcal  Authori~, pp. 135-136. Kline makes note that the
Hebrew titles  of books are not the same as the titles in our English versions. They
derived their titles from the Septuagint, the Greek translation of the Hebrew text
(circa 200 B.c.). In the case of Deuteronomy, instead of receiving its name from
Deuteronomy 17:18 (“A copy of this law,” or This second law” from the Greek, to o!zu-
teronomion touto),  the Hebrew name of the text would actually be the first words,
“These are the Words of.” Since this Dhrase is clearlv  identical with the first lines of

J /

suzerain treaty covenants, Kline concludes that this way of numing the books of the
Bible was a covenantal  method of distinguishing the documents.

He also likens it to the phrase, “Thus saith the Lord .“ I find this observation to be
extremely helpful because it means that the “thus saith the Lord formula” is the be-
ginning of miniature covenants, and explains why it is constantly used.
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The same fundamental distinction is basic to the creation of the
world. God did not create the universe out of His own substance; He
created it out of nothing. God says of His creation couenant  of the
world,A “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth,
and the earth was formless and void, and darkness was over the sur-
face of the deep, and the Spirit of God was hovering over the surface
of the waters” (Gen. 1:1-2). Space, time, matter, and history had a be-
ginning. They are not eternal. Often God uses His transcendent crea-
tion of the world to make the point that He is Lord. Isaiah says,

I am the Lord, and there is no other; besides Me there is no God . . .
The One forming light and creating darkness, causing well-being and
calamity; I am the Lord who does all these (Isa. 45:5-7).

Paganism has always rejected this view of the origins of the uni-
verse. Pagans say that matter has always existed, whether they are
primitive pagans (“the cosmic egg”) or Greek pagans (“the co-eter-
nity of matter and form”) or modern scientific pagans (“the Big
Bang”). They refuse to accept that God could and did create matter
out of nothing. This would point to a God Who present~ sustains His
creation personal~, which in turn points to the existence of a God Who
judges His creation continual~.  Pagans seek above all else to escape
God’s judgment.

The Biblical idea of creation involves God’s providential sus-
taining of creation throughout time and eternity. This is the mean-
ing of providence. Because God made the world and personally su.r-
tains  the world, He is present with the world, but is not part of the
world. Because He is the Creator and Sustainer, He is also present
(immanent) with us., This presence of God is equally an aspect of
true transcendence. No other being is fully transcendent, so no other
being is universally present. God alone is omnipresent (present
everywhere). s

4. It is significant that God created the world with “ten words” in the repeated
phrase, “And God said” (Gen. 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 14, 20, 24, 26, 27, 29), just as He reuealed
His covenant-law with “ten” words (Deut. 4:13). Also, Jeremiah refers to creation as
a covenant ( Jer. 33: 19-26). Both in literary form and covenantal principle we see
that the creation covenant begins with true  transcendence, making creation itself
another manner in which this principle is declared.

5. This becomes extremely important when we discuss the concept of hierarchy.
Because Satan is not omnipresent, omnipotent, or omniscient, he must rely heavily
on his covenantal  hierarchy for information and power. God does not rely on His
covenantal hierarchy; His people rely on it, but God does not. He voluntarily binds
Himself to His creation by the terms of His covenant (Gen. 15), but He is not bound
by any created hierarchy.



26 THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

The following diagram (Figure 1) – one used by Cornelius Van
Til, professor of apologetics at Westminster Theological Seminary
(Philadelphia) for many years – pictures our definition of transcen-
dence. The two separate circles show that each possesses a different
“essence .“ God’s Being is untreated, and man’s is created. God is
original, and man is derivative, which explains why God’s circle is
bigger than man’s.  God is independent (aseity) and man is depend-
ent. God is God, man is man, and the latter is never able to become
God, although God did become man in Jesus Christ. Furthermore,
God is also “near” by means of the covenant.

FIGURE 1

COVENANT

The covenant, as can be seen in the diagram, perfectly expresses
a transcendent as well as an immanent view of God. Nothing but a
Biblical covenant could adequately communicate both facets of tran-
scendence. Such a covenant can be established only by a Creator
God. Thus, at the heart of the Biblical doctrine of the covenant is the
Biblical doctrine of creation.

The Fall as Covenant-Breaking

If man is not linked to God because of a commonly shared
essence or being, then what is the link? Man is made in God’s image
(Gen. 1:26). He is under God ethical~.  He can understand God’s
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Word and obey God. In the state of perfection in the garden, Adam
was assigned the task of dressing and keeping (guarding) the garden
as God’s agent. In other words, he was under a couenant.

But there is a huge problem with covenants: they can be broken.
God says He will never break His, but that leaves man in a danger-
ous position. Break God’s covenant, and God breaks you. A tran-
scendent God lays down the law.

Man broke the law. He wanted to be as God, knowing (deter-
mining) good and evil (Gen. 3:5). That put man at the mercy of
God. The personal relationship between Adam and God was
broken, because all of God’s personal relations with mankind are cove-
nantal relations. They are not lawless relations. They are not ran-
dom. They are personal because they are covenantal.

And Adam broke the covenant. He broke his personal relation-
ship with God — a relationship of favor— and substituted a personal
relationship of wrath. Understand, he did not move from a personal
relationship with God to an impersonal relationship. God has no
impersonal relationships with mankind. Man cannot escape the cos-
mic personalism of His Creator. Adam certainly could not escape.
God returned to the garden, cross-examined Adam and Eve, and
sentenced them. But He also offered them a promise of hope (Gen.
3:15), and then He clothed them before He cast them out.

Man’s post-Fall relationship with God is therefore one of judg-
ment, promise, and preliminaV  mercy: time to repent and then
rebuild the covenantal relationship. What man needs is not some
program to become God; that was his original sin. Instead, he needs
restoration of a right relationship with God. He needs a restoration in-
side the covenant. This restoration isj”udicial  (meaning legal), and it is
moral (meaning ethical). God lays down the law, and we obey. God
declares, and we respond. It is God’s declaration which is fundamen-
tal. He judges, and we respond in terms of His holy judgments.

What fallen man needs, above all else, is a declaration from
God, a declaration of “Not Guilty.” Only a transcendent God can
make such a declaration.

Covenant By Imputation

The same verse in the opening section of Deuteronomy is declara-
tive, “Moses spoke all the Lord commanded” (Deut.  1:3). This tells us
something foundational about the covenant. Transcendence means
the covenant is created by a legal  a2claration.  As a result of this declara-
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tion, a certain legal status is imputed to the relationship. We can call
this the doctrine of hn@tation,  a legal term meaning “to apply to the
account of.”

How does imputation work? God told Adam that the day that he
ate of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, he would die (Gen.
2:17). He ate, yet he did not phy.sical~  die at the precise moment he
ate the “apple.” Then in what sense did he die? Some people try to
explain his death as “spiritual .“ But the Bible does not speak this
way. A better explanation is that Aahmt death was cozwnantal,  in that
God imputed death to him. God counted him as dead because of the
broken covenant. Then, as Adam experienced the burdens of his-
tory, he would draw closer and closer to physical and perhaps even
eternal death. He would see the covenantal  applications of death in
history. Those manifestations of covenantal death would be all
around him throughout his life. Imputation went from life to death:
from Adam’s physical life to Adam’s eventual physical death.

Imputation worked the other way too: from death to life. How
could Adam be allowed by God to live? How could he legal~  escape
the immediate judgment of God? Because God looked forward in
time to the death of Christ. Christ’s death satisfied God’s legal re-
quirement that Adam be destroyed that very day, body and soul.
Adam may or may not have been saved in the sense of eternal salva-
tion, but he surely was saved from immediate physical death. God
imputed earthly life to him — the life which Christ earned on the cross.
He then gave Adam and Eve a promise concerning the future (Gen.
3:15). Christ’s death had assured that future, and the promise spoke
of Christ (the seed) crushing the head of the serpent.

We find this same concept of “applying to the account of” in the
Biblical concept of redemption. What does it mean to redeem some-
thing? It means to buy it back.  In the case of God’s redemption of His
people, He applies Christ’s “account paid” certificate to each Chris-
tian’s debt to Him. He imputes Christ’s righteousness to us. And He
could never impute redemption unless He is transcendent and pos-
sesses transcendent authority. This is why some of the Pharisees
were so angry when Christ declared “Your sins are forgiven” to a
man. They asked in their hearts, Why does this man speak this
way? He is blaspheming; who can forgive sins but God alone?”
(Mark 2:7). They fully understood that He was claiming true tran-
scendence for Himself.

Thus, covenant theology says that man’s relationship with God is
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based on a transcendent declaration, that is, a declaration which is both
legal and ethical. By this, God imputes a certain status to the relation-
ship. Nothing is “infused” into man to change his being and thereby
make him acceptable to God. God does not stand like a cosmic
physician with a giant syringe filled with righteousness, to inject a
dose of it into this or that person. He certainly does not inject a spark
of divinity into anyone. Man is judged by God as man, not as “almost
a devil” or “almost God.” The Apostle Paul says that God declares us
righteous:

. . . being justified [legally declared right with God] as a gift by His
grace through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus; whom God dis-
played publicly as a propitiation [payment] in His blood through faith.
This was to demonstrate His righteousness, because in the forbearance of
God He passed over the sins previously committed; for the demonstration,
I say, of His righteousness at the present time, that He might be just and
the justifier of the one who has faith in Jesus. Where is boasting? . . .The
one who does not work, but believes in Him who justifies the ungodly, his
faith is reckoned [imputed] as righteousness (Rem. 3:24-4:5).

When a man is saved, righteousness is laid to his account, and he
is declared right, justified. This way, unrighteous men can have salva-
tion. They do not have to become good before they can be saved.
They cannot become good before they are saved. They are objectiue~
saved because God declares them to be saved. They are objectively
good because God declares them to be objectively good. He can do
this in terms of His covenant because of Christ’s objective work of
salvation in history. That objective work is imputed to the redeemed
person by God’s grace. In theology, this is often described as the ob-
jective side of salvation. Always, the objective forms the basis of the subjec-
tive. Normally the term “objective” is applied to salvation, but this
redemptive concept pulls over into all of life, making every relation-
ship grounded in the legal or objective. That which is declared legal  by
God is therefore objectiue~  legal.

We now have an answer to that old mind-twister: “Does God
declare something good because it is objectively good, or is it objec-
tively good because God declares it good .“ The covenantal  answer is
that something is objectively good because God declares it to be
good, and He can do this because God imputes Christ’s objectiue,  cove-
nant-obeying goodness to it. It meets God’s objective standards of good-
ness because Christ met God’s objective standards of goodness.
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Understand, there is no conflict between objective and subjective
in the mind of God. God’s subjective evaluation of His subjective
standards carries objective meaning. Something can be objectively
true only because the whole universe is sustained and interpreted by
a totally personal, totally subjective Creator. Christianity destroys
the false dualism between subjective and objective, between per-
sonal and impersonal.

Man’s covenant with God can only be declared by a transcendent
legal act. All other covenants are formed on the same principle. Let
us examine some cases in which this Biblical insight is the basis of
social relationships.

Judicial Theology in Society

The principle is this: transcendent declaration is what officially cre-
ates or destroys a relationship; it imputes the status of covenant life
or covenant death to the union.”

Imputation of Covenant Death

Let’s begin with covenant death. If you were talking to me, and I
dropped dead on the spot, would you immediately bury me? I hope
not ! You would need to call a coroner and have me declared legal~  dead.
Is this some unnecessary “legal  fiction”? No. This principle of declar-
ing someone legally dead is built on the first point  of covenantalism.
Who knows, you might ‘think” I am dead, when in reality I might be
in a deep coma. I could be buried alive. (This “legal” way of thinking
makes good practical sense.) So life and death are covenantal. They
are not primari~  physically determined.

It is true that I am not objectively dead because the coroner
declares me to be dead. He has objective standards to apply. What
we must say is that God establishes life and death, and He defines
life and death, and progressively as men discipline themselves to
God’s covenantal standards, they can better apply these God-given
standards in history. From a legal standpoint, however, society must
delegate to someone the legal authority to declare someone dead. He
may make a mistake, as men do, but he has the legal authority to
make this mistake, for he has the legal authority to make the declara-
tion. Without this delegated authority, a lot of murderers could
escape earthly justice.
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Is it possible for an institution to be covenantally  dead, even
though it still physically exists? Yes. Jesus says a church can become a
“synagogue of Satan” (Rev. 3:9). The members are still physically
alive, continue to meet, and go through all the motions of “churchl-
iness,” but the church body is covenantal~  dead. Its preaching, prayers,
and worship are satanic. To God this death is more real than the
physical. Is this church hopeless? No. To continue as a true church,
members and officers would have to renew their covenant with God,
That is, the particular local or denominational church would have to
be resurrected.

Why can’t we say this of other institutions? We can! They are
also established on the basis of the covenant. If family governments
and civil governments break it, the y can covenantally  cease to exist.
And like the Church, to restore Biblical governmental authority to a
family or a civil government, its members would have to renew the
covenant and be resurrected. This would explain why Israel had to
renew its national covenant before continuing as a nation (II Chron.
7:14; Neh. 8-9). This would also explain why nations are wiped off
the face of the earth if they fail to renew their covenant after it is
broken. Regarding the family unit, this would explain how mar-
riages can be physically alive but covenantally  dead. In fact, cove-
nantal  death is the whole  rationale for divorce and remarriage.

Imputation of Covenant L#e

Let us take another example of covenantal thinking. When is a
marriage a marriage? Recently, a priest nullified a marriage be-
tween two quadriplegics. He reasoned that a marriage could not be a
marriage unless it could be physically consummated. This implies
that the physical relationship is the basis of marriage. But cove-
nantal theology says that GOSS  legal, transcendent declaration forms a mar-
ital union. The couple can be legally married and even have legal
children through another aspect of imputation, adoption. G

Also, this transcendent and legal foundation of marriage makes
it more than just a human institution. God establishes marriage, in
addition to the other institutions of society (State and Church). Men

6. In the Old Testament, the father could legitimatize a relationship between his
daughter and another man who fornicated with her before marriage (Deut.
22:28-29). The man paid a dowry price, and if the father accepted, the marriage was
legitimate. A legal transaction created the marriage, not physical consummation, in ,
other words.



32 THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

do not autonomously (self-law) create marriages, nor should they
destroy them. Marriage is sacred. Jesus says, ‘What God has joined
together, a man should not put asunder” (Matt. 19:6). Only the cove-
nantal principle of transcendence makes it possible to declare or im-
pute such a status to marriage.

Thus, society’s relationships are supposed to rest on what God
declares to be legitimate (legal). They are formed and declared alive
by covenantal  transactions. As long as parties comply with the cove-
nant, their relationship lives. Should they violate their covenantal
arrangement, however, the declaration of life is challenged. Their
relationship could be judged dead, and it would then come under a
declaration of death. In either case, relationships are established and
disestablished on the basis of some kind of legal declaration., The
alternative is to base them on the physical (biological). Take the in-
stitution of marriage as an example. Sex, physical appearance, or
even feelings (emotions) would be the basis of the relationship. They
would also be the basis of its dissolution. Should one of the partners
no longer be sexually appalling, the marriage could be dissolved.
So, society’s relationships are designed by God to be founded on a
judicial proclamation, and not the physical.

To summarize: I have established two points in this chapter thus
far. Transcendence (clistinction of being) means God creates cove-
nants. And second, He does so by means of legal declaration, what I
have called imputation. Let us now change direction. Let us consider
the counterfeits of Biblical transcendence.

Counterfeit Doctrines

Because of God’s transcendent Being, man can relate to God
only by covenant. This insight is the heart of Biblical religion. It has
been neglected by Christians far too long. Christians have hardly
bothered with such questions as transcendence and immanence. But
anti-Christian religions have been quite aware of these issues. All
rival worldviews have been forced to deal with the concepts of tran-
scendence and immanence. But all anti-Christian worldviews deal
with these issues in an anti-Biblical and therefore anti-cowmantal  way.
They substitute a false doctrine of the relationship between God and
man. They go right back to Adam’s sin: the desire to be as God.
They declare that man and God are reai~ of the same essence. Nebuchad-
nezzar’s lesson has been lost on them.
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Fallen man wants either a transcendent god or an immanent
god, but he does not want a @sons/ God, for such a God is a cooe-
nantal God. Covenant means law, law means obedience, and disobe-
dience means judgment. As I have said, fallen men above all want to
escape God’s judgment. Why? Because they are disobedient.

Fallen man wants a substitute. He does not want a substitute
perfect man to serve as the sin-bearer of the world. This would point
to fallen man’s lack of divinity and his need of salvation. So instead
of accepting Christ as man’s legal substitute, the ethical rebel substi-
tutes a false god who cannot execute legal judgment. The doctrine of
substitution is inescapable: fallen man simply wants a substitute god
of his own creation rather than a substitutionary atonement and
God’s imputation.

False Transcendence

Why do men want a transcendent God, but without a covenant
bond linking such a God to man? Answer: to substitute a distant god
of man’s creation for the all-too-present God of the Bible. The idea of
a god’s transcendence in an anti-Biblical sense means distance, not
God’s absolute personal authority. Such a distant god is the god of
deism. Such a god is said to have created the world. He “wound it
up” long ago like the spring in a new clock. He then removed himself
completely from his creation. He allows it to work its way down over
time. He does not interfere with its activities. And, above all, he
does not judge it. He is so transcendent that he just does not care
what happens to it. In short, this god is impersonal. (By the way,
hardly anyone has ever really believed in the purely deistic
eighteenth-century god of the history books, since such a god is just
too far removed to be of assistance when people get in a crisis. He
does not hear prayers or answer them. He is just too useless to be
saleable. )

Guess who becomes the god of this world if this creator god of
deism is far, far away? You guessed it! Man does. Man becomes the
substitute god. The creator god is “on vacation.” He does not judge
kings, kingdoms, or bureaucrats. When it comes to exercising judg-
ment in history, he defaults. Man can speak; deism’s god is silent.
Man’s word therefore substitutes for god’s word. Man substitutes
himself for thk substitute god. Man becomes the god of the system,
knowing (determining) good and evil.

So, without the transcendent, personal, cooenantal  God of the
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Bible, mansimply  repeats thesin of Adam: to be as God.
The personal God of the Bible is too distinct for comfort. The im-

personal god of deism is too distant to be taken seriously.

False Immanence

Virtually everyone has rejected such a deistic view of god. But
what is the alternative? An immanent god. This is the god of panthe-
ism, both Eastern “and Western. This is the god who is immersed in
his creation. He is the “true reality” of creation. In certain forms of
Hinduism, he is the hidden unity that underlies the creation, and the
creation is itself said to be an illusion, nwya. But in all these pan-
theistic religions, man is endowed by a ‘spark of divinity,” and man
will ultimately experience union with god. This is the god of monism.
God cannot be distinguished from the creation.

Guess who becomes the god of this world if pantheism’s creation-
immersed god is too, too close? You guessed it again! Man does. If
god is immersed in the creation, then man becomes a substitute god.
Man enjoys that spark of divinity. Man can also speak; pantheism’s
god is silent. Man’s word therefore substitutes for god’s word. Man
becomes the god of the system, knowing (determining) good and evil.

So, without the transcendent, personal, covenantal  God of the
Bible, man simply repeats the sin of Adam: to be as God.

The personal God of the Bible is too close for comfort. The
impersonal god of pantheism is too close to be taken seriously.

Shared Being

All non-covenantal views of transcendence and immanence
have one thing in common. They teach union of essence. God’s and
man’s “beings” run together in some way. The god of deism is so like
the world that when he separates himself from it, he can have no in-
fluence over it. He just isn’t transcendent enough to run the world
system. Similarly, the god of pantheism is so like the world that
when he immerses himself in it, he can have no influence over it.
The key words for fallen mankind are no iny?uence.  So, when fallen
man speaks of either transcendence or immanence, he means some-
thing completely different from what the Bible means. Cornelius
Van Til’s  comments explain the difference.

It is not a sufficient description of Christian theism when we say that as
Christians we believe in both the transcendence and the immanence of
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God, while pantheistic systems believe only in the immanence of God and
deistic  systems believe only in the transcendence of God. The transcen-
dence we believe in is not the transcendence of deism, and the immanence
we believe in is not the immanence of pantheism. In the case of deism, tran-
scendence virtually means separation, while in the case of pantheism im-
manence virtually means identification. And t~ we-add  separation to ident@a-
tion,  we do not have theism as a result. 7

False transcendence, defined as distance, totally removes God
from any involvement with His creation, thereby making man his
own “god.” After all, whatever happens on earth is left up to man or
fate. False immanence (pantheism) coalesces the nature of God and
the nature of man, so that some kind of “spark of divinity in every
man” results. Man again ends up being a god. Theologically and
practically speaking, both of these false views lead to m,ani deification
and Go#s  humanization. The root of all heresy is found here. Van Til
writes: “All forms of heresy, those of the early church and those of
modern times, spring from this confusion of God with the world. All
of them, in some manner and to some extent, substitute the idea of
man’s participation in God for that of his creation by God.”s

Metaphysical Religion

There are only two theologies in the world: covenantal and meta-
physical. Metaphysical religion means a union “beyond” (meta) the
physical. It can also be called “chain of being” religion, or
“monism. ”g The idea is that man and God are one essence, not two
distinct essences joined by a legal covenant. This view is the arch-
enemy of Christianity. This is the monistic monster that has many
heads with one basic common denominator: continuity of being.
Whenever men seek to discover the ‘underlying essence” of the uni-

7. Cornelius Van Til, The D#ense of the Faith (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Re-
formed Publishing Co., 1972), p. 11. Emphasis mine.

8. Van Til, Theolo~ of James Duane (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed
Publishing Co., 1959), pp. 122-123.

9. Arthur O. Lovejoy, The Great Chain of Being  (Cambridge: Haward University
Press, [1936] 1964). This is difficult reading because his book was originally a series
of lectures. But there is real “gold” in terms of insight. For a simpler but somewhat
“heavy” presentation of “chain of bein<  religion is R. J. Rushdoony, The One and The
Many (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press, 1971), pp. 36-62. Also see a more contem-
porary scholar, who attempts to define and extend Lovejoy, Francis Oakley, Omn@o-
tenze, Covenant, Cd Order (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1984), pp. 15-40, where he
establishes that Lovejoy was cutting “against the stream” of the West. Lovejoy  stood
against the chain  of being tendencies with covenant theology.
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verse without reference to the Creator God of the universe, they
have adopted a form of monism.

The Totem Pole

Perhaps this counterfeit of the Biblical covenant is best pictured
by the familiar totem pole image, the organizing symbol of the Ameri-
can Indians, which is found in most religions of the world in some
form or another. It graphically portrays society as beings on a con-
tinuum, either vertically or horizontally structured. Notice the con-
trast between the following diagrams and the covenantal  picture in
the first diagram (p. 26).

CHAIN OF BEING
(ALL LIFE OF SAME ESSENCE TO GREATER OR LESSER DEGREE)

FIGURE 2

LEI=T SIDE OF CHAIN OF BEING
IRRATIONALISM

(MYSTICISM= PURE BEING)
@

GOD AT TOP
@@ (PURE B E I N G )

!iw

.

F1/GHT SIDE OF CHAIN OF BEING
RATIONALISM

(EASTERN MAN HAS TENDED
M“ORE  TOWARD THIS EXPRESSION

OF BEING THEOLOGYI

(LOGIC=  PURE BEING)

MAN IN MIDDLE
(LESS BEING)

(WESTERN MAN HAS TENDED
MORE TOWARD THIS EXPRESSION

OF BEING THEOLOG~

DEMONS AT BOTTOM
(NON BEING)

FIGURE 3 EVOLUTIONARY WORLDVIEW
(BEING THEOLOGY ON ITS SIDE)

NON BEING MAN SPIRIT
PRE-EXISTENT MATTER MORE BEING PURE BEING

GOD
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Corztinui~  of being characterizes both diagrams. Life according to
this system is a continuum. At the top is the purest form of deity. At
the very bottom is the least pure. They only differ in de~ee, not in
kind. God is a part ~~creation.  Man, who is somewhere in the middle
of the continuum, is god in another “form.” In other words, god is
just a “super” man, and man is not a god . . . yet!

This kind of religion has expressed itself in many ways. The an-
cient Greeks, for example, officially worshiped 01 ympian gods who
were nothing more than “larger-than-life” men. Such gods were not
truly divine in the Biblical sense. They were not distinct from the
creation. They married, committed adultery with other gods, came
down to earth and committed more adultery with people, and so on.
They were just an extension of man. This was the ~heology of legend
and myth, and these myths were not taken very seriously by any-
body in ancient Greece. The real religion of Greece was much worse:
they worshiped the spirits of dead ancestors. 10 Families had to keep
a ritual fire alive (“keep the home fires burnin<) and offer meat and
meal sacrifices from time to time, in order to keep dead family spirits
from haunting them.

The Greeks did not believe that every dead person would become
either a wandering spirit or a local spirit that had to be placated by
religious rites by his descendants. They believed that some men
could become true gods after death. These people were called heroes.
They were local athletes or warriors or political “leaders who were
publicly invested with divinity after death. 11

A more modern example of this sort of thinking, and one very
close  to home, is Mormonism. Mormonism teaches that man can
evolve into God. ~ In fact, Mormonism teaches that “good” Mor-
mons die, change into gods, and live on other planets somewhere.
This is the modern equivalent of Greece’s hero worship.

Also, as for figure 2, there is a right and a left. Both sides express
different methods of deification. The right side of metaphysical the-
ology says “reason” is pm-e being: rationalism. Man becomes god
through pure reason (logic). The left side holds that “mysticism” is

10. Fustel  de Coulanges, Thz Ancient  Ci~ (Gloucester, Massachusetts: Peter
Smith, [1864] 1979).

11. Jane Harrison, Prolegomenu  to ttu Sttiy oj Greek Religion, 3rd ed. (New York:
Meridian, [1922] 1955), ch. 7: ‘The Making of a God.”

12. Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, ed. Joseph Fielding Smith (Salt Lake City:
Deseret Book Co., 1958), pp. 346-347.
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pure being: irrationalism.  Man becomes a god through experience.
Sinful man tends to believe that he can know God through facts or
feelings. He can “think” or “feel”  his way to God. Although both
forms-of metaphysical religion appear in “East and West, g&erally
the West has drifted toward rationalism, and the East toward mysti-
cism. Either expression of metaphysical theology and practice is
pagan to the core. All ancient paganism holds to this diabolical theol-
ogy: whether Ancient Egypt, Greece, or the Druids. The one com-
mon denominator is that God and man are of the same essence.

Figure 3

When we come to figure 3, we discover that it is figure 2 turned
on its side. Science has called this religion “evolution.” Matter is eter-
nal. Man does not “mature” as is taught in the Bible; instead, he
evolves in his very essence. Man becomes a new creature, not in the
Bible’s ethical sense, but rather through the generations, he literally
becomes a new creature.

Ultimately, matter brings death and oblivion to mankind, for
either the universe completely wears out over time (the “heat death”
of the universe), or else it collapses and starts over again, wiping
away all trace of mankind. n It goes forward into death, or else it
oscillates and kills. Man is therefore like a parasite in a host that is
dying, or else in a host whose actions will eventually kill him. Matter
is therefore something to be escaped from, yet modern science knows
of no way to provide an escape. But in the meantime, evolutionistic
science affirms, things can change. Species can adapt to new environ-
ments. Life goes on. So, evolution is nothing more than the old an-
cient chain-of-being religion in disguise. Sociologist-historian Robert
Nisbet has recognized this intellectual “missing link” between mod-
ern science and ancient religion and philosophy:

In the biological sciences also in the eighteenth century the ideas of the
chain of being and plenitude prospered. In the writings of such notable
biologists as Buffon, Cuvier, Maupertuis, Bonnet, and Erasmus Darwin,
grandfather of Charles, the theory of biological evolution was first set forth
lucidly and comprehensively. Although some held firmly to the separation
of the species, envisaging evolution in the Aristotelian terms of intra-
species, others anticipated Charles Darwin in stressing the linkage of the

13. Gary North, Is the World Running Down? Crisis in ttu Christian Worldview (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 2.
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species in time through the emergence of one from the other. The Platonic
vision of perfect, uninterrupted, absolutely continuous nature and plen-
titudinous nature reigned widely, though it is doubtful that any of the evo-
lutionists had the remotest notion of the origin of their visions of the past
and present. Breaks in the chain were as obvious to the naturalists of the
eighteenth century as they had been to Aristotle, but this merely intensified
the search for “missing links.”14

Modern man has fought hard to find biological “missing links.”
He is religious, yet he does not want to relate to God through His
covenant. He finds a replacement in either form of chain-of-being
religion: vertical or horizontal. Man seeks self-transcendence up-
ward (mysticism) or forward (power). He chooses not to seek the res-
toration of the covenant, for this would place him in ethical bondage
to a truly transcendent sovereign God forever.

Conclusion

The introductory story of the Babylonian king sums up every-
thing in the first point of coventalism. He claimed transcendence; he
claimed to be God. And remember, he made this claim by legal decla-
ration. He attempted to inzjnde a certain status to himself. He said, “I
will ascend . . .” (Isa. 14:13). He thus proposed a counterfeit form of
transcendence.

There have been two parts to this chapter. First, I presented the
concept of transcendence. It means distinction of being. Concerning
Deuteronomy 1:1-5,  I observed that God’s words are distinguished
from Moses’. Right off, God is presented as transcendent. I drew two
corollaries from this observation. One, He is the creator of the cove-
nant. His creation did not come from His Being, but separate from
it, out of nothing. Creation is at the heart of the covenant. Two, God
creates the covenant by legal declaration. After man’s creation, he
fell. He could only be restored by being imputed a certain status ofrtght-
eousness, the doctrine of imputation. Adam did not immediately die
as God had promised. His life was only sustained by the imputation
of another life, Jesus’. God re-established covenant by imputation.

This led to a basic social application of the two points I made
about transcendence. Transcendent declaration creates and de-
creates relationships. It is supposed to be the basis of relationships.

14. Robert Nisbet,
press, 1982), p. 38.

.

Prq”udica  (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University
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A marriage, for example, is formed by God’s declaration: “What
God has joined, let no man put asunder.” So this legal declaration –
not sex, not romantic feelings — forms the covenant bond. This
brought me to the end of the first half of the chapter.

Second, I presented the counterfeit doctrines of transcendence.
God is a Personal God because He is a covenantal  God. When men seek
to escape the covenant’s bond, and therefore escape the judgment of
God, they turn to concepts of God that are at bottom impersonal. An
impersonal god always leaves man as the sovereign of the universe,
by default. Man wants to be the sovereign of this world. This was
Adam’s sin. This was Nebuchadnezzar’s sin.

True transcendence means there are only two systems of theol-
ogy: covenant theology and chain-of-being theology. Since man is
utterly distinct from God in his being, he must be united to God
(and to other people) by a covenant. This union cannot be a union of
‘essence.” Essential union is called monism or the chain of being. There
are vertical and horizontal expressions of this theology. Ancient re-
ligion takes the form of the vertical, while modern religion has been
called evolution. Both are essentially the same: man becomes god,
either directly or by god’s default.

In the second principle of covenantalism, we will turn our atten-
tion from transcendence to hierarchy, meaning the authority concept
of the covenant. God is transcendent, and He establishes legal repre-
sentatives who mediate life and death to earth. We will consider sev-
eral questions. What is the authority structure of the covenant?
What is the relationship between authority and history? Does God
actually render judgment in history? What is the connection between
what goes on among God’s people and what happens in the world?



B. Second Point of Covenantalism

2

HIERARCHY
(Deuteronomy 1:6-4:49)

There was a time when God’s people were very different from the
rest of the world. Everybody else had a king, but they did not.

God’s children did not like being “politically alienated.” They
complained. God heard them. He had planned for a king (Christ),
but they wanted a king like the rest of the world’s leaders. He gave
them what they wanted, choosing the best looking, tallest, strongest
young man He could find, Saul.

Saul started off well, but it was not long before he displeased
God. Saul’s basic problem was he could not follow orders, the funda-
mental requirement to be a soldier in God’s army. God’s prophet,
Samuel, would tell him to do one thing, and he would do another.

One day, God sent Samuel to tell Saul to destroy the Amalekites.
The specific instructions were,

Go and strike Amalek and utterly destroy all that he has, and do not
spare him; but put to death both man and woman, child and infant, ox and
sheep, camel and donkey (I Sam. 15:3).

Saul’s orders were clear. With God on his side, he could not lose.
The victory was swift. But Saul decided to take a short-cut to sub-
mission. He kept some of the sheep and other spoils of war, as well as
the king, Agag. Samuel was extremely upset because he knew God
would be angry with the whole nation for this insubordination.

When Samuel found Saul, the disobedient king tried to justify
his behavior, saying he was going to use the sheep and spoils of war
to offer sacrifice to God. He was even willing to use sacrifice as an
excuse for not submitting to God’s commandments.

Samuel said,

41



42 THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

Has the Lord as much delight in burnt offerings and sacrifices
As ‘in obeying the voice of the Lord?
Behold, to obey is better than sacrifice,
And to heed than the fat of rams.
For rebellion is as the sin of divination,
And insubordination is as iniquity and idolatry.
(I Sam. 15:22-23)

Saul had violated the Lord’s hierarchy.  Even though he was king,
he was supposed to submit to the prophet Samuel. Why? The
prophet was the embodiment of the Word of God, a hierarchy
mediating life and death. To disobey the prophet was to disobey the
covenantal system of authority.

Samuel’s words – “Rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft” (divina-
tion) – summarize the relationship between authority and idolatry.
Rebellion is a rejection of some sort of representative authority of God,
who by definition represents God. It substitutes another hierarchy,
in Saul’s case, a medium. He started off rebelling against the author-
it y structure God had placed over him, and ended up in witchcraft.
Perhaps Saul thought that he, a covenantal man, would never stoop
to such a thing. Eventually, however, he did exactly as Samuel had
predicted; he began to consult a witch (I Sam. 28:3-7). He went to a
foreign authority to have life mediated to him. At this point, he com-
mitted idolatry, since the medium represented another lord, Satan
himself.

Idolatry and rebellion bring us to the logical connection between
the first and second points of covenantalism. Saul’s behavior links
the two. Reject the truly transcendent God, attempt to find tran-
scendence and immanence in the words of a medium, and the result
is rebellion. How? If God is transcendent, the true Covenantal
Suzerain, then He establishes His authori~ on earth. He makes His
Lordship uisible by establishing representatives, a hierarchy. He estab-
lishes delegated authorities, who work from the bottom up, not a bu-
reaucracy, working from the top down. Saul wanted a manipulative
bureaucracy in the form of mediums, instead of responsible obedi-
ence to the Word of God. When the king rejected the prophet’s
mediation, he was rejecting God’s transcendent hierarchy and opt-
ing for a humanistic bureaucracy. Let us consider the second point of
covenantalism to see how the Biblical hierarchy works.
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Hierarchy: Visible Sovereignty

The second section of Deuteronomy begins with a brief state-
ment of the hierarchy among God’s people. Moses says,

How can 1 bear the load and burden of you and your strife? Choose
wise and discerning and experienced men from your tribes, and I will ap-
point them as your heads. And you answered me and said, “The thing
which you have said to do is good .“ So I took the heads of your tribes, wise
and experienced men, and appointed them heads over you, leaders of thou-
sands, and of hundreds, of fifties and of tens, and officers for your tribes.
Then I charged your judges at that time, saying, “Hear the cases between
your fellow countrymen, and judge righteously between a man and his fel-
low countryman, or the alien who is with him. You shall not show partiality
in judgment; you shall hear the small and the great alike. You shall not fear
man, for the judgment is God’s. And the case that is too hard for you, you
shall bring to me, and I will hear it” (Deut. 1:12-17).

It is really very simple. Biblical hierarchy is a series of courts with
delegated authorities over each level. The procedure is from the bot-
tom up. Since the Biblical system of authority is placed immediately
after the transcendence section, it is the way in which God makes
His transcendence known on earth. In the ancient suzerain cove-
nants, a hierarchical and historical section (historical prologue)
would always follow the preamble, what I have called the transcen-
dence segment. The suzerain identified himself as Lord and then he
proved it by setting up his authority in history. 1 To be precise, he
made the newly conquered vassal a visible authority, one who repre-
sented him. This idea of “visible sovereignty” was copied from the
archetype of all sovereignty, God.

The Biblical covenant has the same pattern. This progression of
thought in Deuteronomy is very important. There is a movement
from the declaration of transcendence to the temporal demonstration
of transcendence, from the verbal to the visual, and from heaven to
earth. This progression is the same all through the Bible. It is God’s
way.

1. Kline, Strwture of Biblical Authon’~,  pp. 114-115. Kline refers to the treaty of Mur-
silis and his vassal Duppi-Teshub of Amurru. He says, “Such treaties continued in
an ‘I-thou’ style with an historical prologue surveying the great king’s previous rela-
tions with, and especially his benefactions to, the vassal king.” A translation of this
treaty, along with many others, can be found in A. Goetze, Ancient Near Ea.rtem  Texts, .
ed. J. B. Pritchard (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1950), pp. 203ff.
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In the beginning, God created the world by His Word. What He
declared was visualized. If God had declared light, and the light had
not come into existence, then we could safely say that God could not
declare light. The idea is that what God says comes to @s.s, and if it
doesn’t, then God is revealed as a liar.

Enter Satan. Six days after creation, Satan tried to make God a
liar. His strategy was ingenious. He struck at God’s hierarchy by
taking the delegated authority given to Adam, and by actually con-
vincing the first man to give it to him. He offered Adam divine au-
thority in place of a delegated authority. He told man he would be-
come like God, “knowing [determining] good and evil” (Gen. 3:5), if
he ate the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. Yet, he was trying
to convince Adam of something that was already true. Man was cre-
ated in the “image” of God (Gen. 1:26). In this sense, he already was
like God, a theomorphe. But the way to manifest God was not by
“knowing” (determining) good and evil; rather, it was by ruling as a
delegated authority. In the greatest deception of history, Satan had
succeeded in robbing man of what he possessed by offering him what
he could never have. By so doing, he effectively made the first man
obey his authority, which in turn made him the vice regentz  of the
earth, and placed diabolical leaders in office. Adam’s disobedience
gave away God’s visible sovereignty, as well as his own delegated au-
thority, and made Satan, not man, appear to be God.

The implication was devastating. Remember the progression of
the manifestation of sovereignty from verbal to visual and from dec-
laration to temporal demonstration (history)? God speaks, and man
obeys. God’s authority is over man, and man’s authority is over the
creation. Man mediates between God and the creation. But Satan
comes, disguised as a creature which was below man, and he also
speaks. Whose voice is the true voice of authority? Man is tempted
to respond to the creature and disobey the Creator. Man is still an
intermediary. He mediates between the Creator and the creation.
This is his inescapable role. It is never a question of mediation or no
mediation; it is always a question of who is sovereign above man,
and who is subordinate beneath him. Satan sought ethical authority
(law-giver status) over man in order to manipulate God and God’s
plan for the ages. God had declared Adam as His image, yet man
symbolically placed himself beneath the creation (a serpent) and

2. Sometimes written vice gerent.
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over God. This was an act of rebellion. It was an attempt to reverse
the order of creation by turning upside down God’s hierarchy. God
had specifically told Adam that man’s rule over animals images
God’s rule over creation (Gen. 1:28). Now Adam listened to Satan as
the supposed sovereign law-giver. He placed himself under a crea-
ture (a serpent), and a rebellious creature at that. Satan had re-
versed everything — covenantally,  not metaphysically.

The rest of the Bible tells the story of how God re-established not
His sovereignty – He never lost it because it can’t be lost – but
Adam’s hierarchical rule over the world. God did this by sending a
seed who represented Him better than Adam, Seth. But one by one
each seed person fell, just like Adam, until the true Son, Jesus
Christ. He was the only one who could truly manifest God’s visible
sovereignty. He died, rose again, and put a new delegated hierarchy
on the earth again, the Church. The Apostle Paul describes this fact:

He [God the Father] raised Him [Christ, God the Son] from the dead,
and seated Him at His right hand in the heavenly places, far above all rule
and authority and power and dominion, and every name that is named, not
only in this age, but also in the one to come. And He put all things in sub-
jection under His feet, and gave Him as head over all things to tlu church,
which is His body, the fulness of Him who fills all in all (Eph. 1:20-23).

Notice the progression from transcendence to hierarchy in this
passage. Christ is raised and seated in heauen,  and then His authority
is planted on earth.  The Lord declares Christ’s transcenhce,  and then
establishes Christ’s visible sovereignty through the rule of His people
as His authority. J

There is no escape from the principle of man’s God-given
mediatory authority. If God’s authorities do not rule, neither does
He, in the sense of a public manifestation of authority. He manifests
visible sovereignty through the visible authority of those who are in
visible covenant to Him. The Christian always affirms that God
rules over His creation. God (them) rules (kratos).  We live in a theoc-
racy. The entire universe is a theocracy. Every human institution is a
theocracy – Church, State, Family, business, etc. There is no escape
from theocracy. But Christians in every aspect of their daily lives are
supposed to. make manifest His rule in ewy  institution (and not just
the State).3 This is why God is interested in having earthly authority.

3. This does not mean that the institutional Church is to control politics (ecclesi-
ocracy). It means that Biblical principles are to govern the fiairs of men.
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This is why Paul encourages the Ephesian  Church to take rule!
Christ has conquered the powers and now He wants them out of
office. It is time for Christians to take their place of authority! How
is this done? First, we have to understand the central principle of hi-
erarchy. Second, we can then analyze how God puts His people into
positions of authority through accountability.

The Representative Principle

The second section of the covenant presents Israel as the Lord’s
representative on the earth. They were a priesthood, a hierarchy. They
not only had an internal system of representation, they represented
the rest of the nations. In the Old Testament, the priests of Israel
during the feast of booths (trumpets) offered sacrifices for a week in
the name of the gentile nations. This feast symbolized the ingather-
ing of the nations. On day one, they offered 13 bulls, day two they
offered 12, and so on, for seven days. On the seventh day, they
offered seven bulls (Nu. 29:13-34).  This totalled 70 bulls, corre-
sponding to the 70 nations that represented all the nations of the
earth (Gen. 10).4

The Church in New Testament times serves a similar function.
The New Testament compares the Church’s liturgy to the Old Testa-
ment’s: “. . . golden bowls full of incense, which are the prayers of
the saints” (Rev. 5:8; cf. 8:3). The same function of prayer was
found in the Old Testament (Ps. 141:2). Instead of burning bulls on
an altar, the Church offers prayers as sacrifices. Churches are sup-
posed to pray “on behalf of all men” (I Tim. 2:1), and also for civil
rulers, that we might experience peace (I Tim. 2:2). The key phrase,
of course, is ‘on behalf of” — the representatiuefunction.

Representation is inescapable. Van Til observes, “The covenant
idea is nothing but the expression of the representative principle consist-
ently applied to all reality.”5  All of creation images God, especially
man. And because of sin, man needs a representative to atone for
him. Paul explains the representative principle when he says, “For-if
by the transgression of the one [Adam] the many died, much more
did the grace of God and the gift by the grace of one Man, Jesus
Christ, abound to many” (Rem. 5:15). Since mankind has no essen-

4. James B. Jordan, Tks Law of ths Covenant: An Exposition oj Exodus 21-23 (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1984), p. 190.

5. Cornelius Van Til, Survg  of Christian Epistsmolo~  (Grand Rapids: Den Dulk
Christian Foundation, 1969), Vol. II, p. 96. Emphasis added.
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tial unity with God in His being, the human race always needs a rep-
resentative before God. Christ is that representative.

We can summarize Biblical hierarchy as the idea that one repre-
sents others.  Notice how individuals are chosen to represent larger
groups in God’s Deuteronomic hierarchy (Deut. 1:9-18). In a sense,
everyone is a representative and everyone needs a representative. No
man stands alone. He has a representative either way; there is one at
the top, like Moses; there is one at the bottom, like the captain over
tens. Even the individual is in some sense representative of the whole
group. If he sins, this affects the entire camp (Josh. 7). The idea of
one for many cannot be avoided.

The Jews of Jesus’ day understood this principle. Caiaphas, the
high priest that year, reminded the leaders of Israel that “it is expe-
dient for you that one man should die for the people, and that the
whole nation should not perish” (John 11:50).  He was speaking of
Israel’s political conflict with Rome. He understood that the repre-
sentative principle operated here, as well as in other areas of life.

The representative hierarchy renders judgments (Deut. 1:9-18).
We can even go so far as to say that it mediates the covenant. By
rendering its decisions, the Bible is applied in a practical way to
God’s people. Lye is mediated to them through judgment. We  should
understand, however, that this mediation takes place on two levels.
There is mediation with a capital M, and there is lower case media-
tion that grows out of this. The first is redemption, “messianic”; it
brings salvation. Moses and all the redemptive deliverers of the
Bible (judges, prophets, priests, David, Solomon, etc.) mediated life
to Israel with a capital M. The ultimate Mediator, however, is Jesus.

Yet in Deuteronomy, there are also lower case mediators who ad-
ministrate the covenant. They serve a judicial purpose, and fall into
two categories. In one sense, the whole body of believers, general
mediators of the covenant, is a representative of God (Exod. 19:6).
So everyone in the covenant community can go directly to Him. But
God appoints special overseers, like the ones in Deuteronomy 1:9-18.
They have a special anointing to render judgment.

This is how God manifests His transcendence. He has Mediators
who bring the message of salvation, and they in turn have represen-
tatives, general and special, who rule under them. This creates
God’s visible sovereignty on the earth, making submission or account-
ability extremely important.
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Accountability

The representative principle makes everyone accountable to
someone. Everyone is supposed to be checked and balanced by some-
one else. If the man at the top is not accountable to any institution,
there is tyranny. If the man at the bottom is not accountable, there is
anarchy. Rebellion disrupts the whole process of representation. If
the Mediators act autonomously, everyone suffers. Adam sinned,
and destroyed the whole human race.

If special mediators rebel, the whole covenant community
suffers. King David once became angry with the people, and decided
to chastise them by taking them into war (II Sam. 24). He numbered
the people, which was always done before battle, but he did not offer
a sacrifice. God became angry with him. David was given a choice of
one of three punishments. His decision eventuated in the death of
seuenty  thousand peopk  (H Sam. 24:15).  A man can be a great man of
God, have great insights, but his attempted autonomy can make him
a man of blood.

If the covenant community (general mediators) rebels against its
anointed leaders, not only do they suffer, but the whole world
suffers. Their ecclesiastical anarchy inhibits the spread of the king-
dom. Immediately after the section on Israel’s court system, their
first encounter with the Canaanites is recorded (Deut.  l:19ff.). Israel
is brought to the Promised Land to enter and possess it. They “re-
belled against the command [hierarchy] of the Lord” and would not
go in (Deut. 1:26).  The consequences were disastrous. They ended
up wandering around in the wilderness for forty years. And even
more important, Canaan was not brought under the Word of God. In
other words, the %orld~ was not subdued because of thez”r  rebellion.

Accountability has consequences for everyone, especially the
world. There is no visible sovereignty in the world until the repre-
sentative principle is working properly inside the covenant community. It
is clear from Deuteronomy that the covenant is the training ground
of accountability for dominion in the world. Until God’s people
learned to submit to their leaders, they were not allowed to exercise
rule in Canaan. Before they could bring Canaan under the cove-
nant, they had to be trained in several principles of accountability y.

Principles of Accountabili~

1. Rebellion forced God’s people into a wilderness experience.
Disobedience always leads there.
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2. It is here that the servant of God encounters certain other
enemies whom he cannot defeat without submission to the hierar-
chy. Actually, they are usually “lesser” enemies. Israel’s wilderness
experience is a perfect example. Foreign powers were brought down
on them. Until they repented (Deut. 1:41-46), the message was,
“Paganism will dominate you when you rebel against the Lord’s sys-
tem of judgment.” When Israel failed with the “big” enemy, Canaan,
God withdrew them into a situation where they could practice before
“smaller” enemies. The Lord riveted His point, as He often does in
the Bible, through a series of instructive encounters, Some of the
enemies God commanded Israel to pass by without conflict, as in the
case of the “sons of Esau” (Deut. 2:8). Others God told them to fight
and destroy, as in the case of the Amorites (Deut. 3:8). Why were
they to fight some and not others? These leads us to point three.

3. Rebellion destroys unity among the brethren. God always
directed Israel away from their closest “brothers,” like the “sons of
Esau” and the “Moabites” (Deut. 2:1-25). When Israel learned not to
fight with the ones closest to them, they became more unified. And
when they quit fighting among themselves, they were ready to fight
the real enemies, the Amorites and even Canaan (Deut. 2:24).

4. Marching comes before fighting. Israel wandered for thirty-
eight years (Deut. 2:14). They had to learn to march in military
order before they would be able to fight in harmony. G God drilled
them for over three decades. When they showed enough account-
ability to walk in formation, they were ready to begin to fight. The
people of God have to learn how to submit when they walk, before
they will be able to run.

5. Submission comes before privilege. After Israel absorbed the
lessons of accountability, they were given a covenant grant. This was
usually a grant given to a vassal who had demonstrated exceptional
faithfulness. Israel’s grant was Canaan (Deut. 3:12).

6. The ways of rebellion are removed slowly. God waited until
the older, rebellious generation died (Deut. 1:35). This gave the
younger generation an extended course in wilderness training. They
had to submit to God and each other to survive. Individualists do
not survive in the wilderness. Like Jesus in the wilderness, Israel
was prepared for any challenge. If they could live in the wilderness,
the y could conquer in civilization.

6. James B. Jordan, Tlw Sociolo~  of the Church: Essays in Reconstrwtion  (Tyler,
Texas: Geneva Ministries, 1986), pp. 215-16.
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7. The lack of accountability leads to idolatry. Moses makes the
connection we saw in the life of Saul. Autonomous leaders and peo-
ple end up worshipping the wrong god. Moses indicates this possibil-
ity in his last words, “So watch yourselves carefully . . . lest you act
corruptly and make a graven image” (Deut. 4:15-16). Rebellion is as
the sin of witchcraft (I Sam. 15:22-23)!

These are the fundamental principles of accountability. In time
and through history, the representative principle became a way of
life.

Appeals Court or Bureaucracy?

In Chapter One, I stressed the point that God is transcendent
and immanent. He controls everything, but He knows everything
personally. He is diflerent  from man, yet He is present with man. I
said that this leads to a fundamental difference between the Biblical
covenant structure and Satan’s covenant structure.

Satan is not all-knowing, all-seeing, or all-anything. He is a
creature. Thus, he is neither transcendent nor immanent in the way
that God is. He has power, and he can move from place to place, but
he cannot be everywhere at once.

This makes Satan highly dependent on his subordinates. His
chain of command must get information to him from all over the
globe. He must get information from his demonic subordinates, and
he must exercise power through them. This limits him. Therefore,
Satan’s hierarchy is top down, whereas God’s hierarchy is bottom
up. God is in no way dependent on the creation, including His hier-
archy, either angelic or human. Satan is dependent. So, in order to
exercise his power, he must place great emphasis on his hierarchy. It
is a classic bureaucracy. The being at the top exercises power
through the chain of command as a military commander exercises
power. It is a top-down chain of command.

The Church, like Christian institutions in general, is not struc-
tured along the lines of a top-down hierarchy. God knows all things,
and He controls all things. Thus, He can safely delegate responsibil-
ity to subordinates, in a way that Satan dares not delegate power.
Satan commands ethical rebels who threaten him; God commands
everything, and no one can threaten Him. It is the uny souereignp  of
God that is the basis of the decentralizedfreedom of individuals in Christian so-
ciety. It is the non-sovereignty of Satan that leads always to cen-
tralized power and bureaucracy. What Satan cannot achieve as a
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creature he attempts to achieve through centralized power and top-
down bureaucracy.

This is the issue of omniscience. To exercise total authority the
director needs perfect knowledge. In the Biblical social order, no in-
stitution needs such omniscience precisely because the Head, Jesus
Christ, possesses it, and so does the Holy Spirit, who speaks to every
covenantally  faithful person. We have access to the Bible, and we
have access to God in prayer. Thus, we can be left free to work out
our salvation in fear and trembling (Phil. 2:12). Decentralization be-
comes possible in such a world.

Exodus 18 and Matthew 18

In Exodus 18, we have the story of Moses the judge. Every petty
dispute is brought to him, for he has access to perfect judgment. God
speaks to him. But the lines get too long. Justice is delayed. The peo-
ple wear Moses out. So Jethro, his father-in-law, comes and tells him
to allow the people to appoint righteous judges above them. The
people need to get speedy justice, so they can get back to dominion.
Better imperfect speedy justice in most cases than perfect justice
after weeks or months of standing in line. Bett& dominion activities
than standing in line.

What is the universal mark of all government bureaucracies?
Standing in line. All over the Communist world, people stand in
lines. They wait.

Moses set up an appeals court structure. Men were free to work
out their salvation with fear and trembling. There was self-govern-
ment under God. Only when there were disputes was the Biblical
civil hierarchy invoked. This is even more true in New Testament
times. Matthew 18:15-18  outlines the same sort of appeals court pro-
cedure for the Church — a hierarchy of bottom-up courts. The pro-
gression is from the private dispute to the public court of the church.
Men need to get disputes settled properly, to reduce bickering and
allow a return to the dominion activities of life. Things need to be
settled if dominion is to proceed.

War

It is true that in wartime, civil governments adopt a top-down
chain of command, but on~ for milita~ personnel. To the extent that
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they try to run the economy by a bureaucratic system, production
bottlenecks appear, and the economy becomes more irrational. The
chain of command is supposed to be limited to warriors and battles.

We must recognize that military warfare is an exception to the
normal activities of life. War is an extraordinary measure. In the
Old Testament, the civil government numbered the people only be-
fore a military engagement. Each adult male twenty years old and
older had to bring a heave offering of half a shekel of silver. This was
a payment to make atonement (Ex. 30:12-16).  When David num-
bered the people for the purpose of going to war, and he failed to
make this atonement, God punished him by killing 70 thousand
Israelites in a plague (II Sam. 24). He was acting like a pagan king,
shedding blood without proper atonement.

It is true that we are in perpetual spiritual warfare in the New
Covenant (Eph. 6). It is also true that they were in perpetual spiri-
tual warfare in the old covenant. Spiritual warfare is ordinary; mili-
tary warfare is extraordinary. This is why Christians are told to pray
for civil peace (I Tim. 2:1-2). It is in peacetime that we can best do
our work of dominion. A full-time military warfare State is an un-
godly, satanic bureaucracy. In fact, war or the coming of war is used
as the primary excuse to centralize the nation. Wars and rumors of
wars are part of a fallen world, but we are not to indulge ourselves in
perpetual war for perpetual peace.

The Biblical strategy for winning the spiritual war is self-
government under God. Wars begin in the heart (James 4:1). The
best means of keeping the peace is covenantal  faithfulness (Deut.
28:1-14). Suppress the war of the heart, and the result is greater
peace. The presence of the Biblical hierarchy helps men to face what
is in their hearts. As we have already seen, Matthew’s chapter on
discipline outlines a bottom-up hierarchy similar to Moses’ (Matt.
18:15R.).

The priests of the Old Covenant did not operate a top-down bu-
reaucracy. Why, then, should we, who have the Holy Spirit, seek to
create a top-down bureaucratic hierarchy in any area of life except
the military? We have the Bible — our marching orders — and we
have prayer and therefore access to the throne room of God. There is
no reason to imitate Satan’s hierarchy, as if our Commander-in-
Chief were not omnipotent, omniscient, and omnipresent. We
should instead limit earthly hierarchies to appeals courts under God.
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Redemptive History

Histoty is covenantal.7 It is the story of
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the application of the
covenant in God’s world. No covenant — no space, time, or history.
The historical section of Deuteronomy is a miniature picture of this
relationship between history and covenant. What happens in the
second segment of Deuteronomy with God’s representatives happens
on a larger scale throughout the Bible. Consider the following over-
view: a hierarchy (Deut. 1:9-18), a fall of the hierarchy (Deut.
1:19-46),  a series of tests (Deut. 2:1-3:29),  judgments (4:1-24),  and
finally the transition from Moses to the new leadership of Joshua, a
superior hierarchy (Deut. 4:25-49). All of these parts track Biblical
history. As we saw earlier, Adam and Eve were God’s hierarchy.
Shortly after their creation, they fell. They faced a test and failed.
Then God judged them and promised a new hierarchy in the form of
a seed. This pattern repeats itself over and over again. We can say
there is similarity. But, there is dissimilarity, as we see in the Bible
that Adam’s seed does not have the power to bring in a new hierar-
chy. God must send His Son in a miraculous way. Nevertheless, God
summarizes Biblical history in this short segment of Deuteronomy.

Thus, we can posit two principles about the redemptive history
of the Bible by comparing it to Deuteronomy (1:9-4:49).

First, just as there is sirnilari~ between Deuteronomy and the
New Covenant that Jesus established, we can derive a principle of
similarity in redemptive history. The similarity is in the covenant
because the covenantal  structure is repeated. Just as everything
about a human being is encoded in those first cells of his existence,
so the first beginnings of the covenant in Genesis are encoded in seed
form. The following diagram pictures the growth of the covenant
like a seed, containing everything from its first inception that it will
eventually become in a much fuller sense.

7. R. G. Collingwood,  The Idea of Histoy  (Oxford: Clarendon  Press, 1946), p. 52.
Collingwood  said, “Any history written on Christian principles will be of necessity
universal [transcendent], providential [hierarchical], apocalyptic [sanctions], and
periodized [continuity] .“ I have added brackets to show how Collingwood’s  assess-
ment of Christian interpretation of history easily fits the covenantal  scheme I am
presenting in this book. Gordon H. Clark, Historiography:  Secular and Religious (Nut-
ley, New Jersey: Craig Press, 1971), pp. 244-245, even refers to Collingwood’s  four
points and adds a fifth: ‘revelation.” This would fit the third point of covenantalism
called “ethics ,“ or law, being “special revelation” to man.
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CONTINUITY OF COVENANT

TREE

Second, just as there is dissimilarity in the progression from
Moses to Joshua in Deuteronomy, there is a principle of dissimilari~
in redemptive history because of its progress and development. God
continues to reveal Who the true representative will be, and He
brings about significant changes. So the representative principle
helps us to understand history itself. When we come to the Bible, we
should keep the similarity and dissimilarity concepts in mind. There
will be the application of the covenant at every point, including a
Mediator and mediators who follow Him. But there will also be prog-
ress as these representatives continue to fail.

Redemptive HistoV,  Old and New

The Bible describes a representative sacrificial and service sys-
tem where some representatives are nearer to God than others. In
Deuteronomy 1:9-18,  Moses was at the top of the layers of represen-
tatives. In other words, there were degrees of closeness to God.
James Jordan explains this elaborate hierarchy.

1. The High Priest acted as priest to the house of Aaron,
the Levites, Israel, and the nations.

2. The house of Aaron, including preeminently the High
Priest, acted as priests to the Levites, Israel, and the nations.

3. The Levites, including the house of Aaron and the High
Priest, acted as priests to Israel and the nations.
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4. Israel, including the Levites, the house of Aaron, and
the High Priest, acted as priests to the other nations. s

All through the Old Covenant, we see that men stood between
God and their fellow men. Progressively, however, there was move-
ment to that one day when everything changed. This is implied in
the shift from Moses to Jesus. When Jesus came, the principle of
representation remained the same, but its application changed. Jor-
dan explains this change.

With the coming of the New Covenant, these dualities were trans-
formed. The New Covenant embodies the fulfdlment  of what the First [or
Old] Covenant with Adam was supposed and designed to bring to pass, but
never did. . . . There is no one Edenic earthly central sanctuary; rather,
the sanctuary exists in heaven and wherever the sacramental Presence of
Jesus Christ is manifest. The equivalent to being in the holy land is now to
be in the Body of Christ.9

We still come to God by representation in Jesus Christ, but we
have direct access to God. Through prayer, the Church has even
greater access than the High Priest had in the Old Testament. He
could only directly approach God once a year. We can come directly
to God any time we want ! The veil of the Temple was torn at Christ’s
death. The separation between the Holy of Holies and the sanctuary
was removed.

The Old Testament believer could pray, but His prayer life was
more restricted. The Holy Spirit has come in the New Testament,
and He intercedes in a special way. “And in the same way the Spirit
also helps our weakness; for we do not know how to pray as we
should, but the Spirit Himself intercedes for us with groanings too
deep for words; and He who searches the hearts knows what the
mind of the Spirit is, because He intercedes for the saints according
to the will of God” (Rem. 8:26-27).  With the substitution of Jesus as
the High Priest of God, who now sits at the right hand of God, the
New Testament believer has a full-time intercessor or intermediary
or representative in the throne room of God. The Spirit also can now
intercede for us in a special way. The incarnation, death, resurrec-

8. James B. Jordan, Sabbath Breaking and the Death Penalp (Tyler, Texas: Geneva
Ministries, 1986), p. 32.

9. Ibid., p. 17.



56 . THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

tion,  and ascension of Christ in history have made a fundamental
difference in heaven, ~’J

The effect of this shift in representation has brought about a
direct-aaess view of government. The genius of Biblical representa-
tional government is that everyone in the Church has access to the
“Man at the top.” This leads to progress. There is less bureaucracy.
In the Old Covenant, there was one man once a year who could ap-
proach God. Now there are thousands of men and women of every
nationality and every race approaching God every moment of the
day, twenty-four hours a day, every day of the year. This kind of
communication from the bottom up creates greater activity, interest,
and progress. God wants it this way because He designed the system!

Furthermore, the hierarchy and history of Deuteronomy 1:6-4:49
implies a transformational progression of history. Joshua implemented
Moses’ covenant. The ingredients of the covenant under Moses re-
mained the same. The application was worked out through a new
Head of the covenant. The change was not radical but transforma-
tional. In other words, the Old Covenant was not radically abol-
ished; rather, it came under a new regime in history because of the
incarnation, death, resurrection, and ascension of Christ. This
seems to establish the proper sense in which the Old Covenant
shifted to the New Covenant. Harvard legal historian Harold J. Ber-
man states the change:

In contrast to the other Indo-European peoples, including the Greeks,
who believed that time moved in ever recurring cycles, the Hebrew people
conceived of time as continuous, irreversible, and historical, leading to ulti-
mate redemption at the end. They also believed, however, that time has
periods within it. It is not cyclkal  but maybe interrupted or accelerated. It
develops. The Old Testament is a story not merely of change but of devel-
opment, of growth, of movement toward the messianic age — very uneven
[covenantal]  movement, to be sure, with much backsliding [covenant un-
faithfulness] but nevertheless a movement toward. Christiani~,  howevet  added
an important element to the Judaic concept of time: that of transformation of the old into
the new. The Hebrew Bible became the Old Testament, its meaning transformed by its

fu@llment  in the New 72stament.  In the sto~ of the Resurrection, death was trans-
formed into a new bep”nninig.  Th times were not on~ aaekrated  but regenerated. This
introduced a new structure of histoty  in whtih  there was a~ndamental  tran+fonnation
of one age into another. 11

10. The Spirit takes the place of the cherubim. The mercy seat is Christ.
11. Berman, Law  and Rmolution,  pp. 26-27. Emphasis added. On Berman’s obser-
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The effect of this transformational view of hierarchy means rep-
resentation and accountability are still part of God’s covenantal  pro-
gram. These ideas pull through to the Church. Granted, Christ is
head of the covenant, and there is not the kind of elaborate hierarchy
as is in the Old Testament. All men have access to God. Christ is the
Mediator, capital M. But God still establishes representatives, elders
(bishops and pastors), who pass judgment. They mediate with a
small m. Thus, we can observe the same principles in the Church
that we saw operative in Israel. Church members should obey Christ
and His Word as well as its representatives as they attempt to apply
the Bible.

Notice that the Book of Acts contains such an example. In the
earl y Church, Ananias and Sapphira lied to the Holy Spirit, as He
was represented by the Apostolic authority (Acts 5:1-7). The Spirit ~
struck them dead. Even so, the following passages reveal that great
persecution came on the Church (Acts 5:17-42). The implication is
that the same thing happened to the Church that happened to Israel.
When the Church rebelled, the enemies of the Church took them
into captivity.

So there was change with the coming of the New Covenant, but
the change was transformational, not radical. The change was total
but not total obliteration of the covenant. The cmenant shifted from
Old to New.

Conclusion

God’s hierarchy is established in history. A denial of Biblical au-
thority and hierarchy is ultimately a denial of history. A rejection of
history eventually gives up God’s hierarchy. When Associate Pro-
fessor of Bible and Religion at Emory University, Atlanta, Georgia,
Thomas J. Altizer, wanted to reject the God of the Bible, he said,
“God has died in our time, our history, our existence.””

vat ion about a “linear” view of time, it shotdd  be remembered that Augustine’s Ci~
of God was a defense of a Christian interpretation of history. When the barbarians
sacked Rome, some argued that Rome had been “cursed” because of the spread of
Christianity and a betrayal of the “old” gods. Augustine countered by defending the
idea of a “city of God ,“ at war with the ‘city of the earth,” which in my opinion was
not to disregard completely the notion that Rome was “cursed” for its failure to em-
brace fully the Christian religion. For an interesting discussion of Augustine’s linear
view of time, as opposed to Basil’s more cyclicaJ  interpretation, see Jean Danielou,
The Bible and tlu Liturgy (Ann Arbor: Servant Books, [1956] 1979), pp. 262-286.

12. Thomas J. Altizer, Mircea  Eliide  and thz Dia.ktic of the Sacred (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1963), p. 13.
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The second principle of the covenant is the historical prologue,
called the hierarchical principle. What have I attempted to do in this
chapter? First, I presented the relationship between hierarchy and
the first point of covenantalism. I said that hierarchy is the manifes-
tation of God’s transcendence. Hierarchy is visible sovereignty.

Second, I talked about the representative principle. God begins
the historical section of Deuteronomy with a description of the court
system in Israel. Everyone had a representative, and everyone was
accountable. In this context, we saw seven principles of accountability.

Finally, I examined the relationship between hierarchy and his-
tory. In general, the historical section of Deuteronomy is a miniature
picture of the whole redemptive process of Scripture. So there is sim-
ilarit y through all the parts of the Bible. They all grow out of a basic
covenantal  structure established in Genesis. Yet, there are dissimi-
larities due to the progression of revelation.

Next in the Biblical covenant we come to the principle of ethics.
The heart of man% bond to God is thefu@llment  of righteousness. In this sec-
tion I will make the most important statement of the book. I will
present the concept that there is an ethical relationship between
cause and effect.



C. Third Point of Covenantalism

3

ETHICS
(Deuteronomy 5-26)

One of the classic contrasts of history took place at the giving of
the Ten Commandments. Moses had gone up Mt. Sinai to receive
the most succinct statement of God’s ethical system ever codified: the
Ten Words (Deut. 4:13).

Down below, at the foot of the mountain, the people waited for
Moses to return. The Bible does not tell us how long Moses was on
the mountain. The text only says that he “delayed” (Ex. 32:1). It did
not take long, however, for trouble to begin to brew.

The people were anxious. Their commitment to a Biblical world
was shaky. How ironic! The only world they had known was the
“Gulag” of an Egyptian concentration camp. Their grandparents
had handed down stories of the “way it used to be,” but they had
never seen the better side of E~ptian life. Still, it was all they had
known, and Egypt continued to represent “home.”

What did they miss? What was the first thing they asked for from
Aaron, the man “tending the store” while Moses was gone? Strange
as it may sound, they wanted an idol, a god they could see. They
wanted a god they could manipulate through a golden mediator.
Somehow they persuaded Aaron to join them. It was dreadful. A
man of God, a leader, the High Priest, who had seen God defeat the
mightiest nation in the world, without a single arrow fired, was ca-
joled to forsake everything he had known to be true about Biblical
religion. The ordained mediator of God’s hierarchical system built a
dead, blind, metallic mediator for the people.

While Moses lay prostrate before his Creator, and as God etched
eternal law into stone, Aaron and the people below built and wor-
shiped a golden calf.

What is the contrast of this eventful day in history? It is the con-
flict between ethical and magical religions. Biblical religion is based on
faithfulness to the Word of God (ethics). Pagan religion is always

5 9
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some form of manipulation through one means or another. The de-
tails.are  spelled out in the largest section of Deuteronomy (Deut. 5-26).

Ethics: The Cause/Effect Principle
The &ird section of every suzerain treaty consisted of special terms,

or .kzws. 1 The treaty was ethical at its core. The suzerain and vassal(s)
related to one another according to the sti@!ations  laid out. If the vassal
were to be consecrated to the suzerain, he had to comply with them.

In the ethics section of the Biblical covenant (Deut. 5-26), we
find an expansion of the Ten Commandments (stipulations). The
central idea: God establishes an ethical relationship between cause and
efect. Since God and man do not have unity of being, God dictates
the terms (commandments) under which man can have a relation-
ship with Him. These terms are the standard of the covenant. Man
is called to be faithfil to God by submitting to them. If he submits
(covenant-keeping), he is blessed. If he does not (covenant-breaking),
he is cursed. (The specific results of blessing and cursing appear in
point four of covenantalism, called sanctions). He is either a covenant-
keeper or covenant-breaker. So, there is an ethical as opposed to a
metaphysical relationship to God, and this relationship culminates
in certain predictable effects. And, I might add, these effects are not
just personal; they are cultural.

Everything in the universe is tied to man’s covenant-keeping or
covenant-breaking. This basic concept of ethics is presented in Deu-
teronomy 5-26. Moses summarizes the Ten Commandments saying,
‘you shall walk in all the way which the Lord your God has com-
manded you, that you may live, that it may be well with you” (Deut.
5:33). At another place, a passage from which the title of this book
was taken, he says, ‘Keep the words of this covenant to do them that
you may prosper in all that you do” (Deut. 29:9).

The ethical cause feffect principle is a commandfi@lnwnt  pattern.
The books of Joshua and Judges are examples. The Book of Joshua-
follows the Book of Deuteronomy. It demonstrates that obedience
(fulfillment) to the commandment results in blessing. How? Simple:
Joshua obeyed Moses’ commands, and the promise was fulfilled. He
received the land. Even in the particulars we see the same pattern,
like wheels within wheels. In the first chapter, God tells Joshua to
enter the land and take it (Josh. 1:1-9).  Then Joshua tells the officers
of Israel precisely what God told him (Josh. 1:10-18).  Finally, the people

1. Kline, Structure of Bibh2al  Authority, pp. l15ff.  See slso, Ancient Near Eastern T&s,
Pp. 205K.
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do what God has told Joshua. God command,  Joshua o~gu, and Israel
receives what was promised. There is a cause/effect relationship between
faithfulness to the commandment and the fulfillment of blessing.

The Book of Judges illustrates the other side of the ethical
cause/effect principle: unfaithfulness resulting in death. The last
verse of the book, “They did what was right in their own eyes,” sums
it up (Judg. 21:25). During the period after Joshua’s great con-
quests, the people reverted to unfaithfulness. Judge after judge was
raised up. Over and over again the people turned away from Moses’
commandments. They learned the hard way that the ethical cause/
effect relationship cannot be avoided. Break the commandments,

‘ and the curse of death will be fulfilled.
The ethics principle of the covenant is just this simple. All

through the Bible, the command/fulfillment pattern repeats itself.
Why? Man must relate to God by covenant. He either keeps or
breaks the covenant; he is either faithful or unfaithful. Everything
comes about according to this basic ethical cause/effect relationship.

Furthermore, the stipulations section of Deuteronomy specifies
that only a certain kind of person can fulfill the commandments of
God, a true ~on of the covenant. The ethics segment instructs the
fathers to be true sons of God themselves by teaching their own sons
the commandments (Deut. 6:1-26). The fathers imaged God by
training their sons to image them. And when the sons followed their
fathers in obedience to God, the second generation also imaged its
Heavenly Father. In other words, a faithful son manifests his sonship
by being a true image-bearer of his Ti-ue Father, God (Gen. 5 :Iff.)
The faithful son in Genesis was to have demonstrated his sonship by
carrying out three offices: prophet, priest, and king. So the motif of
faithful sonship appears among the stipulations of Deuteronomy in
the fulfillment of the same three offices. The kings apply God’s law to
the land (Deut. 16 & 17). The priests guard the sanctuary and law of
God (Deut. 18:1-8). The prophets deliver messages from God’s
heavenly council (Deut. 18:9-22). Hence, the theme that only the
true son can keep the commandments of God consistently surfaces in
the ethics part of the covenant, and it comes to its ultimate fulfill-
ment in Jesus Christ, the ultimate Son of the covenant.

Three Aspects of Biblical Ethics
When I speak of an ethical cause/effect relationship, am I just

talking about an external obedience to the Ten Commandments? No.
Following God’s commandments involves proper motivations, stand-
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ards, and situational applications. 2 To reduce Biblical ethics to any one
of these elements distorts a covenantal  understanding of man’s rela-
tionship to God. One of the great doctrinal statements of the Church
says, “Works done by unregenerate men, although for the matter of
them they may be things which God commands; and of good use
both to themselves and others: yet, because they proceed nol from
an hart offaith; nor are done in the right manrq according to the Word; nor
to the right end, the glory of God, they are therefore sinful and cannot
please God.nq The statement refers to three parts of ethical com-
pliance to God’s commandments. The unregenerate man’s attempts
to please God are unacceptable precisely because they fail to have all
three. The truly faithful (ethical) man has them all.

1. Motivation

First, the third section of Deuteronomy (5-26) indicates that God
expects His commandments to be done from the proper motivation,
from the heart. Moses says, “And you shall love the Lord your God
with all your heart and with all your soul and with all your might. And
these words, which I am commanding you today, shall be on your
heart” (Deut. 6:5-6). Notice in Moses’ comments that he makes the
direct connection between heart and commandments. External com-
pliance was not satisfactory. As Paul says, “Whatever is not of faith is
~irt”  (Rem. 14:23). So someone like the Pharisees could keep the ex-
ternal commandments but be totally in sin. The Law was never in-
tended to be kept without faith. Anyone -who reads the Old Testa-
ment and thinks, “This was a system of works ,“ has seriously misun-
derstood the Law itself. Works’ were to flow out of faith, not only in
the Old Testament, but in the New as well.

Because there is generally so much confusion about the relation-
ship between faith and works, however, a further word needs to be
said about “works,” or the fulfillment of righteousness.

First, the basis (ground) of the fulfillment of righteousness is
sacrifice. Central to the third section of Deuteronomy is a discussion
of the sacrificial system in Israel (Deut. 12:1-32), implying that the

2. Cornelius Van Til, In D@nse of the Faith: Christian Theistic Eviden.ses, Vol. III
(Philadelphia: den Dulk Christian Foundation, 1974). See also John Frame’s
syllabus on “Ethics.” It can be purchased from Westminster Seminary, P. O. Box
27009, Chestnut Hill, Philadelphia, PA 19118. In many ways, Frame has fleshed out
Van Til. He is clearer and simpler to understand.

3. Westminstn Confession of Faith, XVI. 7. Emphasis added.
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fulfillment of righteousness begins in God’s sanctuary of sacrifice.
The only thing that can offset man’s sin is a blood atonement. In the
Old Testament the sacrifice is temporary, and Christ becomes the
permanent blood sacrifice in the New Testament (Hebrews 9:25-28).
So, fulfillment of righteousness is never intended to be to the exclu-
sion of the finished work of Christ.

Two, the instrument of the fulfillment of righteousness is a faith
that works. Faith is holistic. The Bible distinguishes between works
that are outside of faith and works that are part of faith. Paul says,
“For by grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of
yourselves, it is the gift of God; not as a result of works, that no one
should boast. For we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus
for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk
in them” (Eph. 2:8-10). See the distinction in Paul between “bad”
works — works prior to faith — and ‘good” works — faith and its
works? It is faith and its works that lay hold of Christ. Faith is more
than just mental assent. It involves the total man. For this very rea-
son, James says, ‘Show me your faith without works, and I will show
you my faith by my works” (James 2:18).

Therefore, the fulfillment of righteousness requires sacrifice and
faithfulness. Moses did not teach “salvation by works.” The Bibli-
cally consistent man would never have considered this possibility.
Habakkuk 2:4 says, “The righteous shall live by his faith.” Works of

faith  should never be separated from true faith. For without true
faith, there can not be true works of righteousness. Indeed, faith
without works is nothing less than works salvation.

2. Standard

Second, the ethics section of the covenant teaches that faith is not
a standardless  faith. Good motivations are not enough. After all,
Moses says the commandments are to be on the heart (Deut. 6:5-6).
Faith has a standard of righteousness so that the Church knows how
faith is supposed to act. Objectively speaking, the Ten Command-
ments are a summary of God’s ethical standard. Deuteronomy 5-26
follows the outline of the commandments, only in greater detail.

I. Overview of the Ten Commandments (Deut. 5:1-33)

II. The Ten Words

1st Word (6:1-11:32):  Not to forget transcendent God
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2nd Word (12:1-13:18): Hierarchy of the Sanctuary
3rd Word (14:1-29): Consecration of God’s Presence
4th Word (15 :1-16 :17):  Sabbath rest
5th Word (16:18-18 :22): Fathers of covenant community
6th Word (19:1-22 :12): Laws of killing God’s transcendent

image bearer
7th Word (22 :13-23  :14):  Laws of submission
8th Word (23:15-24:22):  Laws against various forms of

manipulation
9th Word (25:1-19): Justice

10th Word (26:1-19): Firstfi-uits

As one reads through the list of the Ten Commandments, ex-
pounded in detail, perhaps he notices that they follow the five points
of covenantalism, repeating them twice (5 and 5). I will go into this
structure at length in a later chapter where the Ten Commandments
are used as support of the five-fold covenantal  concept. But even
with this short summary of the third section of the covenant, the oA-
jective character of God’s ethics stands out. He has categorized His
requirements.

Have they changed? Although aspects of the commandments
themselves have been altered, the ten summary categories have not.
Listen to what Jesus says when He was asked about the “greatest
commandment .“

He said to them, ” ‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart,
and with all your soul, and with all your mind.’ This is the great and fore-
most commandment. The second is like it, ‘You shall love your neighbor as
yourself.’ On these two commandments depend the whole Law and the
Prophets” (Matt. 22:37-40).

Do these words sound familiar? They should. They are direct
quotations from Deuteronomy, particularly the section to which we
just referred above (6: 5). When Jesus was asked about the greatest
commandments, He quoted the Law. Thus, God’s standard of right-
eousness does not change.

His standard, for that matter, reflects His character. If His char-
acter does not change, neither can He. Several years ago, I remem-
ber that I took the New Testament and started to list all of the con-
mands. To my surprise, they could all be grouped in the categories of
the Ten Commandments. All of them were there. So, God’s stand-
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ard is the same because He is the same.
The difference between the Old and New Covenant is how they

are fu$$lled. It is the special way in which the commandments are
kept in the New Covenant that accounts for change. The Old Cove-
nant man was expected to fulfill the standard of righteousness by
faith. But he was never able to. He lacked complete atonement for
his sin. He was required to look forward in history in faith to a cove-
nantal representative’s act of atonement (Isa. 53). In the New Cove-
nant, Chn”st became the fulfillment of righteousness. He perfectly
obeyed; He perfectly fulfilled the Law; He incarnated the Law of
God in His person, meaning the fulfillment of the righteousness of
Deuteronomy 5-26 ultimately came through Him. The ethics cate-
gories do not change. They pull through Christ. There is still an eth-
ical cause/effect relationship. The standard is kept in Christ, and any-
one who trusts in Him will therefore keep His standard. John says,
“The one who says, ‘I have come to know Him,’ and does not keep His
commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in him” (I John 2:4).

We have therefore seen that the ethical cause/effect principle has
motivations and an objective standard. There is one final aspect.

3. Situational Application

Having the right motivation and standard is not enough. These
should be properly applied in different situations. Very simply, peo-
ple with good motivations can misapply God’s law. How so? During
World War II, there were Christians who believed that a person
should never “lie .“ One day, the Germans came to their house and
asked if they were hiding out any Jews. The Christians thought, “I
cannot tell a lie. The Bible says lying is wrong. We must tell the Ger-
mans that we are hiding out Jews in our basement.” So the Chris-
tians told the Germans. The Nazis went into the house, captured the
Jews, marched them out front, and killed every one of them in the
presence of their betrayers.

These Christians had good motivations. They wanted to help the
Jews. They wanted to please God. They had double-good motiva-
tions! What went wrong? They misapplied the law.

Ironically, the Bible has a similar situation. When the Jews pre-
pared to attack Jericho, spies were sent in ahead (Josh. 2:1). A prosti-
tute named Rahab hid them out. When the soldiers of Jericho asked if
she had seen any of the Jewish spies, she lied to them (Josh. 2:6).
Moreover, James calls attention to the lie, stating it was an act ofjus-
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tification. He says, “And in the same way was not Rahab the harlot
also justified by works, when she received the messengers and sent
them out by another way?” (James 2:25). Commentators have gone
out of their way to twist the” plain sense of these Scriptures. Only a
few in recent years have allowed the Bible to speak for itself.A Rahab
wa.s~”ustt$ed~or  lying to the enemy!  How? The answer concerns the Bibli-
cal concept of truth. Ti-uth does not simply mean faithfulness to the
“facts.” This is the Greek view. Biblical truth is faithfulness to the
covenant, meaning faithfulness to God and His people. 5

More to the point, certain situations affect the apfdication  of the
Law of God. In Joshua, the nation was at war. There was a place to
lie to the enemy and not violate the truth. During WWII, there was
a similar situation, a situation that affected the use of the Bible. The
Bible did not change, only the situation. Is this the same as “situa-
tional ethics”? No. Situational ethics says that the situation totally
determines truth, so truth changes from situation to situation. Bibli-
cal ethics says the truth always remains the same: the Word of God.
Only the application of the truth changes.

The situational side of Biblical ethics is important. As we saw
above, it can mean a matter of life or death. It is not enough to have
the right motives and just keep the commandments. They have to be
kept in the right way.

Thus, the ethical cause/effect principle is not some mechanical
obedience to the Bible. Biblical ethics consists of faithfulness in vary-
ing circumstances from a heart of faith. Given this understanding,
the man of God should see the cause/effect relationship between
faithfulness and what happens.

Dominion: The Proper Effect

Dominion  over the enemies of God is explicitly stated as the
proper effect of obedience in the ethics section of Deuteronomy. It is
placed here because God wants His people to associate faithfulness
and conquest. This  realh  y of victory is expressed in the form of a ful-
filled promise given to Shem, the son of Noah (Deut. 7:1-26). What

4. R. J. Rushdoony, Institutu  of Biblical Law (Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig Press,
1973), pp. 542-49. See also in the same volume, Gary North, “In Defense of Biblical
Bribery;  pp. 838-39.

5. B. Holwerda, Jozua en Richteren (Kampen, 1971), p. 13. Referred to in Don Sin-
nema, Reclaiming t/u Land (Toronto, Canada: Joy in Learning Curriculum Develop-
ment and Training Centre,  1977), p. 19.
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was it? Noah promised his covenant-keeping son, Shem, that- ‘Canaan
would be his servant” (Gen. 9:26). Moses then tells Israel how the
promise will come to pass.

When the LORD your God shall bring you into the land where you are
entering to possess it, and shall clear away many nations before you, . . .
the Canaanites. . . . Know therefore that the LORD your God, He is God,
the faithful God, who keeps His covenant and His lovingkindness to a
thousandth generation with those who love Him and keep His command-
ments; but repays those who hate Him to their faces, to destroy them; He
will not delay with him who hates Him, He will repay him to his face. There-
fore, you shall keep the commandment and the statutes and the judgments
which I am commanding you today, to do them. Then it shall come about,
because you listen to these judgments and keep and do them, that the LORD
your God will keep with you His covenant and His lovingkindness which He
swore to your forefathers. And He will love you and bless you and multiply
you. . . . And the LORD will remove from you all sickness; and He will not
put on you any of the harmful diseases of Egypt which you have known, but
He will lay them on all who hate you. And you shall consume all the peoples
whom the LORD your God will deliver to you (Deut. 7:1-16).

The formula for victory is simple: keep the covenant and domin-
ion will be the proper effect. The key to success is not a secret in the
Bible. It is revealed, and it is illustrated time and again.

There is no greater example of the fulfillment of what Moses said
than in the battle of Jericho. Instead of instructing Israel to fight
with weapons, God commanded them to march around the city,
symbolically circumcising it (Josh. 6), since circumcision is the ini-
tial application of the couenant  (Gen. 17). God commanded them to
begin with Jericho in the same way they had been commanded to be-
gin with their personal lives. And through this ritual of faithfulness
at Jericho, God surrounded the city as He had surrounded the lives
of the Israelites. He then provided a living example of what happens
when the enemies are encircled by God through the faithfulness of
His people. On the seventh day, the day of judgment in the Bible,
God caused the walls to fall down. Israel kept God’s Word, and God
kept His Word to Israel by defeating their enemies.

At a time when the Church has a horrible self-image, because it
has wrongly been told that it will have to be raptured out of its own
unavoidable defeat, the lesson of Jericho needs to be taught. Jesus is
as emphatically clear as Moses and Joshua that the gates of hell will
not prevail against the Church (Matt. 16:18). The enemies will be
defeated, and the Church will have dominion and blessing, if it will
keep God’s covenant !
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Job: A Fly in the Ointment?
There is one apparent exception, one that caused the Puritans a

great deal of consternation: the life of Job. I have spent considerable
space developing the relationship between how man responds to
God and what happens in life: the ethical cause/effect principle.
Does this concept break down in the story of Job? No.

Job’s life only breaks down cause and effect in that from all out-
ward appearances he is tmporarz”~  stripped of all blessing. He lost his
children, possessions, health, and friends. His friends, moreover,
continue throughout the main body of the book to use the cause/effect
principle to persuade Job that he is guilty. Yet, Job does not yield.
He argues that he is justified before God. In many ways, the entire
book is an exposition of the great doctrine of justification. Finally, he
is exonerated by God. In the end, Job does receive the blessing of the
covenant. Not in another life but in this life. G

So, there are times when it seems like there is no connection be-
tween ethics and effects. Indeed, there are moments in history where
it appears that the wicked are “blessed,” and the righteous are “cursed.”
Why? Sometimes, the people of God as a covenantal  whole are being
disciplined. In His discipline, God restricts and even takes away
blessing from individuals. This in itself confirms the ethical cause/
effect principle. At other times, God’s people — martyrs and others
who have to undergo unusual suffering — receive delayed portions of
the blessing. Their blessing comes in the form of internal and even
greater amounts of blessing when they reach heaven. Finally, God
sometimes tests His people to see if they will live by faith (James
1:1-2). The test is the apparent reversal of the cause/effect principle to
strengthen the righteous’ faith. Job is the classic example. In the
short term, he was “cursed” for being righteous. In the long term, he
was blessed doub~, receiving multiples of his original blessings (Job
42:10-17). Job is not a “fly in the ointment .“ His life reinforces the
ethics principle of the covenant.

The very center of the covenant is ethics. Man is called upon to
view the world through the eye of faith. He is to believe that every-
thing going on around him is tied to the covenant. If he does not
understand life’s events in these terms, he will resort to other cause/
effect explanations.

6. Jesus confirms the promise of “this life” blessing when He says, “There is not
one who has left house or wife or brothers or parents or children, for the sake of the
kingdom of God, who shall not receive many times as much at this time and in the
age to come, inherit eternal life” (Luke 18:29-30). In the New Covenant, everyone
gets to be like Job!
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False Cause/Effect Explanations
Fallen man does not want to live according to faithfulness. He

does not even want to admit that his unfaithfulness to God is related
to anything that happens in his life, culture, government, marriage,
and especially not his life in the hereafter. He wants to achieve and
live according to other false cause/effect notions. There are three:
mechanical, manipulative, and magical. They are similar in that
they are all sinful and false explanations of cause and effect in the
universe. Yet, each reflects a different variation of fallen logic.

1. Mechanical Cause/Efect
First, the mechanical explanation of cause/effect. As the term im-

plies, some “impersonal” force brings about cause and effect, like
“natural law.” Once man begins to view natural laws as impersonal
autonomous acts, however, they become a replacement for the real
law that governs the universe, Biblical law. The world is then under-
stood in terms of a mechanical cause/effect relationship, and addi-
tionally, a view having serious social and political ramifications. We
return to the time of the Enlightenment, a time when natural law
supposedly reigned supreme, to see an example of a mechanical ex-
planation of cause and effect in the universe.

Louis Bredvold observes in The Braue  New World of the Enlighten-
ment an important nuance of natural law that was lost during the
Enlightenment.  T He argues that prior to this time (second half of the
Middle Ages), natural law was broken into two categories: ethics
and physical phenomena. There were laws for humans and laws for
things. The Enlightenment threw out this distinction, and made the
law for things the basis of ethics. In the words of Descartes, “All phi-
losophy is like a tree, of which Metaphysics is the root, Physics the
trunk, and all other sciences the branches that grow out of this
trunk, which are reduced to three principal, namely, Medicine,
Mechanics, and Ethics.ns

Mathematics became the basis of life. A ‘universal science” be-
came the foundation out of which everything sprang. It is not that
men such as Descartes, Spinoza, and Liebnitz did not talk about
ethics. As a matter of fact, they wrote important treatises on the sub-
ject. The innovation, however, concerned the basis for ethics. The

7. Louis I. Bredvold,  The Brave New World of the Enlightenment (Ann Arbor: Uni-
versity of Michigan Press, 1962), pp. 4-7.

8. Ren6  Descartes, The Method, Meditations, and Selections from the Princ+les,  m. by
John Veitch (6th ed.; 1879), p. 184. -
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seventeenth-century social philosopher Thomas Hobbes, for exam-
ple, discovered Euclid’s Geonzety  at the mid-point of his life. He was
not a mathematician, but when he read Euclid, he was impressed.
“Here was the first and only book he had ever found in which every
proposition was incontrovertible. Why were there no other books
like it? And why not write a philosophy of man and society, that
troublesome subject of contrivers y in all past ages, in a similar style
of step by step demonstration? This project Hobbes decided to make
his own.”g He produced a mathematical explanation of the universe.
In the Epistle Dedicatory to De Ciue he writes,

Tidy the Geometrician have vety admirably performed their part. . . .
If the moral philosophers had as happily discharged their duty, I know not
what could have been added by human industry to the completion of that
happiness, which is consistent with human life. For were the nature of
quantity in geometrical figures, the strength of avarice and ambition, which
is sustained by the erroneous opinions of the vulgar, as touching the nature
of right and wrong, would presently faint and languish; and mankind
should enjoy such an immortal peach that [unless it were for habitation, on
supposition that the earth should grow too narrow for her inhabitants] there
would hardly be left any pretence for war. ~

This statement is revealing. Hobbes moves from a mechanical
view of cause and effect to utopianism, summarizing the effects of the
Enlightenment on the twentieth century. The mechanical view of
cause and effect led to a collectivism concept of government, as do all
utopian theories. One commentator on Bredvold makes this very
point:

As heirs of the Enlightenment, many social theorists in the West are un-
aware of how deeply they share with Communism a faith in materialism
and the methods of physical science as applied to man. Many in the West
hold a Rousseauist belief in the natural goodness of man, combined with
the materialist principle of the omnipotence of environment [mechanical
cause/effect]. These principles are fundamental. . . . To the extent that the
philosophy of the Enlightenment has permeated Western Thought, our
statesmen are disqualified or at a disadvantage in waging an ideological war
with Marxian tyranny on moral grounds. The West cannot endure half
positivist and half Christian. 11

9. Bredvold,  p. 31.
10. Cited in BredvoId, p. 32.
11. Peter Stanlis, ‘The Dark Ages of the Enlightenment: Univmsip Bookman

(Autumn 1962), p. 14. Brackets added.
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So, we begin with a mechanical explanation of cause and effect,
and end in collectivism. The Biblical covenant stands in stark con-
trast. God is personal. He created the world. He also created mathe-
matics. A. formula may explain what happens in a physical sense,
but not why. The water cycle can be studied, for example, but this
does not explain why famines occur. God sends famines as a curse.
Eue@hing that happens is the result of covenant-keeping or covenant-breaking.
Life is not mechanical.

2. Manipulative Cause/EJect

I call this false explanation of cause and effect “manipulative”
because force is often viewed as the basis of life. Brute power creates
cause and effect. The manipulation can be in the form of personal
theft or injury to another, or it can come in the shape of national  theft
or murder. The conflict is always the same: right vs. might. Theories
of power believe that might creates cause and effect. When they are
implemented, as Shakespeare said through Ulysses in Troilus and
C’ressida,

Then right and wrong
Should lose their names, and so should justice too,
Then everything includes itself in power,
Power into will, will into appetite,
And appetite, a universal wolf,
So doubly seconded with will and power,
Must make perforce a universal prey,
And last eat up itself.

Interestingly, Shakespeare observed that “right and wrong” dis-
appear when “power” rules. Man is not ruled by an ethical standard;
instead, he is left to the whims of a power-State.

The struggle of “right vs. might” is one of the basic movements of
the Bible. Fallen man tends to replace the covenant with force. But we can
rest assured that “right” prevails — that there is always an ethical
cause/effect relationship — because the Bible also tells the story of the
re-establishment of rule by covenant. The plan of redemption,
therefore, constantly clashes with the power-State. Finally, redemp-
tion wins out!

Consider Cain. He was driven to the east of Eden. The Biblical
text calls attention to the kind of society he established. The descen-
dant of Cain says, “I have killed a man for wounding me; and a boy
for striking me; if Cain is avenged sevenfold, then Lamech seventy-
sevenfold” (Gen. 4:23-24).  The sons of Cain were destroyed, how-
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ever, by the Flood. Seth’s sons prevailed through Noah’s family
(Gen. 6:1-8:22).

Consider Pharaoh. The conflict between Moses and Pharaoh was
one of “right vs. might.” Pharaoh had built a civilization based on
manipulation. He was the most powerful manipulator in the world.
He met his match in Moses. The account of the conflict emphasizes
that Moses defeated Pharaoh with God’s ethical means: the “rod”
(Exod. 14:15-20),  the law, and Passover (Exod. 12 :1-51).  God’so devas-
tated Pharaoh, as a matter of fact, that Pharaoh asked Israel to leave.

Consider Daniel. The story of Daniel tells how the power-States
of the world culminate in one final defeat by the kingdom of God.
Taken into exile, Daniel and his people overcome the greatest leader
in the world by nwekztion,  the Word of God. It comes to Nebuchad-
nezzar in the form of a dream (Dan. 2:1-3). The dream terrorizes the
king of Babylon. He sees a huge man being toppled by a stone. 12
Daniel is the only one able to interpret. The giant man represents
four great empires: Babylon, Medo-Persia, Greece, and Rome
(Dan. 2:36-45). A true empire in the Bible is one that dominates the
whole world. These ancient idolatrous empires represented human-
ity’s attempt to rule the world by power. The final kingdom of stone,
a common metaphor for the Lord’s kingdom (Matt. 16:18), crushes
the Roman Empire. Thus, the last true empire was the Roman Em-
pire. There have been other “great” kingdoms, but none have been
“world” empires in the true, Biblical sense.

Consider Christ. The movement of history reaches the apex of
conflict at the cross. The power-State nations of the world crucify
their Savior. Their weapon of destruction (the cross), however, be-
comes that which brings them to ruin. Power States were brought
under the covenant. Since the death of Christ, the same conflict has
been waged. The early Church found its message hostile to Caesar
worship. The modern Church has been bitterly opposed by the
“isms” of Communism and Fascism.

Always the manipulative approach to cause and effect proves out
what C. S. Lewis said.

There neither is nor can be any simple increase of power on Man’s side.
Each new power won by man is a power over man as well. Each advance
leaves him weaker as well as stronger. In every victory, besides being the gen-
eraJ who triumphs, he is also the prisoner who follows the triumphal car. B

12. The story of David and Goliath presents the same image (I Sam. 17:1-58).
David threw a stone and “struck” the giant. The same language is used (cf. Dan.
2:35 and I Sam. 17:50).

13. C. S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man (New York: Macmillan, [1947] 1965), p. 71.
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How the dictators of history illustrate Lewis’s words. Every time
the y rule by force, they end up trapped by their own power. Their
constituencies wait to use the same power to conquer them. The Bib-
lical story of redemption also illustrates. Man’s attempts to manipu-
late resulted in the death of Christ. Man was conquered by his dis-
play of power. The Apostle Peter argued at Pentecost that Jesus’
Death and Resurrection established Christ as Lord, the true power
(Acts 2:22-36).  Right prevailed over might.

3. Magical Cause/Effect

E. M. Butler begins her book Ritual Magic (1949) with this obser-
vation: “The fundamental aim of all magic is to impose the human
will on nature, on man or on the supernatural world in order to mas-
ter them.” Once again, the issue is cause and effect. Magic is also
power-oriented, like the manipulative approach to cause/effect. In-
stead of appealing to God, it seeks the demonic to manipulate God
and His world. All power religions have one basic weakness. Gary
North builds on Lewis’s observation mentioned earlier and says,

The problem with power is always the same: the user is simultaneously
subjected to it. The man who wields the scientific power of the modern
world must have a theory of the transmission of power. If causes have
effects, then by becoming an intermediary cause a man must admit that his
decisions are also effects of prior causes. If he denies that he is necessarily
determined, then he must also deny his own power to determine certain
effects. Similarly, if a magician uses the power of an ally or demon to pro-
duce certain effects, he inevitably places himself under the power of the ally.
At the very least, he is subjected to a rigorous series of rituals that must be
used when calling forth occult power. To command power — any power — is
to acknowledge the sovereignty of the source of that power, whether God,
demons, natural law, random variation, or whatever. Men will serve that
which they believe to be sovereign. 14

The quest for power enslaves. Power religion turns on the user.
The New Testament tells the story of Jewish exorcists who tried to
use Jesus’ name to manipulate demons (Acts 19:8-20). They had
seen the power of Jesus’ name. To them, it was the perfect formula.
They called on the demons. The demons responded to the exorcists,

14. Gary North, Unho~ Spirits (Ft. Worth, Texai: Dominion Press, 1986), p. 142.
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‘We know Jesus and Paul but who are you?” With that, the evil
spirits viciously attacked the men. To these exorcists, power was in
an equation, in this case the name of Jesus. They discovered that
Jesus cannot be maneuvered by any formula. The exorcist’s use of a
formula also explains why science so easily slips into magic. Both tend
to reduce life to an equation. Atheistic science seeks to manipulate
the universe through an equation, and magic uses an incantational

formula.
Ethics, not elitist formulas, is the key to Biblical religion. David

says, “Thou dost not delight in sacrifice . . . with burnt offering.
The sacrifices of God are a broken heart” (Ps. 51:16). Then David
continues on the ethical note, “By Thy favor do good to Zion, Build  the
walls  of Jerusalem, then Thou wilt delight in righteous sacrifices . . .
in whole burnt offering” (Ps. 51:18-19). Biblical religion has “ritual, ”
or perhaps a better word would be “routine.” H But the ritual of the
Bible follows the covenant. David calls for covenantal  faithfulness to
make the routines of offering sacrifices legitimate. Without faithful-
ness, the sacrifices were useless.

M e d i a t i o n  B y  Magic -

The problem of mediation is basic to the question of cause and
effect. Man cannot escape his position as God’s subordinate over the
world. Man calls on CZod’s power to assist him in his dominion tasks.
The question is: How does he call on God? The Biblical answer is
that man calls on God as the covenant God who enforces the terms
of His covenant in history. But the magician, like the humanist, can-
not admit this. That places too much emphasis on the terms of the
covenant: ethics. So he seeks other ways of calling on God.

The heart of the humanist Renaissance was magic. It was a self-
conscious attempt to revive pagan humanism, including classical
magic. The fundamental assumption of magic is the chain of being
idea: “As above, so below.” God and the heavens are essentially like
man and his environment. So there must be a search for the appro-
priate means of intermediating between heaven and earth. This is the
magician’s quest. Frances Yates describes this rival worldview:

For the All was One, united by an infinitely complex system of relation-
ships. The magician was the one who knew how to enter into the system,

15. Ibid., p. 136. North discusses how Protestantism created a superior work ethic
by emphasizing routiw.
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and use it, by knowing the links of the chains of influences descending ver-
tically from above, and establishing for himself a chain of ascending links
by correct use of the occult sympathies in terrestrial things, of celestial im-
ages, of invocations and names, and the like. 16

As above, so below. Manipulate the creation, and the forces of
the heavens can be mastered, directed toward the magician’s goals.
Here is the vision of man as God, the one who directs the forces of
nature and the supernatural as a craftsman.

In Biblical religion, what is above (God) is fundamentally differ-
ent from that which is belo”w (the creation). Man’s position as in-
termediary is God-given. Man must exercise dominion as God’s cov-
enantal agent, not as an autonomous master of the cosmos. The link
between heaven and earth is therefore covenantal.  It is governed by
the terms of the covenant. For man to get his way, he must choose
God’s way for him. Keeping the law of God is not a way to manipu-
late (MAN-ipulate) God; it is man’s way of conforming himself ethi-
cally to God. The Biblical character who failed to understand this
was Simon the magician, who sought to buy the power of God from
Simon Peter. Peter consigned him to hell. He called on him to repent
(Acts 8:14-24).

Magical, mechanical, and manipulative explanations are all
false. They define life’s problems as metaphysical, not covenantal.
According to them, man lacks something in his being; maybe he is
racially inferior; maybe he lacks the right spell; maybe he is not say-
ing the spell the right way; maybe he does not know enough. In
every case, the problem is a flaw in his being and not his ethics. The
third section of the covenant, however, calls for submission to God in
terms of His stipulations.

Conclusion

Law is at the heart of God’s covenant, building on the principles
of transcendence and hierarchy. The temptation of the people of God
is to resort to magic. As it was in the days when Moses received the
law, so it is in our day. The conflict is still between ethics and magic.

In this chapter, I have sought to accomplish one main thing: to
establish the ethical connection between cause and effect. First, I
presented the principle. It can also be called command/fulfillment.

16. Frances A. Yates, Giorahno  Bruno and the Hermetic Tr&ition  (New York: Vint-
age, [1964] 1969), p. 45.
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Covenant-keeping results in blessing. Covenant-breaking ends in
cursing. The principle of the third section of Deuteronomy is just
this simple.

Second, we considered that faithfulness is not mere external con-
formity to the Ten Commandments. Although the ethics segment
expounds them, they are to be kept from the proper motives and ap-
plied properly from situation to situation. This kind of ethical faith-
fulness acquires dominion and influence.

The Book of Job was raised as a possible exception to this princi-
ple. We found that Job is an example of how God tests His people
with temporary ‘curs ing.” The purpose is to strengthen their faith.
Actually, the testing results in greater blessing.

Third, there are false explanations of cause and effect. The
mechanical explanation tries to reduce the universe to natural laws
and formulae. The manipulative approach explains cause and effect
according to brute force. The magical theory combines the first two,
using a formula to manipulate nature. All three are wrong and mis-
leading.

This completes the third step in the covenantal  process. In the
next chapter, the fourth principle is considered. It has to do with how
the covenant was entered through the reception of sanctions. We will
examine such issues as why the sanctions symbolize and seal judg-
ment to a person. Is the covenant conditional or unconditional? Can
a person lose his salvation?



D. Fourth Point of Covenantalism

(Deuteronomy 27-30)

One night God came to Abraham. It was time to cut a covenant.
Many years before this interrupted evening, God had promised

him that he would be the father of many nations (Gen. 12:1-3). But
so far, he had only wandered around the known world finding out
how great the other rulers were!

This evening was different though. God came to him and told
him to look into the heavens and count the number of stars (Gen.
15:5). Why? God wanted Abraham to see how large a number of
descendants he would have. To many men, this exercise would have
seemed futile, since his wife was much too old to bear children. But he
was not just any man.

He believed the Lord (Gen. 15:6).
Faith, however, does not rule out the possibility of questions.

Abraham asked God how he could know that he would really be
given the land promised to him. God answered his question by cut-
ting a covenant (Gen. 15:18). To form this covenantal  alliance, a
standard procedure was used.

Abraham was instructed to bring five different types of animals:
a three-year-old heifer, a three-year-old female goat, a three-year-
old ram, a turtledove, and a young pigeon. They were cut in half,
and the halves being separated, were placed in front of Abraham.
Normally, Abraham would have passed between the animals, and
burned them with fire to seal the covenant. By this time, however, a
day had gone by and the sun was about to set. God made Abraham
fall asleep, and He passed between the animals, burning them with
fire. 1 He takes an oath, sanctioning Himse~ for Abraham’s benefit.

1. Jesus did the same thing in the Garden of Gethsemane  (Luke 22:39-46). The
disciples fell asleep. He sweated drops of blood for them. God the Son received a val-
edictory  oath on Himself, becoming a substitute.

77
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Here are the ingredients of the next principle of covenantalism,  the
actual process of ratification. To cut a covenant, three elements are
necessary: sanctions, oath, and witnesses.

All of these elements are present in the fourth section of Deuter-
onomy (27-30). Israel accepted the sanctions of blessing and cursing
by dividing into two groups on Mt. Gerizim (blessing) and Mt. Ebal
(cursing). They received the sanctions by sacred oath, saying “amen”
to the curses of the covenant. Finally, the witnesses of “heaven and
earth” verified the authenticity y of the ceremony. This momentous oc-
casion was the actual ratification of the covenant.

Let us consider each aspect of this process, beginning with sanc-
tions.

I. Sanctions (Deut.  27-30)

First, the sanctions are blessing and cursing. Blessing always has
to do with the reception of inheritance (Gen. 48:1-22). This inherit-
ance is personal and cultural, everything from holiness to financial
and civilizational prosperity (Deut. 28:1-14). The most common im-
age of blessing is a garden. The Bible begins and ends in one. Jesus
was taken by the authorities in a garden. Cursing, on the other
hand, concerns death. It too has personal and cultural dimensions.
The same list of blessings in Deuteronomy is followed by an even
more extensive list of cursings such as sickness, famine, war, and
bankruptcy (Deut. 28:15-68).  The metaphors of cursing are the sea
(chaos) and the desert (desolation). These are pictures of what the
world becomes when man breaks covenant, places where the devil
and demons live.

Second, the sanctions of blessing and cursing are actually /vom-
ises. This promissory idea goes back to the garden. TWO original
promises were made to Adam. God promised the blessing of rest on
the Sabbath Day (Gen. 2:1-3), and He promised the curse of death if
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil were eaten (Gen. 2:15-17).
Because the sanctions were issued beforehand, they were promissory
in character. Heads of households did the same. Before they died,
they called the first-born, laid on hands, blessed the first-born, and
thereby transferred the inheritance. In some cases, the father even
issued a curse to an unfaithful son (Gen. 49:4). In short, all sanc-
tions are prophetic.

Third, the sanctions are judicial, involving a judgment before
blessing. Adam was to have received blessing first. Cursing was not
supposed to have been involved in the Sabbath Day experience at
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all. Sin disrupted the day of blessing, however, and cursing ended up
coming first. From that moment on, blessing could only come
through cursing. God said to the serpent, “I will put enmity between
your seed and her seed; He shall bruise you on the head, and you
shall bruise Him on the heel” (Gen. 3:15). In the midst of declaring
the curse, God promised the blessing of a seed who would destroy
the serpent. We know that this is the first giving of the Gospel.
Through the Seed’s death, none other than Jesus Christ’s Crucifix-
ion, blessing came to the world. Blessing comes through cursing. Thus,
the covenant is always ratified through the curse. It has been this
way ever since Adam sinned. Abraham’s animals had to be severed
and burned with fire. The Deuteronomic covenant was cut by re-
ceiving twelve curses on Mt. Ebal (Deut. 27:15-26).

A very critical point about the covenant now emerges. Blessing,
reward, and inheritance come through~”udgrwnt and its counterparts:
discipline and suffering. The way of the covenant is: judgment first,
and success later. Nothing is in-stunt. If you want to build a mud hut, it
takes a day. If you want to build a cathedral, it takes a century. If
you want to build a civilization, it takes generations. The kingdom is
built one brick at a time. Judgment comes before blessing. God’s
true people do not despise judgment. They are willing to meet judg-
ment up front in life. They confront Christ’s death while alive,
rather than wait until Judgment Day. Moreover, all other phases of
the Biblical faith that also involve meeting judgment take on clearer
meaning: discipline, suffering, or receiving correction and rebuke.
Christians are willing to face these, because they understand that life
comes through judgment. People who are willing to implement these
sanctions capture a civilization. They will rear better children, be-
cause they will be willing to discipline them. They will make better
employees, since every occu@ztion requires judgment and discipline.
They will make better leaders, due to the fact that leaders have to
make critical judgment calls. Thus, the covenant engages one in
judgment, and judgment transforms him and his world.

Fourth, dual sanctions imply that there is one covenant with two
sanctions of blessing and cursing. Both are applied, not just one.
And, because there are two sanctions, it is possible to break the cove-
nant. Students of the covenant, however, have often tried to avoid
this conclusion by creating two covenants: law and promise. z Law is
understood to be conditional, and promise is interpreted to be un-

2. Robert D. Brinsmead, Covenant (Fallbrook, California: Verdict Publications,
1979), pp. 85-99.
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conditional and everlasting. Some have even gone so far as to say
that law covenants are “works” oriented, and promise covenants are
characterized by ‘grace .“s None of these approaches does justice to
the plain sense of the Bible. “Promissory” covenants have conditions,
and so-called conditional covenants are built on promises.

Conditional or Unconditional?

Promissyy covenants. Take the New Covenant as an example, a
covenant which no one disputes is promissory. Paul says,

In the case of those who have once been enlightened and have tasted of
the heavenly gift and have been made partakers of the Holy Spirit, and
have tasted of the good Word of God and the powers of the age to come,
and then havefalkn  away, it is impossible to renew them again unto repent-
ance, since they again crucify to themselves the Son of God, and put Him
to open shame (Heb. 6:4-6).

I am aware of the fact that some commentators have tried to use
the grammar involved to remove the real possibility of departing
from the covenant. In other words, there is no real potential for “fall-
ing away.” The warning is only hypothetical. This is nonsense. A non-
conditional covenant would nullify Paul’s warning. There would be
no real warning. If I should say, “If you don’t move out of the street a
car will hit you,” when there is no possibility whatsoever that a car
would ever hit you while you stand in the middle of the street, what
is the sense of the warning? Why even give it? The fact is that the
promissory New Covenant is conditional, and the traditional inter-
pretations of Hebrews 6 reflect just such a conditional sense.A Pro-
missory covenants always have conditions.

Law covenants. Just as promissory covenants have conditions, so-
called law covenants always have promises. Moses says, “And now,
O Israel, listen to the statutes and the judgments which I am teach-
ing you to perform, in order that you may live and go in and take
possession of the land which the Lord, the God of your fathers, is

3. C. I. Scofield, editor, Tlu Scojield R@&nce Bible (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1909). See especially the notes on Galatians. Note that the New Scofzeld
Reference Bible has removed the idea that Old Testament saints were saved by
“works .“

4. John Owen, HebTews (Marshallton, Delaware: The National Foundation For
Christian Education, [1668] 1970), Vol. III, pp. 3-144.
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giving you” (Deut. 4:1). This statement refers back to the promises of
seed and land given to Abraham (one of the “fathers”) (Gen. 12:1-3).
Their obedience was based on the promise. Yet, the promise is not
actualized without obedience. The false dichotomy between grace
and law just will not work. Grace and law are not in conflict.5 As one
man says, “There is no grace without law or law ‘without grace.”G

Every covenant with the exception of Christ’s on the cross was
unconditional. Even the first covenant with Adam was uncondi-
tional. Adam had done nothing to be created or to earn the garden.
The terms of not eating the tree of the knowledge of good and evil
were in the context of the unconditionality of creation. We can call
them the te-wns of unconditionali~.  The only person who entered a purely
conditional covenant was Christ. But once He met its terms and
died on the Cross, it became unconditional to everyone who received
it. God the Father will never revoke His declaration that Christ per-
fectly met the terms of the covenant. The unconditionality of the
covenant is assured eternally. As long as one lives in Christ, he is
under an unconditional covenant.

This does not mean people in the covenant cannot apostatize.
We enter an unconditional covenant, but there are terms of uncondi-
tionality.  James speaks this way when he says, “Show me your faith
without the works, and I will show you my faith by my works”
(James 2:18). If the terms of unconditionality are not lived out, faith
and its works, then the covenant becomes a works-oriented system. It
then becomes conditional. Thus, the covenant-breaker turns the cove-
nant into a conditional system as it applies to him. He refuses to ac-
cept Christ’s perfect work in place of his own feeble efforts to placate
God’s wrath.

“Not Guil~”  or “On Probation”?

Apostasy is real. People can fall away. Question: Fall away from
what? They fall from the visible covenant. If they never come back and
repent, then they were never truly converted to begin with. From the
human point of view, however, we can only live by the visible cove-

5. Thomas McComiskey, The Cownant.s of Promise (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1985),
pp. 59-93. Arthur W. Pink, The Diviw Covenants (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1975), pp.
139-202.

6. Ernest Kevan, Tb Grue @ Law (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, [1966]
1983), pp. 208-209,
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nant. We cannot read hearts and say infallibly that a person real~ and
tru~ is a Christian. We do not have to view every believer in a skep-
tical manner either. If a person “says” he believes, is baptized, and
shows basic outward evidence of being a Christian, he should be
treated as a believer.

Should he fall away from the faith, his assurance is lost. The
easiest way to understand the apostate’s position is to compare it to a
judge’s granting of a suspended sentence with probation. He does
not declare them “Not Guilty.” He gives them a suspended sentence
with probation to see what they can do with their freedom. He
reserves the right to put them back into prison at any time.

Matthew 18 is a major New Testament passage dealing with
Church discipline (sanctions). Jesus gave a parable about a man
who owed a fortune to a lender. When the lender calls in the debt,
the man pleads that he cannot repay the debt yet. The lender gra-
ciously gives the man time to pay the debt. But the man then goes
out and hounds a poor man to pay him what is owed — money that
cannot possibly go very far to repay the huge debt he owes. The orig-
inal debtor has him thrown into prison. He had not forgiven the
debt; he had only suspended the collection day. Because the debtor
refused to show mercy, the creditor decided that he was no longer
entitled to mercy (Matt. 18:23-35).

But what of the terms of the covenant? Disobedience requires
death, from Adam to the present. On what basis does the heavenly
Judge extend time to the sinner? On what legal basis can a suspended
sentence with probation be handed down? Only on the basis of
Christ’s death and resurrection. God does not have to extend anyone
time, but He does so. Even so, some apostatize like the original
debtor in the parable. Such a person dies as an unrepentant sinner.
In this account, the story applies in particular to Israel. Their lives
built up more wrath for themselves (Rem. 12:20).

Thus, the doctrines of Sovereign Grace and predestination are
“covenantally  qualified.” From the moment a person begins his walk
with God, he does so by faith. Then he is baptized and enters life as
a covenant-keeper. All of these things are covenantal qualifications
that he knows the Lord. No one has the ability to look into the decree
of God to see what was written before the foundation of the world.
Man’s assurance can only be in terms of the covenant. Jesus points
to the covenantal response of faith to make this clear. He says, “He
who believes on Me has eternal life” (John 6:47). So anyone who
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has believed in Christ should have this assurance. Why? Because
faith is a covenantal response. Faith informs a person that the Holy
Spirit has indeed worked in his heart.

What if this covenantal  response of faith stops? What if a person
says he has faith in his heart, is baptized, and then leaves the faith? If
he never comes back to covenantal  faithfulness, it indicates that he
was never truly one of God’s elect, and that he had been a tare in the
congregation. The covenant does not consist of perfect but persever-
ing people. Everyone sins, but the test of faith is whether one recog-
nizes, confesses, and moves on in the faith. It is possible, however, to
have members of the Church who are in the process of covenant-
breaking and falling away. The Church is not like the name of a cer-
tain church in my town that is called True Vine Church. Think of the
implications of this name. It means this church believes that only
“true” believers are members. This sounds so “spiritual ,“ but it is im-
possible. I know for a fact that there are members who professed
faith, were baptized, and then fell away. And, I also know for a fact
that this is true of every church and every denomination that has
ever existed. The covenant is not inviolate.

To say God deals without dual sanctions, therefore, is to weaken
the covenant. The ratification of the covenant is nothing more than a
“fire insurance policy” against hell. A person lives any way he wants
without the consequences of being cursed. But, the sanctions do not
work this way. They consist of blessing and cursing; they are prom-
issory; they are judicial; and they are’ both part of one covenant.
Now that we have seen what they consist of, let us address how they
were actually received.

II. By Oath Consigned (Deut.  27:1-30:20)

The sanctions of blessing and cursing were received by an oath, a
self-valedictory (“to speak evil on oneself”) oath. The suzerain
entered the covenant by pledging and calling down evil on himself
from his deities, in the event that he failed to honor his word. The
vassal also entered the covenant by taking a self- maledictcp-y  oath.
Perhaps it could be argued that “secular” covenant-cutting involved
two oaths. It seems, however, that the vassal actually received the
suzerain’s oath. What the suzerain called down on himself would hit
the vassal, should the latter violate his agreement. So, there was
essentially one oath by the suzerain consigned to the vassal.

Even if this were not the situation in secular oath-taking, the Bib-
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lical covenant was by consignment. When the Abrahamic covenant
was first established, God took the valedictory oath. God passed
through the dismembered bodies of the animals (Gen. 15). Then,
Abraham received the same oath through the rite of circumcision, a
bloody symbol of death (Gen. 17:1-27). It ultimately pointed to
Christ’s death: God’s own self-valedictory oath. It was a sign and
seal of what God did to Himself through Jesus Christ. Paul records,
“In Him [Christ] you were also circumcised with a circumcision
made without hands, in the removal of the body of the flesh by
Christ” (Col. 2:11).  Thus, the covenant  was received by i!aking  hold of God’s
own self-valedictory oath. Specifically y, the Deuteronomic congregation
said “amen” to the “curses” of the covenant (Deut. 27:15-26), or what
Von Rad has called the “dodecalogue.”7 Twelve times they responded
with “amen” on Mt. Ebal, the mount of “cursing.”s

Man enters the covenant by saying %men” to Go#s self-maledictoV oath.
In other words, “amen” means, “May God render to me the curse
that He has been willing to take on Himself, should I renege on the
covenant.” What exactly does this mean? Going back to the Abra-
hamic example again — where animals were cut in half and burned
with fire — the one who enters covenant with God is saying that that
would literally happen to him; he would be torn in halfi  the birds
would come and devour him; he would be utterly burned with fire.
Saying “amen” should not be taken lightly!

The Sacr~@ial  System

Apparently the congregation’s amen was also focused in the
offering up of sacrifices. The fourth segment of the covenant says,
“You shall build there an altar of the Lord your God of uncut stones;
and you shall offer on it burnt offerings to the Lord your God; and
you shall sacrifice peace offerings to the Lord your God” (Deut.
27:6-7). Then the description of the list of amens follows. This struc-
turing of the chapter indicates that amen was said in relation to a
sacrifice.

How did this work? Remember that two sanctions were received
by a consigned valedictory oath. The sanction of cursing fell on God
Himself, so that the sanction of blessing could be received by the one
in covenant with God. In other words, God pledged that covenant-

7. Gerhard Von Rad, Deuteronomy: A CommmtaV (Philadelphia: Westminster
Press, 1966), p. 167.

8. Wyclt@e Bible Commenkqy,  p. 192.
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breaking would result in death. But the presence of sin meant that
the valedictory oath would hit the person in covenant with God. To
avoid this judgment he needed a sacrifice, or substitute. In the exam-
ple at the beginning of this chapter, the animals served as objects of
malediction, preventing Abraham’s being burnt with fire. Through
them, Abraham ratified and said “amen” to the covenant.

The sacrificial system was at the heart of covenant ratification. It
expressed the need of atonement. It pointed to an oath that was
made in terms of an object that took the place of man. It was directly
linked to the covenant itself. As a matter of fact, there werejue sacri-
fices, matching the five points of the covenant.

First, there was the reparation offering.g The introductory formula
to this offering parallels the transcendence point of the covenant,
“when a person acts unfaithfully against the Lord, and deceives his
companion . . . . He shall make restitution [reparation] in full, and
add to it one-fifth more. He shall give it to the one to whom it
belongs on the day he presents his guilt [sin] offering” (Lev. 6:2).10
So the transcendence of the Lord was acknowledged first by paying a
form of restitution as an offering. This also was a show of good faith
that the guilty party believed God was immanent.

Second, the sin (purification) offering was a way of confessing ac-
tual sin. This offering provided a process of mediation. Hands were
laid on the head of the purification offering, thereby transferring the
guilt  of the sinner to the animal (Lev. 4:33). This is the representa-
~onal principle we discussed in the hierarchical point of covenantal-
ism. The animal represented the man.

Third, a whole-burnt  offering was made. Stress was placed on a
“perfect male animal” (Lev. 1:3, 10). Why? This offering atoned for all
of the breaking of the law so that the individual could completely offer
himself up to God. 11 It had specifically to do with the breaking of the comm-
andments. 12 The ethical section of the covenant comes to mind.

9. Gordon Wenham,  The Book of Levitiius:  New International Commmta~  on the Old
Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979), pp. 106-112. This offering is also called a
“trespass” sacrifice. Wenham correctly prefers to call it a reparation offering.

10. Note by the way that the sacrifices are arranged theological~ in the first chap-
ters of Leviticus. Their liturgical order, the actual order in which they would be
offered, is specified in Leviticus six and nine, and Numbers six in reference to the
Nazirite.

11. Wenham points out that the other sacrifices “atone,” but that the whole-burnt
offering “atones in a more general sense” p. 57.

12. Ibid.
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Fourth, a cereal offering was made. This was a tribute made by a
mixture of grain and salt (Lev. ‘2:13). Salt is a symbol of judgment.
“The cereal offering then was a gift by the worshipper to God. It nor-
mally followed the burnt offering. God having granted forgiveness of
sins through the burnt offering, the worshipper responded by giving
to God some of the produce of his hands in cereal offering.”lJ  Thus,
the sanctions point of the covenant surfaces. I have pointed out
above that blessing comes through ]“udgment.

Fifth, the Peace offering was offered last (Num. 6:17). This was a
communion meal between the priest and the guilty party’s family. As
we shall see in the final point of the covenant, it has to do with the
reception of confirmation in the context of a meal.

These five sacrifices match the five points of covenantalism.
They were obviously a way of saying amen and renewing the cove-
nant. But there is another interesting twist. Animal sacrifices were
only temporary means of averting the malediction of God. Why?
Remember, God took the malediction on Himse~. Because of His
pledge, He promised His own eventual judgment. God did not have
to make this pledge, but He did. This is grace! The animals pro-
tected man, and because God took a Se~-valedictory oath, they also
held in abeyance a judgment that He Himself would have to incur.

This brings us to the Cross and the New Covenant. Due to man’s
sin, the self-valedictory oath was received unto the Son of God. The
sanction of cursing, accepted by the consignment of a self-maledic-
tory oath, fell on Jesus. Thus, the sanctions segment of the covenant
necessarily involves substitutionary atonement. Faith receives the
payment for a broken valedictory oath.

Now we are prepared to see in Deuteronomy that this faith is ex-
pressed through symbols, and that the sanctions are applied to
households.

1. Symbols

The oath is made by faith but not to the exclusion of certain sym-
bols of faith. The recipient of the covenant says “amen” to God’s oath
by means of specific symbols. Whether Old or New Testament, these
symbols declare the sanctions of blessing and cursing in a visible
form. The covenant with Abraham was cut by means of severed ani-
mals and fire. The fire indicated judgment sanction. Then, Abra-

13. Ibid., p. 71
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ham’s personal reception was the rite of circumcision. Of course, cir-
cumcision was a ‘bloody” ordeal that also denotes cursing sanction in
symbolic form. In the New Covenant, the symbols of the sanctions
become baptism and communion.’ They too imply blessing and curs-
ing. In Appendixes 8 and 9, I discuss the sanctions of the Old and New
Covenants in detail. For now, however, it is important to understand
that all of these symbols manifest both sanctions. For example, the
Lord’s Supper is a visual manifestation of the finished work of
Christ, which mediates life and death. It communicates life and
death. If partaken wrongly, it kills the recipient (I Cor. 11:27-34).

In each case, the covenant is actually received by use of some
symbol. In Deuteronomy, perhaps the most obvious symbol in-
volved in renewing the covenant is the use of the “large stones ,“
coated with lime and etched with the actual covenant (Deut. 27:2-4).
The covenant was actually written on them. So they did more than
symbolize, they sealed the people and the land to Yahweh. But the
logical question is “Are these symbols real?” And, “What is the rela-
tionship between the symbols and their meaning?” The questions
being raised are one of the connection between “sign and thing signi-
fied.” There are only three views: nominalism, realism, and cove-
nantalism.

Nominalism says there is no connection between the symbol and
what it means. There is no relationship between cause and effect.
The judicial ceremonies that Israel engaged in have nothing to do
with reality. The signs and seals of the covenant really do not mean
anything. Using an analogy that David Chilton applies, “A kiss is
just a kiss.” When a nominalist sees a woman kiss a man, he says,
“That doesn’t mean anything. What they’re doing is only symbolic.”
The kiss does not mean love, affection, or necessarily anything. The
absurdity of this is that if the nominalist is right, a man could just as
easily “slap” the woman with a glove — that is, if “symbolic gestures”
do not really mean anything.

The Bible disagrees. While man’s symbols may at times have no
meaning, Go>s symbols have power because His word is behind
them. When He says He will bless those who are faithful to the cove-
nant sign, His word is true. When He says cursing will fall on the
one who violates the symbol of the covenant, that too will happen. So,
God’s special covenant signs real~ seal a person to God: incorporation.
The word comes from the Latin, meaning “one body.” Incorporation is
automatic upon the reception of the covenantal  sign, but not auto-
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matic  salvation. Remember, there are dual sanctions, precisely what
the nominalist fails to realize.

The other extreme is called realism. Realism says that a covenant
is established through some kind of “substantial” contact between the
persons. Whether it is legal is not important. What really counts is
substance  or material contact. This is the theology of the Roman Catho-
lic Church. As mentioned in Chapter One, a Roman Catholic Arch-
bishop cancelled  out a marriage involving a paraplegic. His reason-
ing: Since the marriage could not be “physically” consummated, it
was not legitimate. The substantial, physical, sexual contact of the
persons was supposedly the basis of marriage, not the covenant bond
itself.

The third approach to the relationship between sign and thing
signified is covenantalism.  The connection is covenantal, meaning rep-
resentative. The reception of the covenantal  symbol represents some-
thing greater than itself. What thing? Symbols of the covenant stand
for Go#s selj-maledictoy  oath. Thus, Jesus commands His disciples to
baptize in the “Name of the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit”
(Matt. 28:19).  The power of the symbol of baptism is in the Name ~
God.

The nominalist says there is no power in the symbol. Just
because one is baptized does not mean he is in covenant with God.
The realist, on the other hand, would say there is power in the
substance, the water itself. Both views deny the covenant. The cove-
nantalist says the symbol has meaning because it represents God’s
oath on Himself. Since it represents something God has done, it is a
real symbol; it is not empty. Anyone baptized has God’s Name on him.
He is claimed by God and should ordinarily be counted as a believer.
But, because the symbol has no power in and of itself, covenantalism
requires Jaithfilness. Thus, if one lives in contradiction to the cove-
nantal  symbol, he should be warned that apostasy is a real possibil-
ity. There are dual sanctions to the covenant. If he does not repent,
God’s curse will fall on him because His Name is at stake.

The covenantalist  argues that God’s Trinitan”an  Name helps to ex-
plain properly the relationship between symbol and reality. In the
Trinity, the members of the Godhead are “distinct but not
separated.” So, since the Church is baptized in this Trinitarian
Name (Matt.  28:19 ff.), the relationship between symbol and reality
is “distinct but not separate.” Faith is distinguished from the rite
(baptism), meaning there is no power in the sacramental elements
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themselves to convey salvation, but neither is faith to be separated
from the sacraments. The latter clarifies why baptism is so closely
associated with salvation (Acts 22:16). 1A

Only the covenantalist  can adequately present the connection
between symbol and reality. The nominalist does away with reality,
and the realist loses the symbolic. 15 God’s covenantal  symbols are pow-
erful. The y are the God-appointed means of saying “amen” to God’s
self-valedictory oath. They picture blessing through curse. The
sanctions are real~ conveyed through symbol.

2. By Households

The consignment of God’s oath-sanctions is applied to households,
not just individuals. When Adam and Eve fell, their family fell with
them. What happened to them happened to their descendants by
legal representation. “In Adam’s fall we sinned all,” as the Puritans’
primer for children began. But, by the grace of God, we are not all
left in this state of condemnation. Indeed, the Bible is the story of
how God brings salvation to the world. But, as Van Til says, “The
redemptive revelation of God had to be as comprehensive as the sweep
of sin.”lG  Thus, since sin destroyed the family, we must conclude that
redemption saves it, unless “grace is not greater than all our sin.” As a
matter of fact, the redemption of Adam and Eve is also the redemp-
tion of the~ami~, demonstrated by the constant emphasis on bring-
ing the whole household into the faith.

The same principle of representation holds true in salvation of a
family unit. Many cases of household salvation by representation
can be cited. Noah’s family, not just “adult” believers, is brought into
the ark. Abraham’s family is given salvation through the circumci-
sion of the males: males represent females. And, in the sanctions
section of Deuteronomy, we read of the various categories of people
to whom the sanctions are applied. Moses says,

14. If a person should be providentially hindered from baptism in this life, like the
thief on the cross next to Jesus, he still passes through God’s baptismal “sea” around
His throne (Rev. 4:6).

15. Indeed, this is precisely how the reformers argued against the Roman Catho-
lic view of the sacrament. If the elements changed, then they ceased being real sym-
bols.  They became the reali~!  B. A. Gerrish, ‘John Calvin and Reformed Doctrine of
the Lord’s Supper;  Una Sand. (Pentecost 1968), pp. 85ff.

16. Cornelius Van Til, An Introduction to Systematic Theology (Nutley, New Jersey:
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1974), Vol. V, p. 133.
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You stand today, all of you, before the Lord your God; your chiefs, your
tribes, your elders and your officers, even all the men of Israel, your hltk
ones, your wives, and the alien who is within your camps, from the one who
chops your wood to the one who draws your water, that you may enter into
the covenant “with the Lord your God, and into His oath which the Lord
your God is making with you today (Deut. 29:10-12).

Notice how Moses first lists the covenantal “heads” of the nation.
Then he includes the children and even the alien. We know from
other passages in the Old Testament that the alien was not circum-
cised, but he was required to live in the general sphere of the cove-
nant (Ex. 29:33).17 Regarding children, however, how can the Bible
include them in the covenant? Parents represent their children. If they
are in the faith, then their children are claimed for the faith as well.

Is this just an Old Testament principle? Even in the New Testa-
ment, salvation by household continued to be a practice. Once when
Jesus’ disciples were keeping parents from bringing their children to
Christ, He rebuked them saying;

And they were bringing even their’ babies to Him so that He might
touch them, but when the disciples saw it, they began rebuking them. But
Jesus called for them, saying, “Permit the children to come to Me, and do
not hinder them, for the kingdom of God belongs to such us these. Truly I say
to you, whoever does not receive the kingdom of God like a child shall not
enter it at all” (Luke 18:15-17).

Mark makes it clear that Jesus was laying His hands on the chil-
dren to “bless them” (Mark 10:16). Remember, to bless someone is to
impose a sanction. So, Jesus was placing the sanction of the covenant
on these children and including them in the household of faith. The
only basis for doing so was that their parents were in the covenant.

Finally, when one comes to Acts, he discovers that households
are being saved by the same principle of representation. In one
chapter where households are mentioned, Luke speaks of their being
brought into the kingdom and being baptized without stopping to
explain why. He says “Lydia and her household were baptized” (Acts
16:15). Of the Philippians jailer, Luke says, “He [the jailer] took them
that very hour of the night and washed their wounds, and immedi-

17. The “stranger” is forbidden in the Exodus passage to eat sacrificial food
because it is “holy.” Circumcision entitled an Israelite to eat this food (Lev. 1-5), so
the stranger obviously was not circumcised.
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atelyhe was baptized, he and all his household’’ (Acts l6:33).
Luke does not have to stop, because the New Testament builds

on the Old. God redeems the family, as well as individuals, by plac-
ing them under the sanctions. Remember,’ the covenant has terms of
unconditionality.  The children may grow up and deny the covenant.
They may fall away. But of course, this is a possibility for adults. The
sanction~  are familial. Cut off the children, and one effectively destroys
the future !

We come to the end of our discussion on the second aspect of cut-
ting a covenant, and we come to the third and final element.

III. Witnesses

The last but not least important aspect of cutting a covenant is
the role of the witness. Notice that Moses calls two witnesses to
verify the ratification of the covenant. He says, “I call heaven and earth
to witness against you today, that I have set before you life and
death, the blessing and the curse. So choose life in order that you
may live, you and your descendants [seed]” (Deut. 30:19).  Witnesses
make the ratzj$cation  ojlcial.  They testify to the fact that a covenant was
actually made, whether the recipients were serious or not. I add the
last statement because the attitude of the recipient when the cove-
nant is ratified is not of primary importance. God’s disposition is of
main concern. Even though someone might not take his entrance
into the covenant very seriously, God does ! He will make sure the
sanctions of the covenant are carried out one way or the other. These
witnesses testify to the fact that Go#s  oath has been consigned to the can-
didate. As a matter of fact, should the covenant be broken, the
witnesses are called forward to prosecute the one who has actually
broken the covenant, called a covenant lawsuit.

The “oficialness”  of entering the covenant raises an important
question. When is a person considered a Christian? When he says he
is a Christian or when he is baptized (ratifying the covenant by sanc-
tion, oath, and witnesses)? Notice that the question is not “When is a
person a Christian?”, but when is he considered a Christian? This
distinction is quite important.

For one, certainly belief in Christ is the basis of personal salva-
tion, but any professing believer who will not be baptized and come
under the accountability of a local church is probably not a true
Christian. He is like a man and woman who say they love each other
but will not make their love “official” in a marriage ceremony. Most
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people would not take their love very seriously. Love involves com-
mitment, and committed people should have no difficultly making
their commitments legal.

Two, man can only live by a “visible” covenant. He cannot look
into the soul of his fellow  man. Sinful man cannot be trusted with
such power. Anyone who says he can do this should be considered
demon-possessed. Moreover, just because a person says he is a Chris-
tian does not necessarily mean that indeed he really is. One is not a
Christian because he says he is, but because God says he is. God ini-
t ially  makes this declaration at the reception of the signs and seals.
They, and only they, make the covenant official. One might be a
Christian before they are applied, but there is no official way of
knowing so. The normal couenantal  place of transferring from the
kingdom of darkness into the kingdom of light is at baptism.

The temptation of the Church through the ages has been to
elevate other indicators of salvation above baptism and communion,
like experience and knowledge. Granted, they have their place of
importance, but the covenant is damaged when salvation is deter-
mined by them. The New England Puritans destroyed the theologi-
cal foundation of their entire culture when they created experiential
tests of conversion in the 1630s, producing the infamous “Halfway
Covenant.”18 Nowhere does God make experience the basis of salva-
tion. It grows out of salvation. The covenantal signs, however, sym-
bolize the heavenly witnesses, the most important testimony. They
demonstrate that God’s Name is at stake.

The result of covenantal theology is that more weight is given to
the sacraments. Anyone who is baptized should be counted as and
treated as a believer unless he is apostatizing. But even in this case,
he would be approached as an apostate, and not an unbeliever. The
check and balance against the violation of the covenant is always dis-

18. E. Brooks Holifield,  T& Covenant  Sealed (New Haven: Yale, 1974), pp.
169-186, 193. Church leaders in Puritan New England decided to alleviate the visi-
ble/invisible  tension in their churches. They started requiring conversion experi-
ences of their children. Even if children were baptized, but could not produce a
“credible” profession, they were not permitted to be part of the church. Then came
the grandchildren. They had not owned the covenant. What should be done with
them? Their parents had the sign of baptism but were not allowed to come to the
Table. The grandchildren did not even have the sign. The solution was to proceed
with the baptism of the grandchildren, but view them as only “halfway” in. The
‘Halfway Covenant” was born. Children were in the covenant but not really consid-
ered believers.
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cipline. Groups that emphasize the sacraments should not be criti-
cized for their sacramental theology so much as they should be con-
demned for not applying church discipline. Nevertheless, experience
and knowledge have not proven to be superior checks and balances
against “leakage” from the covenant. All the experiential and intel-
lectual groups have had just as difficult a time with apostasy. The
best prevention of covenantal  leakage is the last point of covenant-
alism:  continuity. Before we consider it, one final application should
be made in reference to the ratification process.

The Doctrine of Adoption

The cutting of a covenant – involving sanctions, oath, and
witnesses — creates a transfer. The member of the covenant receives
a new name, or a name change which amounts to the same. Abram
received a new name (Abraham) when the covenant was ratified
(Gen. 17:5). Jacob became Israel. The New Covenant sign of bap-
tism places God’s name directly on the baptizand (Matt. 28:19-20).
Historically, the Church has added a Christian name at baptism to
be placed in front of the surname, indicating that the covenantal tie
supersedes the blood bond. Most churches’ language still reflects
this: “What is your Christian name?“ is a traditional expression for
“What is your first name?” This change in name means the covenant
member has been transferred into a new family. It is called adoption.

Adoption is covenantal.  It enables someone outside the family
line to become an heir. Since the Fall, man has been outside God’s
family. His parents are “dead.” He lost them when Adam sinned.
And along with his parents’ death, he even lost his inheritance. Cove-
nantal~,  man is an orphan. The only way that God can become his par-
ent and he can become God’s son is through adoption. He is not,
never was, nor will he ever be part of God’s essence. He cannot go
rummaging through lost archives to prove that he is a Legitimate heir
by natural descent.

Children of believers are to receive the covenantal  sign for this
reason. They are born covenantally  dead (Psa. 51:5). Death is
associated with the womb (Lev. 12:1-8). After birth, the parents are
supposed to bring the child to the leaders of the church to receive the
sign of the covenant. When the child receives the sign, he (or she)
thereby is declared covenantally  alive and given back to the parents,
a gesture indicating that sin takes our children away but the covenant ~“ves
them back. This is an adoption process. The covenant teaches that all
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of our children are actually to be adopted. They are entrusted to par-
ents by the covenant.

The doctrine of adoption is totally contrary to blood-religion, not
to be confused with the Biblical requirement of blood sacrifice. Non-
covenantal  religions sometimes advocate salvation by bloodline, in-
stead of blood sacrifice. Bloodline religion is racist. One race is sup-
posedly purer, or better equipped, than all the others, whether the
Arian race as advocated by the Fascists, or the Jews as proposed by
the Zionists. All racists are the same. They believe their race or even
their nation is special because of its ethnic distinction. Faithfulness
to God’s covenant has nothing to do with salvation, only faithfulness
to the race. This inevitably leads to war, because impure races have
to be destroyed. They are a threat to the pure race.

The Jews had forgotten the covenant. They thought their race
was superior. If they had believed in the covenant, however, they
would have known there was nothing special about their blood. It
was like all the other bloodlines. Their greatness had been due to
covenant. And they were certainly not part of the covenant because
of their bloodline. Jesus reminded them of this fact when He said,
“But as many as received Him, to them He gave the right to become
children of God, even to those who believe in His name, who were
born not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will of man,
but of God” (John 1:12-13). They were adopted sons. Thus, if the Bib-
lical covenant is rejected, man easily becomes a racist!

Conclusion

This concludes our analysis of the fourth principle of the cove-
nant, sanctions.  The covenant is established by the reception of these
sanctions through an oath before witnesses. First, the oath has dual
sanction~,  blessing and cursing, giving the covenant terms of uncon-
ditionality. When the Bible speaks of faith, it means~aithzbwss.  Man
is required to persevere! If he fails to do so, the oath that God takes
on Himself will hit the participant in the form of a curse. Along with
the terms of unconditionality, the covenant is both promissory and
legal. Grace and law are not in conflict.

Second, the oath is received through the consignment of a self-
maledictory oath. God pledges Himself to the participants, attaching
blessings and cursings. When man places his “amen” on the cove-
nant, he receives what God has done. He says ‘amen” through cer-
tain symbols, and has them applied to his household.
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Finally, witnesses are required for the ratification of the covenant.
The witnesses are heavenly and earthly when the covenant is cut.
They verify that an actual covenant has been created. Without
them, the covenant is not official.

This ratification process creates a transfer of name, called the
doctrine of adoption. Covenant cutting adopts the initiate into the
kingdom of God. He receives a new name and inheritance.

The next chapter advances the study to the last principle of the
covenant, continuity. In this chapter, we will focus more on inheritance.
The ratification of the covenant creates a new inheritance, but a con-
stant process of covenant renewal has to occur before the inheritance
is actualized. Several questions will be answered. What is the point
of continuity in the covenant: blood-bond, or something else? What
is the inheritance of God’s people? Is it spiritual or physical?



E. Fifth Point of Covenantalism

5

CONTINUITY
(Deuteronomy 31-34)

Nobody wants to start from scratch. Actually, no man can ever
start totally from scratch, for we are creatures living in history. Only
God can start from scratch historically (Gen. 1:1). The Biblical man,
especially, recognizes that he can move forward only on the basis of a
legacy bequeathed to him by his righteous predecessors.

There is a story in the Old Testament that deals with a man who
knew that he was in a position of having to start almost from scratch,
and he took steps to overcome his predicament. His name was
Joseph.

Joseph had to start almost from scratch several times. His
brothers tossed him in a pit – clearly a symbol of hell – to keep him
until they could kill him. 1 Judah spoke up for him, and wisely sug-
gested that they sell him, something his greedy and short-sighted
brothers immediately agreed to. So Joseph was carried down to
Egypt by foreign traders. He was sold into bondage. But to sell him,
they had to pull him out of the pit — resurrection.

He was sold to Potiphar. He then built up the household wealth
of Potiphar. He used Potiphar’s capital, of course, but he multiplied
it. Then Potiphar’s wife lied about his integrity, and Potiphar had
him thrown into prison — right back in the pit! But this time, it was a
bigger pit.

So he started over again. Before long, he had taken over the

1. This took place in Dothan (Gen. 37:17). Dothan was the place of the pit, an
historical symbol of hell for Israel. The Hebrew root word for Dothan is the same as
the root for Dathan. Dathan and his family revolted against Moses, “and the earth
opened its mouth and swallowed them up, and their households, and all the men
who belonged to Korah with their possessions. So they and all that belonged to them
went down alive to Sheol, and the earth closed over them, and they perished from
the midst of the assembly” (Nu. 16:32-33).

96
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administration of the prison, under the authority of the captain of
the prison. He also prophesied concerning the dreams of the Phar-
aoh’s baker and cup-bearer (probably second in command, or at
least a very high official).z  But the cup-bearer forgot about Joseph
after he was released, as Joseph had prophesied, so Joseph remained
a captive for several more years. At age 30, however, his fortunes
changed (Gen. 41:46).

When the Pharaoh had a dream that he could not interpret, the
cup-bearer remembered Joseph, and told the Pharaoh of Joseph’s
skills of prophecy and dream interpretation. The king brought him
out of prison — resurrection.

The rest of the story is familiar. He interprets the dream, proph-
esies, and recommends that the king choose a man to administer the
grain storage program. The Pharaoh believes Joseph, and therefore
believes God’s Word. He wisely chooses Joseph as the administrator.

Then he does something extremely important. He places the
robe of office, a chain of authority, and the ring of authority on
Joseph (Gen. 41:42).  He was also given a chariot. As we have seen in
Chapter Two, there is no authori~ without subordination. There is no
power without bondage. We must wear someone’s yoke. Pharaoh
places Joseph under the overall authority of Egypt. Egyptian theol-
ogy taught that the Pharaoh was a divine figure, the link between the
realm of the gods and man.

Pharaoh did what Laban had tried to do with Jacob and Nebu-
chadnezzar later tried to do with the Hebrew youths: bring God’s
power and blessings under the authority of a foreign power system.
Potiphar and the captain of the prison had done the same thing. This
story is repeated throughout the Bible. Daniel under Nebuchadnez-
zar, Belshazar, and Darius is an example of this same process.
Mordecai was also given a robe, crown (chain for the head), and a
ring by Ahasuerus. Mordecai also was given access to the king%
chariot (Esther 8-9). But Ahasuerus was at least married to Mor-
decai’s  niece, and may himself have been a converted man. He was
not trying to manipulate God in the way that Laban tried.

What pagan kings wanted to do was to imjwi>on  God through im-
prisoning God’s servant. They were using God’s men as magical tal-
ismans, or manipulative implements that command supernatural
power. This even applied to Nebuchadnezzar, for he was not really

2. Baker and cup-bearer: bread and wine.
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converted until after his time in the fields (wilderness).
Joseph ruled as the king’s delegated sovereign agent. He gave

Joseph a wife: the daughter of the priest of On, the holy city. Her
name? Asenath, the daughter of Potiphera (Gen. 41:45).  He there-
fore became a son of the priest. He went from the house of Potiphar
to the house of Potiphera. In effect, Joseph was brought under a new
covenant. Covenantally, Joseph no longer was under Jacob’s author-
ity. Jacob believed him to be dead. Joseph also thought he was cove-
nantally  dead. We should remember that he saw everything in terms
of the covenant, and particular y the covenant made to Abraham.
God had promised the first patriarch seed and land (Gen. 12:1-3).
Joseph had been cut off from both. He had been disinherited by his
brothers, and he had been sold into slavery. He was in Egypt, the
Biblical symbol of hell (the pit), where even Jesus as an infant was
carried to. Covenantal~, Joseph appeared to be dead. He could not inherit
from Jacob. His inheritance would come from Egypt. It would be a
large inheritance, but it was nevertheless Egyptian. His only hope
was for some kind of resurrection. More to the point, his two sons
needed resurrection. He could not give them covenantal life. He was
now a covenantal  son of Egypt, not a covenantal son of Israel.

So alienated from the past had Joseph become that he named his
two sons with pro-Egyptian names:

And Joseph named the first-born Manasseh [making to forget – R.S. ],
“For,” he said, “God has made me forget all my trouble and all my father’s
household.” And he named the second Eptilm [fi-fitfulness – R.S. ], “Foq” he
said, “God has made me fi-uitful  in the land of my affliction” (Gen. 41: 51-52).

He named his sons as though he had forgotten two things. First,
he had forgotten the dream that promised that his brothers and
father would bow down to him. Second, he had forgotten God’s
prophecy to Abraham, that before the Israelites could take the land
of Canaan, they would be enslaved and oppressed — afflicted — for
four generations (Gen. 15:13-16). God was not finished with him cov-
enantally yet. He was therefore not finished with Joseph’s sons.
There had to be a transfer of the inheritance.

The Inheritance

Eventually, Jacob and his family came to Egypt. Joseph’s father
and his brothers were forced to bow down to him, even as he had
foretold when interpreting the dream that had gotten him sold into
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bondage (Gen. 37:7-11). Theywere todwell intheland of Egypt, as
God had prophesied.

With the arrival of Jacob in the land, Joseph knew that he was
back in the family covenant. But his two sons had been born in
Egypt while Joseph was outside the family, and outside his father’s
authority. In effect, they were Egyptians, and their names testified to
Joseph’s Egyptian covenant. Would they inherit? Could they?
Wouldn’t their inheritance be subject to some future challenge by his
brothers or their descendants, as Egyptians?

One day Joseph heard that his father was sick (Gen. 48:1).
Joseph could not wait any longer, just as Jacob could not wait when
his father Isaac was about to give the family blessing to his brother
Esau. If Jacob died before his inheritance could be transferred to
Joseph’s heirs, they could not be included in the covenant. They
were sons of Egypt. Joseph had to act immediately. His oldest son
needed to receive the special blessing from his grandfather. Without
it, he had no inheritance with the people of Israel.

But how could they be given the inheritance if they were sons of
Egypt? There was only one way: thty had to be adopted by the dying old
man. If he refused, there was no hope. Joseph’s line would be cut off.
Joseph had “died” in order to save the people of Israel. He could not
pass the inheritance to his own sons by himself. The blessing had to
skip generations.

Jacob understood what had to be done, and he did it. To help us
to understand exactly what he did, I have emphasized some”
neglected key words:

And now your two sons, who were born to you in the land of Egypt before
I came to you in Egypt, are minq Ephraim and Manasseh shall be mine, as
Reuben and Simeon are [the first two sons of Jacob by Leah] (Gen. 48:5).

The boys were born in Ejypt  before Jacob arrived. They had
been born outside the land, and therefore outside Jacob’s familial
authority. They were outside the hierarchy of covenantal  authority.
Their father was a covenantal  agent of Pharaoh, not Jacob. How
could they inherit? Jacob adopted the two boys as his own sons,
equal in authority to the two sons by Leah. This placed them back
inside the covenant.

Joseph had two sons who needed to inherit. Joseph therefore
transferred to them the double portion of the family’s inheritance
that he was entitled to as the son who was feeding his father. In mak-
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ing the transfer of his inheritance, Joseph was claiming the double
portion, as Jacob recognized: “And I give you one portion more than
your brothers” (Gen. 48:22 a). In short, Joseph transf~red  his birthright
to his sons. Unlike his present-oriented uncle Esau, who had trans-
ferred his birthright to Jacob because Jacob promised to feed him,
Joseph acted as a future-oriented man. -

There is no doubt concerning Joseph’s forfeiture of his birthright.
Jacob made it plain that other children born out ofJoseph’s loins and
the womb of the Egyptian could come into covenant only by joining
the tribes of Ephraim or Manasseh. By handing over the double por-
tion to the “Egyptian” sons, Joseph had nothing left of the Hebrew
inheritance to transfer to his other children who had been born (or
would be born) under the biological family covenant, since Jacob
and the family were now reunited to Joseph’s household. The sons
who would be considered sons of the covenant by birth would partic-
ipate in the covenant only through their older Egyptian brothers.
The two boys had to be adopted by Jacob, and any other children
had to be adopted by the two boys. The other children could become
sons of the covenant only through adoption, just as Ephraim and
Manasseh were adopted.

But your offspring ihat have been born after them shall be yours; they
shall be called by the names of their brothers in their inheritance (Gen.
48:6).

Why should they be called by the names of their brothers?
Because they could not be called by the name of their father. Their
father had no family inheritance in Israel. He was clearly outside the
covenant.

This points directly to the Jews’ need for adoption in Christ’s day.
Christ left His birthright to those who would affirm Him as their
brothers. The gentiles would inherit, and the Jews could claim their
birthright only by being adopted by the gentile Christian believers.
Only in the covenant of the dead testatois gentile heirs is there sal-
vation, deliverance, and resurrection.

Joseph knew exactly what he was doing when he brought only
the two older sons and not the others, who were obviously alive at
the time. He brought in his first-born son and his second-born son.
The theme of the first-born and second-born sons is one which is
basic to the book of Genesis, and to the Gospel: Adam and Christ.
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First-born and Second-born

The two boys entered Jacob’s presence. They could now tell that
their grandfather was blind. They stood there and stared. They
could see him, but he couldn’t see them. Their father pushed them
forward in a special arrangement. To make sure the inheritance
went to the first-born, Joseph placed Manasseh (the first-born) op-
posite Jacob’s right hand and Ephraim in front of the left. There
could be no mistake. All Jacob had to do was stick out his right hand
and touch the boy in front of him.

To everyone’s surprise, Jacob stretched his hand in a diagonal di-
rection and put it on Ephraim, the second-born. Joseph was in
dismay. He said to his father, “Stop, Manasseh is the first~born.”
Jacob answered, “I know, he will be a great tribe too, but the
younger one will be greater” (Gen. 48:1-22). Once again, the second-
born son would inherit the double portion instead of the first-born,
which is God’s normal pattern of inheritance (Deut. 21:15-17).  Sin
disrupts the normal pattern, and God’s grace intervenes to re-estab-
lish legitimate inheritance on ethical and covenantal lines. Jacob in-
herited, not Esau; Ephraim inherited, not Manasseh –Jacob’s
reminder to Joseph of the source of his inheritance: a God-estab-
lished break with the normal pattern, God’s sign of special grace.

Who received the double portion in the family of Jacob? No one
did. The land later was distributed by family size (Nu. 26:54), and
no family received a double portion. Normally, with twelve sons, the
inheritance would have been divided into thirteenths, with the eldest
son inheriting a double portion. But with respect to the land, two
sons received no land, Levi (which became the priestly tribe) and
Joseph (who was covenantally  dead). Ephraim and Manasseh
replaced them.

Joseph’s heirs did receive a double portion, however. Ordinarily,
all Joseph’s sons would have divided his single portion. But the
adoption of Manasseh and Ephraim as Jacob’s sons gave them two
portions to share equally. The real winner was Ephraim, for had he
been simply an heir of Joseph rather than Jacob, all of Joseph’s sons
would have inherited equal portions of Joseph’s portion, with
Manasseh receiving the double portion. But Ephraim received a full
portion as an adopted son of Jacob, not simply a partial portion of
Joseph’s inheritance. However, his name, fmitfiul, proved accurate.
But the Biblical rule prevailed: greater blessings bring greater re-
sponsibility. Joshua, an Ephraimite (Nu. 13:8,16), led them into the
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Promised Land. Joshua becomes Israel’s deliverer. In a symbolic
sense, Joshua is Joseph resurrected, and he carries Joseph’s bones up

to the Promised Land.
Joseph should have received the double portion, for it was he

who protected his father in the fathefs old age.  Joseph was Israel’s
savior. But to offer this protection, Joseph had to die covenantally.
Thus, his two sons inherited the equivalent of his double portion,
but only by their adoption into the family of Joseph’s father. This
sealed their inheritance. It could never be challenged by Jacob’s
other sons or by their heirs. No better example can be found in the
Old Testament concerning the basis of the inheritance of the
Church. The Church inherits the double portion that belongs by
right to Christ, but only because of the death of the Savior-Testator
does the Father in heaven adopt the Church.

It is worth mentioning that Jesus was the son of another Joseph,
who was himself faithful to the word of the angel, and who did not
put Mary away, but married her and reared her son Jesus as his
own. He therefore adopted Jesus, making Him covenantally  legiti-
mate in terms of Hebrew law. This act of adoption by Joseph estab-

lished Christ’s legal birthright. Like Joshua, after whom Jesus is
named, the Deliverer came through adoption.

It is also worth mentioning that the only two men of Moses’ gen-

eration who were totally faithful (Nu. 14:5-6),  and who therefore
were allowed by God to cross into  the Promised Land (Nu. 32:12)
had been adopted into  the covenant. Joshua was the descendant of
Ephraim, who was adopted in, and Caleb, who was a Kennezite
(Nu. 32:12), and the Kennezites were a tribe that dwelt in Canaan,
and which had been marked out for destruction by God in His origi-
nal covenant with Abraham (Gen. 15:19).

False Inheritance

The one who feeds his father is the true first-born son and the

one who deserves the double portion. Joseph fed the Pharaoh, too.
Joseph said to his brothers, after they had come to be fed in Egypt,

God sent me before you to preserve for you a remnant in the earth, and
to keep you alive by a great deliverance. Now, therefore, it was not you who
sent me here, but God; and He has made me a father to Pharaoh and lord
of all his household and ruler over all the land of Egypt (Gen. 45:7-8).
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He had fed the Pharoah and his people; he had delivered them,
too. He was therefore the true first-born son of Pharaoh, the cove-
nantally legitimate heir of the Pharaoh’s double portion. Pharaoh
understood this. He gave Joseph the double portion in Egypt, the
land of Goshen, the best of Egypt (Gen. 47:6). But the Egyptians did
what he had feared that his brothers and their descendants might do:
deny the legitimacy of his birthright. The Egyptians hated Egypt’s
true first-born son, the family that had fed Egypt and saved it: the
Hebrews. The Book of Exodus speaks of another Pharaoh who arose
who did not remember Joseph — did not acknowledge the lawful in-
heritance that Joseph and his family had been given. The later Phar-
aoh stole the inheritance by placing the Hebrews in slavery, just as
Jacob’s sons had done to Joseph in Dothan. Egypt once again proved
itself to be a pit, a place of bondage, just as God had told Abraham it
would. There can be no salvation in Egypt.

What was God’s response? He killed the first-born sons of Egypt
as His final plague, and the Egyptians let them go free. The Egyp-
tian kidnappers of the Hebrews died, just as the kidnapping brothers
of Joseph would have died of starvation, had not God through
Joseph showed them grace. We need to be fed by the true first-born
son, or else we die.

Legitimacy

I call what happens in this story the principle of continuity. What
is it? Continuity is the confirmation of the legitimate heir, thereby
transferring the inheritance to him. First, the inheritance is con-
firmed by the laying on o~hands.s  The ratification process of circumci-
sion normally would have entitled Joseph’s sons to their inheritance.
But they were probably uncircumcised because they were the sons of
a covenantally dead man. Probably, they would have been circum-
cised in connection with the process of adoption, though the Bible

3. An inheritance of seed and land is passed from Israel (Jacob) to Ephraim. God
calls it a “blessing” to Abraham (Gen. 12:2). This fact connects it with the original
blessing promised to man in the garden. In the last chapter we called it “rest” (Gen.
2:1-3). But now we should expand our understanding of blessing. It is a person and
an environment. The person is the Seed-Man, the Messianic line and eventually
none other than Jesus Christ (Gal. 3:16). The environment is the Promised Land in
the Old Testament, which becomes the whole world in the New Testament (cf.
Exod. 20:12; Eph. 6:3; Note the shift from “land” to “earth”). When Christ saves the
world, Paul describes this as the coming of true “rest” (Heb. 4:1-11). His argument is
that Christ’s First Advent brought this rest, so the Church is supposed to enter into it
by applying the Word of God to the world.
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does not say. They were nevertheless sons by declaration, and the lay-
ing on of hands was a judicial act that simply declared who the heirs
were, symbolizing a transfer from one generation to the next.

What happens to Joseph’s sons does riot disrupt the covenantal
progression from ratification to continuity that we see in Deuteron-
omy. Nor should the Joseph situation confuse in the reader’s mind
ratification and the last step of covenantalism. The Deuteronomic
covenant places ratification before the final stage of covenantalism;
most of the time ratification and continuity are simultaneous to one
another, which may explain the Joseph account. At any rate, ratifi-
cation does provide an element of continuity. It (circumcision in the
Old Covenant and baptism in the New Covenant) initially estab-
lishes continuity. Ratification places legal claim on the recipient by
means of the “first” sacrament. It entitles him to an inheritance. It
officially guarantees a legacy even to the household, as we learned in
the last chapter. So it is obvious that the fourth and fifth points of the
covenant are inseparably bound. But the final point of the covenant,
what I am calling “continuity,” is a continuation of ratification. It is the
means whereby the claim is actually extended. It is a confirmation
process that usually involves the second sacrament (passover in the
Old Covenant and communion in the New Covenant) as we shall
see. In Deuteronomy, the continuity section begins with the laying
on of hands (via a sacred meal), and then it moves to a second ele-
ment that we also see in the Joseph account.

Second, the covenant transfer is confirmed by the actual conquest of
the land. After Joseph’s second-born becomes the heir, Jacob
describes how God will bring the nation to the Promised Land again
(Gen. 48:19-22).  If there is no actual conquest of the land, Jacob’s
transfer is invalidated. This would mean his heirs are not the true
heirs, and he would not get to come back to the land. To the victors
go, not the spoils, but in this case, the inheritance.

Third, the inheritance is not confirmed on the basis of natural des-
cent. Man’s fallen nature disrupted the natural flow of things. Nor-
mally, the first-born would have been the recipient of the double por-
tion of the blessing, but the Fall of man morally disabled him. In the
Bible, the first-born is covenantally  unable to obtain the inheritance:
Adam, Cain, Esau, Ishmael, Reuben, and so forth. The constant
failure of the first-born goes back to Adam, and the constant success
of the second-born points forward to Jesus, the second Adam and
true first-born.

This brief introduction takes us directly to the fifth point of cove-
nantalism in Deuteronomy (31-34). The obvious connection is that
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Joshua is a descendent ofJoseph. But more importantly, we see how
a process of confirmation follows ratification, forming continuity
from one generation to another.A

Confirmation (Deut.  31-34)
Continuity is a process of confirmation. Ratification, the fourth

point, was only the beginning. It brought a person under the cove-
nant, but he also needed confirmation. He needed to receive the full
benc$ts of being a covenant member. This inheritance did not come all
at once but in stages. The confirmation of Deuteronomy is three-fold.

1. Covenant Renewal

Moses first engaged Joshua and the congregation in covenant
renewal. .This was done by means of a large worship service (Deut.
31-32). The service was covenantal.  The Song of Moses part of wor-
ship followed the outline of the covenant (Deut. 32). s From this we
should learn that the church’s formal worship service is not a time of
entertainment, but simply a renewal of God’s covenant. Further-
more, worship is the logical step after the covenant has been cut. If
for some reason a person cuts the covenant, and then never attends
or even drops out of worship, his ratification of the covenant is not
confirmed, meaning he never truly covenanted with God. On this
basis, his inheritance in the covenant is forfeited (Heb. 10:22-25).

A meal is often associated with worship. Why? It is a way of
confirming a covenant that has previously been cut.6 In the suzerain
covenants, the soon-to-die suzerain would gather all of his followers
together at a special ceremony involving a sacred meal. He would
require them to pledge an oath of allegiance to his successor. Then,
after he died, the successor would have another ceremony and meal.

4. Wyclijfe Bible Commentq,  p. 197. Kline says, “This final section of the covenant
document has as its unifying theme the perpetuation of the covenant relationship.
Of special importance is the subject of royal succession. . . This succession is pro-
vided for by the appointment and commissioning of Joshua as the dynamic heir to
Moses in the office of mediatorial  representative of the Lord (ch. 31). The testamen-
tary assignment of kingdom inheritance to the several tribes of Israel (ch. 33)
reckons with the status of all God’s people as royal heirs. Included also are two other
standard elements in the international (Ancient Near Eastern) treaties. One is the
invocation of covenant witnesses, here represented chiefly by the Song of Witness
(ch. 32). The other is the directions for the disposition of the treaty document after
the ceremony (31 :9-13). By way of notarizing the document, an account of the death
of Moses is affixed at the end (ch. 34).”

5. Wyclife Bible ComnwntaV, p. 199-201.
6. Still today, a meal often follows a business agreement, or other important

meetings. In China it is the same way.
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The followers would again pledge an oath and renew their covenant
to seal legally and ritually the transfer of power. 7 In Deuteronomy
and Joshua the same process takes place. Israel is confirmed in its
allegiance to Joshua with Moses. After the death of Moses, they
have other ceremonies and meals to renew their covenant with their
new leader (Josh. 5:10; 8:30-35). The con.z.rmation  of communion is sup-
posed to be an ongoing process.

These events were, in the ancient world, a combination of civil
and ecclesiastical. Today, we separate the two governments more
clearly, but similar rituals still exist. Many churches ordain pastors,
elders, and deacons by the practice of the laying on of hands. Exist-
ing elders touch the shoulders of kneeling men who have been or-
dained but not yet confirmed. This is the act of confirmation. Some-
times they celebrate communion immediately after the laying on of
hands. In civil government, there must also be confirmation and
some variant of the laying on of hands. In this context, Moses laid
hands on Joshua (Deut. 34:9). This was a judicial act. It was not
magical. Nothing of substance flowed from Moses to Joshua. But
this legal act symbolized that -Joshua was in continuity with the his-
toric covenant’. Historic continuity is extremely important. To cut
oneself off from history results in fighting the same battles of the
past. It is a common saying that those who do not understand his-
tory are condemned to repeat the mistakes of the past.

For example, the modern Church generally reacts to the creeds
of the early Church. The liberals want to change them, and the
evangelical want to curse them: “No creed but Christ,” and so forth.
What happens? The Church finds its old enemies creeping back into
history. It fights Arian theology of the third and fourth centuries in
the form of the Jehovah’s Witnesses. It fights gnostic theology in the
form of the New Age movement. So, essentially, it becomes difficult
for the Church to make progress without the confirmation process of
the historic Church.s

We should always maintain that the basis of continuity is the Word

7. Don Sinnema, Reclaiming thz Land (Toronto, Canada: Joy in Learning Curric-
ulum Development and Training Center, 1977), pp. 45-46.

8. This bears on the “Apostolic Succession” question. Some would argue that only
the ordination of a “certain” church is to be recognized. East and West have been
divided on this matter. But recently, there have been Catholic and Orthodox
scholars who see the succession question in a more “processional” sense, meaning the
succession is in the body “politic,” and not just in the bishop. See Alexander
Schmemann, Tlu  Historical Road of Eastern Orthodo~ (Crestwood, New York: St.
Vladimir’s Seminary, 1977), p. 45.
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of God. The Bible does not change. Secondarily, the creeds of the
Church serve as sources of continuity, though they can and must be
changed as major Biblical insights are discovered, and as crucial his-
toric issues arise that the Church must address. (Abortion in our day
is one such issue; yet the historic creeds do not specifically refer to
it.) Continuity is provided to the Church by the Bible; continuity is
then provided by the Church through preaching, sacraments, and
discipline – its unique marks.

There must be a link between heaven and earth. Christ is that
link. His Church continues institutionally and covenantally  the link
that Christ established. But there must be an absolute confirmation
which supports the historic confirmations of the Church. Without
this, the confirmations of the Church would become relative. This\
raises the question of ‘binding and loosing.”

I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven; and whatever you
shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on
earth shall be loosed in heaven (Matt. 16:19).

Truly I say unto you, whatever you shall bind on earth shall be bound in
heaven; and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven (Matt.
18:18).

Like prayers that God promises to honor, so are the disciplinary
and confirmatory actions of the Church: they must be. As always,
the Bible is the standard, not the mouth of man. But when the law-
fully ordained man speaks God’s Word appropriately to the historical
situation, God promises to confirm that word.

2. Conquest

Moses says their confirmation comes through the actual con-
quest of the land: ‘Then Moses called to Joshua and said to him in
the sight of all Israel, ‘Be strong and courageous, for you shall go
with this people into the land which the Lord has sworn to their
fathers [historic continuity] to give them, and you shall give it to
them as an inheritance . . . . which you are about to cross the Jordan
to possess’” (Deut. 31:7). The requirement of possessing the land is
restated by God, when He speaks to Joshua, saying, “To Possess the
land which the Lord your God is giving to you, to Possess it” (Josh.
1:11). The Hebrew word for ‘possess” (yamsh) conveys the way Israel
was to conquer. One commentator says:
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The verb yam.ds  has three meanings when used in relation to land. The
first is to receive the land as a gift [Lev. 20:24;  RSV “inherit”].

The second is to occupy and organize the land according to God’s teach-
ing. . . . again and again they [the Scriptures] say that the commandments
are to be applied “in the land to which you are going over, to possess it. . . .
that it may go well with you . . .” [Deut. 6:1-3, etc.]. Conversely, failure to
observe the conditions of faithful tenants will mean that the rights of tenancy
of “possession” will be taken away [Deut. 4:26; 28:63]. The tenants will be
“dispossessed” [Num. 14:12].

The third meaning derives from the first two. Receiving the right of
tenancy [possessing in the sense of inheriting] and living on the land [pos-
sessing in the sense of a proper ordering of society on the land] can be
effected only if there is actual control. . . . The causative form of the verb”
yarmh  means to cause a change in the power structure on the land . . . so
that a new social order may be set Up.g

Under the guidance of the Holy Spirit (Deut. 34:9), Joshua was
called to “possess” the land in this threefold sense. He was to lead
Israel to take what was theirs – not by “natural right,” but because
they were “covenantal  tenants .“ They were to apply the covenant,
and they were to set up a new social order under the Word of God.
They were to conquer the land by obedience to the law.

The conquest in this regard was rather unique. We see an exam-
ple at Jericho. Israel marched around the city, symbolically circum-
cising it, and performing a divine liturgy against the enemy. Israel
obeyed God’s word. The walls of paganism could not collapse by
brute power. God defeated the Canaanites through obedience to the
covenant. As the words of the title of this book go, “So keep the words
of this covenant to do them that you may prosper in all that you do”
(Deut. 29:9).  Covenant renewal by worship and the laying on of
hands was not enough. The confirmation of one’s inheritance started
there, but it could not end there. Covenant renewal is supposed to
move out from around the throne of God and into civilization. If it
doesn’t, the inheritance is lost. Churches that are only caught up in
their liturgies forfeit society, and consequently forfeit everything.
Liturgy should translate into life. When it does, the inheritance is
fully realized.

9. E. John Hamlin,  Joshua: Inheriting t~ Land (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983),
pp. 9-1o.
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Moses addresses a third
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aspect of confirmation. He tells them to
read the law every seven years at the “remission of debts” (Deut.
31:10).  It was for ‘;their children, who have not known” the ways of
the Lord (Deut. 31:13). He had established continuity with the past
and confirmed them with the obligation of conquest in the present.
Now he prepares them for the future with the requirement of perpet-
ual instruction in the law. The children and everyone were to be ed-
ucated in the Lord. I call this process discipleship.

Civilization cannot be maintained by force. Societies are pre-
served by God’s power, self-discipline, and the day-to-day disciplin-
ing of the three institutional covenants: Family, Church, and State.
People need to be instructed and disciplined in the ways of right-
eousness. Their habits have to be changed. This takes time. The
Biblical way requires constant evangelization, missions, and grass-
roots discipleship. Recognition of the past and the present are not
enough. Discipleship extends historically what has happened in the
past and is happening in the present. Without discipleship, the next
generation will simply lose everything worth having. Without rais-
ing up the next generation, there can be no real dominion.

Overcoming Illegitima~

ln Israel, anyone could become a king within ten generations.
The law said that the Moabite and the Ammonite had to wait ten
generations before they could enter the presence of the Lord (Deut.
23:3). Why did it take that long, when it took an Egyptian, the op-
pressor state, only three generations to become a ruler (Deut.  23:8)?
Because Moab and Ammon were bastards, the sons of the in-
cestuous relationship between Lot and his daughters. The rule ap-
plied to Moab and Ammon that applied to bastards in general: ten
generations of circumcised sons or faithful daughters before a
descendent could become a full citizen – a ruler (Deut. 23:2).

David was the descendent of Tamar, who committed adultery
with Judah. He was the tenth generation after Judah and Tamar’s
son, Perez (Ruth 4:18-22),  which represents approximately six
hundred years, or about half a millennium. This indicates that it
takes time to change civilization and secure the inheritance of the
Lord. David represented ten generations of discipleship and future-
oriented preparation. It took those generations of parents a long
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time, but consider the effects. He began a Davidic millennium that
lasted until the time of Christ.

It is interesting that Jacob’s blessing for Judah included this
promise: “The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the ruler’s
staff from between his feet, until Shiloh  comes. And to Him shall be
the obedience of peoples” (Gen. 49:10).  Yet this promise was condi-
tional. From Perez to David, no one in Judah’s line could rule. Yet
the promise came true because each father circumcised his sons.
Each looked forward ritually to the fulfillment of Jacob’s promise.
Then, with David, came the most powerful king in Israel’s history.
This was a typical fulfillment: from darkness to the highest blessing.
We see it in Joseph’s life, in Job’s life, and in Nebuchadnezzar’s after
his years in the fields. The resurrection is greater than a person’s po-
sition before his fall.

Overcoming Debt

Moses also ties the process of instruction in the law to the “debt
cancellation laws” (Deut. 31:10). Every seventh year the debts were
cancelled. Every seventh year the Bible was read to the people.
Every seventh sabbatic  cycle, the land was returned to its owners,
the year of Jubilee. The principle: debt could not extend bgond the preuh-
ing of the law. If it did, the civilization became debt-oriented and lost its
inheritance. If it did, they would have two gods: God and Mammon.
Debt-oriented societies are polytheistic cultures that simply cannot
hang on to their inheritance. They are not future-oriented because
they end up inflating their way out. This is nothing else but theft.
The present cannot be conquered by stealing from the future.

Moses knew Israel was receiving covenant renewal and was will-
ing to possess the land. He also knew they would fall in the future if
the present generation was not discipled.  They would end up with a
great past and a semi-great present, but no future. Any society that
is not discipled for the future becomes a culture of death and debt.

This is the process of transferring inheritance. Continuity is cre-
ated through confirmation. It consists of covenant renewal, conquest
by obedience, and discipleship.

Discontinuity

Discontinuity is the opposite of continuity. Just as heirs are
transferred their inheritance by confirmation, so are the false heirs
disinherited.
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Dissolubili~  of the Covenant

The covenant can be terminated, or dissolved. The continuity of
all the covenants – God to God, God to man, and man to man – is in
fact dissoluble. 10

The “primary” covenant – God to God – could be broken upon
covenantal death. Even though Jesus perfectly obeyed God, the
Cross is a picture of God the Father forsaking God the Son. 11 Jesus
said, “My God, My God, Why hast thou forsaken Me” (Matt.
27:46). This is truly a great mystery, but Jesus was covenantally cut
off from the “land of the living.” ~ A kind of “covenantal  death” oc-
curred prior to physical death.

The secondary level of covenant – God to man – can be broken
upon covenantal  separation. The writer to the Hebrews warns the
believers not to forsake their covenant. He urges them to “press onto
maturity” (Heb. 6:1), the implication being that they were thinking
of departing from their covenant with God. Again, we take notice of
the following sobering words:

For in the case of those who have once been enlightened and have tasted
of the heavenly gift and have been made partakers of the Holy Spirit, and
have tasted the good word of God and the powers of the age to come, and
then have fallen away, it is impossible to renew them again to repentance, since
they again crucify to themselves the Son of God, and put Him to open
shame (Heb. 6:4-6).

10. There are three levels of covenants in the Bible. The @My level of covenants
is the God-to-God-covenant. This is the covenant among the Godhead, illustrated
in the Abrahamic  covenant where God took a covenantal ‘oath” to Himself and used
the other members of the Godhead to “witness” (Gen. 15:1-21). The secondary level is
from God to man. When one is converted, he enters this covenant. Finally, there is
the t%rtia~ level of covenants from man to man, falling into two categories: Self-
maledictory covenants which are binding until the “death” of those involved, and
contracts which should not be accompanied by %elf-valedictory” oaths, oaths that
call down death to the one who breaks the covenant.

11. Klaas Schilder, Chrht  Crucijed  (Grand Rapids: Baker, [1940] 1979), pp.
371-426. As indicated by one of Schilder’s sermon titles, “Christ Thrust Away But
Not Separated,” Christ’s death did not do “violence” to the Godhead. Nevertheless,
the covenant was fractured such that God the Son incurred the full fury of the wrath
of God the Father.

12. Here, by the way, is a classic example of how physical death is based on “cove-
nantal”  separation. The physical death of one’s spouse causes the covenantal  death
of the marriage, but only because all physical death is the result of the covenantal
violation of Adam and Eve (Rem. 5:11-12).
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Notice that the writer makes the connection between the cutting
off of Christ at the crucifixion, and apostasy. I pointed out above that
Christ’s death was actually a covenantal  separation. So, the point
about covenantal death is extended to the God-to-man level.

The third level of covenants — man to man – can also be ter-
minated by covenantal death. At this level we find the three institu-
tions of society: Family, Church, and State. Although they are cove-
nants among men, they all have a special relationship to God, yet
not indissoluble. Take marriage as an example. Jesus says, “What
God has brought together, let no man separate” (Mark 10:9). This is
an imperative (ethical requirement), not a declaration. He does not
say, “No man can separate.” There is quite a difference between a
“negative” command and the assertion that the bond cannot be
broken. The Apostle Paul argues that, indeed, covenantal as well as
physical death can break the marriage bond (Rem. 7:1-4).

The context of this death is covenantal.  The verse immediately
preceding this section is Remans 6:23,  “For the wages of sin is death,
but the gift of God is eternal life through Jesus Christ .“ Furthermore,
the context directly following is a discussion about death to the law. So,
it is clear that couenantal  death is in view regarding the marriage cove-
nant, implying that the marriage bond can be severed, “covenant-
ally” as well as physically. The point is that even at the tertiary level
of covenants, the same principle of termination appears. This is only
one example of how the man-to-man covenant can be destroyed
through covenantal death. But it proves that the ‘indissolubility y doc-
trine” is unbiblical.

The fact that covenants can be dissolved is certain. Let us now
consider how covenantal  discontinuity y comes about. It is the oppo-
site of the confirmation process.

1. Covenant Denial

The covenant should be continually renewed. Renewal leads to
the laying on of hands, a confirmation of the true heir. If the cove-
nant is denied, however, the blessing is lost. The heir becomes a bas-
tard son. One clear example of this is Esau. He was the first-born
son, entitled to be the heir of the double portion, the one through
whom the seed would come. But Esau was a man of war. The text
calls attention to the fact that he was a hunter (Gen. 27:3). His name
literally means “hairy” (Gen. 27:11). His name compares him to an
animal, a beast. He is also called “Edom,”  meaning “red,” probably
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referring to blood (Gen. 36:8). He had a “taste for game.” He liked
the taste of blood. Esau believed in power religion. Force was the
means of acquiring and sustaining the inheritance. And his warring
nature turned against him.

Esau was not a man of the covenant. His power-oriented way is
contrasted to Jacob’s “peace-loving” ways (Gen. 25:27). This means
that Jacob dealt with people according to the covenant. Esau was the
opposite. He dealt according to power, blood, and the desires of his
own stomach. He was not past-oriented or future-oriented. One day
he went into the field to hunt. He came back and found Jacob cook-
ing a “red stew” (Gen. 25:30). Again the red is probably a reference
to “blood. ” Esau was hungry and wanted something to eat immedi-
ately. The fact that it was a “blood” stew made him desperate. Of
course the stew was not a blood dish. It was a lentil stew (Gen.
25:34). I believe Jacob knew his brother was a bloody man and
would be reminded of blood when he saw it.

Jacob took advantage of the situation. He was a man of the cove-
nant. He knew and respected the covenantal transfer of inheritance.
He had to have the laying on of hands. But since he was not a power-
oriented person, he wanted to acquire the legal right of the first-born
by Esau’s  choice. He told Esau that he could have some food if he
would give up his birthright. Esau agreed. The way Esau so quickly
agreed, as a matter of fact, proves that Esau did not regard his birth-
right very highly. He probably thought this covenantal oath to his
brother was worthless. He believed in power, and he perceived that
he could hang on to his inheritance by power and blood.

The conflict between Esau and Jacob does not stop here. Even
after Jacob lawfully obtained the birthright, Esau still wanted to
have the blessing of his father. He wanted to be a man of blood and
also have the benediction of the covenant. The two do not mix.
Rebekah and Jacob knew it. They also knew that Jacob needed
more than Esau’s oath. Jacob had to have his father’s confirmation.
So a plan was devised to obtain the blessing (Gen. 27:6-17). Jacob
dressed up like Esau and went into his father. He served a meal.
(Remember the covenant renewal process involves a meal.) But
Isaac was blind. He smelled and touched Jacob. He was not able to
tell the difference. Jacob received the blessing.

Esau was cursed. His father told him he would always be a man
of war (Gen. 27:40). As Jacob had been communicated, Esau was
excommunicated from his father’s table of blessings. From that point
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forward, Esau sought to destroy Jacob. 13 This conflict runs all the
way through the Bible, coming to a head in Jesus’ day. The Herod-
ian kings, who sought to kill the baby Jesus through genocide, and
who eventually crucified Him, were Edomites. Like their original
ancestor, the Herodians did not want to inherit by covenant
renewal. They wanted inheritance through the power-state. They
wanted covenant denial with all the benefits of the covenant. For this
they lost the inheritance in 70 A. D.

2. D$eat

The second phase of covenant transferal is conquest by faithful-
ness. The Biblical man is confirmed in his inheritance when he takes
dominion over what belongs to him. Yet, his dominion mandate
must be carried out according to the Word of God. He must trust
and obey. So the second aspect of discontinuity is &feat  by disobedience.
This is covenant renewal without  dominion. The connection with the
past is made, but it is not pulled into the present.

There is an example of this when Israel entered the Promised
Land. Israel had had its greatest victory at Jericho. But God had
told them not to take anything from the city. Everything was to be
placed totally under the “ban,” that is, totally devoted to God. They
were to build their new civilization on devotion and covenant
renewal, not the corruption of a decadent society. One man named
Achan disobeyed. How did they find out? After Jericho, Israel dis-
covered that it could not defeat the smallest of enemies (Josh. 7:2-5).

Joshua was alarmed. He thought as a covenant man. He knew
something was wrong. He sought God and was told that there was
“sin in the camp”! Achan had disobeyed and brought defeat on
everyone. Because of Achan’s sin, thirty-six men lost their lives, a
graphic illustration of the doctrine of representation (Josh. 7:5).
Joshua understood what had to be done. Achan and his entire family
were judged covenantall  y.

Couenantal  Judgment

Defeat through disobedience is a sign of judgment. Also, God
judges disobedience and defeat covenantalZy.  This is a foreign idea to a
world lost in “hyper-individualism.” Let us consider briefly several
points about covenantal discontinuity.

13. The greatest enemies of the kingdom of God are always its former members!
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First, there is no such thing as a “natural” catastrophe. Nature is
not neutral. Nothing takes place in nature by chance. God governs
all things. Not even a bird falls to the ground that God does not con-
trol (Matt. 10:29). What happens in nature happens as a result of
God’s involvement with the physical universe. Catastrophes are in-
cluded. Although we may not know the exact sin being judged, what
occurs results from God. Often, God may send a series of natural
judgments to warn a whole civilization that it is about to be judged
in greater finality. It is remarkable throughout the history of man
how such things come about shortly before the fall of a great empire.
Many of those are happening in the West today: herpes, the AIDS
plague, cancer, soil erosion, drought, and so on. Perhaps God is
warning that a more comprehensive judgment approaches.

Second, God uses a lex talionis system of judgment. Lex talionis
means an “eye for eye” and “tooth for tooth.” He always secures His
restitution. When the evil Haman tried to have Mordecai hanged,
God punished Haman by having him hanged from his own gallows
(Esther 7:1-10). God judges in kind. If millions of babies are mur-
dered before they are born, I think we can expect God to render lex
talionis.  One provision should be made, however. God gets His resti-
tution through conversion as well as destruction. When one is con-
verted, he dies in Christ (Rem. 6:2-7). Conversion has a killing-
unto-life effect. Therefore, the West is either standing on the edge of
the greatest revival or the greatest disaster of its history. Perhaps it
will be both: disaster followed by revival. The Reformation began in
1517, just 24 years after Columbus’ crew brought back syphilis and
began a massive, deadly infection of Europe.

Third, most modern Christians only think of judgment in terms
of the individual. But God destfoys groups  as well as individuals.
Moses emphasizes covenantal judgment when he says, “I will heap
misfortunes on them; I will use My arrows on them. They shall be
wasted by famine, and consumed by plague and bitter destruction”
(Deut. 32:23-24).  The third person plural pronoun indicates that
God judges the group. Judgment of entire households serves as a recur-
ring Biblical example. God judged the households of Korah, Dathan,
and Abiram for rebelling against Moses’ leadership (Nu. 16:32).14

14. Korah was also involved with Dathan and Abiram. But God often gives the
family members an opportunity to distance themselves from the sins of the one
bringing judgment on the whole family. Evidently, some of Korah’s  children did not
stand with him. They did not die (Nu. 26:9-11). Moreover, later in the Bible their
descendants stand and “praise the Lord” (II Chron. 20:19).
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Achan’s family was destroyed. The entire household of Haman was
destroyed for his sin against Mordecai and the people of God (Esther
9:1-19). Many other examples could be given. God imposes cove-
nantal discontinuity on households, and not just on individuals.

In view of the third point, it should be added that the innocent
sometimes die along with the wicked. If they are in the proximity of
a covenantal judgment, they will also be destroyed. When Elijah
brought famine on the land through his prayers, many of the right-
eous were affected by this judgment (James 5:17). Often God makes
a way of escape, but certainly many Christians have died in history
as a result of covenantal disasters. Of course, the faithful immedi-
ately go to be with the Lord. But they may have to suffer with the
wicked. It is quite possible that many innocent will die from the
AIDS plague in our own day, not because of any immorality but
because they are in the sphere of an overall judgment on the land.

Just as blessing comes according to the covenant, so does judg-
ment. As the wicked benefit from living near the righteous, so the
people of God suffer from sin in the land. Continuity and discontin-
uity are covenantal transmissions of the inheritance of God. Obe-
dience leads to continuity. Disobedience results in discontinuity.

3. Permissiveness

Discipleship, education, and missions are necessary for the
perpetuation of inheritance. The future is lost without them. Neglect
in these areas is devastating.

Lot’s life is a case in point. He started out so well. He was given
the choice of his inheritance, something God rarely gives anyone.
He was confirmed by Abraham. He even experienced conquest in
the land (Gen. 14:1-16). But Lot ended up being disinherited. Why?
He chose Sodom as a place to live, an evil and corrupt environment
(Gen. 13:13).’5 He selected a city where his children could not be dis-
cipled and educated properly in the Bible. He wanted to live in the
luxury of a corrupt society with a wicked educational system, instead
of wandering around in a bunch of tents with Abraham. Lot was a
man who only lived for the present.

The long-term price was great. Lot ended up living in a cave, a
symbol of death (Gen. 19:30). More importantly, he lost his children.

15. The Book of Proverbs begins with the concept of moral environmmt. Obviously
the author of wisdom wants covenantal  parents to see that next to the “fear of the
Lord: moral environment is the most important issue (Prov. 1:8-19).
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The city of Sodom had been destroyed, but its educational influence
was still left on the children. Under the influence of Sodom, they be-
came spiritual sodomites. One day his two daughters caused their
father to get drunk, and then they seduced him. This incestuous re-
lationship eventually produced children: Moab and Ammon (Gen.
19:37-38). The covenantal way of expansion was inverted. The origi-
nal marital covenant said the children were supposed to “leave father
and mother” (Gen. 2:24). With their inheritance they were supposed
to take their new marital covenant and expand. Incest turns back
into the family and mutates expansion. 16 In the case of Moab and
Ammon, they were never able to have part of the inheritance. Their
land was always just outside of the Promised Land. Lot did not dis-
ciple the future, and he and his children were disinherited.

Dispossession is a variation of disinheritance. Sometimes, when
enough of the people of God do not disciple their children in the cov-
enant, God brings a foreign power to dispossess and place them in
captivity. This slavery becomes the very instrument by God to re-
store the covenant. But note: this can on~ happen iohen th~e is afaith~ul
remnant. It is the show of good faith that God should preserve the
whole group for the sake of the righteous.

For example, Daniel and his three friends were taken into
Babylon with the rest of Israel. Nebuchadnezzar and Belshazzar
wanted them to become talismans to force God to bless their king-
dom. But God forced their hand. He spared Daniel and his friends
from the fiery furnace and the lion’s den. And eventually, Cyrus
was raised up to take them back to their inheritance. The nation had
been prepared by captivity and imprisonment to receive its legacy.
Yet even in this situation, someone had discipled Daniel and his
friends (Dan. 1:8-21).  Our point stands. Without discipleship, edu-

. cation, and missions there is no future.

Conclusion

We began the chapter with the story of Jacob’s  transfer of his in-
heritance to Joseph’s son Ephraim. This introduced us to the final
point of covenantalism: continuity. I defined it as a confirmation of
the true heirs that transfers inheritance. This confirmation has three
parts. First, there must be covenant renewal. Normally, this is some
kind of worship service where laying on of hands judicially transfers

16. The biological results of incest are often some kind of deformity.
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the inheritance. A meal is often part of this ceremony, sealing the
benefits of ,the covenant. Second, there should also be conquest by obe-
dience. There must be a connection with the present as well. Third,
the future generation should be discipled.  If not, they will lose every-
thing given to them. The inheritance will be lost.

Discontinuity or disinheritance results if the covenant is not con-
firmed. The covenant is dissoluble. It can be broken. And it can be
killed. There are three aspects of discontinuity. First, covenant denial:
the covenant can be denied and consequently the inheritance will be
forfeited. Second, due to disobedience, the inheritance can be lost
through d$eat. Finally, Permissiveness: lack of discipleship results in
disinheritance. The wicked end up providing their wealth for the
righteous (Prov. 13: 22 b).

This concludes our introduction to the five points of covenantal-
ism. Can you remember all five of the points? Can you summarize
them? In case you have forgotten, the next chapter will briefly sum-
marize. Then we want to consider how thg work. They are the mech-
anism for dominion.
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FIVE POINTS OF COVENANTALISM

At this point it is good to stop and summarize what we have
done. Essentially, I have attempted to define the covenant by using
Deuteronomy as a model.

Perhaps the reader notices that I have not resorted to any partic-
ular “etymological” or word study. I agree with O. Palmer Robert-
son’s conclusions, former professor of Old Testament at Westminster
Theological Seminary, when he says, “Extensive investigations into
the etymology of the Old Testament terms for ‘covenant’ (berith)
have been proven inconclusive in determining the meaning of the
word.”1 Tkying to “word study” one’s way to a conclusive under-
standing of the covenant is, as Delbert  Hillers  has pointed out, “Not
the case of six blind men and the elephant, but of a group of learned
paleontologists creating different monsters from the fossils of six sep-
arate species.”z In short, this is “dry bones” scholarship!

Even so, we are not left in the dark about this basic concept. I
have used a broader and more contextual approach. Deuteronomy is
so systematic that it has been the basis of my conclusions. Five prin-
ciples have been isolated by comparing Deuteronomy with suzerain
treaties and reflecting on the details of the Biblical text itself.

1. 0. Palmer Robertson, The Christ ofthz CozJenant$ (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1980),
p. 5. Robertson has an excellent summary of various etymological findings in such
sources as Moshe Weinfeld, Thologisches  Worterbuch zum Alten Testament (Stuttgart,
1973), p. 73; Leon Morris, Th Apostolic Preashing of the Cross (London, 1955), pp.
62ff.; Martin Noth, “Old Testament Covenant-Making in the Light of a Text from
Mari” in The Laws in the Pentatewh and Other Essays (Edinburgh, 1966), p. 122; E.
Kutch, “Gottes  Zuspruch u n d  Anhspruch. Bm’t in der alttestamentlichen
Theologies,” in Questions disputees  #Aruien Testument (Gembloux,  1974), pp. 71ff.;
Kutch simply revives the basic idea of one of the earliest covenant studies by Johan-
nes Cocceius. See study by Charles Sherwood McCoy, The Couenznt Theolo~ of
Johannes Cocceius  (New Haven, 1965), p. 166. Anyone wishing to see the various
views that have been taken on the basis of pure etymology can consult these sources.

2. Delbert R. Hillers,  Cownant:  The Histwy of a Bibliad  Z&a (Baltimore, 1969), p, 7.
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Summary

A. First Point of Covenantalism:  Tme Transcendence

All covenants begin with a statement of Lordship by distinguish-
ing God from man one of three ways: creation, redemption, and rev-
elation. The key statement of Lordship in this section is, “Moses
spoke . . . all that the Lord had commanded him to give to them”
(Deut. 1:3). The covenant declares God’s Lordship by distinguishing
God’s words from Moses’. True transcendence lies in this distinction
of essence. At the same time, the proper view of transcendence leads
to immanence: God is present. True transcendence is personal.

This covenantal declaration at the beginning also establishes a legal
basis for forming a covenant, called the doctrine of imputation. All
covenant arrangements are rooted in the legal. Man cannot connect
with God in His “essence.” If God and man are not joined in their
essence, then they have to relate covenantally and ethically. Christi-
anity is not like a totem pole religion with false oaths, rites of pas-
sage, and secret societies. This first point of the covenant lays out the
parameters to understand the covenant.

B. Second Point of Covenantalism:  Hierarchy

Biblical hierarchy is the representative principle (Deut. 1:6-4:49).
God and man are distinct. Therefore, God makes His transcendence
known through visible authorities. They mediate His judgments. To
reject them is to reject God’s judgment. But this authoritative struc-
ture is not a complete top-down bureaucracy. There are accountabili~
principles for everyone. Each person is responsible to submit to
someone. At the same time, this submission is not absolute. God
creates an appeals system to handle disagreements.

All of this has historical consequences. The second section
weaves history and authority together (Deut. 1:6-4:49). The world
turns according to man’s response to God’s mediated system ofj”udgment
manifested in His appointed authorities. History is the outworking
of this redemptive program. God’s Revelation has similarities. He
always works by means. of His covenant. Yet, there are dissimi-
larities. The progressive nature of God’s Revelation brings about
change, due to the historic shift from wrath to grace at the cross.
Everything that happens relates directly to this program of redemp-
tion. If God’s people rebel, they are judged by the world. If they sub-
mit, the covenant community passes judgment on the world and
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converts it. History is covenantal.  Events are not random, nor are
they disconnected from what happens in the covenant. Everything
transpires according to God’s redemptive purposes.

- C. Third Point of Couenantalism:  Ethics

There is an ethical cause and efect relationship. Things do not happen
mechanically, manipulatively, or magically. Covenant-keeping leads
to blessing. Covenant-breaking results in cursing. Fulfillment of
righteousness is the ethical core of the covenant. Deuteronomy 5-26
summarizes the Ten Commandments, sometimes called the “stipula-
tions” section (Deut. 5-26). This ethical relationship is not just exter-
nal compliance. God expects proper motivations &aith),  standards, and
situational applications.

D. Fourth Point of Covenantalism:  Sanctions

The covenant is ratified through the reception of the sanctions of
blessing and cursing by means of a se~-maledictoV oath. God takes an
oath by His own Trinitarian name. He pledges to fulfill the covenant
on Himself. This form of covenant-cutting expresses that God fulfills
His own standard of righteousness, but it also states that the participant
is expected to live consistently with the covenantal stipulations. Should
he fail to do so, one of the dual sanctions take force: cursing. Thus, the
covenant is unconditional, but there are tams of unconditionali~.

Symbols are part of this process of entrance by oath. They are
real symbols. They are not nominal, having only symbolic value.
They are not realistic, infusing grace. They are couenantal claims of
God. Their meaning and power are in His name who stands behind
them. They claim a person to life or death, depending on whether he
lives according to the terms of unconditionality. Because these sym-
bols represent God’s Trinitarian name, which is One and Many,
they are applied to individuals and households, which are one and
many.

Finally, the ratification process is actually an adoption. A change
of name occurs. God becomes the true Father by covenant. Man
ceases to be a covenantal orphan.

E. Ft~th Point of Couenantalism:  Continui~

After ratification, the true heirs should be confirmed. Normally
this legitimization takes place in three stages. First, the heirs are
confirmed by covenant renewal, the laying on of hands at a meal.
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Second, the heirs are confirmed when they take possession of their
inheritance by obedience to the covenant. Third, the future heirs
have to sustain the inheritance through the discipleship ‘of the next
generation.

A breakdown in confirmation leads to discontinuity. First, if the
covenant is denied, or not confirmed, there is no succession from the
historic past. Second, failure to obey leads to defeat. Third, permis-
siveness toward the future accounts for the loss of inheritance in the
next generation.

This is the covenant, and this is the model we shall be using
throughout the book. Perhaps, however, the reader might wonder,
“Is there any way of evaluating this model to see if it is an ‘excep-
tional’ case? On what basis can I conclude that this structure of the
covenant holds true for the rest of the Bible?” The only way is to
check and cross-check with other Scripture. One of the checks is
“covenants within covenants.”

Covenants Within Covenants

The Bible is a covenant document. We have only looked at one
expression. But at the outset, it should be understood that “cove-
nant” is so much a part of the warp and woof of man and God’s world
that there are covenantal patterns within the various parts of the
covenant. In the covenant model of Deuteronomy, the same five-fold
structure is within the individual points on a much smaller scale,
confirming the larger model.

For example, in the contin.ui~ section, we find the basic overall
covenantal pattern. Moses’ “Song  of Witness” follows the five points
of covenantalism: Preamble (32:4-6),  historical prologue (32:7-14),
rebellion to stipulations (32:15-18), sanctions (32:19-43), and transfer
of the covenant to Joshua (32 :44ff.).

Also, although the covenant can be broken down into five parts,
it is not unusual to see elements of each one under one of the main
points of the covenant. Deuteronomy chapter five falls in the ethical
section. But it mentions some of the sanctions of the covenant. Does
this mean our selection of principles is arbitrary? No, the overall con-
text of Deuteronomy five is in the ethical category.

Moreover, using the ethical point of covenantalism  as an exam-
ple, we could say that each part of the covenant is ethical. It is not as
though only the third point is ethical. How do I make distinctions
then? Again, the key is context. Even though we might find an aspect
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of one of the points of covenantalism out of place, or see each point
in every category, the broader context follows the five-fold pattern of
Deuteronomy. Furthermore, the repeated use of the five points of
covenantalism  becomes a cross-check on itself. s

Conclusion

Deuteronomy has been used as the model of covenantalism,
because it is the most systematic presentation in Scripture. It is to
the covenant what Remans is to doctrine. But is this structure practi-
cal? How does it shape our view of the world? I have tried to show in
these brief introductory chapters how the covenant relates to other
parts of the Bible. Now I want to shift our focus to how the covenant
works in society. I believe it is the model for how the Christian is to live
in and evangelize society. Let us begin with a brief introduction to
this idea. Let us start with perhaps the most basic commission given to
the Christian, the Great Commission. In the next chapter we will see
that our Lord presents it in the very covenantal framework we have
been studying. This means the mandate of Christ is really dominion
by covenant.

3. See appendixes one through six for a complete study of other passages that
serve to cross-check my study of Deuteronomy.



7

DOMINION BY COVENANT

Howisthe covenant applied tosociety? Unfortunately, most re-
cent scholarship concerning the covenant has failed to ask this ques-
tion. There are only a handful of studies that even consider the social
ramifications, Edmund S. Morgan’s brilliant research on the Puritan
family being one of them. 1 Studies on the covenant suffer on two
counts: lack of basic Biblical work that pushes out into critical theo-
logical matters, and failure to consider the historical and social out-
working of its theology. My book is divided into two halves. Up to
this point, I have concentrated on the Biblical meaning of the term.
Now we should turn our attention to its application. To begin with,
covenant has enabled Christians, when they have been successful, to
dominate the earth. It is the model for dominion. Why? The domin-
ion mandates of both testaments are structured according to the cov-
enant: the cultural mandate in Genesis, and the Great Commission
in the Gospel.

The Cultural Mandate

The first dominion mandate is often called the ‘cultural
mandate” given to Adam and Eve on the sixth day of creation.

And God blessed them; and God said to them, “Be fi-uitful and multiply,
and. fill the earth, and subdue it; and rule over the fish of the sea and over
the birds of the sky, and over every living thing that moves on the earth.”
Then God said, “Behold, I have given you every plant yielding seed that is
on the surface of all the earth, and every tree which has fi-uit  yielding seed;
it shall be food for you; and to every beast of the earth and to every bird of
the sky and to every thing that moves on the earth whick has life, I have
given every gteen plant for food”; and it was so (Gen. 1:28-30).

1. Edmund S. Morgan, T/u Pun”tan Fami~ (New York: Harper & Row, [1944]
1966).
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Francis Nigel Lee, in his helpfid  work, The Central Sign#icance  of
Culture, calls this segment of Scripture the “dominion charter.”z Defi-
nitely, the tone of dominion rings throughout the passage, and the
Christian Church has generally understood these words to mean
that man is to dominate culture and society for the glory of God.3

There are no sacred/profane categories inherent in creation. The
original garden had zones that were nearer to and farther away from
God, but everywhere was sacred. Corporate man, male and female,
was to spread “culture” (from cultural mandate). What is “culture”?
“Culture” comes from “cultus,”  meaning worship.4 Thus, the task of
dominion was to transform the world into a place of worship, and
thereby create true culture. No worship, in other words, means no
culture. Dominion is not secularized work. It is sanct#ied  labor  in-
volved in making society into a proper place to worship God. In
Adam’s case, he was to take the raw materials on the ground and
fashion a society, not just a cathedral, in concert with God’s pres-
ence. In our case, it consists of transforming the unethical debris of
society into the glorious praise of God.

Specifically, this is done by means of the application of the cove-
nant. The original mandate fhlls in the context of a covenantal  order.
The creation account of Genesis 1 says ten times, “Then God said”
(Gen. 1:3, 6,9,11, 14,20,24,26,28, 29). With “ten words” God cre-
ates the world, just as He speaks the law (covenant) with ten words
(Deut. 4:13).  Could the parallel be any more obvious? To be clear,
however, let us look at the ten words of creation to see where the cul-
tural mandate falls.

First Five

1. “Let there be light” (1:3): Transcendence. Light conveys God’s

2. Francis Nigel Lee, The Central Sz’’~cance of Culture (Nutley, New Jersey: Pres-
byterian and Reformed, 1976), p. 10.

3. Of course many have rejected the notion that this mandate still applies in the
New Covenant age. Leo Tolstoy was militantly opposed to “culture” altogether, be-
lieving that Old Testament Law had been entirely done away with. See the book by
the theological liberal, H. Richard Niebuhr, Chrid and Culture (New York: Harper &
Row, 1951), pp. 45-82. Niebuhr, himself sympathetic to the non-transformation of
culture, refers to “conversionists”  of Church history who believed in only changing
men “subjectively,” but not the transformation of the world “objectively” (pp. 190ff.).

4. Of course, there are other views of culture, stripped of this “liturgical” orienta-
tion. Nigel  Lee refers to them as “materialistic and idealistic” views of the cultural
mandate: Central Sign@cance  of Culture, pp. 1-20. For an excellent presentation of a
Christian view of culture, see Klaas  Schilder,  Christ and Culture (Winnipeg: Premier,
[1947] 1977).
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glory, probably the strongest image of transcendence in the Bible.
2. “Let there be an expanse in the midst of the waters, and let it

separate the waters from the waters” (1: 6): Hierarchy. Waters are
arranged from the waters above to the waters below. The Noachic
Flood indicated that the waters above had primary importance, rep-
resenting God% judgment.

3. “Let the waters below the heavens be gathered into one place,
and let the dry land appear” (1:9): Ethics. The land in the Old Testa-
ment had a central cause/effect relationship to everything else. For
example, when a murder is committed, a man’s blood “cries out from
the land” (Gen. 4:10).  Point three also involves ethical and geograph-
ical boundaries.

4. “Let the earth sprout vegetations, plants yielding seed” (1:11):
Sanctions. This seed-bearing process is specifically mentioned in the
sanctions section of Deuteronomy (Deut. 28:38-40).

5. “Let there be lights in the expanse of the heavens to separate
the day from the night, and let them be for signs, and for seasons,
and for days and years . . . and to govern the day and the night”
(1:14):  Continui~. The great lights are the instruments of continuity
from one day to the next – continuity made visible by discontinuity.

S e c o n d  F i v e
1. “Let the waters teem . . . let the birds fly . . . . And God

blessed them, saying, ‘Be fruitful and multiply’” (1:20-22): Transcend-
ence. Creatures of special transcendent glory are mentioned: the
birds that fly aboue,  and the great sea monsters (Leviathan, cf. Job
3:8; 41:1;  Psa. 74:14; 104:26).

2. “Let the earth bring forth living creatures” (1:24): Hierarchy.
Animals are part of the specific hierarchy of the earth. They are used
to represent man as sacrifices (Gen. 3:21).

3. “Let Us make man in Our image . . . and let him rule”
(1:26):  Ethics. Man rules over the animals by carrying out this do-
minion commandment. Dominion and ethics are inseparable.

4. “Be fruitful, subdue, and rule” (1:28): Sanctions. All things are
to be brought under and ratified in a covenant relationship.

5. “I have given every plant . . . and every tree” (1:29): Continu-
ity. Man is given a specific inheritance of food, the meal. Through
this nourishment, man is able to lay hold of his inheritance.

The “ten words” of creation have the same double witness of the
covenant, as do the Ten Commandments. This being the case, the
“cultural mandate” falls on the fourth word of the second series (Gen.
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1:28), in other words, the sanction point of the covenant. As it so hap-
pens, just before the mandate, we read, “God blessed them,” a sanc-
tion concept (blessing). Therefore, it would seem that the cultural
mandate was intended to be a process whereby the world was shaped
into a “cultus” by cownant ratzjication.  But also notice that the fourth
creation word (second series) is a virtual repetition of the one before
it, “Let them rule.” Why? I have stressed throughout the book that
ethics, or faithfulness to the covenant, establishes dominion. The
slight variation in Genesis, however, means the stipulations must be
ratzjied  before the full dominion process is completed. Indeed, this is
the first thing Adam does with the woman. He brings her under the
stipulations by a special oath, “This is now bone of my bones” (Gen.
2:23).

The covenantal design of the cultural mandate is unmistakable.
Had Adam obeyed, he would have completed his covenantal  com-
mission. But the Fall interrupted everything. The seventh day, the
day of special blessing, again a sanction word, was turned into a day
of cursing. The Day of the Lord became a day of judgment. Ironic-
all y, as we have already seen, “curse” not only judged the world’s re-
bellion to God’s first covenantal mandate, it also provided a means
for redemption to emerge, ultimately of course in the death of
Christ. His death accomplished the original cultural mandate by re-
ceiving the curse-sanction, and introduced the blessing-sanction
back into the world. This appears in a special way at a final meal He
conducts, just before His ascension. It is here that He gives a new cul-
tural mandate, the Great Commission.

The Great Commission

The Great Commission is a covenant within a covenant. Look-
ing at the life of Jesus, it falls within the continuity section. Jesus
gathered His disciples to a communion meal, and prepared them for
His final blessing (Luke 24:41-51).  In this context, He gave the bless-
ing in the form of a new commission, just like Moses had done with
the nation. Jesus had reached the point of giving the adopted heirs
their new inheritance. What was it? The content of the Great Com-
mission tells us. The disciples were given the “nations” of the world
to bring to Christ, just as Israel of old had been given the land of Pal-
estine and surrounding territories. The New Covenant people were
given the world. How? Their dominion mandate was specifically laid
out in the form of the five points of covenantalism.
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The Covenantal Structure of the Great Commission

True Transcendence: Matthew 28:16
Hierarchy: Matthew 28:17-18
Ethics: Matthew 28:19a
Sanctions: Matthew 28:19b
Continuity: Matthew 28:20

1. TW Transcendence (Matt. 28:16)

The Great Commission Covenant starts, “But the eleven dis-
ciples proceeded to Galilee, to the mountain which Jesus had desig-
nated” (Matt. 28:16).  Many of the covenants begin on Gocl’s moun-
tain. The Adamic covenant had a mountain in Eden from which the
four rivers flowed.s Moses received the covenant on top of Mt.
Sinai. The mountain concept implied God’s transcendence and im-
manence. Its shape and height pointed to a Being outside of man
(transcendence). This was consistently a place where God made
Himself known (immanence). The mountain became a symbol of
the true Church, God’s dwelling place: “Great is the Lord, and greatly
to be praised, in the city of our God, His holy mountain” (Ps. 48:1).

The Book of Hebrews speaks of God’s revealing Himself on two
mountains, Mt. Sinai as a symbol of the Old Covenant, and Mt.
Zion as an image of Christ and the Church. The first mountain was
a place where God was present and had all the characteristics of God
Himself. If an animal even touched the mountain, it had to be put to
death. Why? The “beast” had violated God’s presence.

For you have not come to a mountain that maybe [1] touched and [2] to
a blazing fire, and [3] to darkness and [4] gloom and [5] whirlwind, and
[6] to the blast of a trumpet and [7] the sound of words which sound was
such that those who heard begged that no further word should be spoken to
them for they could not bear the command, “If even a beast touches the
mountain, it will be stoned.” And so terrible was the sight, that Moses said, “I
am full of fear and trembling” (Heb.  12:18-21).

This mountain had seven characteristics, numbered above. The
“sabbath,” seventh day, was a sign of the Old Covenant, a symbol
that everything ended in jdgment.  It was on that day that Adam,

5. We know Eden was on a mountain because there were rivers flowing off it, and
water does not flow uphiIl (Gen. 2: 9ff. )!
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Eve, and the serpent were judged. Just as the introduction to the
suzerain treaties invoked fear when the suzerain was identified, so
the mountain of God with its transcendent/immanent qualities drew
out the same response.

The Hebrews passage goes on to speak of another mountain. It
begins with the word of contrast, “but.” Its characteristics speak of a
mountain that is more transcendent and immanent through the per-
son of Christ; it is heaven@, yet present with the Church on earth.

But you have come to [ 1 ] Mount Zion and [2] to a city of the living God,
the heavenly Jerusalem, and [3] to myriads of angels in festal assembly, [4]
and to the church of the first-born who are enrolled in heaven and [5] to
God, the Judge of all, and [6] to the spirits of righteous men made perfect,
and [7] to Jesus, the mediator of a new covenant, and [8] to the sprinkled
blood, which speaks better than the blood of Abel (Heb. 12:22-24).

This mountain has eight charactw”stics because the New Covenant
was begun on the eighth day of history, the day after the Old Cove-
nant sabbath, the day of the resurrection. It is explained from out-
side in, working its way to the center where the ark of the covenant
would have been in the Temple. Although it is similar to Mt. Sinai,
it is dramatically different. Mt. Sinai’s mountain was earth~ with a
heaven~ presence, meaning the presence of God was limited in scope
to Mt. Sinai and other special manifestations. The New Covenant
mountain is heauenly  with an earth~  presence, meaning its immanence
is broader and comprehensively covers the whole earth.

So, when Christ begins the Great Commission by taking His dis-
ciples to a mountain, He symbolizes that the New Covenant starts
from a transcendent and immanent point, none other than Jesus
Christ Himself. The Church is to go to this new mountain, receive
Him, walk off of it with Him, and go ,into the world to shape it into a
new “cultus  .“

2. Hi~archy  (Mutt. 28:17-18)

After coming to the mountain, ‘When they [the disciples] saw
Him, they worshiped Him; but some were doubtful. And Jesus
came up and spoke to them saying, ‘All authon”ty  has been given to
Me in heaven and on earth’” (Matt.  28:17-18).  The citation of
“authority” follows the covenant pattern: hierarchy. Moses had final
authority in the Deuteronomic covenant. Christ replaces him.
Moses made the connection between worship and authority, when
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he warned Israel at the end of the hierarchical section not to
bow down to idols (Deut. 4:15-24). The structure of the Ten Com-
mandments confirms this pattern. The second commandment for-
bids idolatry.G

This Christological  hierarchy has an important ramification for
the Church and the world. When Christ says, “All auth.on”ty has been
given to Me,” He means ‘now; He has it in heaven and on earth; there
is no delay! This authority is not make-believe. It is not some exclu-
sively spiritual power, for He calls on His disciples to go out and
bring the nations under this authority. Nations are real, historical
entities. They are not subdued by make-believe power in some
make-believe, non-historical world.

Christ’s authority is not limited to heaven. He has it on earth. He
said so, on earth. He said so before His Ascension. And His Ascension
accentuates His full heavenly and earthly authority even more so. It
served to activate this power because it was here that He sat down at
the right hand of God the Father to rule.  As the familiar verse of the
most popular eschatological Psalm quoted in the New Testament
says, “The Lord said to My Lord, sit Thou at My right hand until I
make Thine enemies a footstool under Thy feet” (Ps. 110:1). Think of
the implications of this statement. We know that Jesus is the “My
Lord” of this statement. He sat down at the “Lord’s” right hand at the
Ascension (Col. 3:1). Thus, He cannot move from the right hand of
God the Father, not even to rapture the Church, until all the enemies
are defeated. Christ has and does exercise full authority because of
His Resurrection. He has ascended on high where His triumphant
heavenly reign now establishes His earthly rule!

3. Ethics (Matt. 28:19a)

The new covenantal  mandate continues next with a stipulation,
“Go and make disciples of the nations” (Matt. 28:19). Christ’s com-
mand logically grows out of the previous statements on authority. A
“disciple” is primarily one who is under Christ’s authority. He goes
where Christ goes and does what Christ does. He did not say, “Have
an experience and join the rest of us who have had a mystical experi-
ence.” Nor did He say, “learn a catechism and bask with us in the
knowledge of this new catechism.” No, Christ defined discipleship in
terms of authority and obedience.

6. See Appendix 1.
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Jesus’ commission has stz@lations.  He said, “teaching them to ob-
serve all that I commanded you” (v. 20). What were Christ’s “com-
mandments”? At one point He summarized them for us. A lawyer
asked Him, “Teacher, which is the great commandment in the Law?”
(Matt. 22:36). He said to him, “ ‘You shall love the Lord your God
with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind.’
This is the great and foremost commandment. The second is like it,
‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’ On these two hang all the
Law and the Prophets” (v. 36-40). Christ did not initiate any “novel”
idea of law, but these two laws summarized all law. So when given an
opportunity to outline His commandments, He affirmed the old
ones. He even said He did not come to destroy them (Matt. 5:17 ff.).

But what about the “new commandment” which Christ gave, “to
love one another, as I have loved you” (John 13 :34)? What was “new”
about it? It was not new in the sense that this commandment had not
been around before. We just noted that the Old Testament com-
manded men to love their neighbors as themselves (Matt. 22 :36 ff.).
“Loving one another” is not a new command. “Loving one another as
Christ has loved the Church” is new. The newness is in terms of Christ,
so the new commandment is actually a renewed commandment, a
commandment that has died and been resurrected through the death
of Jesus. These are the stipulations. They are the laws of the Old
Covenant renewed through Christ. The program of conquest is still
a process of covenanting with God.

The “Nations”

Christ further stipulates that these commandments are to be ap-
plied to the “nations.” The scope of the Great Commission is not to
be confined to the “church.” Rather it reaches out by definition to
“nations,” to the political arena. And not just one nation or political
scheme. It is multi-national. Every magistrate in every land is sup-
posed to apply the stipulations of Christ, the Word of God (Rem.
13:lff.).  Every missionary in every land should be striving to apply
the Great Commission commandments.

The idea of missionaries going into other countries and deliber-
ately trying to avoid “affecting culture” is utterly absurd. Signifi-
cantly, the same theory was used by the Jesuits in the seventeenth
century in China. Barraclough’s observation is telling.

The Jesuit missionaries to China in the 17th century, far from attempt-
ing to impose a European pattern of Christianity, did all they could to
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assimilate Christianity to Chinese patterns of civilization. They were care-
ful to dress in the robes of Chinese mandarins, and their object was to show
that Christian doctrine and Confucianism were compatible and supple-
mented each other. . . . Their efforts, after some initial success, were
brought to nothing, not by Chinese hostility, but by the opposition of
Christians in Europe.7

Eventually, the missionaries were brought home because they
were converting to Confucianism — the Chinese brand of situational
ethics! This type of approach has been taken in the Third World for
a long time. For 150 years there has been intense missionary activity
in the Third World. Today, the Marxists are kicking out the Church.
How have they gained such power? Because missionaries have not
evangelized, or have not been able to evangelize, with a complete
Biblical world-and-life view. They have brought a gospel without
law, and this “lawless gospel” has not changed the world. If anything,
the resistance to Christianity has been made worse, not better. The
missions and churches have allied themselves to a now-collapsing
humanist status quo. The Marxists are overthrowing the status quo,
and they are steadily removing the churches. They are systematic-
ally teaching the West that culture is not neutral. Although there will
be distinctitm  of each land, and Biblical law is necessarily cast in
many forms, Biblical culture is a culture based on the Word of God.

For example, clothing may be decorated differently, but there is
clothing! Representative government may have a “parliament” in-
stead of a “congress, ” but there is government by. representation.
Homosexuality is homosexuality in any land, and its unrepentant
practitioners deserve the death penalty (Rem. 1:18-32; cf. “worthy of
death” in v. 32). AIDS is AIDS in any land, and it threatens whole
populations. Christ says the “nations” are to be discipled by His law.
The skill of the missionary is in seeing God’s law asserted over the na-
tion he is evangelizing. This has many expressions, but it is expnmed!

This is the third section of the Great Commission Covenant.
Notice that there is an overlap in this part of the covenant. The spe-
cific way to disciple the ‘nations” is through baptism and instruction
(VV. 19-20a). Making a disciple begins at baptism, which is receiving
the symbolic, yet covenantally  real, sanctions of Christ. Then the

7. GeotTrey  13arraclough,  ed.,  The Christian World: A Social and Cultural History
(New York: Harry N. Abrams Publishers, 1981), p. 29. Barraclough’s  view of history
is Marxist — class struggle etc. — but he does have some interesting insights.
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“commandments” are taught (v. 20). Why does the Great Commis-
sion Covenant overlap the ethical and the judicial? Teaching the law of
God both precedes andfollows  baptism. Also, Christ is instructing the dis-
ciples and at the same time telling them “how to .“ The “dovetailing”
of these concepts, however, makes for a perfect connection to the
next section of the covenant, the sanctions.

4. Sanctions (Mutt. 28:19b)

Christ commissions the disciples to sanction the nations by “bap-
tizing them in the Name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit” (Matt.  28:19).  Like the Deuteronomic sanctions, baptism is a
symbol of God’s self-valedictory oath. Jesus says of His own death,
“Are you able to drink the cup that I drink, or to be baptized with the
baptism with which I am baptized ?“ (Mark 10:39). In other words, the
death of Christ is ‘a baptism. Through Christ, God fu@lls  His own male-
dicto~ oath to save man. When the covenant is entered by baptism,
God’s oath fulfilled in Christ is consigned to the recipient.

For this reason baptism has dual sanctions. Because baptism is a
symbol of Christ’s death, it represents l$e and death. Paul says,
“Therefore we have been buried with Him through baptism into
death, in order that as Christ was raised from the dead through the
glory of the Father, so we too might walk in newness of life” (Ro,m.
6:4). Baptism applies life and death to the baptizand. If he per-
severes, then he has life. If he falls away, he eventually dries up like a
branch, is cut off, and is thrown into the fire (John 15:6).

Baptism is a real symbol. The Trinitarian formula for baptism ex-
plains the relationship between symbol and reality. God the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit are distinct but not separate. To refresh our mem-
ory: This Trinitarian guide means baptism is neither an ‘empty” sym-
bol, nor is it more than a symbol, meaning the substance of water
has the power to save. So, faith is not to be separated from baptism,
but distinguished from it. The New Testament tells people to be
baptized to be saved, while at the same time it distinguishes faith.
Ananias commands Paul, ‘Arise and be baptized and wash away
your sins, calling on His name” (Acts 22:16). Baptism is God’s claim
on man and man’s entrance into the covenant. But where is faith?
Baptism is the normal way of professing faith. Thus, Acts 22:16
adds, ‘Calling on His name.” Only this interpretation does justice to
the very language of the New Testament and preserves evangelical
faith at the same time.
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Finally, Jesus’ language in the Great Commission says the na-
tions are to be baptized household by household. How do we know
households (infants) are to be baptized? Jesus says, “Disciple the rza-
tiom (neuter gender), baptizing them (masculine gender)” (Matt.
28:19).  “Nations” is the antecedent of the personal pronoun “them.”
Why the discrepancy between the pronoun and its antecedent? The
“nations” are not to be baptized all at once. The “nations” are to be
baptized household by household. This interpretation is confirmed by
the actual conversion and baptism of whole households (Acts 16).
The conversion of the family, and not just the individual, is the key
to the fulfillment of the Great Commission.

The spread of the Gospel is not a top-down operation. Salvation
comes from above, in that it is applied through the work of the Holy

Spirit. But normally, the spread of the Gospel should be from house-
hold to household, “leavening.” This is certainly what we see in the
Book of Acts. The Gospel begins in the menial households of the
Roman Empire, and it spreads to the greatest family, Caesa~s
household, when Paul is taken captive and converts CaesaFs own
bodyguards.

Representative Priests

The household concept also reinforces the concept of the priest-
hood of all believers. Protestants say that they believe in this idea, but
the way they baptize people does not always reflect this faith. If the
head of a family accepts Christ as Savior, and therefore places him-
self or herself under the covenant sign of baptism, with its dual sanc-
tions of blessing and cursing, then what about those who are under
his or her authority? Do they remain outside this covenant adminis-
tration? The head of the household is the representative in that house-
hold for all those under his or her authority. He or she becomes a
priest~  representative of Christ in. the household. But Protestants radically
individualize the covenant. They regard it as being no more than a
symbol for the individual who is baptized. The priesthood of all be-
lievers becomes the priesthood of no believers, for the necessarily
representative character of God’s priesthood is denied.

Not to baptize household units is a failure to be consistent with
the Trinity, which is one and many. It is also inconsistent with the
hierarchical principle of priestly representation. ‘Just like the
Deuteronomic covenant, therefore, the Great Commission has all of
the aspects of sanctions’ principle. The Trinitarian Name of God is
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the key which unlocks all the problems surrounding baptism. God’s
Name – attached through the sanction of baptism – is so powerful
that it brings life to covenant-keepers and death to covenant-
b r e a k e r s .

5.  Continui~  (Matt.  .28:20)

The Great Commission Covenant closes with ‘Lo, I am with you
always, even to the end of the age” (Matt. 28:20). Christ’s presence
was the new inheritance. Deuteronomy establishes that inheritance
is received at the throne of God — where He is present. It is this
unique throne-room presence that Christ promises. Moreover, in
our study of continuity in Deuteronomy we have learned that man
receives ordination (commission), food (sacred meal of commun-
ion), and anointing. If we keep the Great Commission in context, it
is apparent that all of the features ar”e here. The Great Commission
is given on the eve of the arrival of the Holy Spirit, in the midst of a
sacred meal.

Fifty days after Passover was the time of Pentecost, a great~east,
symbolizing the coming of the harvest. It also referred to the time of
the Jubilee. The year of Jubilee was every fiftieth year. During this
year, the land returned to the families of the original owners. Domin-
ion was given back to the rightful heirs. Putting these ideas together,
we see that the coming of God’s Presence was the true harvest of the
world. The earth started to be given back to the true owners. The
movement from Go#s throne to the edge of the world begins. What Jesus
willed at the Sermon on the Mount — “The meek shall inherit the
earth” (Matt. 5:5), meaning meek before God— actually transpires.

But first Christ had to depart in order to sit at the right hand of
God. After He gives the Great Commission, He ascends into
heaven. His presence is left behind through the Holy Spirit and the
Lord’s Supper. The Spirit is especially present at this meal. Life,
health, and healing are tied to it. If taken unlawfully, sickness and
death result. Paul says, “For this reason many among you are weak
and sick, and a number sleep [die]” (I Cor. 11:30).

The meal itself represents the whole inheritance. What is the New
Covenant inheritance? The whole world. Jesus redeemed the world,
and the meal is the Church’s first claim on what rightfully belongs to
it. Feeding on Christ, God’s people lay hold of the One who owns all
things. As his “younger brother” (Christ being the true “first-born”)
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the Church receives what He has. Here, continuity  is established.
Paul argues that Christ lays ewything up for His Church:

He made known to us the mystery of His will, according to His kind in-
tention which He purposed in Him with a view to an administration suit-
able to the fullness of the times, that is, the summing up of all things in
Christ, things in heaven and on earth. In Him also we have obtained an in-
heritance, having been predestinated according to His purpose Who works
all things after the counsel of His will. . . . And He put all things in sub-
jection under His feet, and gave Him as head over all things to the Church,
which is His body, the fullness of Him Who falls all in all (Eph. 1:9-23).

So, the Church first encounters its inheritance at the meal of in-
heritance. The Church needs the food of Christ. It should eat it
weekly (Acts 20: 7-12). Communion should not be viewed as some
insignificant ritual tacked onto the Christian faith. Jesus’ meal is the
place where the Church receives its inheritance and strength to con-
tinue on. As long as the meal is taken in faith, the Church will grow
and strengthen. Taken in unbelief, it will die. Why? Because Christ
is really present (although not physically)! He is present evaywhere in
the New Covenant, but His presence is special in the meal of inherit-
ance. Because He is everywhere, however, all of the illegitimate sons
(bastards) of the earth will eventually be
into the covenant.

Conclusion
The Church dominates the world by

driven off, o; else adopted

means of this covenantal
mandate, extending the first dominion mandate forward. Dominion
began as a covenantal  application. Christ stipulates that dominion is
still by covenant. But now it is time to be even more specific. It would
seem that if the general dominion mandate is covenantal,  then the
particulars will be too. How about the main institutions of society?
We have already seen that the Great Commission involves nations
and families: the Church goes out and conquers family by family un-
til the Gospel reaches the upper political echelons of society.

In the next chapter, I will begin this covenantal application with
the family, showing how it plays a vital role in the over-all dominion
of the world. Some of the questions I will be answering are: What is
a family? How does the covenantal model resolve the divorce ques-
tion? How has the covenantal  model been used in history to create
strong family ties?

I begin first by showing that the covenant is the Biblical model by
which the family is to be run.
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THE BIBLICAL FAMILY COVENANT

A couple of years ago, I participated in a seminar on the family.
Its purpose: to draft a statement on the family from a Christian per-
spective that would be sent to politicians, showing them that a “tradi-
tional” view of the family exists in the consensus of our society. I re-
member the members of the group well: there were housewives;
there was a theological professor with admitted family problems who
was. participating for his own sake; there was a family therapist;
there was the head of a leading family organization. I was the
minister.

For two days, we sat in a small room, trying to hammer out a
statement on the family, seeming to make little progress. What was
the problem? No one could answer the question: What is the family?”

There were basically three options presented. One, the family is
a blood-bond, involving all those related by blood. Of course, this
raises the issue of “extended” vs. “nuclear” family. If the family is
related by ‘Mood-bond,” then the family consists of all those near
and distant relatives who have any of the “clan’s” blood running
through their veins. The group was inclined to reject this view, but
on the other hand, it wanted to adopt it.

Second, the resident “family therapist” vehemently objected to
the “blood-bond” definition, submitting the idea that marriage was a
social contrmt,  along the lines laid down by Rousseau. Some were im-
mediately pulled this direction, thinking it was the solution to our di-
lemma. But then, one of the “down-to-earth” housewives said, Wait
a minute. If marriage is simply arranged among various parties by
social agreement, what would stop someone from calling a social or-
ganization of homosexuals a ‘family’”? She was correct, because
homosexual couples do call themselves a “family.”

Finally, after hours of listening to this fruitless debate, another
housewife – the housewives seemed to have more sense than anyone

137
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else in the meeting — suggested that we turn to the Bible for a defini-
tion. The y turned to me, the resident minister, and said, “Does the
Bible define the family anywhere?” I took them to the Old Testa-
ment, and this became the third and accepted definition.

Malachi says,

The Lord has been a witness between you and the wife of your youth,
against whom you have dealt treacherously, though she is your companion
and your wife by covenant (Mal.  2:14).

The Bible defines the family as a covenant, the same Hebrew word
(lwrdh) being used in Malachi that is used elsewhere for the God-to-
man covenant (Gen. 6:18). Once this definition is accepted, how-
ever, it affects how one views the family. It is the missing concept
that has not been addressed. Consequently, most Christians have a
defective view, and only see the family as a series of isolated “princi-
ples” concerning ‘how to communicate,” “child-rearing techniques,”
and so forth, but they do not have the faintest idea how all these con-
cepts relate. In other words, they lack the integrating concept that prop-
erl y outlines what the= fami~ ti.

To take dominion over the family, we should begin here. Let us
analyze the first fami~  covenant.

Then the Lord God said, “It is not good for the man to be alone; I will
make him a helper suitable for him.” And out of the ground the Lord God
formed every beast of the field and every bird of the sky, and brought them
to the man to see what he would call them; and whatever the man called a
living creature, that was its name. And the man gave names to all the cat-
tle, and to the birds of the sky, and to every beast of the field, but for Adarn
there was not found a helper suitable for him. So the Lord God caused a
deep sleep to fall upon the man, and he slept; then He took one of his ribs,
and closed up the flesh at the place. And the Lord God fashioned into a
woman the rib which He had taken from the man, and brought her to the
man. And the man said, “This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my
flesh; She shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man.” For
this cause a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave to his
wife; and they shall become one flesh. And the man and his wife were both
naked and were not ashamed (Gen. 2:18-25).

How do we know that this passage refers to a covenant? In the
previous chapter, we saw that the creation days were structured ac-
cording to the covenant, creation being called into existence with ten
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words. This account of the creation of woman and the first marriage
falls within such a covenantal  context. The following introduces
briefly the first model of the family. It too follows the five-fold pattern.

True Transcendence (Gen. 2:18)
The section begins with a certain ‘revelatory” character, similar

to the Deuteronomic covenant: “Then the Lord God said” (Gen.
2:18). God creates the first marriage and immediately distinguishes
marriage from creation, distancing Biblical religion from all ancient
pagan religions. Pre-Christian pagan religious cosmologies gen-
erally involve creation itself with the first marital union. For exam-
ple, the marriage of one “god” to another “god,” or even to man, pro-
duces offspring that populate the earth. Consequently, to worship
“god,” or the ‘gods, “ is bound up in the family ancestory.  The result
is that the worship of god is worship of the family!

Since God is transcendent, the family is not absolute, nor is it the
center of society. How ironic. Modern Christian writers frequently in-
sist that the “family” is the most important institution of society,
making it transcendent and absolute. They simply ignore the cove-
nantal aspect of Biblical religion, and they return to pre-Christian
pagan concepts of the family. Is it any wonder that we cannot tell
much difference from Christian and non-Christian teachers on the
subject? A covenantal  view of the family begins here, distinguishing
God from the family, thereby placing Lordship in God and putting
the family in the proper role.

Carle Zimmerman gives modern man the best analysis of the his-
tory of the family, being a creationist and rejecting all traditional
“evolutionary theories” of its development. 1 His evaluation classifies
the family’s history into three categories: trustee (clan), domestic,
and atomistic. He explains that the family tracks these three “phases”
in every major period of history, particularly in the West, although
he summarizes the same tendencies in the East.

For our purposes, however, he reminds us that the spread of

1. Carle C. Zimmerman, Farni~  and Ciuilizu.tion  (New York: Harper & Row,
1947). Although Zimmerman was a Harvard University professor and one of the
leading experts on the family, he was ignored, and still remains ignored, because he
was a creationist. His works are mammoth and monumental, but very few take note
of him simply because he was a devout Catholic who believed strongly in creation
and rejected, particularly at the time he lived, the standard Marxist and evolution-
ary interpretations of history.
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Christianity had to counter a “clan,” or what he calls the “trustee,”
view of the family. The clans were the final authority about every-
thing, even to the point of executing one of its own members should
he be found guilty of some “capital,” or rather “familial” offense. The
Church attacked this clan view, and taught that the Church is the
means of change. z It taught that the family can only draw true life
from the Family of God. Build God’s Family, and God will save
man’s family.

The true transcendence of God, therefore, keeps the family from
being “absolutized.” On the other hand, with God as the Creator of
the family, He becomes the source of salvation and hope for it.

H i e r a r c h y  (Gen. 2:19-22)

The second section of the family covenant describes the creation
of woman: how God showed man his need and made the special pro-
vision. Herein are all the facets of the principle of himzrchy.

God actually created a hierarchy by which the first dominion
mandate could be accomplished. He, through the headship of the
male and submission of the female, uses couples to perform His
work. God first shows Adam his need by involving him in naming
the animals. The Lord causes the man to see that man cannot carry
out his mandate alone. A hierarchy of checks and balances is
required.

It is important, however, that the Biblical hierarchy of the family
be theoretically and historically distinguished from the pagan
patriarchal or clan family system. Such pagan family structures have
persisted in Central and Eastern Europe, but they invariably col-
lapse within one or two generations when these families arrive in the
West, especially in countries with a Protestant background. The clan
family simply cannot compete with the Biblical covenantal  family,
The Biblical family order is supposed to replace clans and patriarchs.

Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are frequently referred to as patriarchs.
Biblical patriarchs, yes; patriarchs of a clan system, no. When Abra-
ham sent Ishmael away, he broke from Ishmael legally. Ishmael no
longer had to take orders from Abraham, although he showed filial
honor by joining Isaac at his father’s burial (Gen. 25:9). Similarly,
after Abraham passed the inheritance to Isaac — a transfer symbolized
by his transfer of Sarah’s tent to Isaac – so that he and Rebekah could

2. Ibid, pp. 462-495.
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begin their life together in it (Gen. 24:67), he left the region. He
remarried, journeyed east, and disappeared from covenantal history
until his death (Gen. 25:1-9). He was father of many nations:
Ishmaelites, Semites, Midianites, and so forth. But he wisely and
faithfully ceased to meddle in the lives of those sons who had gone
their own way.

The patriarchs in the Bible were not patriarchs in the sense of
men who ruled a single pyramid of families beneath them. The sons
and daughters-in-law were not expected to live in their father’s
house, or even nearby. The familiar “in-law problem,” reflected cul-
turally by the “mother-in-law joke,“ is the product of sin: unbiblical
interference by would-be patriarchs and matriarchs, and smoldering
resentment and outright rebellion by resentful sons and daughters-
in-law. If men understood and honored the covenant basis of the
Biblical family model, such problems would be drastically reduced.
To put it bluntly, the in-laws’ authority stops long before and far out-
side the heirs’ bedroom door, not because of biology, but because of a
legal declaration of a new unit of government that is created by marriage.

The creation of Eve out of Adam adds another dimension to the
Biblical hierarchy. Her creation is analogous to man’s. As Adam was
created by God, she is created by God. Unlike Adam, however, she
comes into existence through the male’s own being (rib), making her
distinct from God, but forever dependent on the male for life. Not un-
til the Fall does woman appear in a totally “autonomous” and inde-
pendent role. So, the man needs the woman, and the woman needs
the man.

The hierarchy of authority places the male in the position of repre-
senting God to the woman. Although she is man’s “vice-president ,“
and top advisor, she is created to submit to man (Eph. 5:22). The
Apostle Paul uses her creation as an argument explaining why
women should not be allowed to exercise authority over men in the
Church.

But I do not allow a woman to teach or exercise authority over a man,
but to remain quiet. For it was Adam who was first created, and then Eve.
And it was not Adam who was deceived, but the woman being quite de-
ceived, fell into transgression (I Tim. 2:11-14).

The Biblical chain of command runs from the man outward and
then downward to the rest of the family. Although modern man, in
all of his rebellion to the God Who created him, tries to escape this
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reality, the Biblical authority structure is a major ingredient missing
from American homelife. A. C. R. Skynner speaks of the need to
have a set hierarchy, as opposed to an “equalitarian,” everyone-is-equal
approach.

The parts of the group, like the parts of the individual, are not all on
one level but require to be arranged in a certain hierarchical order if they are
to function effectively. No one disputes this in the organization of the cen-
tral nervous system, where lower centers are under the dominance of higher.
. . . But groups and families also have an optimum type of organization
which must involve a form of dominance hierarchy and while there is again a
range of possibilities of varying effectiveness, it appears that breakdown of
the authority structure — whether through the loss of control of a nation by
its government, abdication of responsibility by a father, or destruction of
the cortex through birth injury– lads  to uncoordinated release of tenancies which
can be damaging to the whole system, however valuable these may be within
proper bounds and in their proper place.3

The second covenantal  principle for the family is, a set hierarchy
around the male (under Christ’s authority). What about a day when
there are so many “one-parent” families? The institutional Church is
the Biblical solution until the woman remarries. Women can find the
“true Groom” Jesus Christ to be an immense comfort. The male will
discover that the Bride of Christ, the Church, can offset his deficien-
cies. Nevertheless, the problems do not negate the Biblical reality of
hierarchy.

Ethics (Gen. 2:23)

After God creates the woman, Adam nanze.s  her (Gen. 2:23).
“Naming” was part of the cultural mandate and original command
given to man. Not only was Adam told to name everything, but
thereby to have dominion. So, this function is in compliance with an
ethical stipulation. Biblical dominion is ethical and not manipulative,
designed according to the Ten Commandments.

The law of the family is supposed to be the Ten Commandments
of God, with fathers teaching their sons how the commandments are
applied. Moses tells Israel’s fathers,

And these words [Covenant of Ten Commandments] which I am com-
manding you today, shall be on your heart; and you shall teach them dili-

3. A. C. R. Skynner, Sociat Work Today (July 15, 1971), p. 5.
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gently to your sons and shall talk of them when you sit in your house and
when you walk by the way and when you lie down and when you rise up.
And you shall bind them as a sign on your hand and they shall be as frontals
on your foreheads. And you shall write them on the doorposts of your house
and on your gates (Deut. 6:6-9).

I do not believe Moses intended these verses to be taken accord-
ing to the Talmudic Jewish tradition, writing the Ten Command-
ments on little pieces of paper and nailing them in special boxes to
the doorposts of one’s house. The family was to be taught the law of
God: what it was, and how it applied.

Solomon reiterates this message to families, devoting the entire
book of Proverbs to “wisdom” (hocmah). What is wisdom? It is the
ability to think and apply God’s Law. In Proverbs, Solomon tells
sons to listen to their father’s instruction in the “commandments” of
God.

My son, if you will receive my sayings, and treasure my commandments
within you, make your ear attentive to wisdom, incline your heart to
understanding; For if you cry for discernment, lift your voice for under-
standing; If you seek her as silver, and search for her as for hidden trea-
sures; Then you will discern the fear of the Lord, and discover the knowl-
edge of God (Prov. 2:1-5).

The ethics of the family is the covenantal commandments of
God. Throughout this book, we have seen “the relationship between
the covenant and ethics, the Ten Commandments. Solomon says
that God’s ethics should be so internalized that one’s “natural”
response is obedience to His Law. This is the task of the family and
parents.

Sanctions (Gen. 2:24)
Next in Genesis 2 the text says, ‘For this cause a man shall leave

his father and mother and cleave to his wife, and they shall become
one flesh” (v. 24). Moses adds his own editorial comment (under the
inspiration of God), which is judicial in character. All of the lan-
guage here implies some kind of legal process of oath-taking to estab-
lish a marriage union.

‘Leaving” (’azab) implies the termination of a covenant bond, the.
same Hebrew word being used of apostasy from the covenant (Deut.
28:30;  Judges 10:10;  Jer. 1:16). The covenant being ended is the par-
ental bond. A new covenantor bond is formed by “cleaving” (dabag).
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The parental relationship is temporary and the marital covenant is
permanent.

Even the “one flesh” language is primarily legal and covenantal,
not primarily “physical .“ The word for “cling,” or “cldave” (dakq) is
the key to understanding the full sense of “one flesh.” Dabuq is a tech-
nical term, often used in covenant contexts like Deuteronomy (Deut.
10:20; 11:22;  13:4; 30:20; Josh. 22:5,  23:8).  The parallel words to this
concept are “serve, love, fear, obey, swear by His name, walk in His
ways, and keep his commandments,” all of which is covenantal lan-
guage for receiving God’s sanctions.4 Of particular interest is the use
of this word in the sanctions context of Deuteronomy. The covenant is
bonded to by “clinging” to it in love and obedience (Deut. 30:20).

The language of Genesis 2:24, therefore, implies a legal process
whereby God’s sanctions are received for the marriage covenant. In
essence, the traditional marriage ceremony even to this day reflects
the covenantal  influence on marriage, ‘Till death do us part .“ Most
people do not realize that they are taking an “oath” before God, wit-
nessed by the minister (Church), the relatives (Family), and civil au-
thorities via the marriage certificate (State). All three institutions
testify that an oath was taken, sealing the two together until one or
the other dies. The consequences for breaking the oath is the judg-
ment of God (Ma..l.  2:14 ff.).

The point of all this, though, is that marriage is a covenant, creat-
ing a new fami~ unit. The old family covenants that used to govern
the newly married partners are broken, and a new covenant is
formed. Marriage means that family ties are not by blood– father to
sons, and to the daughters-in-law through their husbands, as in
pagan Greek and Roman families5 — but by covenant. Although
children have responsibilities to aid their parents, the parental cove-
nant and authority cease at the point of marriage. The “new” hus-
band is head of his house, and neither his nor his wife’s father is the
covenantal head. Thus, the terms “nuclear” (autonomous) and “ex-
tended” (patriarchal) miss the true description of the Biblical family.
It is covenantal, being created through a legal process of receiving
sanctions.

4. E. Kallancl, “Dabaq,” in Theological Wordbook of the Old T~tament,  ecl. R. L. I-Iar-
ris; 2 VOIS., @hicago: Moody, 1980), 1:178. Also, see Walter Brueggeman, “Of the
Same Flesh and Bone (Gen. 2:23a),”  Cdholic Biblical Quark+  32 (1970), p. 540.

5. Fustel de Coulanges,  The Ancient Ci~ (New York: Doubleday Anchor, [1864]
1955), Book Second, A. II.
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Finally, the family covenant consists of continui~,  the fifth point of
covenantalism.  Moses says, ‘And the man and his wife were both
naked and not ashamed” (Gen. 2:25). Why would Moses add such a
statement?

Following upon the “one flesh” comment of verse 24, Moses
describes the marital bliss of Adam and Eve. His words, however,
are not in terms of physical union — none is mentioned — rather,
there was no “shame.” They needed no clothing because before the
Fall they were clothed by Go&s  covenant. More to the point, the cove-
nant bond of Genesis 2:24 had created perfect continuity. Their
union was complete. It was confirmed by the absence of shame. The
Bible expresses their continuity this way so as to create a contrast
with the following chapter in Genesis. Satan destroys their absence
of shame by provoking the Fall. They become guilty, and their
shame becomes a reminder of their complete loss of inheritance. In an
ironic sort of way, as long as they had no shame, they had inherit-
ance. When their shame was removed, ultimately in Christ, their in-
heritance was returned (Matt. 5:5). Only people who have their sin
forgiven are able to lay hold of the inheritance.

Continuity is in the covenant, and it is very important to the
being and well-being of the family. In our house, for example, we
teach our children that if they really love us, then they will love the
God that we love. They are warned that if they ever leave the cove-
nant into which they have been baptized, then they will be cut out of
their inheritance. In a Christian home, “blood is not thicker than
(baptismal) water!”

Is this cruel? No. This is precisely how God treats us, and how
the families of the Bible treated their children. When a son left the
covenant, he was removed from the family inheritance. When Cain
killed his brother and deserted God’s covenant, he was cast out
(Gen. 4:9-15). Of course, to apply this concept of marriage and fam-
il y, one must love the covenant more than he loves his children.
Family continuity should be built on the covenant. Children should
be taught to see the connection between covenant faithfulness and
inheritance, both spiritual and material. Christians are not to subsi-
dize evil, which is what unconditional inheritance does in a world of
sin and covenant-breaking.
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~ Conclusion

The family is a covenant. In this chapter, I have used the first
marriage to demonstrate its covenantaJ nature. To review, first we
saw that God is transcendent over the family, meaning the family is
not the center of societ y. Second, God set up a hierarchy around the
male, not denigrating but subjugating the woman and children to
him. Third, man carried out God’s commandments by naming the
woman, making the covenant ethical. Fourth, the family is created
by the application of sanctions (oath and legal declaration), meaning
the family tie is covenantal  and not primarily of blood. Fifth, the
continuity of the family is in compliance to the covenant of God.

This is the Biblical model, but do we find that it has been
adopted anywhere in history? Is this ideal unobtainable, in other
words? No, as a matter of fact, Edmund Morgan says that the cove-
nant was the most important family concept in early Puritan Amer-

‘ ica.G In the next chapter, therefore, let us take a more historical look
at the family covenant.

6. Morgan, The Puntun  Fami~,  pp.  26R.
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THE HISTORICAL FAMILY COVENANT

In our society, there are three basic spheres of life: Family,
Church, and State. All three are covenants: legal institutions formed
by self-valedictory oaths. Their importance is obvious. In this chap-
ter I want to a@y what we learned about the Biblical covenant to
history. 1

Modern man tends to forget that marriage is a covenant. It used
to be that two people did not get marriage licenses. Rather, they drew
up marriage contracts, and filed them at the city courthouse. Why
don’t people do this today? The answer is simple. Contracts make it too
hard  to secure a divorce. A contract (covenant) is much more binding
than a license. In the following, I have reproduced an old marriage
contract from 1664/1665.2

Marriage Contract
January 20, 1664/65

Plymouth, Massachusetts

This writing witnesses, between Thomas Clarke, late of Plymouth,
yeoman, and Alice Nicholls of Boston, widow, that, whereas there is an in-
tent of marriage between the said parties, the Lord succeeding their inten-
tions in convenient time; the agreement, therefore, is that the housing and
land now in the possession of the said Alice Nicholls shall be reserved as a

1. Edward McGlynn  Gtiney, “The Interaction of Biblical Religion and Ameri-
can Constitutional Law,” The Bible in A men”can Law, Politics, and Political Rheton”c, ed.
James Turner Johnson (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1985), pp. 81-106. Gaffney’s
thesis is that the suzerain form of the covenant was influential on Constitutional law in
this country.

2. The reason why there are two years listed is ‘that prior to the late 1700s, the
new year came in mid-March. This is still reflected in the names for several months:
SEPTember, OCTober,  NOVember, and DECember– seven, eight, nine, and ten
— whei! today they are the ninth, tenth, eleventh, and twelfth months. The second
year listed is the year we reckon it in retrospect, according to our calendar.
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stock for her son, John Nicholls, for him to enjoy and possess at the age of
twenty and one years, in the meantime to be improved by the parents
towards his education. Also, that what estate of hers the said Alice shall be
found and committed to the said Mr. Clarke, if it should so please the Lord
to take the said Alice out of this life before the said Thomas Clarke, he shall
then have the power to dispose of all the said estate sometimes hers so as it
seems good to him. Moreover, if it shall please the Lord to take away the
said Thomas Clarke by death before the said Alice, she surviving, then the
said Alice shall have and enjoy her own estate she brought with her, or the
value thereof, and two hundred pounds added thereto of the estate left by
the said Thomas Clarke. All which the said Thomas Clarke does hereby
promise and bind himself to allow of and perform as a covenant upon their
marriage. In witness of all which, the said Thomas Clarke has signed and
sealed this present writing to Peter Oliver and William Bartholomew of Bos-
ton, for the use and behoof of the said Alice Nicholls. Dated this twentieth
day of January 1664.

per me, Thomas Clarke3

This historical document is quite revealing. It contains or implies
all the features of the Biblical covenant. In the following, let us use
the Biblical grid of the last chapter, to evaluate this application.

True Transcendence

The contract has a transcendent character to it. It makes reference
to “the Lord” three times. The parties agreed that “the Lord” estab-
lishes marriage and the covenant between them. Obviously they
presupposed that God had created the institution of marriage, and
He had brought them together in “holy” (set apart) matrimony. We
know from the history of New England that they were a people who
believed this theocentric (God-centered) worldview. They went out
of their way to mention the “Lord.” When was the last time you saw
any contractual statement that spoke this way?

Marriage is a Divine institution. It is created by lawfil  representa-
tives of God as a Divinely sanctioned institution. Transcendence is
not in the marriage itself. If transcendence shifts to the marriage,
then the family becomes a “god”; it is idolized and put on a pedestal.
This only further destroys it. Marriage and family cannot take that
kind of pressure.

3. Foundations of Colonial Amaica:  A Documentary Histo~,  Ed. W. Keith Kavenagh,
Vol. I, Part 2 (New York: Confucian Press, 1980), p. 667. Emphasis added.
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A “well-intentioned” Christian couple sets out to have the “per-
fect” marriage. In the process, they elevate marriage to an idolatrous
position, make it transcendent, and expect too much out of the mar-
riage. Then they have those “normal” problems adjusting. But
because they have an almost “deified” view of marriage, they become
disillusioned. Sometimes they end up getting a divorce.

How ironic! Modern society, in desperation, creates all kinds of
ways — TV shows, books, “marriage encounters ,“ etc. — to revive the
family institution. Even though these techniques might not be bad in
and of themselves, in the process, the family is placed in the position
of God. The family itself is worshiped. Maybe the spouse or even
the children end up at the center of some well-intentioned person’s
worldview. In either case, Biblical transcendence is lost. The family
itself becomes “god.” The contract above rejects such a notion. It
projects a high view of marriage and the family, but not so high that
it shatters the Creator/creature distinction.

Hierarchy

That what estate of hers the said Alice shall be found and committed to
the said Mr. Clarke, if it should so please the Lord to take the said Alice out
of this life before the said Thomas Clarke, he shall then have the power to
dispose of all the said estate sometimes hers so as it seems good to him. . . .

A Biblical covenant has representatives. The 1665 marriage does
something that might tend to go unnoticed, but is quite revealing
about the representative character of the relationship between these
two parties. The covenant is in the name of the man. Why? He rep-
resents both parties. According to the original language of the New
Testament (Greek), the very word for “family” is derived from the
word for ‘father.” Paul says, “For this reason I bow my knees to the
Father [Pater], from whom everyfami~  [Patria]  in heaven and on earth
derives its name” (Eph. 3:14-15). Both Greek words come from the
same root. This representation of God by the father originated with
the first marriage between Adam and Eve. Adam “named” Eve and
declared her to be his wife. Moses says for this reason a “man shall
leave his father and mother and cleave to his wife”  (Gen. 2:24). To
“name” something is to set up authority over it. Since the man was
given this responsibility, he represented God in a special way. So the
emphasis of the Bible is that the man is God’s representative in the
household.

In the event that the man dies, leaves, or divorces his wife,  she
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can become the representative. In the Old Testament, as we shall see
toward the end of this chapter, the woman became the husband’s
“sister” through a process of adoption. She was both wife and sister
so that she could be a “co-heir” with the husband. This way, when
left without a husband, the woman can lawfully be the family’s rep-
resentative. An example of a woman who is head of her household is
Lydia of the New Testament (Acts 16:11-15).

Whether the man or the woman is head of the household, how-
ever, the family has representatives. They represent the Lord.

This brings us to the government of the household. Since the
covenant is in the man’s name, he is head of the household. We can
assume that the woman takes his name because she is under his au-
thorit y. The idea of changing names grows out of the Biblical pas-
sage where Adam gave Eve her name (Gen. 2:23). More than any-
thing else it meant that Eve was under the authority of Adam. The
Bible is very clear that the governrwmtal  structure of the household is
that man is the head. He is the provider and has the final say in the
decision making process. Actually, he is a manager. He can delegate
responsibilities, but the “buck stops with him.”

The role of the wife in this hierarchy is that she is the husband’s
top advisor. The contract mentions certain provisions for the wife’s
child from a previous marriage. Probably she advised the new father
regarding these stipulations. Is this Biblical? Definitely. In the an-
cient city of Hur — the city from which Abraham was called — arch-
aeologists have discovered copies of “Hurrian  marriage contracts .“
These contracts stipulate that the wife also becomes the sist~ of the
husband. In addition, it was customary to make the sons brothen  to
the father.

In Hurrian society the bonds of marriage were strongest and most
solemn when the wife had simultaneously the juridical status of a sister, re-
gardless of actual blood ties. This is why a man would sometimes marry a
girl and adopt her at the same time as his sister, in two separate steps
recorded in independent legal documents. Violations of such sistership zu--
rangements were punished more severely that breaches of marriage con-
tracts. The practice was apparently a reflection of the underlying fratri-
archal system, and it gave the adoptive brother greater authority than was
granted the husband. By the same token, the adopted sister enjoyed corre-
spondingly greater protection and higher social status.4

4. E. A. Spiser,  Genesis (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1964), p. 92. See
also by the same author, ‘Wife-Sister Motif in the Patriarchal Narratives,” Bib/ical
and Other Studie$ (Harvard University Press, 1963), pp. 15-28.
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More than likely, the same type of contract was practiced in the
Bible (Gen. 24:1-67;  Song of Solomon). This sheds much light on the
passages in Genesis where Abraham told Abimelech,  the King of
Egypt, that Sarah (his wife) was his sister (Gen. 20:1R.).  Abraham
was not lying to Abimelech.  He had legal~  adopted Sarah as his sister.
Why? The bride was the top advisor of the husband. She shared in
the inheritance, and could rule in the father’s absence.

The role of advisor is powerful. The advisor usually wields more
inzuence  than the person in authority. Consider, for example, who
has more power: The President of the United States or his advisory
cabinet? It is the latter. The President almost never goes against his
advisors. They are the primary source of the information that flows
to him, on which he will base his decisions, in counsel with them.
They are the people to whom the bureaucratic hierarchies report.
The Bible presents the woman as having this kind of influence over
the husband. The positive Biblical example is Esther, the Jewish
Queen of the Persian Emperor, Ahasuerus (Xerxes). When Haman,
a vicious member of the kin<s court, plotted against her people and
relative, Mordecai, she used her advisory power to get him hanged
(Esth. 4:lff.; 7:10). This is ultimately a picture of how God’s Bride,
the Church, advises the kings of the world to get the wicked hanged
from their own gallows. But at a very basic level, it is a Biblical view
of the power of the role of the wife. It is the role which God has or-
dained for her.

The contract above also mentions that the woman was bringing
with her a sizeable estate. This may have been what was left from
the previous marriage. Maybe it was her inheritance or gift from her
father. In either case, we see the ability of the woman to deal in busi-
ness matters. The Puritan woman was often left to run the household
and even bring in extra income while the husband was away. This
too is a Biblical idea. The woman of Proverbs 31 was a shrewd busi-
ness woman, quite familiar with the ways of the marketplace. There is
nothing wrong with a woman’s working, as long as it does not jeo-
pardize her domestic responsibilities.

The hierarchy of the Puritan covenant is clear. God is the tran-
scendent authority, and the father represents Him to the family. The
wife stands with the father as his top advisor. She has delegated au-
thority and the children must submit to her because she represents
the father.
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Ethics
All which the said Thomas Clarke does hereby promise and bind himself

to aIl of and perform as a covenant upon their marriage.

The marriage covenant between Clarke and Nicholls is ethical.
Both parties are responsible to provide certain tangible items. But
again it should be underscored that the Lord was the final authority
of this covenant. They were living according to some sort of tran-
scendent law. Recalling what we said about the ethical character of
the covenant in the last chapter, ethical stands in contrast to magical.
We can work our way into the significance of this distinction with
our “totem pole” analogy.

Mormonism is a classic example of a modern religion that has a
magical view of authority, since it believes that man evolves and be-
comes a “god” on other planets.5  Lorenzo Snow, former president of
the Mormon Church, said, “As man is, God once was: as God is,
man may become .“6 This is a totem-pole religion. It has a “chain of
being” view of life and the world. This means the family plays an im-
portant role, and specifically the father. The following diagram is
somewhat like the totem-pole analogy used earlier. This time we will
not draw a totem pole, just a column representing the static, ver-
tical, continuum of life.

CHAIN OF BEING VIEW OF FAMILY

GOD

FATHER
(HIS SEED POSSESSES FAMILY VIEWED’AS

BEING OF GOD) CENTRAL INSTITUTION

STATE OTHER INSTITUTIONS
HAVE LESS BEING. THEY

MUST GO THROUGH
CHURCH THE “PATRIARCH” TO

NON BEING GET TO GOD.
(NO FAMILY)

5. Teachings of the Prophet Joseph Smith, ed. Joseph Fielding Smith (Sah Lake City:
Deseret Book Co., 1958),. pp. 346-47.

6. Walter Martin, The Kingdom of thz Cults (Minneapolis, Minnesota: Bethany
Fellowship, 1965), p. 178.
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In the diagram, the reader should notice that the father is the
“link” between god and the rest of the family. Remember that since
god is in time and part of creation, the father is a physical extension.
He contains within him the “stuff” out of which god is made. When
he. impregnates his wife, he is passing the spark of the “divine” into
her womb. The pantheon of the gods is being extended. As one
Mormon leader said, “The only men who become Gods, even the
Sons of God, are those who enter into polygamy.”7  Brigham Young
even said,

How much unbelief exists in the minds of the Latter-day Saints in re-
gard to one particular doctrine which I revealed to them, and which God
revealed unto me — namely that Adam is our father and our God . . .

“Well,” says one, ‘Why was Adam called Adam?” He was the first man on
the earth, and its framer and maker. He with the help of his brethren,
brought it into existence. Then he said, “I want my children who are in the
spirit world to come and live here. I once dwelt upon an earth something like
this, in a mortal state. I was faithful, I received my crown and exaltation.”8

This is a magical, perverse view of the family. Adam is “God,” as
well as man. Each male is infused with Adamic deity. His children
are “spirit babies,” brought into existence by procreation, and so sex
deifies humanity.

There are many ramifications, but the governmental and ethical
ones are of particular interest. If the father is deity in the home, then
the way to god is through the father. Ultimately, the way to god is
through sexual union with the male. The hope of the female is to find
a man who can impregnate her with the very “being” of god. This is
one of the reasons that Mormons have so many children. They are
literally putting, according to their theology, little Mormon “gods”
on the earth.

Also, since the father is the divine connection between heaven
and earth, his authority is absoh.tte.  It cannot be contradicted. For ex-
ample, Mormon books on the role of father and mother, like Man oj
Steel and Vdvet  and Fascinating Womanhood, give the father absolute
authority.

Biblical authority is not this way. The authority of the home is

7. Journal of Discourses, vol. 11, p. 269.
8. Deseret  News, June 18, 1873, p. 308. Cited in Kingdom of the Cults, p. 179. Em-

phasis added.
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God, not the father. Whatever the father has is delegated to him. He
is a representative of God, not an extension of Him. There are checks
and balances. He might sin, and ask his family to do the wrong thing.
So, there is a time to disobey the father. The Biblical example is the
story of Ananias and Sapphira (Acts 5:lff.  ). Ananias lied to the Holy
Spirit, and asked his wife to follow him in his disobedience. Because
she obeyed her husband, she was executed by God.

The Biblical picture of authority is perhaps best illustrated with a
triangle. God is at the top of the pyramid. Father, mother, and chil-
dren have access to and are directly responsible to God. The father is
the legal representative as opposed to magical leader. The father has
certain limits and checks and balances on him.

GOD

The clearest check and balance is that the family can appeal the
decisions of the father. Where? In the Church court (I Cor. 6:lff.),
and if civil matters are involved, in the State. Take the Biblical ex-
ample of Ananias and Sapphira. Because Sapphira had an oppor-
tunity to contradict her husband in front of the officers of the
Church, this means the Church is a higher court, an appeals court
for the family. Significantly, this legal structure broke up the old clan
system of Europe. When Christianity began its trek across this bar-
baric part of the world, there was a constant ‘Hatfield vs. McCoy”
type of feuding. The family had absolute power to convict and even
execute its own members. The Church broke do”wn the clans
through its court system. It argued that the father does not have
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absolute authority. The check and balance on his power is the court
of the Church.

Such a system developed because the marriage covenant is ethi-
cal. The historical marriage covenant, by the fact that there is a set
contract, limits the powers of the father, and the mother for that mat-
ter. They could not do anything they wanted with each othei,  or with
their children. There were ethical boundaries that defined the limits
of their power.

Unfortunately, there are Christians in places of great influence
today who continue to teach a clan view of the family, a kind of
“almost Mormonism .“ They do not acknowledge the Protestant prin-
ciple of multiple authorities. They teach that the father’s word is law,
that a pagan father can, for example, keep a Christian son from
marrying a Christian woman, no matter what the girl’s parents say,
or the son’s and girl’s church courts say. This simply transfers to the
father the kind of authority which the Roman Catholic Church offi-
cially invests in the Pope. A father becomes a final court of earthly
appeal, one who can veto a marriage. This is radically anti-Biblical.
There are always multiple human courts that are established by God
to speak in God’s name, and no single earthly governmental author-
ity has a monopoly on speaking God’s covenantal  word, and there-
fore absolute authority to create or dissolve a marriage.

Sanctions

In witness of all which, the said Thomas Clarke has signed and sealed
this present writing to Peter Oliver and William Bartholomew of Boston, for
the use and behoof of the said Alice Nicholls. Dated this twentieth day of
January 1664.

“Signing and sealing” is a process of sanctioning. Both parties of
this early American marriage covenant are taking a solemn oath. The
example being used is similar to other documents of that era. There
was some sort of ceremony; there was the actual “cutting” of the cov-
enant, just as we have already seen in Deuteronomy. It is still today
called a wedding ceremony. In our society, all three institutions partici-
pate in it. The minister officiates at the ceremony because the
Church is the “guardian” of marriage. The families draw up the con-
tract. The State is a witness because marriage is an institution of soci-
ety as well. In the event there is a divorce, or the settlement of the
family’s estate, the State may be drawn into the legal process. So
marriage does not belong exclusively to any of these institutions.
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The covenant has term of unconditionalip.  To say that marriage
has no terms means there is no possibility of divorce. When this view
prevails, the innocent are victimized. As in God’s covenant, people
sometimes apostatize. The Biblical view of marriage is able to cope
with such a possibility, even though some modern evangelical views
are not. Marriage often ends up being absolutised. It is taught that
there are no justifications for divorce. Of course, I have never seen a
“no reason for divorce” position that did not have to create some kind
of doctrine of annuhnent, an escape-valve. It points out the reality
that on “this side of heaven,” there are no perfect people and there-
fore no perfect covenants. If God. has a legal right to break sinners,
then victims of sinners have a legal right to break covenants.

Marriage is a covenant. The Apostle Paul argues that “death” is
the basis of the dissolution of a marriage bond (Rem. 7:1-4). But from
the context immediately before and after this passage, “death” is refer-
red to in “covenantal”  terms. For example, just before the “death” pas-
sage of chapter seven, the last verse of chapter six reads, “For the
wages of sin is death, but the gift of God is life eternal” (Rem. 6:23).

Clearly the “death” here is more than just physical. Death is
understood in terms of the Biblical covenant. To be separated from
God, to break the covenant, is to be dead. This means that when the
spouse does things to violate the marriage covenant, the marriage
dies, and the innocent partner is free to divorce and remarry. What
are the things that kill the marriage? One will have to read the entire
Bible. They are capital offense crimes like, murder, homosexuality,
apostasy, idolatry, witchcraft, bestiality, and adultery. 9

The pastor who refuses to counsel divorce to someone whose
spouse is- involved in bestiality is thereby sanctioning evil. (By the
way, it should be pointed out that bestiality is nowhere mentioned in
the New Testament, which creates a difficult exegetical problem for
pastors who operate under the presupposition tha~ all Old Testament
laws are abolished unless specifically re-sanctioned  in the New Tes-
tament.) There can be no neutrality. But the pastor who cannot find
a Bible-based reason to sanction the divorce is-in a weak position as a
marital counselor.

If the Church is not able to deal with these kinds of sins, and the
reality that “Christian” marriages are today plagued by such sins,

9. Ray R. Sutton, Death Did Us Part: A Dejense of the Innocent Partw-r. Scheduled for
1987.
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then the Church will lose its ministry. Divorce rates among church
members continue to rise. The sad fact is that the innocent are being
victimized. If the Church’s view of divorce accommodates victimiza-
tion of the innocent, it will never be able to speak believably to the
world. There is an effective way to deal with the issue of divorce.
The answer lies in the covenant and its terms of unconditionality.

Continuity

The agreement, therefore, is that the housing and land now in the pos-
session of the said Alice Nicholls shall be reserved as a stock for her son,
John Nicholls . . . .

Finally, the marriage covenant between Clarke and Nicholls is
legitimate. It formed a real bond between them. This fact made their
children legitimate heirs of the inheritance. The contract details
some of this, and even specifies who should execute the will in the
event one or the other dies. The covenant transfers specific bless-
ings.

It is no secret that income taxes and inheritance taxes were de-
signed by envy-ridden legislators who represented envy-driven vot-
ers. Such taxes have been designed to inhibit the economic growth of
highly successful families. Interestingly, these laws were instituted
around the time great industrial development of natural resources
were making families wealthy and powerful. The result has been
that government has tried to use “family” wealth to intervene in the
market and create monopolies. The rich families all escaped this by
setting up huge charitable foundations — Carnegie, Rockefeller,
Ford, Mellon, etc. – that have kept this wealth intact. Thus, the real
inheritors have been the foundation bureaucrats who operate the
great foundations. But officially, the State itself has virtually become
the new ‘family” (Big Brother) of our world. 10

The question is, ‘Who is the legitimate heir?” The Bible says the
children and those specified in the covenant are the legitimate heirs.
No one else has the right to take the inheritance away. In the event
there are no heirs, the Church should receive the inheritance, but
never the State.

10. Gary North, The Sinai Strategy: Economics and the Ten Commandments (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), pp. 103-14.



158 THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

Conclusion

This concludes our application of the covenant to the family. An
old marriage covenant has been used. I freely admit that not all mar-
riage contracts follow the Biblical outline. That is not my point. This
one did, and I think we can see in history that such a view of mar-
riage produced the seed-bed out of which our entire culture has
sprung. At no other time in American history has the family been so
strong.

But what about the Church? Is it structured according to the cov-
enant? And are there any historical examples? In the next chapter
we examine the Biblical Church Covenant.
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THE BIBLICAL CHURCH COVENANT

To demonstrate the covenantal  character of the Church, let us
turn to a section of Scripture that follows the five-fold structure,
Revelation. 1 In the “letters” segment (Rev. 2-3), we see that even this
sub-section is drafted in a covenant format. Each letter is outlined accord-
ing to the five-point model. The first Church, Ephesus, is an example.

To the angel of the church in Ephesus write: The One Who holds the
seven stars in His right hand, the One who walks among the seven golden
lampstands,  says this: “I know your deeds and your toil and perseverance,
and that you cannot endure evil men, and you put to the test those who call
themselves apostles, and they are not, and you found them to be false; and
you have perseverance and have endured for My  name’s sake, and have not
grown weary. But I have this against you, that you have left your first love.
Remember therefore from where you have fallen, and repent and do the
deeds you did at first; or else I am coming t~ you, and will remove your
lampstand  out of its place – unless you repent. Yet this you do have, that you
hate the deeds of the Nicolaitans, which I also hate. He who has an ear, let
him hear what the Spirit says to the churches. To him who overcomes, I will
grant to eat of the tree of life, which is in the Paradise of God” (Rev. 2:1-7).

True Transcendence (Rev. 2:1)

The covenant always begins by distinguishing God from man.
The preamble to this letter tells us that the words come from God,
“The One Who holds the seven stars.” In the previous chapter, we
are told Who this is.

And when I saw Him, I fell at His feet as a dead man. And He laid His
right hand upon me, saying, “Do not be afraid; I am the first and the last,
and the living One; and I was dead, and behold, I am alive forevermore,
and I have the keys of death and of Hades. Write therefore the things which

1. See Appendix 5.
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you have seen, and the things that are,” and the things which shall take place
after these things. As for the mystery of the seven stars in My rtght hand, and the
seoen golciim  larnpstancic  the seven stars are the angels of the seven churches,
and the seven lampstands are the seven churches” (Rev. 1:17-20).

Christ is the One who sends the letters to the churches. His open-
ing statement in the first one is careful to make this point, and He
thereby distinguishes Himself from the Church. Both His “author-
ship” and distinction make two critical statements.

First, Christ is Head @the Church. The Church is created by God,
and so it is a “Divine” institution, not some kind of ecclesiastical
“social contract.”z The Lord builds the Church; it is His body; it is
not of man, nor does it belong to him. To attack the Church is to at-
tack God. He is the truly transcendent Lord of the Church.

Second, even though the Church is a “Divine” institution, it should
be distinguished from God. The Word of God and the preaching of
the Church are supposed to be the same, but the distinction should be
kept at all times. When the words of the Church are “equivalent to”
Scripture, the ecclesiastical institution is viewed as infallible. Calvin at
Geneva negotiated around the dilemma by teaching that the Word of
God is supposed to be the center of society.3 Granted, the Church
spreads the “Good News,” makhg it in some sense the center of soci-
ety. But still, the critical distinction between God and man should be
maintained, unless the Church becomes an “absohttized” organiza-
tion, creating the worst form of “ecclesiastical tyranny.”

The first covenantal issue, transcendence, gives the Church true
power, but not too much power. God is transcendent, leaving man-
kind in the role of glorious humanity, and never allowing it to cross
the Creator/creature line that He has created.

2. James Bannerman, The Church of Christ (Edinburgh: Banner of Tiuth  Ti-ust,
[1869] 1974), 1:423.

3. R. J. Rushdoony, Politics of Guilt and Pip (Nutley,  New Jersey: Craig Press,
[1970] 1978), pp. 263-290. In this brilliant essay, Rushdoony  properly notes that
Calvin believed the Word of God, and not any human institution in a “governmen-
tal” sense should be the center of society. Rushdoony, however, misses the mark by
failing to distinguish between the “governmental” and “sacramental” roles. The
Church is given the keys of the kingdom of God (Matt. 16:19), manifested in the
Preaching of the Word, the sacraments, and discipline. When Rushdoony  says, “No
social distinction between the redeemed and the reprobate is possible” (p. 281), he
inadvertently undermines the unique place of the Church. It is “sacramentally” the
center of society. The Tree of Life appears both in the form of the Word of God
(written) and the Sacraments (visible), given only to the Church. Only this institu-
tion can use them to apply discipline: not the State, and certainly not the family!
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Hierarchy (Rev. 2:2-4)

Christ commends the Ephesian Church because they “put to test
those who call themselves apostles . . . and found them to be false”
(Rev. 2:2). There is the presence of authority; there is the presence
of a mediated system of judgment. How? The Church metes out
judgment through a process of “testing.” Probably, this involved a
judicial setting similar to the Jerusalem Council (Acts 15). When the
Church assembles to settle a dispute about whether or not it is neces-
sary to be circumcised, the apostles and elders must settle it.

And the apostles and the elders came together to look into this matter.
And after there had been much debate, Peter stood up and said to them,
“Brethren, you know that in the early days God made a choice among you, ,
that by my mouth the Gentiles should hear the word of the gospel and be-
lieve. And God, who knows the heart, bore witness to them, giving them
the Holy Spirit, just as He also did to us; and He made no distinction be-
tween us and them, cleansing their hearts by faith. Now therefore why do
you put God to the test by placing upon the neck of the disciples a yoke
which neither our fathers nor we have been able to bear?” (Acts 15:6-10).

Shortly thereafter the dispute ended. Notice, however, that Peter
uses a que.rtion  to draw his point home. Perhaps this is how the Ephe-
sian Church arrived at its decision about the false teachers. At any
rate, the same relationship between judgment and history is made
that has previously been seen in the other covenants. Ephesus proves
its loyalty in histo~ by mediating judgment.

Ethics (Rev. 2:5a)

Jesus tells the Ephesians to “do the deeds you did at first” (Rev.
2 :5a). What are these “deeds”? John says in one of his epistles, “The
one who says, ‘I have come to know Him’ and does not keep His
commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in him” (I John 2:4).
These commandments are the ethical stipulations of the covenant.
The Church covenant is Biblically required to include a commit-
ment to the Law of God.

The application of Biblical law prevents the “tyranny of the mi-
nority.” In every church there seem to be people who are easily
offended. To paraphrase the pastor who gave parting words to the
Pilgrims shortly before they left “England, “Watch out for people who
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are easily offended because they will be the first to give offense .“4
Nevertheless, tyranny of the minority surfaces when certain mem-
bers of the congregation do not like the fact that others do not see
things the way they do. Then these “offended” ones usually try to
manipulate people with verses of the Bible wrenched out of context.
Usually, these verses are drawn from passages that talk about “deny-
ing oneself” certain things because others are “stumbling” (I Cor.
8:13; Rem. 14-15).

Perhaps the favorite verse used by the tyrannical minority is
“Therefore, if food causes my brother to stumble, I will never eat
meat again, that I might not cause my brother to stumble” (I Cor.
8:13). I know of a church where people left because “coffee cake” was
being used that did not meet the health food requirements of the
tyrannical minority. (These people eventually stopped going to any
church. ) Does this verse apply to coffee cake or similar foods? No.
The word “stumble” means to sin. The point is that if a Christian is
doing something to cause his weaker brother to sin, then he should
give it up. What we find, on the contrary, is that Christians are
asked to refrain from doing something allowed by the Bible. The
passage is not talking about something another person does not ap-

- prove of or like.
Biblical law should rescue a true covenantal church from a

myraid of these kinds of problems. God’s ethical standard provides
objective requirements that prevent the manipulative techniques of
those “saints” who have strong convictions about certain foods or
drinks that are not explicitly condemned in Scripture.

Sanctions (Rev. 2:5b)

Christ warns that if the Ephesians will not repent, then He will
remove their lampstand (Rev. 2 :5 b). When sin is not dealt with in a
church, God directly applies the sanctions of the covenant. That is,
if the church fails to discipline its own members, implementing the
sanctions, then God will do it for them. It may take many years for
the discipline of God to work its way out. But He will render lex
talionis  (“eye for eye”). The process of Church discipline is explained
by Christ.

4. Cotton Mather, The Great Works of Christ in America: Magnalia  Christi  Americana
(London: Banner of Truth Trust, [1702] 1979), Vol. I, p. 50.
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And if your brother sins, go and reprove him in private; if he listens to
you, you have won your brother. But if he does not listen to you, take one
or two more with you, so that by the mouth of two or three witnesses every
fact may be confirmed. And if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the
church; and if he refuses to listen even to the church, let him be to you as a
Gentile and a tax-gatherer. Truly I say to you, whatever you shall bind on
earth shall be bound in heaven; and whatever you loose on earth shall be
loosed in heaven (Matthew 18:15-18).

Notice there are three steps. First, each Christian has a responsi-
bility to “reprove” a brother if he sins. Church discipline is always re-
storative, never punitive. The brother is to be restored if at all possible.

Second, if ‘the brother will not listen, then witnesses a~e to be
taken that “every fact may be confirmed” (v. 16). These witnesses are
not necessarily witnesses to the initial sin. Rather, they witness that
the second phase of discipline has been carried out.

Third, the sin is told to the whole church. How would this be
done? The process presumes that the officers have been involved at

this point. The tendency on the part of people is to run to the leaders
when they see or hear of someone committing a sin. Officers should
resist the temptation to take matters into their own hands too soon.
Nevertheless, - when the third stage is arrived at, the accused may
deny that he has committed any such sin– adultery, for example. In
this case, a trial will have to be held.

Finally, in the event that the accused is found guilty and still does
not repent, he is to be put out of the church and declared excommuni-
cate. Notice that I say “declared.” The Church’s power is judicial, “de-
clarative,” not having the actual power to condemnn a person’s soul
to hell. Even so, if the Church binds on earth “what has already been
bound in heaven,” meaning it acts in accordance with Scripture,
then God will uphold the discipline of His people.

Jesus, however, says to the Ephesians that if they do not repent
and discipline themselves, then He will deal with them Himself, re-
moving their church, “lampstand.” The covenant is real. God honors
it whether His people do or not. If they neglect discipline and the use
of Biblical sanctions, then He will do what they have failed to do:
sanction.

Continuity (Rev. 2:7)
Continuity is in Christ’s statement, “He who has an ear, let him

hear what the Spirit says to the churches. To him who overcomes, I
will grant . . . the paradise of God” (Rev. 2:7). Covenantal contin-
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uity is in “listening.” “Hearing” seems so simple, yet both in Prov-
erbs, and the discipline account we just examined, “listening” is the
key to persevering in the Kingdom of God (Prov. 4:1, Matthew
18:15, 16, 17).

Observe that in all three steps of the discipline process, each
stage advances if the accused does not “listen .“ Eventually, it means
that the brother is excommunicated. All Church discipline, there-
fore, is based on the sin of contumacy.  Jay Adams makes the same
point when he says,

Excommunication never takes place for committing the sin that occa-
sioned the process in the beginning. Excommunication always occurs when
one rejects the authority of the church of Christ; he is excommunicated for
contumacy. One is excommunicated then, not for adultery, but for failure
to repent and be reconciled. The sin that occasioned discipline may have
been relatively “small” in its effects, but to that sin is added the enormou-s@ sig-
nificant sin of the rejection of Christ Himself as He demands repentance
through His representatives. s

Jesus tells His disciples essentially that the “sin” shifts from the
particular to the sin of%nrepentance,”  or contumacy. In this regard,
Jesus echoed what Moses told the children of Israel, meeting con-
tumacy with harsh discipline.

If any case is too difficult for you to decide . . . so you shall come to the
Levitical priest or the judge who is in office in those days, and you shall in-
quire of them, and they will declare to you the verdict in the case. . . . And
the man who acts presumptuously by not listening to the priest who stands
there to serve the Lord your God, nor to the judge, that man shall die; thus
you shall purge the evil from Israel. Then all the people will hear and be
afraid, and will not act presumptuously (Deut. 17:8-13).

In the civil realm, such as this situation, the death penalty was
applied. In the sphere of the Church, officers are not allowed to use
this penalty, only excommunication. Yet, in both cases, the individ-
ual who does not “listen,” and is contumate or contemptuous, re-
ceives  the severest form of discipline.

Jesus gives  a second requirement for continuity in the Biblical
Church covenant. He says, ‘To him who overcomes” (Rev. 2:7).
‘Overcome” is a word indicating dominion. The covenant is never

5. Jay Adams, The Christtin  Coumelork  Manual (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1973), p.
54.
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static: It is always either growing or dying. I have found that the big-
gest trouble-makers in the Church are those who never do anything con-
~tructiue.  They are not taking dominion. Consequently, they end up
out-of-sorts with the whole congregation, and either leave or find
themselves being disciplined. One either dominates for Christ, or he
is dominated.

The Two Tables

There is no neutrality, no safety zone between dominion and
being dominated. The Apostle Paul summarizes continuity in terms
of two tables. He says,

You cannot drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons; you can-
not partake of the table of the Lord and the table of demons (I Cor. 10:21).

There are only two tables in the world. Man either eats Christ’s
meal or he eats Satan’s. Christ’s meal is a covenant of life. Satan’s is
a covenant of death. Christ’s meal is focused in the Lord’s Supper.
This table, as we have said time and again, is not magical. Grace is
not infused by the elements themselves. The act itsel~  of eating com-
munion with God’s people is covenant renewal.

But what of the other table, the table of demons? Where is it?
Paul leads us to believe that man ine.wapab~  eats with the devil if he
does not eat with Christ. Everything he does becomes a rite of cove-
nant renewal with the devil: politics, science, education, athletics,
and so forth. Every activity of the unbeliever, or perhaps the professed
believer who never communes, takes on a satanic sacramental char-
acter. Yes, the devil’s table becomes a life apart from Christ.

~ Self-conscious pagans speak of their work in a sacramental way.
Poltics,  art, economics, or whatever are viewed as somehow infusing
the world with life. They become “sacraments. ” If Christ’s table is
not the answer, something else is perceived as the source of life.
Often, a meal is connected with it. Consider a simple example: mod-
ern athletics. Remember, athletics in the ancient world, particularly
the Olympic Games, became a way of determining who was a god.
Today, there is almost always a superstitious ritual before the game.
Athletes, who don’t go to church on Sunday, have their last special
meal before the big game. This is not satanic in and of itself. But it
merely points to the fact that man has to find a substitute commun-
ion. If the last meal with the athletes is a substitute for Christ’s table,
it is demonic. If anything is a substitute sacrament, it is demonic.
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There are only two tables in the world. One leads to life and the
other to death. There is no neutrality. No man can keep a chair at both
table~. Judas was a man who tried to have a chair at both tables. He
was disinherited and cast out. The modem Church needs to learn
from Judas. Its covenant binds it to Christ. Yet, it is possible to lose
the “lampstand.”  It can only be lost by trying to eat at two tables at the
same time! When this happens, the legitimate become the illegitimate.

Conclusion

The Biblical Church covenant has all five of the parts of the Deu-
teronomic covenant. Only by applying them can real dominion be
taken inside the Church. It almost sounds preposterous to speak of
taking dominion in the Church. Most churches, however, are, strug-
gling with their own internal battles. “Judgment begins at the house
of God” (I Pet. 4:17). Whatever happens in civilization-at-large is
only a reflection of what is going on in the Church. Dominion begins
at home. Dominion begins in the Church. Until it does, it will never
happen in the State!
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THE HISTORICAL CHURCH COVENANT

Like the family, the Church has a covenantal character to it.
Church covenants are expressed in many forms. Most of them are
too long to be reproduced in this chapter. But there is one place to
find the essence of a Church covenant: in membership and baptismal
vows.

The following sample is from the baptismal vows of the Episco-
palian Church and dates back several centuries, parts of it all the
way back to the early Church. They date from a period in which the
Episcopalian Church was more orthodox than at present, although
much renewal is presently in progress in various Episcopal Church
spin-off congregations and movements. These vows represent an ex-
cellent summary of a Church covenant. They are the baptismal
vows taken at the point of Church membership.

Church Covenant
Baptismal and Membership Vows

Minister: Dost thou renounce the devil and all his works, the vain
pomp and glory” of the world, with all covetous desires of the same,
and the sinful desires of the flesh, so that thou wilt not follow, nor be
led by them?

Answer: I renounce them all; and, by God’s help, will endeavor not to
follow, nor be led by them.

Minister Dost thou believe in Jesus Christ, the Son of the Living
God?

Arzswec I do.

A4inister:  Dost thou accept him, and desire to follow him as thy Sa~ior
and Lord?

Answer: I do.

167
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Minister:  Dost thou believe all the Articles of the Christian Faith, as
contained in the Apostles’ Creed?
Amwez I do.
Minister: Wilt thou be baptized in this Faith?
Answer: That is my desire.
Ministti  Wilt thou then obediently keep God’s holy will and com-
mandments, and walk in the same all the days of thy life?
Answex I will, by God’s help.

In this chapter, I want to use the same five-fold structure of the
covenant. The basic themes are found.

True Transcendence

Dost thou accept him, and desire to follow him as thy Savior and Lord?

The church covenant is transcendent. The candidate confesses
Christ as Savior and Lord. God’s sovereignty is part of confessing
Christ. In Peter’s famous sermon at Pentecost, he said, “Therefore
let all the house of Israel know for certain that God has made Him
both Lord and Christ – this Jesus Whom you crucified” (Acts 2:36).
The word “Lord” means Sovereign. There is no “chance” or “con-
tingency” in God’s program. If God is not sovereign, then man or
something else is. If He is not 1007o sovereign, then God is not God.
And this is the whole point. To confess Christ as God means Christ
is sovereign, the controller of all things.

The transcendent character of the Church ~ovenant means the
Church is not infallible. This was Martin Luther’s great point. He
argued that the Bible is the “depository of truth.” The Roman Catho-
lic Church had held that the Church itse~ is the depository. What is
the difference? If the Church is the depository of truth, then its inter-
pretations of the Bible are infallible and cannot be contradicted.
This places man above the Bible and confuses revelation with inter-
pretation. It also creates a monopoly of interpretation.

The covenant also has an immanent sense. God is not only tran-
scendent, but He is also present: at baptism. These vows are simul-
taneously an entrance into the Kingdom of God and the Church.
Christ made this kind of association when he spoke to Peter. He said,

And I also say to you that you are Peter, and upon this rock [Christ] I
will build My Church; and the gates of Hades shall not overpower it. I will
give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven; and whatever you shall bind on
earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you shall loose on earth shall
be loosed in heaven (Matt. 16:18-19).
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Christ’s words give unusual authority to the Church. He brings
together His presence and this particular institution (Matt. 28:18).
Christ is with the Church. To go against the Church is to go against
Christ. Saul of Tarsus found this out when he persecuted the
Church. Christ stopped him on the road to Damascus, and He said,
“Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting Me” (Acts 9:4). So, we must
make a distinction between Christ and the Church, but we must also
be careful not to separate Christ’s presence from it. The Church is
Christ’s priesthood that represents Him on earth.

Hierarchy

Wilt thou be baptized in this faith?

The church is the agent that baptizes “into the faith.” As such, the
church is by definition a hierarchy, meaning authority. There can be
no law without some kind of institutional authority to apply it.
Holiness cannot take place in a vacuum. It can only come about in
the context of a lawfully constituted authority. To say one is commit-
ted to Christ, therefore, and not be a member of a local Church, is a
contradiction to his baptism. It is a contradiction to the Christian
faith.

Why? Everyone should be accountable. If one does not have real
accountability to the Body of Christ, then he is symbolically and cov-
enantally  autonomous. Not o’nly is this extremely dangerous to one’s
spiritual health, but it implicitly destroys the Church. To be ac-
countable means to be in submission to the Church, and this means
that one can be pursued in a process of discipline, as in Matthew
18:15. If one is not a member of a Church, then he cannot be disci-
plined. He cannot be excommunicated. How can a person be excom-
municated from something that he is not a member of?

Here is the real practical value of a church roll. There is a Church
roll in heaoen  (Rev. 13:8; 17:8). If the Church has power to bind and
loose on earth, and if this implements what has already been estab-
lished in heaven, then a church roll is a picture of the roll in heaven.
Jesus’ words quoted above indicate this. A church roll is a simple
way to maintain accountability. Just because churches abuse their
rolls does not remove the fact that a roll is necessary to accomplish
true discipline. The abuse does not negate the use.

Not only should the members be accountable, but so should the
officers. The Biblical system is that ever-one is accountable. Although
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it takes more to bring a charge against an elder, he should still be ac-
countable to a system of discipline. No one should be above the law.

I began this section saying that members are to obey their lead-
ers. Does this mean the leaders can tell members to do “anything”?
This brings us to the next section.

Ethics

Wilt thou then obediently keep God’s holy will and commandments?

The covenant is ethical.  The baptismal candidate commits to the
Lord’s “will and commandments.” These are the stipulations and
laws of the Bible. The elders and/or officers may not ask the people
to do anything and everything. They may only command what is
stated in the Bible. An elder, for example, may not tell his congrega-
tion that it may not ride bicycles. He does not have authority to do
so because the Bible does not forbid such activity. His power is lim-
ited to the ethical, and only the ethics expressed in the Bible. When
it comes to the commandments of the Bible, however, the officers
have special authority to apply them.

The Church covenant is ethical in character. It is not magical.
The will of God is expressly laid out in the Bible. Any time the will of
the Lord is sought, the ethical character of the covenant should be
kept in mind. We use our same “totem pole” diagram.

CHAIN OF BEING VIEW OF CHURCH

GOD

PRIEST
(POSSESSES BEING OF CHURCH VIEWED AS

GOD IN HIS PERSON) CENTER OF SOCIETY

FAMILY OTHER INSTITUTIONS
HAVE LESS BEING. THEY

MUST GO THROUGH
STATE THE PRIEST TO

NON BEING GH TO GOD.
(OUTSIDE OF CHURCH

AND ITS REPRESENTATIVE
PRIESTS)
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In this particular diagram, I have placed the elder, or officer, in
the “middle” position. Actually, this is a picture of the Roman Catho-
lic Church. Its officers are believed to be “infused” with the special
“bein#’ of God. There is a connection between the “Being” of God
and the “being” of man. It is not based on an ethical relationship, the
covenant. The “bond” is magical. In the Roman Catholic Church, it
is believed that this “being” of God is transferred to communion. It
even physically changes the substance of the bread and the wine into
Jesus (trarzsubstantiation).

The Bible teaches that the officers do represent and even speak
for the people. They speak for God to the people. But they do not
have part of God in them. They are distinct from Him. Consequently,
they do not have a “mysterious” relationship to God. Every believer
has direct access to Him because every believer shares in the same
covenant. The members also have a covenantal  bond to their lead-
ers. They are responsible to obey them, but these men have limits on
their powers and abilities because they are not God. If a leader is
connected to God in his “being,” then he shares in Divinity. This
makes him the saw as God! He can speak as God! Only the Word of
God, the Bible, speaks in this authoritative manner. The “words” of
the preacher are different. The Word of God should be distinguished
from his “personal” opinions.

These are some of the matters effected by an ethical understand-
ing of the covenant. It places authority and leadership in the proper
light. It gives leadership a high place of authority, but not so high
that it becomes “Godlike .“

Sanctions

Dost thou renounce the devil?

The candidate passes judgment on the devil. As he judges, -how-
ever, so is he judged. Should he ever leave the covenant, all that he
has judged will judge him. Satan, the world, and the flesh always
wait for the candidate to fall, so that they can return the judgment by
killing him.

Also, the questions preceded baptism. Christian baptism identi-
fies one with Christ’s baptism. The Gospel of Mark asks us:

‘Are you able to drink the cup that I drink, or to be baptized with the
baptism with which I am baptized?” And they said to Him, “We are able.”
And Jesus said to them, “The cup that I drink you shall drink; and you shall
be baptized with the baptism with which I am baptized” (Mark 10:38-39).
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The “cup” and “baptism” that belonged to Christ were manifested
in His death on the Cross. Baptism unites a person with this death so
that the recipient enters a symbolic death. This death is not merely a sym-
bol, however; it is covenantal.  In saving a person, God legally
declares the “old man” dead; He legally declares the regenerate per-
son a new creature. Baptism is the Church’s institutional ratt#ication OJ
what God has declared. This places a seal on the man’s faith, bringing
him under the covenant’s sanctions of cursing and blessing. This is
judgment. It begins the Christian walk. Judgment is a way of life for
a church member.

Christians do not normally think of the Church as a place ofjudg-
ment. In fact, some “Christians” pride themselves in telling other
Christians not “to judge one another.” But the Apostle Paul says
Christians are the “judges” of the world (I Cor. 6:2-3). Christians are
supposed to judge. They judge because they have met judgment in
Christ and are part of bringing that judgment to the rest of the
world.

What the “judge not” passage in Matthew 7:1 says is that we are
not to judge with judgment that we do not want to receive.

Do not judge lest you be judged: For in the way you judge, you will be
judged; and by your standard of measure, it will  be measured to you (Matt.
7:1-2).

This means that we are supposed to judge with the judgment we
want to receive: God’s righteous judgment. Thus, if we want to be
judged fairly, we must judge fairly. If we choose not to judge, then
we will be judged by some other judgment. There is no neutrality
possible: not giving judgment is the same as providing a sanction for
what is going on. When the old woman is mugged by some hoodlum
and has her purse stolen, the jury must decide: Is the hoodlum guilty
or innocent? The jury must judge. To seek to avoid making a judg-
ment grants the hoodlum the purse. To say nothing in the face of evil
is to condone evil institutionally. This is precisely what the “judge not”
antinomians are doing: condoning evil in every area of life.

Since there are dual sanctions to the covenant, blessing and curs-
ing, there are two kinds of judgment that God brings. There is judg-
ment unto life and judgment unto death. Christians are judged to
i~e. But they are still judged. Christians are not afraid to face judg-
ment. The whole point of facing Christ is that there is no fear in fac-
ing other judgments. What “otheP’judgments  can be worse than fac-
ing Christ? “And do not fear those who kill the body, but are unable
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to kill the soul; but rather fear Him who is able to destroy both soul
and body in hell” (Matt. 10:28). When the new member answered
the questions above, he was entering the judgment of Christ. It was
believed that resurrection would occur. This was only the beginning.

During his life, the church member will face the judgment of the
Word of God many times over, each time to be resurrected to newer
life. And, in the end, he will pass through God’s fiery Judgment Day
to the final Resurrection. This is a Church covenant that is j“udicial.

Continuity
Dost thou believe in the Articles of the Christian faith, as contained in

the Apostles’ Creed?

Perhaps the reader notices that one of the questions is, “Dost
thou believe in the Articles of the Christian faith, as contained in the
Apostles’ Creed?” This question concerns le.gitimay  The Apostles’
Creed is made part of the church covenant because it legitimatizes
church membership.

The Apostles’ Creed

I believe in God the Father Almighty, maker of heaven and earth;

And in Jesus Christ, his only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by
the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Mary, suffered under Pontius
Pilate, was crucified, dead, and buried: he descended into hell; the
third day he rose again from the dead; he ascended into heaven, and
sitteth on the right hand of God the Father Almighty, from thence he
shall come to judge the quick and the dead.

I believe in the Holy Ghost; the holy catholic (universal) church; the
communion of saints; the forgiveness of sins; the resurrection of the
body; and the life everlasting. Amen.

The Apostles’ Creed is one of the earliest confessions of the his-
toric Christian Church. It is a creed. A creed is simply what the
Church believes. It should be based on the Bible. If the statement is
true to Scripture, it is a confession offaith.  The issue is not whether a
person has a creed– everyone does– but “Does the creed conform to
the Word of God?”

Creeds are inescapable. There is no such thing as a “creedless”
person or church. The word itself comes from the Latin “credo” and
means “I believe .“ Everyone has an interpretation of the Bible, and
every ~hurch has a creed. Creeds can be found in such places as
doctrinal statements, hymns, sunday school material, and the
preacher’s sermons. A church may not actually say, “This is where
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our creed is located,” but these are the places where one finds out
what a church “believes. ”

When a church professes to have no creed, it has opened itself up
to both tyranny and liberalism. Tyranny, because the preacher or
controlling group can say whatever he or they want, interpreting the
Bible any way that furthers the interests of the controllers. It becomes
difficult for anyone outside the inner circle to dislodge them. The
struggles for control over the Church become power struggles, and
liberals (who profess no creeds) are usually better at political infight-
ing than orthodox Christians are. The liberal’s religion is power re-
ligion: salvation by power, salvation by law. He lives by politics and
Roberts Rules of Order; the Christian lives by the Bible and the
Holy Spirit. Creedless churches, if they are systematic in their con-
fession of creedlessness, have opened themselves to those who pro-
fess the error of relativism and who exercise authoritarian power.

Why is this ancient confession important today? It is the state-
ment of the faith of the historic Church. All of the basic “fundamen-
tals” are expressed: the Trinity, Creation, the Deity of Christ, the
historic death and resurrection of Christ, His bodily return and
judgment of the world, baptism, forgiveness, and the Church. If a
person does not believe these, he is not a Christian. If a church is not
willing to confess these points, it is not part of the historic faith.

So what? What is so important about being part of the historic
church? The Church is bigger than any one local church, and bigger
than the present. It grows out of the past and into the future. It had a
Founder; it has members; it will have hein. The legitimate ones are
those who profess the “true” Christian faith. Paul says:

If anyone advocates a different doctrine, and does not agree with sound
words, those of our Lord Jesus Christ, and with the doctrine conforming to all
godliness, he is conceited and understands nothing (I Tim. 6:3-4).

To submit to the historic confessions of the Church is to submit
to the “doctrine. ” Here is how the early Church defeated the cults.
The battle the modern Church is facing cannot be won without sound
doctrine. The modern Church will have to regain a sense of history,
particularly its own. It will have to be legitimatized by joining the con-
fession of the Church of all ages. The very point of joining the Church
is to join not just a local church, but the Church that has gone on for
centuries. So, the Church covenant reflects a statement of who quali-
fies to be a legitimate heir of the faith.
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This is the final aspect of covenant. For a covenant to be trans-
ferred, the heirs have to be legitimate. The true covenant does not
get handed down to “bastards.” To legitimatize the faith on the basis
of doctrine and practice means there must be some kind of discipline.
It is not enough to just join the Church, and then live like “hell.”
Take the modernist churches as an example. They no longer believe
in the fundamentals of the faith; they have denied their confession.
So, their confession condemns them. There is no escape from the cove-
nant: blessing or cursing. Any church that professes a Christian
creed which its members in fact do not believe has become a spiritual
bastard. So has any denomination that denies the.jaith that has been
handed down from the Apostles.

But we should make one final point about legitimacy. Although
the “mainline” churches have all but collapsed theologically, they
have survived institutionally for centuries. How? It is the issue of le-
gitimacy. If one is a legitimate heir of the Christian faith, then he will
perpetuate the faith one more generation. Here is where confession-
alism comes in. If people do not know what it is they are supposed to
transfer to the next generation, then the faith will be lost in that par-
ticular church.

This is why the confessional churches have been the biggest,
strongest, and most influential churches in history. To be sure, some
of them are falling by the wayside, because they have illegitimated
themselves by denying the historic faith. So it is fine to criticize an
apostate church. But the critic needs to ask, “Am I producing a
church that will even rise to the heights of influence of the church I’m
criticizing?” Any church that wants to perpetuate itself over the ages,
and even climb to the former glory of such churches as the Episco-
palian Church, will have to be confessional.

Conclusion

We have examined a church covenant. There is no doubt that it
is a couenant.  It fits the qualifications: true transcendence, hierarchy,
ethics, sanctions, and continuity. Not all church covenants are this
complete. I have tried to take the “best” example that I could find.
But even a defective covenant would prove my point. What is it? All
arrangements between groups of people are based on some sort of
covenantal model: contracts, etc. To the extent their covenant con-
forms to the prototype of all covenants, the Biblical covenant, the
bond they established will be successful. So, even a bad covenant
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proves the covenantal nature of man’s dealings.
Family and Church follow the pattern of the covenant. What

about the State? Is there a Biblical guide to determine whether it,
too, should be organized by the covenant? Are there any historic ex-
amples? Let us begin with the Biblical and then make our way to the
historical.
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THE BIBLICAL STATE COVENANT

Everything belongs to Christ and should be governed by His
Word. The State is no exception, for it is one of God’s three institu-
tional monopolies, governed by covenant. To modern ears, this may
sound like a strange note. We should keep in mind at the outset of
this chapter, however, one very fundamental presupposition of the
Bible. There is no freedom apart  jiom Jesus Christ. Jesus said, “The Son
shall make you free” (John 8:36). There is no freedom in the family
apart from Christ. There is no freedom in the Church apart from
Christ. There is no freedom in the 5’tate apart from Christ. If we be-
lieve in Christ, this must be our basic presupposition. There cannot
be freedom outside of the Lord of lords. Unless there is a Christoc~acy,
society ends up in some kind of bondage.

Modern man, to the contrary, has attempted to define liberty
without the Son of God. Secularized freedom has become the grand
political delusion, foisted on the people of the West by a demonized
public educational system. This has become the system’s overarch-
ing (should I say, “under-arching”) purpose: to indoctrinate a civili-
zation founded on a sacred view of liberty to believe the lie that a
secular view has been the key to its success. This is a great deception.
This will be the ruin of every liberty as we know it. Why? Freedom
apart from Christ is impossible.

Beginning with this presupposition, so basic to the Christian
faith, let us turn our attention to the final sphere of society, and ex-
amine how to take dominion. Again we shall see that the State
belongs to God, and it too is a covenant.

Let every person be in subjection to the governing authorities. For there
is no authority except from God, and those which exist are established by
God. Therefore he who resists authority has opposed the ordinance of God;
and they who have opposed will receive condemnation upon themselves.
For rulers are not a cause of fear for good behavior, but for evil. Do you
want to have no fear of authority? Do what is good, and you will have
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praise from the same; for it is a minister of God to you for good. But if you
do what is evil, be afraid; for it does not bear the sword for nothing; for it is
a minister of God, an avenger who brings wrath upon the one who practices
evil. Wherefore it is necessary to be in subjection, not only because of
wrath, but also for conscience’ sake. For because of this you also pay taxes,
for rulers are servants of God, devoting themselves to this very thing.
Render to all what is due them: tax to whom tax is due; custom to whom
custom; fear to whom fear; honor to whom honor (Rem. 13:1-7).

True Transcendence

Paul argues that magistrates are “ministers of God” (Rem. 13:4).
In the realm of the State, we find the same emphasis that we did in
the Church. The transcendent character of the covenant in the civil
realm is God, not the State itself. The State is created by God; it is a
“Divine” institution. But, it is carefully distinguished from God by
the designation, “minister.” If one ignores either, he falls off a dan-
gerous precipice on the right or left side of the truth.

The State should not be allowed to become “divinized”  or a new
“god.” The Puritans believed that if transcendence is placed in the

State, then this sphere becomes “absolutized”: the new “priesthood.”
All through history, pagan cultures have tended to be statist, believing
in some kind of political salvation. One of many examples in the Bible
is Darius, King of Babylon. He set up “Emperor worship ,“ asking
everyone in the land to bow down and worship him (Dan. 6:7). Dan-
iel would not, and was thrown into the ‘lion’s den” (Dan. 6:16-24).

On the other hand, the State is created by God, and thus, as an
“institution,” cannot be the enemy of the Church (Rem. 13:1). Does
this contradict what I just said? No. We should be careful to distin-
guish ‘evil men” who hold office from the “institution” itself. Paul was
reminding Christians of this fact at a time when Nero was Caesar of
Rome. If Christians think the enemy is the State, they end up in-
volved in “anarchical” activity that is thwarted by God, because they
are opposing the institution that He made.

The anarchist argues along the lines of nominalism. He says that
the State does not really exist; what we call the State is simply groups
of people acting as individuals for certain purposes. It is not respon-
sible to God as a collective entity, for it has no separate reality. It is
not a true representative of the citizens; rather, certain people speak
on behalf of the citizens, despite the fact that citizens cannot delegate
power to any independent organization.
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The statist argues along the lines of realism. He says the State has
an existence, totally independent of the people who participate in it.
No one has individual rights (legal immunities) from the State, for
the State is all-encompassing.

The Biblical answer is the only alternative to both nominalism
(anarchism) and realism (statism). The State is a representative col-
lective that can and is judged by God in history. The kingdoms of
this world are judged by God throughout history. Kings are respon-
sible before God, not just as individuals, but as lawful civil  represen-
tatives of whole populations.

Thus, the State is not a “deity” but a “Divine institution” setup by
God. The Lord’s transcendence makes magistrates His “ministers” of
justice. If they do not act as His representatives, then He will bring
them down.

Hierarchy
Paul says, “He who resists authority has opposed the ordinance

of God” (Rem. 13:2). The original Greek has an interesting play on
words. The words for “resist” and “ordinance” have the same Greek
root word (tame), meaning “order.” So, we could paraphrase the
verse: “The one who stands against the order of authority has opposed
the order of God.” The State is therefore part of God3 hierarchy, and is
not a “social contract” formulated by men.

Biblical hierarchy draws the connection between God’s judgment
and history. In Deuteronomy and the other covenants, God sets up
human authorities to represent Himself. The Lord mediates Misjudg-
ment  through these appointed officers. Remans 13 clearly establishes
the same relationship. The civil “ministers of God” wield His

“sword”; His judgment is carried out through them. They are not to
act on their own. Moreover, because magistrates minister God’s
judgment, society sees visible Divine consequences to evil acts when
the civil servants carry out the Lord’s justice. Thus, civil magistrates
are “authorities” set up by God. To oppose them is to oppose God!

Does this mean, however, that there is never a place for opposing
evil and corruption in the State? No. Paul says, “Submit to the gov-
erning authorities” (Rem. 13:1). Notice that the “authorities” are
plural, meaning there is always more than one lawful authority in
the State, and more than one lawful civil government in society as a
whole. There are also rival governments: Family and Church. This
opens the possibility that when one State authority does wrong, a



180 THAT YOU MAY PROSPER

person should be able to appeal this decision, thereby gaining lawful
support in opposing him, and still be in submission to other State
authorities, thereby enabling him to “resist” the State without
“resisting” God’s authority.

Historically, this has been called the doctrine of the “lesser magis-
trate.” 1 It is also sometimes called the doctrine of inter@tion.  George
Washington was a good example. He was troubled over the Remans
13 :lff.  passage, when asked to lead the army of the Continental Con-
gress against England. How could he have been involved in a “revo-
lution” and still obey Remans 13? The first American Revolution
was not a revolt of “individuals. ” “Lesser magistrates” (Continental
Congress) were raised up, asserting that they were the true represen-
tatives of God and the people. So, when Washington accepted the
call, he was not opposing the State so much as he was obeying the
true State.

This view of hierarchy avoids rebellion, yet it protects the hierar-
chy of God’s chain of command, thereby allowing God’s people to
oppose wickedness among its leaders without becoming rebellious in
heart. The State is not absolutized,  nor is it undermined. It can be
called into question for unrighteousness.

Ethics

The ethics section of the covenant speaks of the fulfillment of
righteousness. How is righteousness fulfilled in the State? What is its
standard? I have already hinted at several points that natural law is
the unbiblical  statist measure of righteousness. We shall consider
this standard in greater detail in a moment. But Paul says that “mag-
istrates” are “ministers of God,” “avengin<  Him  (Rem. 13:4).

Magistrates are to rule by “God’s Law.” If they are to “avenge”
His wrath, by what other law could they rule? But Paul’s use in
Remans of the “wrath of God” (orgz theou)  makes a key connection be-
tween the Deuteronomic “ethics” section and New Testament civil
law. Since this is what the magistrate “avenges” (13:4), by studying it
in Remans we can arrive at an answer to the question, “By what law
should the magistrates rule?”

Early in the book, Paul says, “For the wrath of God (org~  theou) is

1. Samuel Rutherford, Lsx, Rex (The Law and The Prince) (Harrisonburg,
Virginia: Sprinkle Press, 1980). This valuable reprint of Rutherford’s 1584 “classic”
outlines the doctrine of the “lesser magistrate.”
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revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of
men” (Rem. 1:18). Paul then proceeds to elaborate on what the
“wrath of God is revealed against.” He concludes the passage, lest
there be any doubt in the reader’s mind, that “those who practice
such things [homosexuality, murder, etc., 1: 21ff, ] are worthy o~death”
(Rem. 1:32).  Paul’s use of “worthy of death” is helpful because this is
an identical phrase that comes out of the Hebrew and Septuagint
translations of Deuteronomy (Deut. 17:6, 19:6,  21:22,  22:23). Here
is the vital connection between the phrase “avenger of God’s wrath”
and the Law of God. All magistrates’ standards should be God’s law.

What about unbelieving magistrates over unbelieving nations?
Should they rule and be ruled by God’s law? Yes, they should. Nero
was Caesar at the time of the writing of Remans — as evil a ruler tvho
ever lived, at least until the twentieth century’s totalitarian tyrants.
Furthermore, Paul does not make the believing– non-believing dis-
tinction in Remans 13. He says, “There is no authority except from
God” (Rem. 13:1). All men are bound by God’s covenantal  standard.
Is not this Paul’s point in Remans l:18ff. ?

His argument is simple. All men have sinned before God’s right-
eous standard. Since all men are accountable, all need a Savior. If
they are not accountable, then they don’t need a Savior! Someone
who wants to argue that the “unbeliever” is not bound by God’s cove-
nantal  standard ultimately has no basis for presenting the Gospel to
the unbeliever. If he is not accountable in the area of civil rule, then
he has found a loophole in the gospel, an area of neutrality, a “King’s
X“ from God. He therefore does not need the Christ of the Bible.

The New Testament clearly teaches that civil authorities are sup-
posed to rule by the Bible. Their purpose is ethical. If their function
is not ethical, then it becomes manipulative. For example, the Bible
makes no provision for “prisons, ” with the exception of holding cells
and cities of refuge for cases of manslaughter (Nu. 35:9-15). In mod-
ern society, many of those who would be put to death under Biblical
law not only go unpunished but are fed and housed by the taxes of
those on the “outside.” The innocent pay for the crimes of the guilty.

Neutral Natural Law

The concept of natural law was first developed by the Stoic phi-
losophers of the late classical Greek period. The Greek city-states
had collapsed. Alexander the Great had created an empire, but in
322 B. C., he died. His empire then fragmented into four sections
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shortly thereafter. What was to become of Greek culture? It was a
State-worshipping culture. Salvation and social order were exclu-
sively political. But without a coherent political order, what would
become of classical culture?

The Stoics created an answer: the doctrine of natural law. They
argued that there is a universal law structure, and that all rational
men can apprehend it. This universal law was said to be the basis of
universal humanity, and therefore the basis of a universal culture.
The only trouble was (and is), they could provide no evidence that
such a universal legal order existsj or that rational minds will univer-
sally agree about what this legal order is. In fact, self-proclaimed ra-
tional men have argued ever since about reason, “right” reason, and
natural law “properly understood.” Roman . philosophers later
adopted Stoic philosophy and used the idea of natural law to justify
the Roman Empire.

What was fundamental to Stoic theology was its denial of the
Creator/creature distinction. The Stoics held to a humanistic theory
of a common ground between man and God. The Roman philoso-
pher Epictetus had been a student of Seneca’s, who also taught the
Emperor Nero. Nero rewarded Seneca by having him executed in
A.D. 65. Epictetus wrote:

When a man has learnt to understand the government of the universe
and has realized that there is nothing so great or sovereign or all-inclusive
as this frame of things wherein man and God are united . . . why should he
not call himself a citizen  of the universe and a son of God? z

It was the collapse of classical religion, and the attendant col-
lapse of classical philosophy, which led to the collapse of the Roman
Empire, which in turn opened the door historically to the triumph of
Christian religion and philosophy. s Any attempt to save Western civ-
ilization by means of a revival of classical philosophy is suicidal. It is
interesting that the last great Stoic philosopher, the Emperor Marcus
Aurelius, was a persecutor of the Church. Justin Martyr died under
his reign.

2. Epictetus, Discourses, I, ix (trans. P. E. Matheson;  cited by Sheldon Wolin, Pol-
itics and Vision: Continuity and Innovation in Western Political Thought) (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1960), p. 80. Emphasis added.

3. Charles Norris Cochrane, Chrtitiani~ and Classical Culture: A Stw+ in Thought
and Action from Augustus to Augustiw  (New York: Oxford University Press, [1944]
1957).
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The Bible denies the theological foundation of Stoicism. God and
man are distinct, for God is transcendent. Men are created, and
they share a common humanity, but they do not share common ethi-
cal principles after the Fall of man. The Bible teaches that all men
know the work of God’s law, but not the law itself. Paul, a contem-
porary of Seneca and Epictetus, writes to the Church at Rome:

For when Gentiles who do not have the Law do instinctively the things
of the Law, these, not having the Law, are a law to themselves, in that they
show the work of the Law written in their hearts, their conscience bearing
witness, and their thoughts alternatively accusing or else defending them
(Rem. 2:14-15).

The problem for a theory of universal natural law is this: there is
no assurance that unbelievers will obey the work of the law written in
their hearts. Paul had just argued that all men have the testimony of
nature before them that God created it, yet they refuse to worship
God, but instead worship creeping things. Covenant-breakers “sup-
press the truth in unrighteousness” (Rem. l:18b). Therefore, God
gives them over to the lusts of their hearts (Rem. 1:24). They be-
come perverse (Rem. 1:26-28). They are then

filled with all unrighteousness, wickedness, greed, evil; full of envy, murder,
strife, deceit, malice; they are gossips, slanderers, haters of God, insolent,
arrogant, boastful, inventors of evil, disobedient to parents, without under-
standing, untrustworthy, unloving, unmerciful; and, although they know
the ordinance of God, that those who practice such things are worthy of
death, they not only do the same, but also give hearty approval to those
who practice them (Rem. 1:29-32).

In short, the work of the law in their hearts only serves to con-
demn them. It cannot be relied on as a way to save them socially or
politically. Classical Greek philosophers believed a lie: that man’s
ethical problem is essentially a lack of knowledge. Paul’s warning is
clear: evil men know what is morally right, and they deliberate~  commit evil.
God then takes away their understanding. So, the fact that men have
the work of the law in their hearts guarantees nothing socially, politi-
cally, or any other way. Reason does not save men; God saves men.
Reason does not heal a political order; God heals it. Natural law
theory serves temporarily as a believable political philosophy only
when there is a common religious agreement beforehand. Shatter that
religious agreement, and natural law theory becomes useless. Thus, it
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never served as an agreed-upon philosophy in politically disintegrat-
ing Greece and religiously polytheistic Rome; it began to be taken
seriously only after Rome had fallen to Christ, when Christianity
provided religious order to Western culture. But the amalgamation
between “Jerusalem” and “Athens” has never successfully overcome
the inherent errors of natural law theory, and in the late-eighteenth
century the alliance began to disintegrate, and after Darwin, natural
law theory collapsed,q  never to be taken seriously again except by a
handful of conservative humanists and a few Christian intellectuals.

Let us not be misled: natural law theory rests on a self-conscious
belief in the possibility of judicial neutrality. Civil law must be neu-
tral — ethically, politically, and religiously. Civil law must permit
equal time for Satan. There are Christians who believe in neutrality;
they send their children to public schools that rest legally on a doc-
trine of educational neutrality. There are also Christians who think
abortion should be legal. This belief rests on the belief that killing a
baby and not killing a baby are morally equivalent acts; God is neu-
tral regarding the killing of babies. That such Christians should also
adopt a theory of judicial and political neutrality is understandable.
But what is not easily understandable is that Christians who recog-
nize the absurdity of the myth of neutrality in education and abor-
tion cling to just this doctrine in the area of civil law and politics.
This is a form of what Rushdoony calls intellectual schizophrenia.

It is only the Christian who has the law of God itself written in
his heart, what the author of Hebrews calls a new covenant – the in-
ternalization of the old covenant (Heb. 8:7-13). For a Christian to
appeal to a hypothetical universally shared reason with fallen hu-
manity is to argue that the Fall of man did not radically affect man’s
mind, including his logic. It is to argue that this unaffected common
logic can overcome the effects of sin. Anyone who believes this needs
to read the works of Cornelius Van Til and R. J. Rushdoony.

The appeal to natural law theory is pagan to the core. It is in
some cases a self-conscious revival of pagan Greek philosophy.5
Natural law theory is totally opposed to God’s law.G  Sadly, we find

4. R. J. Rushdoony, The Biblical Philosophy of HistoT (Nutley, New Jersey: Pres-
byterian & Reformed, 1969), p. 7. Cf. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genais
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1982), Appendix A.

5. Archie P. Jones, “Apologists of Classical Tyranny: An Introductory Critique of
Straussianism~~oumal  of Christian Reconstrwtion,  V (Summer, 1978); Jones, “Natural
Law and Christian Resistance to Tyranny,” Christiani~  and Civilization, 2 (1983).

6. Rex Downie, “Natural Law and God’s Law: An Antithesis,”Journal of Christian
Reconstruction, V (Summer, 1978).
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throughout Western history that compromised though well-inten-
tioned Christian philosophers have appealed to this Stoic concept of
natural law in support of some “neutral” system of social and political
order. Thomas Aquinas is the most famous of these scholars, but the
same mistake is common today. Roger Williams appealed to natural
law as the basis of the creation of a supposedly religiously neutral
civil government in the 1630s in New England. This is the appeal of
just about every Christian who refuses to accept Biblical law as the
legal foundation of political order and civil righteousness. The only
alternative to “one law” — whether “natural” or Biblical — is judicial
pluralism, a constant shifting from principle to principle, the rule of
expediency. It is the political theory of polytheism.

Pluralism

When I speak of the Biblical principle of plural authorities,
meaning plural governments, I am not speaking of what the modern
world calls pluralism. What the modern world calls pluralism is anti-
nomianism and relativism: many moralities. This ultimately means:
many gods. The Bible calls such a view polytheism or idolatry.

First, the effects of pluralism have been devastating to the Chris-
tian faith. Man is a religious creature, meaning he is covenantal.
The word “religion” comes from the Latin “religo,” meaning “to bind.”
This implies the idea of “covenant .“ Nigel  Lee says, “Religion is the
binding tendency in every man to dedicate himself with his whole
heart either to the true God or to an idol. In this sense all men are re-
ligious, for every man dedicates his powers to some or other object of
worship, either consciously or unconsciously.”’ Technically speak-
ing, “religion” is a covenantal “bond”! Man is a “religious” creature in
that he is made of a “covenantal” fabric (Gen. l:lff.). Everything he
attempts — spending money, doing scientific research, writing a
book, as well as going to church – is religious in nature. As a matter
of fact, if a person is a non-Christian, his so-called “secular” activity
is just as religious as going to church, because he worships another
“god” through his endeavors, and thereby rejects the Christian Faith.
There is no “neutral” zone.

Thus, “pluralism” is a misnomer and a myth. Pluralism allows all
positions except the Biblical one. This is what we see in our society

7, The Central Signt@mce of Culture, pp. 121ff. Also, see Henry Van Til, Calvinistic
Comept cj C’ulture (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1959).
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today. In the name of pluralism, the Church is being suppressed.
Advocates of pluralism know continuity of Christian faith will de-
stroy their idolatrous society. So they have implemented a human-
istic “theocracy” in the name of pluralism.

Theocracy is inescapable (them= God; kmtos  = rule). All men
have a view of God and their view always determines how they run
society. As David Chilton says,

The fact is that all law is “religious.” All law is based on some ultimate
standard of morality and ethics. Every system is founded on the ultimate
value of that system, and that ultimate value is the god of that system. The
source of law for society is the god of that society. This means that a theocracy
is inescapable-. All societies are theocracies. The difference is that a society
that is not explicitly Christian is a theocracy of a false gods

Consider the ramifications of this one failure to comply with the
“ethics” section of the Biblical covenant. In the non-Biblical society
there is more incentive to be a criminal. There are no real visible
consequences to breaking God’s revealed law. Moreover, those who
commit crime are rewarded, being subsidized by the innocent. So,
the victims have to pay higher and higher taxes as the entire society
steadily becomes a civilization of criminals. Eventually, everyone is
on the dole: virtually the situation in every modern society. Biblical
law, however, determines the specific guide for civil authorities: even
the penal sanctions.

Sanctions

Paul says that the magistrate is given the instrument with which
to sanction: the ‘sword” (Rem. 13:4). But the power of the sword im-
plies a fundamental Deuteronomic elemen~ in the application of
God’s sanctions: the se~-maledicto~  oath. How? Paul says God’s wrath
is to be brought by the sword on the one who “practices evil” (Rem.
13:4). A man’s actions have to be “proven” evil. Hence, he is inno-
cent until proven guilty. What does this process have to do with the
self-valedictory oath? Everything.

The self-valedictory oath is the basis of alI government. When a
person takes the witness stand, he swears by God that he will tell the
whole truth. In the United States, he generally swears with his hand
on the Bible. In other words, he covenants. If he does not tell the

8. David Chikon, Pumdise Restmd (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1985), p. 219.
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truth, the self-valedictory oath takes effect. He calls the wrath of
God down upon his head. In some cases of perjury, the death penalty
could be rendered. At any rate, the oath becomes the foundation of all
judicial processes. The presumption is that God renders judgment on
the witnesses. They are not just testifying before men but the judge
of all men. It is not men who even render the judgment but only
carry out God’s judgment through these witnesses sworn to His alle-
giance. Thus, if there is no oath, a conviction becomes merely the
“common consent” of a group of individuals who want to do another
man in. Atheism leads to chaos in the courts and the worst kinds of
injustice.

Christianity has always seen the relationship between oath and
judgment. Justice is lost without the Biblical oath. In 1675, John
Taylor, yeoman from Guildford in Surrey, uttered these blasphe-
mous words:

Christ is a whore-master, and religion [Christianity] is a cheat, and pro-
fession [of Christianity] is a cloak, and they are both cheats, and all the
earth is mine, and I am a king’s son, my father sent me hither, and made
me a fisherman to take vipers, and I neither fear God, devil, nor man, and
I am a younger brother to Christ, an angel of God and no man fears God
but an hypocrite, Christ is a bastard, god damn and confound all your
gods, Christ is the whore’s master. 9

He was charged with “blasphemy” and taken to the House of
Lords for trial. After considerable deliberation, he was then handed
over to the common-law courts. Never before had they been given
jurisdiction over blasphemy. In 1676, however, Taylor was taken be-
fore the greatest jurist of the day, Chief Justice Matthew Hale. Hale
found him guilty and said,

And . . . such kind of wicked blasphemous words were not only an
offence to God and religion, but a crime against the laws, State and Gov-
ernment, and therefore punishable in this Court. For to say, religion is a
cheat, is to dissolve all those obligations whereby the civil societies are pre-
served, and that Christianity is parcel of the laws of England; and therefore
to reproach the Christian religion is to speak in subversion of the law. 10

9. Journals of the House of Lords, XII, 688, May 11, 1675; 691, May 14; and 700-1,
May 20. Cited in Leonard W. Levy, Treason Against God (New York: .%hocken, 1981),
pp. 312-314.

10. Ibid., Rex v. Taylor, 3 Keble 607, 621.
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Abuse of God’s name destroys any notion of true justice. It de-
stroys the whole covenantal fabric of civilization. Here is the impor-
tance of the oath. So, without explicitly mentioning the oath, Paul
draws greater attention to its necessity. His comments imply the vale-
dictory oath in determining guilt. Then the application of the sword
becomes part of the process of creating continuity and discontinuity.

The magistrate is involved in the removal of those who practice
evil by means of the sword. The wicked are supposed to experience
discontinuity in their lives. The righteous maintain social continuity.
But what are the “evil practices” in the New Covenant Age for which
a person can receive the sword? The rationale for answering this
question is the same as the “ethics” section. By examining what the
“wrath of God” is poured out against in Remans 1: 18ff., we can begin
to see what the magistrate “avenges” in Remans 13 :lff.

Paul’s list at the end of Remans 1 is very similar to the capital
offenses of the Old Testament. His summary includes idolatry,
homosexuality, murder, and teenage incorrigibility to name only a
few (Rem. 1:29-31). All of these offenses are capital crimes in the Old
Testament. Of course, even in the Old Testament the death penalty
is the maximum and not necessari~ the mandatory penalty. 11 The excep-
tion is murder because the only appropriate restitution would be to
render a “life for a life.” The “maximum, not mandatory” principle
would also apply in the New Testament.

As we shall see below, Paul includes several “less significant”
offenses in the “worthy of death” category: untrustworthy, unloving,
deceitful, boastful. Thus, the New Covenant view of the State is not
to the end that every nation would become another “Hebrew Repub-
lic.” There are New Testament similarities and dissimilarities be-
tween Old and New Testament sanctions that should be noted.

Old and New Testaments

First, Paul’s Remans 1:18-32 language indicates that New Testa-
ment penal sanctions are similar to the Old Testament. The vast major-

11. Jordan, The Law of the Covenant, pp. 148ff. Rev. Jordan makes the point that
adultery did not always require the death penalty by referring to Joseph and Mary.
He quotes the Bible text, “Joseph, being a just man . . was minded to put her
[Mary] away privately” (Matt. 1:19). Joseph could privately put away (divorce)
Mary since she was pregnant and “apparently” had committed adultery. Due to the
fact that this option was open to Joseph, Jordan concludes that the death penalty
was “maximum but not mandatory.” This could also explain why David was not put
to death after his sin with Bathsheba.
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ity of Old Testament penalties should still be instituted. As earlier
sections of this book indicate, the proper hermeneutic for determin-
ing what carries over into the New Testament is the principle: con-
tinue what is not changed in the New Testament. This would apply
to the penal sanctions of the Old Testament. The death penalty
offenses that should be extended into the New Testament are witch-
craft (Deut. 18:10-11), idolatry (Deut. 13:10), murder (Gen. 9:6),
blasphemy (Lev. 24:11-23),  homosexuality (Lev. 18:22-29),  bestiality
(Lev. 18:23), rape (Deut. 22:25-27),  adultery (Lev. 20:10), incest
(Lev. 20:14), incorrigibility of teenagers (Deut. 21:18-20),  kidnap-
ping (Exod. 21:16), and some instances of perjury (Deut. 19:19-20).

Second, the New Testament penal sanctions are dissimilar to the
Old Testament. In some instances they can be more lenient. After the
shift from wrath to grace in history, “reformability” has greater possi-
bility. In the Old Covenant, before redemption comes in history, the
negative influence of wickedness is so great that it cannot be over-
come. It would seem that virtually all of the “bad elements” of society
would have had to be killed for this reason. But in the New Cove-
nant, the kingdom of God has a positive effect on wickedness. Some
of the wicked — indeed many more than could have been in the Old
Covenant – can be restored. We discover that former homosexuals,
for example, are in the Church of Corinth (I Cor. 6:11). No death
penalty is called for. Thus, we see how Paul can speak of the similar-
ity of Old Testament sanctions in Remans 1, and yet maintain the
possibility that not every convicted homosexual would have to be put
to death according to I Corinthians 6. In the New Covenant Age,
only the “unreformable” element would be put to death.

In some instances, however, the New Covenant sanctions are
stricter than the Old Testament. Paul allows in Remans 1:30-31  for
other offenses that can draw the death penalty: arrogance, unmerci-
ful, strife and others. Why does the New Testament speak this way?
Some of these offenses have historical precedent. For example, God
put Korah and family to death because they caused “strife” (cf. Rem.
1:29 & Nu. 16:1-50). But at first glance, it might not seem possible to
commit an offense tied to “arrogance” (Rem. 1:30). Modern society,
however, presents some situations where the death penalty would be
appropriate. For example, as recently as Hitler’s reign of terror, we
find people committing horrible atrocities in the name of “Super-
race doctrine .“ Their racial “arrogance” involved such things as fron-
tal lobotomies on Jews. According to Paul’s .Ianguage,  therefore, a
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doctor who performs surgery for such purposes could be put to death.
Therefore, the New Covenant application of penal sanctions is

both similar and dissimilar to the Old Testament. The historic shift
from wrath to grace in Jesus Christ allows for a much fuller and
powerful application, guaranteeing a truer continuity and discontin-
uity y with the covenant.

Continuity
Paul argues that continuity in society should be on the basis of

God’s law (Rem. 13:3a).  What about idolatry? Should the magistrate
put idolaters to death? How should this be handled? A variety of ex-
planations have been suggested. In the Massachusetts Bay Colony in
the 1630s, Roger Williams proposed that the magistrate should only
sanction the last six commandments, avoiding the ones having to do
with worship and sabbath keeping. 12 The long-term effect has created
a multi-religious society: polytheism. Has this been good, and if it is
wrong, how could a Christian civilization be legislated?

To the question, “What have been the long-term effects of Roger
Williams’ position?” the answer is not encouraging for those serious
about the Christian faith. The modern Church lives in the age of a
religious cold war. A State that has not formally declared war on the
Church “unofficially” strives to put it to death!

12. Henry Martyn Dexter, As to Roger Williams, and his ‘Banishment’’fiom the Massa-
chusetts  Plantation; with a few further words concerning the Baptists, Quakers, and Reli~”ous
Liber@ A Monograph (Boston: Congregational Publishing Society, 1876). Roger
Williams believed the magistrate was only supposed to enforce the last six com-
mandments and not the first four, avoiding the crime of idolatry. For this, he has
been recognized in textbooks as the “Father of Religious Liberty.” In Roger Williams
and the Massachusetts Magistrates, ed. Theodore Greene (Lexington, Massachusetts:
D. C. Heath ‘and Co., 1964), pp. 1-21, however, from many of the actual accounts
we see that the Puritans. Tohn Cotton of note. believed that Williams’s views would,.,
eventually lead to religious and political chaos, since politics is always an expression
of the religion of the land. Furthermore, Remans 13 does not allow for Williams’s
position, which allowed some capithl offenses and not others. On what basis can
such “arbitrary” decisions be made?

For an excellent summary and re-publication of select passages from Dexter, see
Failure of the Anwriam Baptist Culture, ed. James Jordan (Tyler, Texas: Geneva Divinity
School Press, 1982), pp. 233-243. The reader will discover that Dexter “demytholo-
gizes the many fantasies surrounding the relationship between Williams and the
Puritans of Massachusetts Bay. His 146 pages demonstrate thoroughly, for instance,
that Williams was not a Baptist when he was in Massachusetts, and thus was not
disciplined for being a Baptist by the Puritans; that Williams’s views concerning re-
ligious liberty were not at issue when he was dealt with by the Puritans; and that
Williams was never banished into the wintry wilderness, but chose to leave of his
own accord rather than accept comfortable accommodations back to England or
move to another colony” (p. 233).
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The second question to be considered is: “How could a modern
Christian civilization be legislated?” The answer is: Christian civiliza-
tion cannot be legislated. To argue that it can would be a return to the
humanist heresy of salvation by law. A civilization reflects its god; its
laws reflect that god. We therefore need to ask: “How should the leg-
islation of a State reflect the requirements of the Bible?” How is the
State to serve as God’s covenantal representative? Can it do so, and
also serve as the covenantal  representative of Satan?

The classic practical problem concerns the issue of cults. They
are obviously detrimental to society, but how can the State deal with
them? To do so, it would have to define a “church.” To do that would
involve distinguishing a true from a false one. To do that would ban
whatever has been declared false: hence the end of pluralism. But
how could the State even begin to define the true Church? Easy. The
Apostles’ Creed to which I referred in the last chapter on the Church
already has defined it. Any ‘church” that denies it is a cult. Any
“church” that will not confess it is a cult. Any “church” that violates it
has become a cult. The great advantage of the Apostles’ Creed is that
it would allow for a multi-denominational society, but not a polytheistic
society.

Of course, within this discussion, it should be kept in mind that
Biblical religion is the only one that truly allows for religious free-
dom. The reader may think that the position on pluralism that has
been taken in this book would not allow for religious diversity. Actu-
ally, Biblical Law allows for “private worship,” in this sense a “lim-
ited” freedom of religion. The basis is the Old Testament “stranger in
the land” concept. As long as he obeys the commandments of God
that are legitimately enforceable by civil government, he enjoys the
benefits of a Biblical society.

During the Reformation, this concept was used to solve the prob-
lem of how Protestant countries should deal with Catholicism. In the
Netherlands, for example, post-Reformation Catholics were allowed
to continue to hold worship but not to conduct processions down the
street. But the Netherlands is one simple example to show how relig-
ious diversity could be tolerated. Perhaps in a multi-denominational
society, the Apostles’ Creed could be used as a minimum standard of
orthodoxy.

If the West does not return to some kind of Christian theocracy,
the price will be its very civilization. Already in England there are
more members of Islam than the Methodist Church. Already in
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America, Eastern religions and cults are taking over the thinking of
large segments of the public school-educated youth. The outcome
will be a complete change of society and governmental structure.

Law as Covenant

As we have seen already in this chapter, oath and covenant form
the basis of politics. Civil law reflects civilization, and it can also be
used to change people’s actions, thereby influencing their thinking.
To change the law in any area of life is a couenantal  act. To take away
Christian laws of blasphemy is to point to a change in civilization,
and to accelerate this change. The whole judicial system changes, re-
flecting a change in the god of the civilization. C“hange the judicial
system, and the whole civilization experiences parallel changes.

Humanists know this, but very few Christians have even begun
to think about it. Rest assured, however, that modern civil govern-
ment knows it. At present, civil government in the West wants lib-
ert y without the Gospel, morality without Christ, affluence without
covenant. It is willing to do anything, including the forfeiture of its
own lands to Mohammedans, except submit its nation to Christ.
Civil leadership is even willing to subsidize polytheism.

False C’ontinui~

More than one scholar has described the American public (gov-
ernment) school system as the nation’s only established church. It
has a self-certified priesthood, and graduation from its various hier-
archical levels (high school, college, graduate school, professional
school) is one of the most important means of an individual’s social
and economic advancement.

The humanists have successfully used the public schools to over-
turn Christian civilization. By establishing a substitute priesthood,
which in turn replaces the true family in the field of education, the
humanists have been able to reshape the first principles of students,
generation after generation. This has all been done in the name of
religious neutrality. But public schools are not religiously neutral.
Nothing is religiously neutral. People are asked throughout their
lives: “Choose this day which God you will serve.”

So, in the name of neutrality, the God-hating humanists have
stolen the hearts and minds of generations of public school students.
This process of legalized kidnapping has only begun to be recog-
nized by Christian parents since the 1960s. The rise of the Christian
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school movement has been the product of this new awareness.
But Christian parents need to ask themselves: “If there is no neu-

trality in the abortion room between life and death, and no neutral-
it y in the classroom between God and humanism, how can there be
neutrality in the courtroom or legislature between God and human-
ism?” This question is only beginning to be asked. When Christian
voters at last make the obvious conclusion — “There is no difference;
there is no neutrality!”  – then a political transformation will take
place. The humanist kidnappers will be removed from positions of
influence. They will be removed from places where they can tax
Christians in order to promote humanist religion.

The Christians’ educational goal is therefore not to recapture the
public schools for Jesus. The public schools are innately immoral;
they are substitute churches and substitute families. The Christian
goal is to replace the public schools with private Christian schools.
This will re-establish  parental authority over children. If the human-
ists want humanist schools for their children, let them teach their
children at home, as the “strangers within the gates” would have
done in the Old Testament. Let no one’s tax money be used to fi-
nance public education; there is no religiously neutral curriculum.

As long as any tax-financed school remains open, other than mil-
itary academies or other schools that train public officials, Christians
have not recaptured their children from the kidnappers. 13 They will
still be fighting for the future of Christian civilization. There is no
neutrality. As long as Christians act as though there is, they will not
have taken steps to reclaim the future.

Conclusion

The humanist political leaders know what they are doing. As
long as the civil government subsidizes and educates a society to-
ward polytheism in the name of pluralism through its own educa-
tional systems, Christianity will not be allowed a free-market oppor-
tunity to change the culture. We desperately need a resurgence of
covenantall y minded Christians to forge the way! Why “covenant-
ally minded Christians”? The covenant is the model to inform the
Church how to return to its original mandate: “discipline the nations”
(Matt. 28:19).  How can a “nation” be discipled if there is confusion
over the “master plan”?

13. Robert L. Thoburn,  The Children Trap: The Biblical Blueprint for Education (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1986).
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As in the two other institutions of society, the State should be
structured according to the Biblical covenant. All five ‘parts of the
Deuteronomic covenant are outlined in Remans. The New Testa-
ment did not change the standard by which nations are to be ruled.

American society, perhaps more than any other in the history of
man, was extremely self-conscious about the Biblical concept of cov-
enant. In its early history, one of the first documents was clearly
arranged according to the Deuteronomic covenant. In the next
chapter, we shall examine the MayJower  Compact. Was it truly a cove-
nantal  document? Aside from the indication in the name, “compact ,“
it was most definitely a historic covenantal  document.
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THE HISTORICAL STATE COVENANT

Both Family and Church are historically based on the covenant.
But what about the history of the State? In this chapter, we will see
that the original model we began with applies to the civil realm as
well. It also is a covenant. The historical example I have chosen is
perhaps one of the oldest covenants of our society, the Mayflower
Compact. From the word “compact ~ which means “covenant ~ it is
apparent what kind of document this is. But watch for the actual use
of the word covenant in the body of the document.

The Mayflower Compact
1620

In the name of God, Amen. We whose names are underwritten,
the loyal subjects of our dread soveraigne Lord, King James, by the
grace of God, of Great Britaine, Franc, & Ireland king, defender of
the faith, &c., haveing undertaken, for the glorie of God, and ad-
vancement of the Christian faith, and honour of our king & coun-
trie, a voyage to plant the first colonie in the Northerne parts of Vir-
ginia, do by these presents solemnly & mutually in the presence of
God, and one of another, covenant& combine our selves togeather into
a civill body politick, for our better ordering & preservation & fur-
therance of the ends aforesaid; and by vertue hearof to enacte, consti-
tute, and frame such just & equall lawes,  ordinances, acts, constitu-
tions, & offices, from time to time, as shall be thought most meete &
convenient for the generall good of the Colonie, unto which we prom-
ise all due submission and obedience. In witness whereof we have
hereunder subscribed our names at Cap-Codd  ye 11. of November, in
the year of the raigne of our soveraigne lord, King James, of Eng-
land, France, & Ireland the eighteenth, and of Scotland the fiftie
fourth.
Ano:Dom. 1620.

195
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These colonists brought “from England a basic understanding of
life. When given the opportunity to form their own nation, their doc-
uments reflected their theological world-and-life view. At the very
heart of their theology was the word “covenant.” It is stated in this
document. One of the first civil documents in America is a cownant.
Again we see present the five parts of the Biblical covenant.

Ti-ue Transcendence
In the name of God. Amen.

From the first line of the Mayflower Compact there is no ques-
tion of its nature. It starts off, “In the name of God. Amen.”
Although this was the establishment of a new civilization, it was rec-
ognized by these people that the God of the Bible is the Creator and
“Soveraigne”  of all life. By using this language, they set up the fun-
damental Creator/creature distinction. They knew the difference be-
tween God’s Word and man’s words.

The early colonists of this land did not believe in an “anarchical”
kind of democracy. 1 Fisher Ames (1758-1808), member of Congress
and orator, expressed the early Pilgrims’ and Puritans’ views about
democracy: ‘This French mania is the bane of our politics. . . .
Democracy [French] will kindle its own hell.”z They did not believe
in tyranny.

This covenant was not a “social contract .“ It was a covenant
structured according to a Divine standard. They wanted a Christian
government. They believed in Christocray.  The colony they settled
was designed to be run by Christ.

They believed that God was present in everything that they did.
He was immanent. They did” not believe in a separation of ‘religion
and politics.” It is like the comment by George Santayana: “It should
be observed that, if a systematic religion is true at all, intrusion on
its part into politics is not only legitimate, but is the very work it
comes into the world to do. Being by hypothesis enlightened super-
naturally, it is able to survey the conditions and consequences of any
kind of action much better than the wisest legislator . . . so that the
spheres of systematic religion and politics — far from being independent
— are in principle identical.” The writers of the Mayflower Compact be-
lieved that God is present in politics, economics, and everything else.
Therefore, all of these matters should be governed by His Word.

1. R. J. Rushdoony, Tb Nature of thz Amen”can System (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn
Press, [1965] 1978), pp. 24-31.

2. Works of FLdwr Ames, with a Selection from His Speeches and Corresponderue,  ed. Seth
Ames, Vol. I, p.139ff., 367. Cited in Tlu Nature of the Amerkan System, pp. 25-26.
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Civil representatives do not just represent man to God. They
also represent God to man. Their position is given to them by God
(Rem. 13:lff.).  They are to rule for “good” and be a “terror to evil.”
Modern government has lost this sense of transcendence and imma-
nence. It puts transcendence in man. Man has become “God”  in his
own eyes. He has re-made God into his own image. There is no
doubt that the Mayflower Compact takes issue with such views.

Hierarchy
Subjects of our dread soveraigne Lord, King James.

This civil document has a hierarchy. The parties involved must
submit  to authority. Revolution is not the proper way of establishing
government. It was not the method that they had used. Notice that
at the beginning and the end of the document, it acknowledges the
King of England to be their “Soveraigne.”  Revolution was not “law-
ful” for the Christian.

The Mayflower Compact created a Biblical hierarchy. These col-
onists were in submission to God, and they expected future mem-
bers of society to do the same. Their right to form this government
did not come from themselves; it came from God. They believed
that God worked through His hierarchy so they had to acquire
permission from King James to come to America. Once here, they
established a hierarchy based on the Bible. Since England had been
influenced by the same authority — the King of England is the
“defender of the faith” – we can see the same heritage in England.
But in America, these people were able to create a much more con-
sistently Biblical government.

Ethics

. . . And frame such just and equal laws.

The Mayflower Compact is an ethical covenant. The fact that
these Pilgrims were covenanting to build a society based on “law” in-
dicates how well they understood the covenant. Since the Biblical
covenant is ethical, we can see the connection. They wanted a soci-
ety that was “ethical .“ It was not based on the “Divine right of kings .“
This was significantly different from England.

At the same time in England, the Puritans were just a few years
away from doing something that had never been done before. Led
by Oliver Cromwell, the Puritans, just a little under thirty years
after the writing of the Mayflower Compact, beheaded the King of
England, Charles I. The reason was that the king had committed
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high treason and had violated the law of the land and of God. Such
violations were to be punished by death, even the death of the king.
Such an action was a historical precedent.

What was the issue? Up to this time, it was believed that the
King had “Divine right” to the throne. This meant that he was above
the civil law. But with the influence of the Reformation, Western
Civilization adopted an ethical basis of rule. The king’s authority
was given by a covenant. Again we use our “totem pole” analogy to
explain. In the following diagram we see that this time it is not the
“father” or “church leader” placed on a continuum with God. It is in-
stead the “king.” If the king is “infused” or “injected” with deity, then
to oppose him is to oppose God.

CHAIN OF BEING VIEW OF STATE

GOD

MAGISTRATE
(POSSESES BEING OF STATE IS VIEWED AS
GOD IN HIS PERSON) CENTER OF SOCIETY

FAMILY OTHER INSTITUTIONS
HAVE LESS BEING. THEY

MUST GO THROUGH
CHURCH THE STATE TO

NON BEING GEi TO GOD.
(OUTSIDE OF

MAGISTRATE’S DISTRICT)

The Biblical view, however, is that the King, his other “lesser”
rulers, and the people are all hound in an ethical covenant with God.
When the king breaks that covenant, the people have a basis to sue
the king; without at the same time suing God. According to the other
view, to oppose the king was to oppose God. The king could and did,
many times, do anything he wanted. But the king and God are dis-
tinct, the Puritans insisted. God is God, and the king is part of crea-
tion. When the ethical bond between them, or between the king and
the people is broken, there is a legal way to deal with the king. Ac-
cording to an ethical covenant, all  men are under law.

This was the position of the Mayflower Compact. Although these
people were in submission to the King of England, they made a cov-
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enant directly with God. The document reads, “Doe by these pres-
ents solemnly and mutually in ye presence of God, and one of
another, covenant & combine ourselves togeather in a civill  body
politick.” This was a covenant that they, the people, entered into
along with the king. They realized that what was happening was a
break with the system they had known in the past. Eventually, this
kind of covenantal  politics would stir up England, in the situation
between Charles I and the Puritans to which I referred earlier.

Sanctions
Dread Soveraigne Lord.

The Mayflower Compact is a-judicial covenant. The signers of
this compact knew they were under God’s judgment; they were
under a selj-maledicto~ oath. The opening statement reads, we whose
names are underwritten, the loyall  subjects of our dread soveraigne
Lord.” Their belief was that the God of the Bible is a God of judg-
ment. They knew that if they violated the covenant, God would
judge them. We know from history that the early colonists set up a
society based on judgment. They re-established  the sanctions of Bib-
lical law. We know from John Cotton’s Abstract of the Laws of New
England (1641) that crimes such as homosexuality, adultery, witch-
craft, bestiality, and murder were all punishable by death.  s This was
a society of judgment.

Yet it was not a repressive society. Only someone who regards
living under God’s revealed laws as repressive would call Puritan so-
ciety repressive. Their mistakes with respect to human freedom were
nothing compared to modern humanism’s calculated policies in the
name of freedom. One has only to read the diaries of those early
Puritan children. They were a people who wrote diaries. They
wanted to write down all that God was doing in their lives. These
diaries make it apparent that Pilgrim and Puritan children were ex-
tremely happy. Why? Because they were taught to face judgment
by believing in Christ. When people deal with judgment the proper
way, they can be ‘happy.”

The Mayflower Compact is a sample of a judicial document that
reflected a certain view of God. This is the whole point. People who
believe in a God who judges can create a society founded on law and
judgment. Capital punishment is one of the best evangelistic tooZs  of a socie~.

3. “Abstract of the Laws of New England”; reprinted in Journal of Christian Recon-
strwtz’on,  V (Winter, 1978-79), pp. 82-94.
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It was in the Old Testament, too. It reinforces the truth to the psyche
of man in a profound and dramatic way. Paul says that the magis-
trate is an “avenger of the wrath of God” (Rem. 13:4). When a civili-
zation sees evil-doers judged by God, it brings home the reality that
men are accountable for their actions. There is judgment, and there
is hell. Men do not convert if they do not believe in eternal judg-
ment. When the people of a society see visilde  judgment, they have
an incentive to convert. This is the doctrine of a ~“udicial  covenant.

Continuity
Covenant and combine ourselves together into a civill body politick.

Finally, the Mayflower Compact is a legitimate covenant. The
signers of this document were bound by it. It was a real covenant.
This raises an important issue: lep”timzzqv  was determined by a constitu-
tional document. As I said earlier, up to this point in history, legitimacy
had been determined by “natural” right. When the Reformation
resurrected covenantal theology, Europe began to change. Kings no
longer had absolute power over their subjects. The people wanted
their countries to be run by a constitution.

We see the effects of this today in that there are virtually no more
true kings in the world. It is as one deposed mid-eastern “king”
(Farouk) once said, “There are only five kings left in the world: the
King of England, the king of hearts, the king of diamonds, the king
of clubs, and the king of spades.” His point is well made. There is
really only one true king left. All other countries are either commu-
nist, which pretend to have constitutions — even the heathen must
pretend to Christian principles to have legitimacy – or they are run
by covenants called constitutions. Covenant theology has had that
much influence on the world.

It is worth noting briefly that the United States Constitution has
this five-point covenant structure, though not in the same order. It
begins with a statement of sovereignty (point one): “We the People of
the United States. . . .” It has a section on hierarchy (point two):
Article III, the judicial power.4 It has a section on law (point three:

4. It took a generation after the ratification of the Constitution for Supreme
Court Justice John Marshall to hammer out the position of the Supreme Court as
the pinnacle of the authority structure. Because the Court can declare what the law
is, it is at the top. This was not understood by the Founding Fathers, however, who
paid comparatively little attention to the courts, as reflected in the debates. The Ex-
ecutive has become the enforcer of the law declared by the Court; thus, I have
placed the Executive under point four. But the positions of the Court and Executive
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ethics): Article I, the legislative powers. It has a section on sanctions
(point four): Article II, the executive power. It has a section on con-
tinuity (point five): Article V: amending the Constitution.

Conclusion

Society is designed to run according to covenantal arrangements.
Early American h-istory is an excellent- example of what can happen
when politics is built on the Word of God. As we have seen with ail
the other spheres, the Mayflower Compact is a covenant document
that was used to govern th”e sphere of the State. It is a true image of
the Biblical covenant. This concludes not only our study of the
State, but an application of the covenant to the spheres of society.

We have one- last application of the covenant ~ How do we take
what we have learned in this book and re-establish  a covenantal soci-
ety? There is a positive and a negative approach. We want to answer
such questions as, “What do Christians do when they meet opposi-
tion? Do they revolt? Do they give up? Are they defenseless and
helpless?” No, God has provided a powerful application of the cove-
nant. In the next chapter, we shall learn how to take society /ittJe by
little.

might have been reversed historically, with the Executive at the pinnacle, had events
happened differently, or had the brilliant Marshall not been appointed Chief
Justice. In some sense, this battle for Constitutional supremacy is still in progress,
although in our day, the Court has retained its position at the top of the hierarchy.
The great irony here is that the Founding Fathers probably believed that the
Legislative branch would be the dominant force. This is why most of the debates
centered on the legislature.
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CONCLUSION: LITTLE BY LITTLE

“1 will drive them out beforeyou  little by little, until you become
fruitful and possess the land” (Exod. 23:30).

We come to the end of our study of the covenant. The final ques-
tion to be answered is, ‘How do we establish a society based on the
concepts presented in this book?” I raise it because I do not want
there to be any confusion about how a Christian society is created. I
do not want the reader to leave this book thinking a covenantal cul-
ture comes from the to~ down, meaning b y some “theocratic elite” for-
cing everyone to be a Christian, or believe a certain way. Nothing
could be farther from the truth. -

God told the Israelites that their Biblical culture would come “lit-
tle by little.” It did not come sudden~,  or overnight. It came gradu-
ally. The covenantal society that I have proposed can only come the
same way. That is, if it is to survive, it must come about from the bot-
tom up. Sure, the reader can implement the covenant structure in his
home and can seek to establish it in his church. But its fulfillment in
society-at-large will be much more difficult. It can only successfully
come about (and stick), if it takes hold at a grass-roots level through
evangelism.

The expansion of the Gospel from Jerusalem to Rome serves as
an example. Jesus says at the beginning of Acts, “You shall receive
My power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you; and you shall
be My witnesses both in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria,
and even to the remotest part of the earth” (Acts 1:8). This verse
summarizes the spread of the Gospel from one part of the world to
the rest. It began in Jerusalem, and ended up in Rome. The method
was little-by-little evangelism, just like the land of Canaan.

Yes, Acts parallels the Book of Joshua. Joshua is the account of
the conquest of the land; Acts is the story of the conquest of the world.

202
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But there is one striking contrast. Joshua took the land by use of the
sword, even though it played a secondary role. None of the Apostles
used the sword to spread the Gospel. Why the difference? Joshua,
although a type of Jesus Christ, was under the Old Covenant. The
Old Covenant was a covenant of the jesh, graphically portrayed in
the sacrament of circumcision. 1 And, if anything, the Old Testa-
ment teaches that the kingdom of God could not be established in the
flesh, meaning by the sword. The garden of Eden was sealed off by a
“flaming sword” (Gen. 3:24), prohibiting re-en.trance.  Man could not
return to that particular garden by a carnal weapon because his
sword could not stand against God’s. Even David, a great man of
God, was unsuccessful in creating God’s kingdom. He was a man of
war, so he was not allowed to build the Temple (I Kgs. 5:3). When
the disciples asked Jesus, “Lord, is it at this time that You are restor-
ing the kingdom to Israel?” (Acts 1:6),  they were expressing their
confusion about the nature of the kingdom of God. They still
thought it would be a political order, that is, a kingdom established
by the sword.

They were wrong. The next verses in Acts speak of a new
regime. The New Covenant kingdom is created by the Spirit. God
had conquered Jericho by His might, to be sure. But the Holy Spirit
had not come in all of His historical fulness.  Christ had not yet come
in history. Israel needed to use the sword, but Israel ultimately failed.
The Church succeeded. In Acts, the Spirit of God went forth and
created the beginnings of a Christian world from the bottom up.

The instrument the Spirit used was evangelism, witnessing. The
role of the witness is twofold. Positively, he stands before men and
the courts of the world, and he testifies of the Resurrected and Liv-
ing Christ. Peter, John, Stephen, and Paul all became witnesses in
the courts of man. Indeed, Acts tells how God sent them before
Jewish and Roman courts, and even into prison for this reason. The
task of evangelism is the challenge of being a witnesses in the unbe-
liever’s place of holding court. As we see in Acts, this can be a place
of education or doing business, as well as an official court for passing
judgment (Acts 19 and 16). The idea is that Godsends His witnesses be-
fore mant seats of judgment to proclaim Go$s judgment, particularly
through Jesus Christ.

Much has been said and written about evangelism, so I will not

1. See Appendix 7.
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spend any more time on this phase of little-by-little covenant expan-
sion. Besides, I have already spent some time developing this point
in the fifth point of covenantalism (Chapter Five). The sword cannot
hold the inheritance for the future; only education, missions, and
evangelism can. Also, I pointed out in the Great Commission man-
date that the Gospel was to be spread household by household, a very
bottom-up approach to witnessing.

Covenant Lawsuit

It is the other bottom-up aspect of being a witness that I need to
address, a negative side that is virtually unknown, or neglected.
Bringing testimony can also become a couentznt  lawsuit. Taking domin-
ion in a pagan society is frustrating at times — these days, most of the
time ! One of the greatest concerns is the “wicked people” — abortion-
ists, pornographers, statist politicians, etc. — who stand in the way of
the visible reign of Christ (Heb. 2 :8 ff.). How should they be dealt
with? Because the Biblical covenant commands Christians to be law-
ful, they are not allowed to use violence, except in the event of self-
defense and a legally declared war by proper civil magistrates. Are
they, therefore, left only with what some Christian activists call “a
smile and a ‘God loves you’”?

No. The Bible specifies a special kind of lawsuit that can be filed
with God against the wicked called a couerztzntal  lawsuit. This Biblical
concept is consistently used by the prophets, many of their books
being structured according to the Deuteronomic covenant. z With a
covenantal lawsuit, however, the five points of covenantalism are all
turned toward accusations against lawless covenant-breakers and
enemies of the Church, calling down God’s sanctions on them. Yes,
a covenant lawsuit asks God to kill the wicked. God destroys the
wicked one of two ways: by conversion or destruction. So, a cove-
nantal  lawsuit is not “unloving.” But it is the Biblical method for taking
dominion when opposition is met! I began the “Dominion” section with
the covenantal  mandates. I close with what is perhaps the Christian’s
greatest weapon in the face of opposition: not a ‘carnal” weapon but
a “spiritual” one (II Cor. 10:4), the covenant itself turned into a

2. Walter Bmeggemann,  Hoses: Tmdz’tionfor  Ctiis (Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1968),
pp. 55-105. In these pages, Brueggemann categorically proves that the prophets
were using the Deuteronomic  covenant as a model for their dealings with apostasy
among the people of God. See also, James A. Sanders, Torah and Canon (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1972), pp. 54-90.
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lawsuit before God. I use the Book of Hosea as a model. Before con-
sidering it, let us learn something about the prophets and Hosea in
general.

Hoses: Prophet of the Covenant

When Solomon apostatized, the number 666 was used for the
first time as the number of apostasy (I Kgs. 10:14).  He became the
“classic” example of Adam, who was created on the sixth day, and
who departed covenantally  from the Lord. Solomon’s apostasy was
nothing new, however, because Solomon was like the old Adam, who
was the first man who gave up everything at the enticement of a
fallen woman. In Solomon’s case it was fallen women. God’s judg-
ment was to divide the nation, the same thing that was done at the
Tower of Babel. Division is an effective way to restrain the power of
sin. God used it time and again in the Old Covenant until Christ
could’ come in history to reverse the powerful effects of sin.

The nation of Israel was divided into two separate countries:
Israel to the north with ten tribes, and Judah to the south with two
tribes. Although Israel to the north had more tribes on its side, it fell
the fastest. There was not always safety in numbers. But Judah was
not far behind. Neither was there safety in “small” numbers. When
in sin, it really does not make any difference whether a group is large
or small. During this period, God sent prophets to bring lawsuits
against His divided nation. Some were sent to the north, and some
to the south.

Hosea was a prophet sent to Israel, the ten tribes of the north, in
the eighth century before the birth of Christ. He was sent at a time
which should be considered the last “saving effort” toward Israel.
Jeroboam II was on the throne. Although this king was evil, God
made one last attempt to turn the nation from its sin (II Kgs.
14:25-27).  Hosea was part of that “last call.”

Years prior to this, God had promised Jehu that his sons would
sit on the throne until the fourth generation (II Kgs. 10:30).
Jeroboam II was the last king to be succeeded by his son. All six of
the following kings were either succeeded by means of assassination
or themselves succeeded an assassinated king. God gave Jehu four
generations. Hosea’s message was the final invitation in the fourth
generation. This was the amount of time allotted for cursing (Ex.
20: 5). At the end of these four generations, Israel was cut off and dis-
persed around the world, never again to be assembled as one unit.
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Israel did not hear the message
into cursing.

MAY PROSPER

of Hosea, so God turned blessing

The Prophet

Before developing the themes of the Book of Hosea, I need to ex-
plain the role of the prophet. He did basically two things. First, he
was a counselor to God and man. The first time the word prophet is
used in the Bible comes in Genesis 20:7. Abraham had gone back
down to E~pt. God told Abimelech  not to harm Sarah because
Abraham was a “Prophet, and he will pray for you, and you will
live.” The role of prophet was to intercede for man. He could go into the
Presence  of Go#s  high council-court and receive special entrance. He would
then be sent back to man to offer counsel.

Second, he delivered covenant lawsuit from God against man.
He was a special messenger bringing God’s “prophecy.” Prophecy is a
couenantal action. It delivers blessings and cursings. A better descrip-
tion is that prophecy is Promissory in character, being in part condi-
tional and in part unconditional. The promises are conditional in that
they depend on covenant-keeping or covenant-breaking. Some-
times, for this reason, what God says will come to pass does not hap-
pen. When God said to Jonah that Nineveh would be destroyed in
three days, it did not take place. Why? Nineveh repented during the
forty days given them (Jon. 3:10). Did God lie? Did He just not
know what was going to happen? No, on both counts. God cannot lie
(Nu. 23:19).  God knows what will happen ahead of time because He
plans everything that does happen (Eph. 1:11). But, God is a cove-
nant-keeping God. His prophecies, given through His messengers,
are in terms of the covenant — always. He is hurling a lawsuit in the
face of covenant-breakers.

AIso, the promissory character of prophecy is unconditional when-
ever messianic in direction. For example, one of the marks of a
prophet is that his word always comes true (Deut. 18:14-22). Whenever
the prophet makes a specific prophecy about the coming of the
Messiah, or anything to do with Him, it has to come to pass. If not,
he is not a true “Messianic” prophet.

Hosea was an instrument in God’s hand; he delivered the lawsuit
to Israel. The form of this lawsuit is classic, being in the structure of
the covenant. Not all the prophets follow the complete pattern, but
they all began with this basic format. For example, they might start
with the stipulations’ or ethical section. Maybe they start with what
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is called an ordeal of jealousy (Nahum). But the fact that the proph-
ets veered from the structure in such set forms indicates that the cov-
enant formed the background to their lawsuits.

Also, each prophet seems to speak to a particular commandment
that is being broken. It is not as though other commandments are
not being violated. Rather, all the given sins of the nation are viewed
in terms of one key commandment. Hosea is an example of this. The
primary commandment being broken is the seventh: “Thou shall not
commit adultery.” Through the book we will see that other com-
mandments are being abused, but they are all arranged in terms of
the seventh. Even so, however, Hosea follows the covenant to build
his case – God’s case – against the spiritual and ethical adultery of
Israel.

The covenant lawsuit should be viewed as both a @yer to God
and a declaration to the corrupt society. So the outline of Hosea, as a
model lawsuit, should be understood as a guide for the Christian
who wants to know what needs to be declared publicly.

The Covenantal Structure of Hosea

1. Ti-ue Transcendence: 1:1-11
2. Hierarchy: 2:1-3:5
3. Ethics: 4:1-7:16
4. Sanctions: 8:1-9:17
5. Continuity (Inheritance): 10:1-14:9

1. True Transcendence (Hos.  1:1-11)

The first point that needs to be made in a covenant lawsuit is that
God’s offenders have failed to acknowledge God as the transcendent
Lord of the world. The prophet Hosea begins this way.

Three of the transcendent/immanent themes come through in
the first chapter. First, the name of the book is “Hoses,” a variant of
“Joshua~ meaning Yiihweh  is saluation. This is the idea of redemption.
God sends a prophet to redeem Israel whose very name is redemption.
He is the “incarnation” of the Word of God to them. In his person he
portrays a God who is distinct and present.

Second, the very first sentence of the book is, “The word of the
Lord which came” (Ho. 1:1). Does this sound familiar to “In the be-
ginning God created” (Gen. 1:1)?  It should, because the same idea is
intended. “Out of nothing” He created them, and “out of nothing”
He redeemed them from Egypt. The “word,” or revelation, came from
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God, distinct  from man, to perform both functions.
Here we see a very important prophetic principle. Interpretation

precedes fact. God’s Word is b~ore  history chronologically. His inter-
pretation of history is beJore time, space, and everything (Eph. 1:4).
All of life moves according to God’s interpretation. Rejection of
God’s interpretation leads to cursing and acceptance to blessing.
Either way, God’s interpretation is first. Man is presuppositional.  His
presupposition z’s that the God of the Bible is true (Rem. l:18ff.). He
may be in rebellion to this interpretation, but he still knows it is true
in his heart of hearts.

Third, the first chapter presents God as the One who names. God
instructs Hosea to marry a prostitute. Why? Hosea is a covenantal
head. Because he is not like the individual, we should not try to build
a case from Hosea for marrying prostitutes, just as Ezekiel’s running
‘naked” is not a model for individual behavior. What happens to
Hosea is a symbolic message for Israel. This “incarnation” is in the
negative. Out of his marriage to the harlot comes children. Specific
names are given to them. In a play on words after Gomer has given
birth to a son, God tells Hosea, “Name him, ‘Lo-ammi.’” “Lo-ammi”
means not my people. The point is that God’s prophet who names gave
his son a name implying loss of identi~. He has the power to name and
the power to take away a name. If Israel hears the message, the cove-
nant will be re-created. If not, it will be destroyed. Only the God of
the Bible could perform such transcendent/immanent actions.

2. Hierarchy (Hos. 2:1-3:5)

The second part of the covenant lawsuit should ‘make clear that
God’s hierarchy has been violated. The real issue is a mediated sys-
tem of judgment. God stands behind His authority; He stands
behind it in history. Since hierachy involves history, specific his-
torical events of God’s faithfulness should be cited, as well as a
record of disobedience on the part of the individual or group of indi-
viduals being filed against.

Hosea’s lawsuit indicates the relationship between judgment and
history by emphasizing the relationship between covenant faithful-
ness and peace with all the enemies around Israel.

Therefore, behold, I will allure her, bring her into the wilderness, and
speak kindly to her. Then I will give her vineyards from there, and the
valley of Achor as a door of hope. And she will sing there as in the days of
her youth, as in the day when she came up from the land of Egypt. “And it
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will come about in that day,” declares the Lord, “That you will call Me Ishi
[My husband] and will no longer call Me Baali [My master]. For I will
remove the names of the Baals from her mouth, so that they will be men-
tioned by their names no more. In that day I will also make a covenant for
them with the beasts of the field, the birds of the sky, and the creeping
things of the ground. And I will abolish the bow, the sword, and war from
the land, and will make them lie down in safety. And I will betroth you to
Me forever; Yes, I will betroth you to Me in righteousness and injustice, in
lovingkindness and in compassion, and I will betroth you to Me in faithful-
ness. Then you will know the Lord” (Ho. 2:14-20).

Notice the “I will”/fulfillment  pattern, and how God refers to re-
creation, making a new covenant with the animals of the earth. In the
Adamic  covenant, this is the hierarchy section (Gen. 2). Here, God
speaks of making a new creation out of Israel. He even compares it
to redemption from Egypt.

The end of this passage highlights the major sins of Israel: idol-
atry and adultery. Notice that these two sins go together in Hosea’s
mind, just as they did at the end of the hierarchy section of Deuter-
onomy (Deut. 4:15-24). Remember also that the second and seventh
commandments fall into the hierarchical category. To worship another
God is to pursue another “groom.” Hosea’s bride symbolized the very
kind of adultery God’s “wife” (Israel) was committing.

3. Ethics (Hos. 4:1- 7:16)

God likes to be reminded of His laws, and He desires that these
laws be held up in front of the guilty. When John the Baptist, the last
Old Covenant prophet, saw Herod in sin, he went before him in
public and confronted him (Matt. 14:lff.). So this part of the lawsuit
should include a specific list of the infractions against God’s Law.

Chapter four of Hosea mentions for the first time actual command-
ments that have been broken.

For the Lord has a case [lawsuit] against the inhabitants of the land,
because there is no faithfulness or kindness or knowledge of God in the
land. There is swearing, deception, murder, stealing, and adultey  (Hos.  4:1-2).

Hosea also begins to do something else in this section that falls in
the ethical category. In the very last verse of the third chapter, Hosea
referred to David and the “sons” of Israel. This forms a transition
into the first verse of chapter four that starts off with an address to
the “son~  of Israel .“ Both references turn our focus to the theme of
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“sonship, ” or im.age-beart”ng. ‘Sonship”  is defined in terms of bearing
God’s image. The two main ways of bearing God’s image are
through the offices of priest and king.

The ethical section concludes with chapter seven, but eight forms
a transition: “They have transgressed My covenant and rebelled
against My law” (8:1).

4. Sanctions (Hos. 8:1-9:17)

TAe fourth part of the lawsuit asks God to pour out His sanctions
on the wicked. Deuteronomy tells how God “blesses” and “curses .“
Both should be asked for, but in the case of the lawsuit, the specific
curses should be requested and mentioned. Also, it should be kept in
mind that Revelation speaks of “plagues” that are not referred to in
Deuteronomy. These would also be appropriate sanctions to ask for.

The first verse of chapter eight opens, “Put the trumpet t.o your
lips! Like an eagk the enemy comes against the house of the Lord”
(8:1). This is how the sanctions section of Revelation began (Rev.
8:1-2).  It starts with a series of angels blowing trumpets. This instru-
ment announces, as in the case of Jericho, the coming ~“udgment  of
God. In the case of Hosea, the judgment is coming against the once-
faithful covenant nation, Israel.

The last verse of chapter eight continues the theme of judgment
when Hosea says of Israel and Judah, “I will send fire on its cities
that it may consume its palatial dwellings” (8:14). Although the
whole book refers, off and on, to the judgment that will come to
God’s people, chapter 9 seems to be devoted entireo to the subject. It
starts off, “Do not rejoice, O Israel, with exultation like the nations!
For you have played the harlot” (9:1). Hosea goes on for the first time
to mention the actual words “punishment and retribution” (9:7).
Hosea’s thrust is sanction.

Because Israel has “played the harlot,” she will be disidw-ited.  The
last verse of chapter 9 says, “My God will cast them away because
they have not listened to Him; and they will be wanderers among
the nations” (9:17). The judgment has been passed and this means
disinheritance. This sounds like the end of the judicial section in
Genesis where Adam and Eve were cursed and sent out of the Gar-
den. But, they were taken into a new inheritance because God had
re-clothed  them. Hosea’s emphasis carries us smoothly into the next
section.



Little By Little 211

5.  Continui~  (Hos. 10:1-14:9)

Finally, the lawsuit requests of God’ that He re-establish  His cov-
enantal continuity with the proper people and land. Furthermore, in
the course of this prayer and announcement, God is asked to disin-
herit the wicked and drive them away through conversion or
destruction.

The opening verse of chapter ten starts on the theme of inheritance.
He says, “Israel is a luxuriant vine; he produces fruit for himself.
The more his fruit, the more altars he made; the richer his land, the
better he made the sacred pillars” (10:1). Israel appears to be rich in
inheritance, but Hosea is mocking them. The richer Israel became,
the more it used its inheritance to build liberal and pagan religion.
The chapter follows with several declarations of disinheritance.

The great disinheritance God will bring will be judgment on IsraeZ’s
children. He says, “Therefore, a tumult will arise among your people,
and all your fortresses will be destroyed, as Shalman destroyed Beth-
arbel on the day of battle, when mothers were dashed in pieces with
their children” (10 :14).  This sounds cruel. But we must remember that
God judges couenantal~.  As families are brought into the covenant as
jazni~  units, so they will be judged together. This happened through-
out the history of God’s covenantal people. Korah, Dathan, and
Abiram were judged together with their families (Nu. 16). Achan’s
family was burned with him (Josh. 7), and Ananias and Sapphira
were judged as a covenantal  unit in the iVew Covenant (Acts 5 :lff.).
But, in each case, God gives the family opportunity to take a stand
against the sinful covenant head. The covenant is made with individ-
uals as well as groups.

As we have seen in each covenant, however, God makes for a
way of escape. He offers a new inheritance. The last chapter of
Hosea is one of the most beautiful expressions of God’s promise of
new salvation. But, it is conditional (14:1-3). Israel must return to the
Lord to have all the blessings. Hosea closes with the following:

I will heal their apostasy, I will love them freely, for My anger has turned
away from them. I will be like the dew to Israel; He will blossom like the lily,
and he will take root like the cedars of Lebanon. His shoots will sprout, and
his beauty will be like the olive tree, and his fragrance like the cedars of
Lebanon. Those who live in his shadow will again raise grain, and they will
blossom like the vine. His renown will be like the wine of Lebanon.

O Ephraim [symbol for firstborn son], what more have I to do with
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idols? It is I who answer and look after you. I am like a luxuriant cypress;
From Me comes your fruit.

Whoever is wise, let him understand these things; Whoever is discern-
ing, let him know them. For the ways of the Lord are right, and the right-
eous will walk in them, but transgressors will stumble in them (14:4-9).

Here the book ends with two classifications of people: covenant-
keepers and covenant-breakers. These are the only two, each having
opposite inheritances. The covenant-breakers may appear to be
blessed on the “front end” of life. But in the end, they will lose every-
thing forever. The covenant-keepers, on the other hand, may appear
to have nothing on the “front-end” of life. But in the end, and even in
this life, they have everything. Covenant-keepers get to be like Job:
greatly tested but richly blessed in this life and the one to come.

Who Files the Lawsuit Today?

We should not leave our discussion of Hosea without bringing it
into the New Covenant. The question is, ‘Who files the lawsuit to-
day?” Can any individual curse someone he doesn’t happen to like?
Does the State file the lawsuit? Does the Church?

Jesus sheds some helpful light on these questions when He says,
“Where two or three have gathered in My name, there I am in their
midst” (Matt. 18:20). Two things stand out. First, the reference to
“two or three” is a formula used for legal testimony in the Old Testa-
ment: “On the evidence of two or three witnesses, he who is to die shall
be put to death; he shall not be put to death on the evidence [literally
“mouth”] of one witness” (Deut. 17:6). Second, Jesus applies this for-
mula at the end of the section on Church discipline.

Thus, we should conclude that a covenant lawsuit can only be
brought in the context of a Church  court, or worship service (also a
Church court before God’s throne), since the imprecatory (judg-
ment) psalms (Ps. 83, 94) were intended to be used in worship. Indi-
viduals need witnesses in order to file a valid lawsuit with God, and
certainly the State has no function in filing a covenant lawsuit before
God. If someone wants to file an imprecatory lawsuit, he should ap-
peal to the officers of the local church. If that church will not listen,
one that will should be sought out. The imprecatory psalms ‘are not
to be treated lightly, nor autonomous~.  They have a two-edged nature
to them. If they are abused, they could kill the user!
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Conclusion
Hosea comes to an end on the theme of legitima~,  concluding our

stud y of the covenant as a lawsuit. Each step of the way, I have tried
to show the pattern of the covenant. Is it wrong for Christians to use
the covenant lawsuit? Are not Christians supposed to “love the sin-
ner and hate the sin?”

No! God hates the sinner as well as his sin (Ps. 11: 5). And since
the Church is the New Israel, Paul commands it to pray and sing the
psalms (Eph. 5:19) – all of them, especially the imprecatory psalms
that call down God’s destruction and conversion of the wicked (Ps.
83, 74, etc.).

I have chosen a prophet to confirm that as Israel was built by the
covenant, it was torn down on the basis of the covenant. Man gains
dominion by covenant, and he loses it by breaking the covenant.
Once again, as I have attempted to explain both the covenant and its
application for dominion, we are reminded with richer understand-
ing of Moses’ words, “So keep the words of this covenant to do them
that you mqy prosper in all that you do” (Deut.  29: 9)! Now we know the
words of the covenant are kept and applied in society little by little.



Appendix 1

THE TEN COMMANDMENTS

The Ten Commandments are called a covenant (Deut. 4:13). Let
us see if the structure is the same as Deuteronomy.

First Five Commandments

Then God spoke all these words saying,
(1) I am the Lord your God, Who brought you out of the land of

Egypt, out of the house of slavery. You shall have no other gods before Me.
(2) You shall not make for yourself an idol, or any likeness of what is in

heaven above or on the earth beneath or in the water under the earth. You
shall not worship them or serve them; for I, the Lord your God, am a jeal-
ous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers on the children, on the third
and the fourth generation of those who hate Me, but showing lovingkind-
ness to thousands, to those who love Me and Keep My commandments.

(3) You shall not take the name of the Lord your God in vain, for the
Lord will not leave him unpunished who takes His name in vain.

(4) Remember the Sabbath Day to keep it holy. Six days you shall labor
and do all your work, but the seventh day is a sabbath of the Lord your
God; in it you shall not do any work, you nor your son or your daughter,
your male or your female servant or your cattle or your sojourner who stays
with you. For in six days the Lord made the heavens and the earth, the sea
and all that is in them, and rested on the seventh day; therefore the Lord
blessed the sabbath day and made it holy.

(5)
longed

(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)

Honor your fa~her  and your mo~her, that your days may be pro-
in the land which the Lord your God gives you.

Second Five Commandments

You shall not murder.
You shall not commit adultery.
You shall not steal.
You shaU not bear false witness against your neighbor.

(10) You shall not covet your neighbo~s  house; you shall not covet your
neighbor’s wife or his male servant or his female servant or his OX or his
donkey or anything that belongs to your neighbor (Ex. 20:1-17).

214
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Structure

How to structure the Ten Commandments has always been a
problem. 1 Luther’s Catechism, following Augustine, breaks some of
the commandments up and re-groups them. The Shorter Catechism of
the Wi.rtminster  Concession of Faith (Presbyterian) splits the command-
ments between the fourth and fifth. This structuring has the most
appeal because the first four pertain to God, and the last six refer to
man in a general sort of way. But the first four commandments apply
to man as well as to God. To keep the Sabbath Day is a “manward”
activity. Christ said, “the Sabbath was made for man, and not man
for the Sabbath” (Mark 2:27).

How about the next six commandments?z  Even though they
seem to be oriented to man, they are still primary obligations to
God. The prophets refer to adultery as a “spiritual” problem. Israel’s
adulte~  with other gods resulted in “domestic” unfaithfulness (Mal.
2). The 4:6 structure does not hold up well either.

Besides, the fifth commandment has always been the real prob-
lem. All the others are expressed in the negative, “Thou shall not.”
The fifth is stated in the positive “Honor your father and your
mother.” The question is: ‘Why?”  It could be because it heads up the
beginning of the “manward”  commandments. The commandment
heading up the “Godward” commandments is in the negative. Prob-
lem: the “manward” commandments also begin with a negative.

Why try to break the decalogue  into two groups at all? God com-
municates with a double witness. It takes two witnesses to convict
someone (Nu. 35:30; Deut. 17:6). This “two-fold witness” concept is
everywhere. For example, there are two copies of the Ten Com-
mandments placed in the ark (Deut. 10:5), two cities (city of God
and city of man). Even the language of the Bible is written in parallel-
ism (i.e. The Psalms and Proverbs). This is so much a part of God’s
manner of communication that the interpreter should instinctively
look for it.

1. Notice that I have not referred to the divisions as “tables” of the law. Kline has
conclusively demonstrated that the “tables” were actually two copies of the saw law.
See Stnodure oj Biblical Authority, pp. 117-120.

2. U. Cassuto, A Commentary On T/u Book Of Exodus (Jerusalem: The Magnes
Press, 1951), p. 249. Cassuto basically goes with a God/man division of the com-
mandments. He notes that the first and the tenth commandments have to do with
loving “God” and loving “man” (your neighbor) respectively.
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In and of itself, however, the fact that the commandments can be
divided into two even groups of five is not enough to persuade us. It
would not be absolutely necessary to have two groups with the
“same” number. Here is the value of knowing the covenant structure,
for the commandments follow the pattern twice.

First Five Commandments

1. Pirst Commandment: True  Transcendence

One of the three ways God makes His transcendence known is
by redemption. The other two are by creation and revelation. Here,
the first commandment has to do with redemption. God delivered
Israel from Egypt. Israel always looked back on this incident as their
definitive salvation. How did God save them? He defeated the false
gods of Egypt. The conflict was one of true transcendence, which
means that it involved immanence.

Israel had had an important relationship to E~pt. Joseph
was the son of revelation (Gen. 39:lff.  ). He received dreams, and lived
by God’s Word. Israel’s other sons resented this. They sold Joseph
into slavery, and he ended up trapped in a pit. Symbolically, he
died. But God resurrected him in Egypt. Through God’s revelation,
Joseph rose to the second in command of the greatest nation in the
world.

The Egyptians soon turned against God and His people. Israel
found itself in slavery. All of this came to a “showdown” between God
and the gods of Egypt. The transcendentiimmanent  themes emerge.
God met Moses on Sinai in the burning bush. He was present with
Moses. Through this presence, He triumphed over the false gods of
Egypt, and demonstrated His transcendence. The God of the Israel-
ites was unlike any of the Egyptian gods. He was truly God, distinct
in His Being.

But the basic transcendence theme attached to the redemption
concept is resurrection. Israel was raised up, after being dead in
Egypt. Israel was raised up before the other nations. Being brought
out of Egypt was a form of “new life,” another resurrection idea. In
all of this, we discover God’s transcendent character manifested
through the great Old Covenant work of redempion. We will see this
again in the great New Covenant work of redemption, Christ’s sal-
vation of the world through His own Death and Resurrection.
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2. Second Commandment: Hierarchy

The second commandment moves to the next principle of the
covenant, a hierarchy of obedience (“worship and serve”). In the
Deuteronomic  covenant, the hierarchical section closes by associat-
ing rebellion to the sin of idolatry. Moses says, “So watch yourselves
carefully, since you did not see any form on the day the Lord spoke
to you at Horeb from the midst of the fire, lest you act corruptly and
make a graven image” (Deut. 4:15-16). Thus, the second command-
ment follows the same pattern, connecting worship and submission,
“service” (Exod. 20:5).

The history of Israel’s redemption is also the backdrop. God for-
bids worship of any sort of idol. The specific outline is “from heaven
above to the earth, to anything under the sea or earth.” It is possible
that the commandment is written this way to counter a “hierarchy”
among the Egyptian false gods. The y worshiped life above, below,
and especially the Nile itself. Birds and animals of the Nile were
worshiped because it was believed that the “Great River” was a ser-
pent providing life to the world above, below, and all around. Clearly
this refers to the imagery of the serpent in the garden, a pagan hier-
archy. Even the way God condemns idolatry develops a certain
“false” hierarchy.

God’s hierarchy places all authority in Him. Anyone else only
has delegated responsibility. Transcendence is not shifted from God
to man, or to creation for that matter. Egyptian religion had a hier-
archy of authorit y that placed the Pharaoh in the center of the world.
He was half god and half man, a perfect “false” incarnation. He
mediated life to the world. The animals were simply “emanations”
from him, possessing a little “less” deity.

This created a pyramidal hierarchy with man at the top of the
pyramid. The pyramid structure is not itself inherently bad, since it
is the “mountain model” found throughout the Bible.  s The pyramid
was simply a cheap (or shall I say, rather expensive) copy of God’s
mountain dwelling. But God’s mountain-pyramid always has God
on top of the mountain. His hierarchy begins with God, not man. To
worship a “created” thing is to place creation at the top of the moun-
tain. The result: tyranny like that of Egypt.A

3. Richard J. Clifford, The Cosmic Mountain In Canaan and The Old Testament (Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1972), pp. 25-28.

4. R. J. Rushdoony, The One and the Many, pp. 36-37.
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3. Third Commandment: Ethics

The third section of the Deuteronomic covenant stipulates
what is involved in obeying God. The pagan system, growing out
of a “chain of being” approach, is inherently manipulative. This
commandment has to do with not manipulating the “name of God .“
When would the name of God be taken in vain? In false oath-taking.
To “swear” in the Bible is to take an oath. Jesus criticized
the Pharisees for swearing by all sorts of things and taking so
many false oaths (Matt. 5:33-37). They tried to manipulate God’s
name.

What is a name? A name in the Bible represents the person. The
power to name is the Power to control. God named Adam. Adam named
the animals and Eve. This made man God’s vice-regent in domin-
ion. But the power to name is the power to have authora”~  over the thing that
is named. Therefore, any time the name of God was tampered with, it
indicated an attempt to manipulate Him. Actually, to worship a false
god re-names and re-constitutes the true God. God does not want to
be re-named, and He certainly cannot be manipulated.

The Pharaoh renamed Joseph (Gen. 41:45). Nebuchadnez-
zar’s official over the eunuchs renamed Daniel and the three Hebrew
youths (Dan. 1:7). When a man came under a pagan king’s author-
it y in the Old Testament, at least to serve in a position of leader-
ship under him, he was renamed by that king. God renamed
Abram to Abraham and Jacob to Israel, a sign of His authority over
them.

The commandment here forbids a manipulative approach to
God. It does not forbid oath-taking per se (i.e. in the courtroom). It
condemns swearing to ‘emptiness” or “vanity.” When someone
makes a false oath, he is attempting to manipulate God’s name for
his own end. Even though man tries, he cannot control God. It is the
other way around. Nevertheless, false oath-taking is ultimately a re-
flection on Him, making Him seem to be empty. How? When some-
one who is actually lying says, “May God strike me dead, if I am tell-
ing a lie,” and, if he does not fall down dead, but is later found out to
be a liar, God does not “seem” to have stood behind His name. If
man obeys God’s stipulations, however, he will not need to try to
manipulate God’s name. Blessing and whatever man needs will
come through a proper ethical relationship to Him.
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4. Fourth Commandment: Sanctions

The fourth commandment regulates the Sabbath. What was the
Sabbath? Originally, it was’ the day when God “blessed” the world in
a special way (Gen. 2 :lff.). The word “blessing” ties the day to one of
the two judicial sanctions of the covenant (Deuteronomy 28). This
makes the original Sabbath a day when man was to receive God’s
benediction. Instead, man disobeyed and the Sabbath Day became a
day of judgment. The curses of Genesis three were issued. So,
throughout history, the Lord’s Day (Sabbath Day) is a time of judg-
ment. It is like that final day, “the Day of the Lord.”

This commandment has to do with honoring a time of special
judgment. One day in seven should be devoted to it. Double sacri-
fices were offered because Israel made special reflection on her sins
(Num. 28:1-8). The comments about working on the other days
orient even man’s work toward a time of judgment. Indeed, this is
the direction of history.

5. Fifth Commandment: Continui~

As already noted, the fifth commandment is positive. The em-
phasis is on tangible continuity, inheritance, since to “live long on the
earth” was the legacy given to Israel. Why longevity? The curse of
death broke down generational continuity, requiring that covenantal
faithfulness be sustained over many generations.

Historical extension of the faith was broken down. Think how easy it
would be to sustain a system of belief if the founders lived for 500
years. This would be like still having Martin Luther alive. Ml those
years that liberal German, Lutheran theologians were corrupting or-
thodoxy, Luther could and would have confronted them and proba-
bly turned them over his knee. (They would have needed a lot more
than that.) But the point is that longevity was critical to sustaining
the family inheritance. Because death entered the world, a system
was needed to transf~  the inheritance. It is in the transferal that the
many problems of inheritance can be seen.

Although, it seems that death is also Pro-covenantal.  After the
Flood, lifespans shortened. The common grace to pagans lasts three
to four generations, then they fall or revolt. The blessings to the
faithful go on for a thousand generations. Thus, covenant-keeping
compounds far longer than covenant-breaking. If the evil ones lived
five hundred years per generation, their hand would be strength-
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ened: two thousand years of compounding. So
has to do with inheritance, an issue of le~itimacy.

this commandment
Obedient sons and

daughters receive the inheritance, the blessing of the previous
commandment.

The first series of commandments follows the structure of the
covenant. Without having to force the commandments, I believe the
reader can easily see how God ordered them around the five parts of
the covenant. The second half of the commandments does the same.

The Second Five Commandments

6. The Sixth Commandment: Tme Transcendence

God returns to the transcendence theme. How? Unlawful killing
of another human being was expressly forbidden because “Whoever
sheds man’s blood, by man his blood shall be shed, For in the image
of God He made man” (Gen. 9:6). In fact, the “ethical” section of the
Noahic covenant is summarized under this one commandment,
summing up all of God’s demands.

The key is in the word image. Man is the image of God. Unique
to God’s creation and unlike any other aspect of His handiwork, man
is a picture of God. Man shows God’s transcendence and imma-
nence. To kill man is analogous to killing God. All rebellion is an at-
tempt to kill God. Satan tempted man to become like “God.” Be-
tween the lines of Satan’s offer was the idea that the true God would
be displaced (Gen. 3 :Iff.). So the second set of commandments begins
with a commandment against eradicating God’s transcendent/
immanent representation in man.

7. Seventh Commandment: Hierarchy

The Deuteronomic covenant made a specific connection between
idolatry and adultery. The end of the second section calls attention to
the second commandment, reminding Israel of the prohibition
against “idolatry” (Deut. 4:15-19). Moses gives as a reason, “For the
Lord your God is a consuming fire, a jealous God” (Deut. 4:24).
“Jealousy” is a rekponse to any kind of marital unfaithfulness. In-
deed, there was a special “ordeal of jealousy” (Nu. 5). Since the peo-
ple of God are His “bride,” worshipping other gods would be anal-
ogous to sexual unfaithfulness in marriage. God’s proper response
would be “jealousy.”

The ideas of worship and marriage are expressed in the old
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Anglican form of the marriage ceremony where the bride pledges, “I
worship thee with my body.”5 Sexual faithfulness is a form of service,
like the faithfulness of service in worship.G

Adultery is a violation of God’s hierarchy. Marital faithfulness is
a mutual submission (familial hierarchy) to one another. Paul says,

But because of immoralities [adultery], let each man have his own wife,
and let each woman have her own husband. Let the husband fulfill his duty
to his wife, and likewise also the wife to her husband. The wife does not
have authori~  over her own body, but the husband does; and likewise also
the husband does not have authon”~  over his own body, but the wife does
(I Cor. 7:2-4).

Adultery is due to rebellion against the authoritative hierarchy
within marriage. A man and woman are to submit their bodies to
one another, the best defense against adultery and “immoralities.” To
“cut off” one’s spouse is nothing more than an attempt to be autonomous.

8. Eighth Commandment: Ethics

The third section of the Deuteronomic covenant “stipulated” how
to be consecrated through “ethics .“ In other words, God’s boundaries
are ethical, separating the clean from the unclean. As long as God’s
people lived by these ethical boundary lines, they would be victorious.

Ethics is contrary to a “manipulative” world-and-life view. In the
third commandment we saw that man is forbibben to “manipulate”
the Name of God.T  The eighth commandment, which  parallels both
the third section of the covenant and the third commandment,
speaks to another form of %oundary violation.” Stealing is manipu-
lative. Taking something that is not yours is a failure to relate to peo-
ple on ethz’cal  terms, and a failure to honor property of others.B

Paul says, “Let him who steals steal no longer; but rather let him
labor, performing with his own hands what is good, in order that he
may have something to share with him who has need” (Eph. 5:28).
There are two problems with a thief. He will not work and will not
give. Both require ethical dealings with people. To work means one
submits himself to the laws of work: perseverance, showing up on

5. The Book of Common Prayer.
6. James Jordan, Law of the Covenant (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Eco-

nomics, 1984), pp. 18-19.
7. Ibid., pp. 132-33.
8. Ibid., pp. 204-5.
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time, willingness to learn, diligence, etc. TO give means taking what
has been earned and helping someone in need.

A thief, on the other hand, takes a manipulative approach. In-
stead of warking, he seeks to manipulate through conning, decep-
tion, and various other forms of theft. He certainly doesn’t give to
others, and if he happens to, he does so to further hir need, not the
nther person’s. Ultimately, a thief believes money is magical: not the
means to an end, but the end in itself. This is why all tyrannies are
based on theft. The  “Robin Hood” approach is a form of manipulat-
ing what belongs to one group to re-distribute it to another.

9. Ninth Commandment: Sanctions

The Deuteronomic covenant is ratified by sanctions in the fourth
section, to be received in an ‘official” context, probably a “court-
room .“ Furthermore, this judgment was received at a Sabbath time,
Pentecost.9  Thus, in this commandment, “bearing false witness” also
conjures up the picture of a courtroom scene. Where would one be
likely to bear false witness? It would probably be brought in the
same legal environment of passing judgment, a formal trial or hear-
ing. This could also be done informally, telling lies about someone in
the congregation or who lives down the street. 10 But even this setting
is judicial because a judgment is passed. “Bearing false witness” in-
terferes with and perverts judgment. How? False witness causes
blessings to fall on those who deserve a curse, and vice versa.

10. Troth Commandment: Continui~

Notice all the items that are forbidden to covet. They all have to
do with a man’s inheritance. In Old Testament times, the wife was
made an heir of the covenant through an adoption procedure. She
actually became the “sister” of her husband. Abraham was not lying
to Pharaoh after all (Gen. 20:2) when he called Sarah his “sister.”
This practice was done to assure the woman’s receiving part of the
inheritance, contrary to the pagan practices of considering a
woman’s value as being less than a man’s. So, when an Old Testa-

9. Ibid., p. 58. Also, See Jordan’s, Sabbath Breaking and tlu Death Pmalp (Tyler:
Geneva Ministries, 1986). He connects the fourth and ninth commandments in
terms of the “sanctions” idea.

10. R. J. Rushdoony, Imtituies of Biblical Law, pp. 598-600. Rushdoony has an in-
teresting section on the relation between “slandefl  and the 9th commandment.
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ment man coveted the wife of another, he was cutting into his neigh-
bor’s inheritance. In Israel, this disrupted everything because each
family received a particular piece of land and inheritance when Can-
aan was conquered under Joshua. To covet one’s covenant brother’s
family and possessions was to rob the inheritance granted by the cove-
nant itself. Here the last commandment ends on a note of finality.

The second five commandments follow, without much explana-
tion, the basic pattern of the covenant, completing a perfect double
witness.

Priest/King Distinction

One final observation about the commandments should be
made. The fundamental difference between the two halves is that the
first has a priestly emphasis, while the second is kingly. A priest was
fundamentally a guardian of the presence of the Lord. Adam was told
to “till and guard” the garden (Gen. 2:15). We know that “guarding” is
a priestly function because the same Hebrew word refers to the
Levite’s responsibility (Lev. 5).

The first five commandments have to do with things which
priests were specifically to guard: the Lord’s transcendent/immanent
character, the worship of God, God’s name, the Sabbath, and family
inheritance. What does the last point have to do with guarding? The
priesthood was the guardian of the family. Inheritance left without
an heir went to the Levites. In the New Covenant, the care of widows
and orphans belonged to the Church, not the State. Both Israel and
the Church are called priesthoods (Ex. 19:6; I Pet. 2:5). Protecting
the family inheritance is a priestly function. This is why Jesus so
severely chastised the Pharisees for allowing the abuse of parents’ in-
heritance (Mark 7:lff.).

The second five commandments have to do with the oversight of
the king. He was the one, for example, to implement the discipline
for breaking these commandments. He would have also been in-
volved with “first table” offenses, but they would have come through
the priesthood, the special guardian of God’s House.

This structure, priest to king, is the way man dominates. As a
general principle, ” he must be a servant to be a leader. One should
not think of this process as anything other than the way of the cove-
nant. Man covenants his way to dominion. When man keeps God’s
commandments, he is living by the covenant. When he lives by the
covenant, he has dominion.
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Conclusion

The Ten Commandments express God’s law in a covenantal
way. There are five parts to the covenant, and so God’s ten laws fol-
low the covenant twice, each re-enforcing the other.

Can we find this five-fold pattern anywhere else? The next ap-
pendixjumps to the Psalms. It, too, has a Deuteronomic structure as
we shall see.



Appendix 2

PSALMS

From Adam forward, each leader of Israel becomes a “new”
Adam – Noah, Abraham, and Moses being examples. They even in-
troduce their time period to a “new” covenantal  regime. But all of
these Old Covenant men cannot deliver the world from sin because
they are prior to Christ, the last “New Adam.” So, the flow of the Old
Testament is that each “new” Adam turns out to be like the first,
undergoing some type of major fall into sin.

The pre-eminent Old Testament new Adam and type of Jesus
Christ, however, is David, the second king of Israel. More is written
about and by him than any other person in Scripture. The bulk of
Israel’s history is concentrated on his activities. The fifty-five chap-
ters of I & II Samuel, 29 chapters of I Chronicles, and a few other
chapters in I Kings and II Chronicles are almost devoted entirely to
him. And, where he is not explicitly referred to, the context is either
building to or away from something happening in his life.

Then there are the Psalms, the longest book in the Bible, with
150 chapters designed to be sung in worship. Messianic in orienta-
tion, warsongs of the Prince of peace, 1 the majority of them were written
by David himself. Its text is divided into~ve  smaller books, a division
virtually undisputed, dating back before the time of Christ. z There is

1. This expression is actually the title of one of the best commentaries on the Psalms:
R. M. Benson, Warsongs of the Prince of P.ace (New York: E. P. Dutton & Co., 1901).

2. William G. Braude, Ths Midrosh on the Psalms (New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1959), I, p. 5. Braude comments on a Midrash from the Talmudic period on
Psalm 1, “As Moses gave five books of laws to Israel, so David gave five Books of
Psalms to Israel: the Book of Psalms entitled Blessed is th m (Ps. 1:1), the Book en-
titled For tlu .!+mder:  Mo-schil (Ps. 42 :1), the Book, A Psalm of Asaph  (Ps. 73: 1), the Book,
A prayer of Moses (Ps. 90:1), and the Book, Let th redeemed say (Ps. 107:2 ).” Also,
Michael Dahood, Psalms Z, Vol. I (Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 1965), pp.
XXX-XXXI, “Perhaps the oldest explicit testimony to the fivefold partition of the
Psalter occurs in a poorly preserved liturgical fragment 1 Qumran 30 dating to the
turn of the Christian era.” D. Barthelemy  and J. T. Milik, Qurnran Cave 1, Dircov~ies
in the Judean Desert, 1 (Oxford, 1955), p. 133.

225
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a good possibility that Ezra was the one who organized the Psalms
according to this arrangement. s

Most modern translations now include this division. Why five? I
believe this great collection of psalms follows the covenantal  flatterrt of
Deuteronomy. Let us now consider the structure of the Psalms ac-
cording to the following outline.

The Covenantal Structure of the Psalms

Book I (I-41): Ti-ue Transcendence.
Book 11 (42-72): Hierarchy.
Book III (73-89): Ethics.
Book IV (90-106): Sanctions.
Book V (107-150): Continuity.

1. Tme Transcendence (Ps. 1-41)

The Psalms begin with a “sanction” word, “blessed,” placing the
entire book in the context of covenant renewal on the Sabbath Day
of worship. Remember, the fourth commandment pertains to the
Sabbath and corresponds to the “sanctions” section of the covenant.

Be this as it may, the Psalms open on one of the three transcen-
dent themes: creation. The setting of Psalm 1 is a “garden” and “trees
planted by watei’ (1:3). Sound familiar? The Psalmist speaks of a
new genesis, or beginning, “how to become a new creation in God’s
new garden.” We are called back to the garden where there was the
first tree of life. The psalm wants us to see David’s beginning as
being that of a new Adam. All those who receive (meditate on) the
Law of God become “miniature” new Adams. Ultimately (eschato-
logically) this psalm is about Christ, who was the “Tree of Life,” and
one who “did not sit in the seat of scoffers.”

Another pronounced “transcendent theme” stands out. The first
psalm contrasts those who meditate on God’s truly transcendent
Word, and those who “sit in the counsel” of man’s revelation. The
Deuteronomic covenant began with the same contrast. God’s Word
was distinguished from Moses’ words. In this regard, Psalm 1 is vir-
tually identical to Deuteronomy 1:1-4.

3, R. K. Harrison, Introdadion  to the Old Testament (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1969), pp. 986-87. Harrison notes that although the actual length of the Psalms has
been debated, the book division was probably made by Ezra and could be consid-
ered part of the text.
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Psalm 2 turns to another transcendent issue. God “sits in the
heavens and laughs” at the nations (Ps. 2:4). It concludes with,
“Worship the Lord with reverence, and rejoice with trembling. Do
homage to the Son, lest He become angry, and you perish in the
way” (Ps. 2:11-12). These lines speak of a God who sits above the
heavens and offers His Son, through the Incarnation, the redemp-
tion of the world. Here is the third transcendence idea: redemption.
The whole first book carries this theme through and closes on a
psalm that talks about God’s ability to lift out of sin,  sickness, and trou-
ble (Ps. 41). Great outworkings of God’s redemptive power: this is a
demonstration of His transcendence and immanence.

Psalms 3 and 4 continue the redemptive emphasis. Psalm 3 is a
morning prayer, and Psalm 4 is the evening prayer. Prayer is a
means in accomplishing Gods redemptive purposes, illustrated by
Christ’s prayer in the Upper Room and the Garden of Gethsemane
(John 17-18). But why do the Psalms have listed “morning and eve-
ning” prayers at this juncture? The tone draws us back to the first
days of creation. The first creation is ordered from “evening to morn-
ing” (Gen. 1:5). Could it be that the new prayer vigil expressed in
Psalms 3 and 4 reflects a new structure of the creation day from
morning to evening, paralleling the “sunrise” of the Son of God, a
morning to evening progression? I think this is very likely.

Moving on in the ‘first book, Psalm 8 continues the “true tran-
scendence” emphases, speaking of the wonderful creation of man,
and a better creation of the “new” man, Christ. Transcendence even
opens and closes the psalm: “O Lord, our Lord, How majestic is
Thy name in all the earth” (1:1,9).

From this point on in Book I, the Psalms turn the reader’s atten-
tion to the theme of “deliverance ,“ a theme which comes to maturity
in the next book.

2. Hierarchy (Ps. 42-72)

The first psalm of the section introduces the same topics in line
with the hierarchical principle of the Deuteronomic covenant. Psalm
42 opens Book II: “As the deer pants for the water brooks, so my soul
pants for Thee, O God. My soul thirsts for God, for the living God;
When shall I come and appear before God? My tears have been my
food day and night, while they say tome all day long, Where is your
God?’ “ (Ps. 42:1-3).

The second part of Deuteronomy summarizes a “wilderness ex-
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perience” in the life of Israel, when God taught them about His faith-
fulness by delivering them from all kinds of enemies. Psalm 42 re-
flects a similar time of great testing in the Psalmist’s life, when Saul
was chasing him in hot pursuit. Saul was God’s representative, and
he was in conflict with another representative. David was the new
heir. People around him were saying, “If you’re such a hero, why
doesn’t your God get you out of this?” But David knew that if God
could help him kill a giant like Goliath, He could certainly remove
Saul from his path. David was caught in the wilderness experience of
conflict between two representatives, one in the process of apostasy
and the other in the process of victory. Yet, God was taking him
through a time which would prove Hisfaid$ulrzess.  It was also a time
for David to be responsively faithful.

For his faithfulness, God gave him the opportunity to build His
house. Book II of the Psalms continues the basic theme of “trusting
in a time when deliverance is needed.” Psalm 71, the second to the
last of this section, concludes on the note, “In thee have I taken
rejige; Let me never be ashamed” (Ps. 71:1). God heard this request.
When David failed him at the end and was not allowed to go ahead
with the building of the Temple, God was faithful to his wrz, Solo-
mon. The very last psalm of this section is by and about Solomon
(Ps. 72). David had been true to God’s hierarchy. God made David’s
name live on as part of His hierarchy through Solomon.

Book II concentrates almost exclusively on the concept of “deliv-
erance of the Lord’s representative .“ Certainly, this idea appears in
Book I and some of the other books. But, roughly eighty percent of
the psalms of this ‘section develop the theme of deliverance. Each
time, the Psalmist comes to the conclusion that “God will deliver His
anointed.” In the Deuteronomic covenant, Moses called Israel’s at-
tention to the same principle. For example, Moses said, “But the
Lord said to me, ‘Do not fear him [Bashan], for I have delivered him
and all his people and his lands into your hand’” (Deut. 3:2). Moses
was God’s hierarchical representative, and he asked for the same
thing as David (Deut. 2:31; 3:3).

So, the Deuteronomic structure of Psalms continues to hold true.

3. Ethics (Ps. 73-89)

The third section of the Psalms unmistakably follows the cove-
nantal pattern of Deuteronomy. The entire section starts with a
psalm on the ethical cause/eJZect  theme (Ps. 73). The end, or effect, of
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the wicked is contrasted with that of the righteous. In Deuteronomy,
we saw the same. The third section of the covenant recapitulated the
stipulations of the covenant, the Ten Commandments. Covenant-
keepers received life. Covenant-breakers end in death. The Psalmist
concludes the first psalm of the third book, “For, behold, those who
are far from Thee will perish; Thou hast destroyed all those who are
unfaithful” (Ps. 73:27).

We also saw in Deuteronomy that one of the ethical cause/effect
emphases was that only the son can fulfill God’s commandments (p.
61). Only the true son, or image-bearer, can implement the law and
conquer. In the third section of Deuteronomy, all three images of
sonship — prophet, priest, and king— are discussed. The third book
of the Psalms speaks of a true image-bearer to come. We find the
great sonship chapter, Psalm 80. Written by Asaph, Levite (the first-
born son of Israel [Ex. 32]), the psalm speaks of Israel as God’s true
son. Asaph writes, “O God of hosts, turn again now, we beseech
Thee; Look down from heaven and see, and take care of this vine
[Israel], even the shoot which Thy right hand has planted, and on
the son whom Thou hast strengthened for Thyself” (Ps. 80:14-15).

It could be argued that there are other psalms on “sonship”  in
other sections of the Psalms. But Book HI seems to bring out the
theme more clearly because it closes with probably the most power-
ful expression of the Davidic covenant as a covenant of “sonship.”  It
is the only place in Scripture that specifically refers to David’s rela-
tionship to God as being a “covenant.” The psalm says,

He [David] will cry to Me, Thou art my Father, My God, and the rock
of my salvation. I also shall make him Myjirst-born, the highest of the kings
of the earth. My lovingkindness I will keep for him forever, and My covenant
shall be confirmed to him. So I will establish his descendants forever, and
his throne as the days of heaven. If his sons forsake My law, and do not
walk in My judgments, If they violate My statutes, and do not keep My
commandments, then I will visit their transgressions with the rod, and their
iniquity with stripes (Ps. 89:26-32).

This statement pulls the ethical emphasis together. David was
God’s son. His sons were expected to obey God’s stipulations, the
Ten Commandments. If they didn’t, there would be discipline. So,
the final Psalm of Book III closes on this note. It follows the basic
pattern that leads to the next principle of the Biblical covenant.
Psalm 89 is about the cutting of the covenant. The covenant-cutting
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theme sets the tone for the~-udicial  aspect of the covenant. Psalm 89 is
the perfect transition.

4. Sanctions (Ps. 90-106)

Book IV of Psalms highlights the judicial theme. More than in
any other section of the Psalms, the sanctions are mentioned. Both
Psalms 103 and 104 begin, ‘Bless the Lord oh my soul .“ Man blesses
God because God first blessed him. The remainder of those psalms
speak of God’s rich benediction on man.

Most of the other psalms of this section are imprecatory. An im-
precatory psalm invokes God’s curse on His enemies. Reasons are
given and then a request is made to vindicate and carry out immedi-
ate vengeance on those who are attacking God’s people. Psalm 94
begins,

O Lord, God of vengeance; God of vengeance, shine forth! Rise up, O
Judge of the earth; Render recompense to the proud. How long shall the
wicked, O Lord, How long shall the wicked exult? They pour forth words,
they speak arrogantly; All who do wickedness vaunt themselves. They
crush Thy people, O Lord, and afflict Thy heritage. They slay the widow
and the stranger, and murder the orphans. And they have said, “The Lord
does not see, nor does the God of Jacob pay heed” (Ps. 94:1-7).

Book IV ends with Psalm 106. It is somewhat of a complete his-
tory of Israel. In a way, all of the covenantal  themes come together,
but the psalm ends on the note of Israel’s being disinherited from the
land. Another receives the final blessing of the Lord (Ps. 106:40-48).
This carries out the judicial sanctions and pushes into the final part
of the covenant.

5. Continuip  (Ps. 107-150)

The final book of the Psalms ends on the inheritance theme. In
this section, we find the most quoted psalm in the New Testament,
“The LORD said to my Lord, ‘Sit at My right hand until Thy enemies
are made a footstool under Thy feet’” (Ps. 110:1). What does this have
to do with inheritance? The “LORD” is God the Father, and “my Lord”
is Jesus Christ, God the Son. Jesus Christ goes to the right hand of
God the Father at the Ascension (Acts 1:6-11).  He is not to come back
“until” all the enemies of God are defeated. His estate passes into the
trusteeship of the saints. This matches what we have previously ob-
served. At the end of all the other covenants, they speak of a new in-
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heritance being given. As Adam was cast out of one realm and into
another, so Christians are taken into the new inheritance which
Christ systematically gives them, the earth (Matt. 5:5).

The principle of continuity is underscored by the “Psalms of As-
cent” in this section (Ps. 120-134). These are psalms meant to be
sung on the way to Passover in Jerusalem. They are called Psalms of
Ascent because Jerusalem was on a mountain. One had to climb
God’s mountain while he made his way to the Passover. This was the
Feast of the great meal with God. It commemorated the disin-
heritance of the Egyptian’s inheritance, the loss of their firstborn,
and the new inheritance of Israel, the Promised Land. The Passover
meal was the primary symbol of continuity and discontinuity.

So, these are psalms to be sung on the way to one’s true inherit-
ance. They taught many principles of walking with God. Every year
was begun with Passover, and every year marched forward to
another festival time when the mountain would be climbed again.
History was always moving upward, toward God. This was the
Israelites’ true hope.

The Psalms close with a final call to worship, but the next to the
last psalm is a powerful statement of the final disinheritance  of the
apostate, and the reward of the new inheritance to the righteous.

Let the godly ones exult in glory; Let them sing for joy on their beds.
Let the high praises of God be in their mouth, and a two-edged sword in
their hand, to execute vengeance on the nations, and punishment on the
peoples; To bind their kings with chains, and their nobles with fetters of
iron; to execute on them the judgment written; This is an honor for all His
godly ones. Praise the Lord! (Ps. 149:5-9).

Remember how the Psalms began in the garden, and then Psalm
2 started off, ‘Why are the nations in an uproar?” Answer: they are
trying to war with the God of heaven and earth, but they are fighting
a losing proposition. Psalm 149 says what will happen. The kings of
the earth will be brought down by God’s righteousness. How specifi-
cally? The civil magistrate bears the “two-edged” sword (Rem.
13 :lff.), and the priesthood (Church) takes the Gospel. One is the
ministry of blessing, the other of cursing. Both are needed to bring
the world to the Davidic King who is ultimately Christ.

Again we see the value of covenantal  theology. Without under-
standing the principle of “image-bearing representatives,” the reader
could abuse this psalm. But God does not give every responsibility
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to every individual. Biblical society operates by representation,
avoiding tyranny on the one hand, and anarchy on the other. So
Psalm 2 raises the question, and Psalm 149 gives the ultimate an-
swer. The illegitimate will be driven off the earth, and the true legiti-
mate heirs will take possession of what rightfully belongs to them,
final continuity and discontinuity being set up.

Conclusion

Psalms has a Deuteronomic  structure. We are safe in concluding
that the Old Testament continues to follow the covenantal pattern.

But does it continue into the New Testament? Someone might be
saying at this point, “I agree that Deuteronomy is the structure of the
covenant in the Old Testament, but things change in the times of
Jesus, don’t they?” Do they? Let us now consider in the next three
appendixes the structure of one of the Gospels, an epistle, and the
Book of Revelation. Then we will be able to see if this covenantal
pattern extends into the age where the “New Covenant” Christian
lives!



Appendix 3

MATTHEW

Every “Adam” up to the time of Christ had failed to redeem man.
The first Adam’s sin led to death, and his death spread to the whole
world (Rem. 5:12). He legally represented the rest of humanity. Be-
fore each person was even born, he was guilty of the “original sin” of
Adam. Like the old Puritan primer says, “In Adam’s fall we sinned
all .“ Adam’s own family bore the consequences, as brother killed
brother.

But God had promised a “Seed” (Gen. 3:15).  Not many “seeds,”
but one Seed’ who would come to redeem the world (Gal. 3:16).
Every mother waited to see if her son would be the savior. What
were they really waiting for? A New Adam. Not only would this New
Adam save the world, but he would raise up faithful sons to domi-
nate the earth.

Was it Seth, Adam’s replacement son for Abel? No, Seth failed to
be the new Adam and provide true sons. Within a few generations,
his sons were marrying covenant-breakers. Their offspring were so
vicious and corrupt that God was willing to destroy His entire crea-
tion (Gen. 6:lff.).  God found one righteous man left, Noah.

Was it Noah? No, but in a way he was. The world was delivered
by his ark. He started to re-build  the world in God’s image. Before
long, however, one of his sons apostatized, bolted from the faith, and
started another line of covenant-breakers. The power of sin was
greater than grace. The Tower of Babel episode plunged the world
into another horrible fall. Noah’s life came to a sad end. He proved
to be like the “old” Adam. There was still no New Adam.

How about Abraham? No. Yet, Abraham seemed to begin the
world all over again after the Tower of Babel had thrown everything
into “confusion.” The Tower of Babel created the need for a new
priesthood. God chose the Hebrews. Abraham was circumcised and
given a “seed,” Isaac. The Messianic line was narrowed. But the fact

233
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that Isaac came meant Abraham was not the New Adam. He died
like the rest. Also, the line of the Patriarchs, Abraham’s successors
(Isaac, Jacob, etc.), wound up in serious trouble. Jacob’s sons turned
on the one faithful son, Joseph, sold him into slavery, and a famine
(death) came to the land. Joseph ended up in Egypt. Eventually, he
rescued the Patriarchs and his whole race, when God’s revelation to
him resulted in his being second in command to Pharaoh. Before
long, however, Joseph had died, his sons had failed, and Israel was
in bondage in a foreign land.

Who would save them? Moses? No. He certainly was the next
deliverer, but in the end he also died. He successfully led Israel out
of bondage, across the Red Sea, and on their way to the Promised
Land. But Moses was like the old Adam. His impatience and anger
caused him to fall. He died outside the Land of Promise. A new
savior was needed. Who would he be? Joshua? Samson? Gideon?
These were all likely candidates, but each could not save Israel or
the world from its sin. What was the answer? Israel asked for a king.
The first one was Saul whose life ended in apostasy. The second be-
came the most powerful king in the history of Israel.

Was the new Adam David? No. Prohibited by God from build-
ing His house, he died. But his beginning was glorious. He was the
“man after God’s own heart.” His remarkable career indicated that
he was going to deliver Israel and setup the kingdom of God. When
he was crowned the “son of God” (11 Sam. 7), the “Davidic Millen-
nium” began, a time roughly 1,000 years before the birth of Christ
(Matt. l:lff.). His millenium  began a time of unprecedented peace,
but it was short-lived. He too fell, and all his sons apostatized. Only
Solomon came back to the faith. Even so, by the middle of this mil-
lennium, in the sixth century before Christ, Israel was in captivity.
David had not succeeded any better than the very first Adam. God
brought His covenant lawsuit against the nation time and again
through His prophets. Israel would not repent, so He judged them
with captivity and slavery to foreign powers (Deut. 28:60-68).

During captivity in Babylon, half way through David’s millen-
nium, God revealed to Daniel that a Messiah would come,in another
500 years or so. He would make a new covenant.

Seventy weeks [literally “sevens” = approximately 490 years] have been
decreed for your people to build your holy city (Jerusalem), to finish the
transgression, to make an end of sin, to make atonement for iniquity, to
bring in everlasting righteousness, to seal up vision and prophecy, and to
anoint the most holy place.
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So you are to know and discern that from the issuing of a decree to re-
store and rebuild Jerusalem until Messiah the Prince there will be seven
weeks and sixty-two weeks; It will be built again, with plaza and moat, even
in times of distress.

Then after the sixty-two weeks [the sixty-ninth week] the Messiah will
be cut off and have nothing, and the people of the prince who is to come will
destroy the city and sanctuary. And its end will come with a flood; even to
the end there will be war; desolations are determined.

And He will make firma covenant with the many for one week, but in the
middle of the week He (Christ) will put a stop to sacrifice and grain offering
(by His death); and on the wing of abominations will come one who makes
desolate, even until a complete destruction, one that is decreed, is poured
out on the one who makes desolate (A.D. 70 [Dan. 9:24-27]).

Daniel had prayed that God would be faithful to His cooenarzt
(Dan. 9:4). He wanted his people to be sent back to Jerusalem, but
he also wanted to know exactly how long they had to turn away from
their sins. Answer: they had until forty years after the death of the
Messiah which would be approximately 490 years from the “decree”
referred to, the prophecy God was revealing to Daniel. 1 So, God told
him that there would be the coming of the Messiah, and that His
true atonement would stop the sacrificial system of the Temple. This
also meant the end of Israel’s religion, the end of the holy city Jeru-
salem and the Temple, the place of sacrifice.

The prophecy of Daniel sums up the complete failure of Israel to
be the New Adam. In fact, it brings to an end all of the “Adams” of
history who had proven not to be the true sons of God, and draws
Biblical history to the time of Christ. When Christ came, apostasy
had again filled the land. Israel was run by demon-possessed
apostates (John 8:44). Yet, in spite of the previous Adams’ lack of
success, the coming of the true New Adam had been progressively
revealed, each new fall being followed by more redemptive light. Z

1. Meredith Kline, “The Covenant of the Seventieth Week; The Luw and flu
Prophets, ed. John H. Skilton (Philadelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1974), pp.
452-69. Kline argues that the 490 years of Daniel ought to be viewed in a more sym-
bolic sense, although not entirely to the exclusion of a more literal reference. His
point is that 490 should be understood in a covenantal context. To the Hebrew, 490
is ten Jubilee cycles indicating a fulness. That is why I use the word “approximate] y.”

2. Geerhardus Vos, Biblical Thzology (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth Trust, [1948]
1975). Vos’s thesis is that Revelation is progressive, gradually unfolding more of the
New Covenant until Christ comes in history. Actually, I believe that the Old Testa-
ment is the constant re-publishing of the first covenant with Adam, necessitating a
New Covenant. As each re-publication of the Old Covenant fails, therefore, the
New Covenant draws closer and becomes progressively clearer.
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Finally, Christ did come, and the covenant to which Daniel referred,
a New Covenant, was sealed.

Jesus and the Deuteronomic Covenant

Daniel confirms that Jesus was coming to establish a covenant.
From Jesus’ own lips, it was called a “new” covenant. At the Last
Supper, taking the cup He said, “This cup which is poured out for
you is the new covenant in My blood” (Luke 22:20). What was this
“covenant” to which Christ referred? Matthew gives an indication by
the fact that he structured his account of the Gospel according to the
Deuteronomic covenant.

Matthew arranges his book in$ve  sections around Jesus’ five dis-
courses or sermons (Matt. 5-7; 10:1-42; 13:1-52; 18:1-35;  23-25). He
repeats a key phrase at the close of each “book” and/or sermon to
mark the end: “It came to pass when Jesus had finished these
sayings” (7:28; 11:1;  13:53;  19:1;  26:1). R. V. G. Tasker, in his excel-
lent commentary on Matthew says, “This is in effect another way of
saying, ‘Here endeth the first (or second, etc.) book of the oracles of
Jesus the Messiah.’”3 Matthew clearly follows some kind of five-fold
structuring.

Why five? I believe Matthew develops a covenantal  framework of
the life of Christ. The book organizes around the five points of cove-
nantalism. Thus, Matthew’s Gospel simultaneously arranges ac-
cording to Deuteronomy and the Pentateuch. Some work has been
done comparing Matthew to the Pentateuch,A but none (to my
knowledge) develops the book according to Deuteronomy. For the
remainder of the chapter, let us compare the Deuteronomic model to
Matthew.

3. R. V. G. Tasker, The Gospel According to St. Matt/ww  (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1978), p. 19.

4. B. W. Bacon, Studies in M&t/sew  (London, 1931), pp. 80ff. and passim.  Bacon
was one of the first to make the observation that there were five parts. He even went
further and said that the five sections of Matthew parallel the five books of the Pen-
tateuch. Austin Farrer makes a similar observation with the exception that he pro-
posed six sections, “On Dispensing with ~ in Studies in thz Gospels, ed. D. E. Nine-
ham (Oxford, 1954). Louis Bouyer, The Spiritualip  qf thz New Testament and thz Fathers
(New York: Seabury, 1982), Vol. I, pp. 92-93, also refers to the work of Farrer and
agrees that Matthew has a Pentateuchal  structure. For an additional comparison of
Bacon and Farrer,  see M. D. Goulder, Midrash and Lettion in Matt/uw  (London:
SPCK, 1974), pp. 171ff.
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The Covenantal Structure of Matthew

True Transcendence: Matthew 1:1-7:28
Hierarchy: Matthew 7:29-11:1
Ethics: Matthew 11:2-13:53
Sanctions: Matthew 13:54-19:2
Continuity: Part I – Matthew 19:3-26:1

Part II –Matthew 26:2-28:20

1. Tme Transcendence (Mutt. 1:1-7:28)

Matthew begins his Gospel by emphasizing transcendence.
Remember that there are three common ways by which God distin-
guishes Himself and establishes His Lordship: creation, redemp-
tion, and revelation. Matthew opens his Gospel by the first two but
definitely focuses on the revelation theme, just as we saw in the Deu-
teronomic covenant.

First, the Genesis creation appears in the introductory statement,
“The book of the genealogv of Jesus Christ” (Matt. 1:1). The word
“genealogy” is from the Greek word “genesis,” meaning origin or
lineage. It is the same word after which the first book of the Bible is
named. Genesis is divided into ten sections that end, “these are the
generations of” (Gen. 5:1; 6:9; 10:1;  11:10; 11:27; 25:12; 25:19; 36:1;
36:9; 37:2).

Second, the redemption theme appears in the announcement of the
coming ofJesus Christ to Mary. Matthew emphasizes Joseph, a man
who is caught in a moral dilemma but is delivered by God’s revela-
tion. Twice this happens. He decides to divorce Mary because she is
pregnant (Matt.  1:19-25),  and he has to flee to EWpt to escape the
wrath of Herod, a descendant of Esau: the firstborn of Isaac (Matt.
2:1-15). Apparently, Matthew intends the reader to make the connec-
tion back to the first Joseph (Jacob’s son) who experienced similar
moral dilemmas, and was delivered by special revelation (Gen.
38-50). He too was taken to Egypt to escape the wrath of his elder
brothers (the firstborn). Yet, Israel was sent to Egypt to escape judg-
ment during the famine. Later, they came up out of Egypt at the Ex-
odus for redemption.

Third, Matthew emphasizes the revelation theme of transcendence
more than the others by means of Jesus’ sermon that closes this sec-
tion: the Sermon on the Mount. As Deuteronomy opened by point-
ing out that the words of the Deuteronomic covenant were transcen-
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dent (Deut. 1:3), from God not man, so the thrust of the first sermon
contrasts Jesus’ interpretation of the Law with the words of men, the
“interpretations” of the Pharisees. Some have mistaken] y thought
that He was comparing His words to the teachings of Moses. This is
not true. To pit Christ against Moses results in pitting Scripture
against Scripture. As Daniel Fuller has observed, “It makes one sec-
tion of Scripture anathematize another portion.”5  Moreover, Christ
says, “Do not think I came to abolish the Law or the Prophets”
(Matt. 5:17). Careful reading of the “you have heard it said . . .“
statement, shows that Moses did not teach these ideas. Rather, they
were distorted interpretations of him.

The conflict had become one of God’s Word against the words of
man. The Pharisees had elevated their own interpretations and writ-
ings above Scripture. Christ spoke as Divine interpreter showing
that the Pharisees were wrong. This proved that God’s Word and
His Son are truly transcendent and immanent. Man’s words are
neither. By so doing, Jesus re-established the Deuteronomic cove-
nant and placed Himself at the Head as the new Moses. At the end
of the book, like Moses, He died before entering the new Canaan
(the whole world), but unlike Moses He did not remain dead. He
rose to become the true Joshua. From the beginning of Matthew’s
Gospel, therefore, we see how the author self-consciously structured
according to the Deuteronomic pattern.

At the end of the sermon, we read, “The result was that when
Jesus had finished these words, the multitudes were amazed at His
teaching: for He was teaching them as one having authon”~”  (Matt.
7:28-29). This hinge draws to a conclusion the true transcendence
segment and takes us to the next subject: hierarchy.

2. Hierarchy (Matt. 7:29-11:1)

Matthew follows Book I with the theme of hiaarchy.  Matthew 8
takes us right to the idea of authority. Beginning with the account of
the Leper, we read of an encounter which is the classic passage on
“authority,” the story of the Centurion. A Centurion came to Christ
because his servant was lying at home, paralyzed and suffering
much pain (Matt. 8:6). Christ said He would be willing to come, but
the Centurion told Jesus that he was not worthy to have Him under
his roof. Then the Centurion made a remarkable comment. He

5. Daniel P. Fuller, Gospel and Law (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), p. 69.
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said, “Just say the word and my servant will be healed. For I, too,
am a man under authority, with soldiers under me; and I say to this
one, ‘Go!’ and he goes, and to another, ‘Come!’ and he comes, and to
my slave, ‘Do this!’  and he does it” (Matt. 8:8-9). Jesus was taken by
his comment and said He had not seen “faith” like this in all of Israel.

The Centurion understood authority in terms of the power of
mediation. He gave an order, and the servant, or the one to whom the
command was given, carried out what was commanded. The Cen-
turion could therefore extend his authority over great distances. He
saw that Christ had a similar but even greater authority. Jesus was
able to bring things to pass with His Word. Through the ‘Word,” life
(or death) could be mediated to someone. The Centurion says, “Just
say the word.” The Roman officer believed in a mediated system of
government. The following passages contain a series of healings
where Christ mediates judgment unto life and death. For example,
not only does Christ heal the Centurion’s servant, but He heals
Peter’s mother-in-law (Matt. 8:14-17). He also judges unto death
when He casts out and effectively destroys the demons of the Gad-
arene demoniac (Matt.  8:28-34).

The concept of a mediated system of authority comes to full force
during Jesus’ second sermon. He names” and then commissions His
disciples to exercise His authority on the earth (Matt. 10:1-15). They
have the power to bless and curse. Any city that does not receive
them will be judged worse than Sodom and Gomorrah (Matt. 10:15).
By placing a harsher judgment on the cities that refuse Christ’s or-
dained mediators of authority, the sermon parallels the second sec-
tion of Deuteronomy, with one exception. In Deuteronomy, Moses
was head of the covenant. In Matthew, Christ is the Head. His au-
thority is being applied to the earth. This explains why judgment in-
tensifies in the New Covenant.

Matthew concludes Book II with a reference to the role of the
prophet. The disciples are compared to the prophets. Christ promises
‘that anyone who receives His servants receives His authority and the
reward will be great (Matt.  10:40-42). This points us toward the eth-
ical section.

3. Ethics (Mutt. 11:2-13:53)

The ethics segment of Deuteronomy concentrated on the ful-
fillment  of righteousness. Three subordinate ideas formed around this
concept: conquest, consecration, and image-bearing. Matthew makes
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all of the same emphases by starting Book 111 with the account of
John the Baptist, the prophet (Matt.  11:2-19). Why the prophet and
what does this have to do with the ethical theme? The prophet was
the embodiment of the Word of God. Literally, he was a miniature incar-
nation of the fuljllment of righteousness. He reminded the people of the
basic ethical cause/@ec.t  relationship. He did so by means of a covenant
lawsuit.

Additionally, the prophet was a special image-bearer. Remem-
ber, the image-bearer was tied to sonshsip  in the third section of
Deuteronomy (p. 61). Only a son could properly image the Father.
Sonship was purely in terms of ethics and not any physical or metap-
hysical  reflection. The one who obeyed was the true image-bearer
and son of God. When all of God’s sons turned away, the prophet
was always there to recall to the minds of God’s people that they
needed to live like “sons.” Since he was the incarnation of the Word
of God, he represented living sonship to them.

Matthew also develops the fulfillment of righteousness theme in
the third section around the difficult ethical question of the Sabbath
(Matt.  12:1-14). By placing this sequence here, Matthew focuses our
attention on the heart of the covenant, law. The Pharisees accused
Jesus of changing the law of the covenant (Matt. 12 :2). But He turned
their arguments against them and said, ‘Have you not read in the
Law, that on the Sabbath the priests in the temple break the Sab-
bath, and are innocent? But I say to you that something greater than
the temple is here” (Matt. 12:5-6). So the ethics of the Old Covenant
had not changed, only its application. Jesus was the new temple and
that meant that the Sabbath could be broken in His presence. Since
He is the true Rest of God, however, the Sabbath continues forever
in Him. Christ had become the Law of God. Ironically, when Christ was
present, the Sabbath was broken and kept simultaneously. How could
this be? He declared Himself the “Lord of the Sabbath” (Matt. 12:8).

Finally, Matthew concludes the ethics section with Jesus’ third
sermon. He uses the medium of parables to present the fulfillment of
righteousness in the coming of the kingdom. Remember that Moses
taught that conquest came as a result of faithfulness to the righteous-
ness of the covenant in Deuteronomy. In the same manner, strong
ethical as well as dominical concerns surface in Jesus’ words. He
begins with the famous “parable of the soils” (Matt.  13:1-23). The
message is simple. The Word of God is the seed that falls in different
types of soils. Only the soil that perseveres in obedience becomes
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fertile ground for the birth of the kingdom. Jesus perfectly fulfills this
parable in the narrowest sense in that He completely fulfilled the
righteousness of the Father and gave birth to the kingdom of God. In
its broadest application, however, the followers of Christ would be
the new soil in which the kingdom would be born.

Jesus continues to use parables to weave ethical faithfulness
together with the coming of the kingdom. He finishes on the parable
of the dragnet (Matt. 13:47-50). At the “end of the age” the kingdom
of God will be fully established when the wicked are separated from
the faithful on the basis of fulfilled righteousness (Matt. 13:49). The
parallel with Deuteronomy continues in full force.

4. Sanctions (Mutt. 13:54-19:1)

Matthew’s fourth section of his book attests to the sanctions
theme. Immediately we see sanction and counter-sanction at the end
of the 13th and 14th chapters. The evangelist returns to the “pro-
phetic” theme with a discussion about how a “prophet is not welcome
in his own home town” (Matt. 13:48-54), provoking the question
“Why?” The prophet is not welcome because he brings sanctions by
means of covenant lawsuit. Not a very popular role. As a matter of
fact, Jesus’ own friends and family sanctioned Him by disregarding
His teaching and miracles. With this introduction, Matthew pre-
pares us for the sanction emphasis.

In the very next chapter, the first full chapter of this segment, he
tells us about the beheading of John the Baptist. John is the prophet
who has brought covenant lawsuit against King Herod. In the sanc-
tions section of Deuteronomy, I said that this function was to be per-
formed by the “witness” of the covenant. As a “witness,” John pub-
lically  prosecuted the king (Matt. 14:4).  The king had John put in
prison, and Herodias had him put to death. John had sanctioned
and the king had counter-sanctioned. When Christ learned of the
prophet’s death, He withdrew. But instead of letting the people
starve by the loss of His presence, He gave them blessing sanction in
the feeding of the five thousand (Matt. 14:13-21). Christ countered
the sanction of Herod, which took away the Word, by providing a
better sanction in the sacrament of communion.

The same pattern of sanction and counter-sanction repeats itself
through the remainder of the section. For example, in chapter 15,
the Pharisees initiate covenant lawsuit against Jesus, charging Him
with breaking the tradition of the elders (Matt. 15:2). Christ coun-
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ters with a sanction of cursing, calling them “hypocrites” (Matt.
15: 7). In effect, He was issuing His own covenant lawsuit, thus picking
up where John the Baptist had left off. In the following section, again
Jesus withdraws and feeds the blessing sanction of communion to
the 4,000. Chapter 15 parallels the sanction/counter-sanction pattern
of chapter 14.

Finally, Jesus concludes the sanction section with His fourth ser-
mon (Matt. 18). The topic is church  discipline, most certainly a sanc-
tion theme. He leads into the discussion by talking about the need to
excise that member that causes the rest of the body to stumble
(Matt. 18:6-14). He even starts with a sanction word, “woe,” mean-
ing “curse” (Matt. 18:7). Then He presents the actual process of dis-
cipline (Matt. 18:15-20), concluding on how the unrepentant should
be excommunicated. But Jesus closes His sermon on the very practi-
cal note of forgiveness (Matt. 18:21-35). Why? Forgiuene.ss  is the sanc-
tion of blessing, the appropriate response to the one who has responded
properly to the sanction of cursing. The sermon ends with the famil-
iar refrain added by Matthew, “And it came about that when Jesus
had finished these words” (Matt.  19:1).

5 .  Con.tinui~  (Matt.  19:2-28:20)

The final section breaks into two halves: covenantal  discontin-
uity (Matt. 19:2-26:1) and covenanta.1  continuity (Matt. 26:2-28: 20).
Because the book climaxes in the greatest continuity and discontin-
uity of history, this is the largest section. Matthew begins first with
the complete disinheritance of Israel through repeated emphasis on
judgment. Then, he concludes the book with the Death and Resurrec-
tion of Christ, the establishment of new heirs, and new inheritance.

A. Discontinuity

The opening passage of this section sounds a clear note of cove-
nantal  discontinuity. Matthew 19 starts with the great divorce ques-
tion. Divorce is the covenantal process of creating discontinuity.
Specifically, divorce cuts off inheritance. While the Pharisees are
asking questions about divorce between man and woman, Jesus
answers in such a way as to turn the matter to the issue of inherit-
ance. He argues that true inheritance can only be found in the king-
dom of God (Matt.  19:12).

In the same context, we find the rich young ruler coming to
Christ to find out how to “obtain eternal life” (Matt. 19:16).  The word
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“obtain” means “inherit” because in the Lukan account it says, ‘What
must I do to inhen”t eternal life” (Luke 18:18). Jesus tells him that he
must give up his inheritance (everything that he has) to have eternal
life. In other words, he loses his inheritance to gain God’s. Of course
the new inheritance includes the old plus an expansion. Jesus says as
much when He tells His disciples in the same context, “And every-
one who has left houses or brothers or sisters or father or mother or
children or farms for My name’s sake, shall receive many times as
much, and shall inherit eternal life” (Matt. 19:29).

The key to this encounter is that the rich young ruler represents Israel. ‘
Israel’s inheritance via the Old Covenant had become its god. It
worshiped the land, namely its own inheritance, committing the
ancient sin of Baalism. Jesus called them to repentance, therefore,
by forfeiting what they had come to worship. As a result, His inher-
itance would be their previous land plus the whole world. One
would think that such an offer would not be refused. Israel did refuse
and was disinherited. More to the point, Israel refused because they
were envious of the fact that God was willing to include the gentiles
into His inheritance. In the parable of the vineyard, those who
grumble because they receive the same amount as the man who
comes late in the day are fired (Matt. 20:14).  They are Israel, receiv-
ing covenantal discontinuity.

For the next several chapters, one section after another pro-
nounces judgment and total discontinuity y between God and Israel.
First, Jesus enters Jerusalem, cleanses the temple, and curses the fig
tree, a symbol of Israel (Matt. 21:1-22). Second, He tells the parable
of the landowner where the wicked tenants who kill the prophets and
and the owner’s son are brought to a wretched end, and the owner
rents out the vineyard to other vinegrowers and pays the proceeds
(inheritance) at seasons (Matt. 21:41). Third, Jesus tells another par-
able about a man who shows up at the king’s wedding feast without
wedding clothing on. He is thrown out of the “kingdom” (Matt.
22:1-14). The man represents Israel being cut off from its inherit-
ance. Fourth, Jesus pronounces eight “woes” (curses) over Jerusalem
(Matt. 23:1-39). Fifth, Jesus gives his last sermon of the book and
describes the actual destruction of Jerusalem. Its total devastation
implies the complete discontinuity we have been examining. Then
finally, Christ applies the destruction of Jerusalem to the final judg-
ment of the world where the wicked receive their just rewards: total
disinheritance (Matt. 25:31-46).
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B. Continuity

Unique to the fifth section of Matthew, Matthew attaches his
usual formula to the end of Jesus’ sermon (Matt. 26:1). But it {s not
the end of the book or section. He has diicussed  total discontinuity,
but now he directs his attention to covenantal  continuity. It begins
with the institution of the Lord’s Supper at the time of Passover.
Remember, this meal originally disinherited the Egyptians, and
transferred the wealth of the wicked into the hands of the Israelites.
Jesus’ meal and death is the Passover in reverse. This time, the Jews
are disinherited, and the Gentiles receive the wealth of the Jews. We
can say that through Jesus’ taking of man’s discontinuity – ioss of in-
heritance due to the Fall – the world receives continuity.

Jesus, of course, is the “lamb” without blemish. After the meal,
He is led to be slaughtered. The First-born Son dies – not the
first-born of the Egyptians, but the First-born of God. But this First-
born does not stay in the grave. The first-born of the Egyptians had
all died (Ex. 12:30). They were helpless. God’s First-born rises again
at dawn, the time the original Passover march was to have begun.
On this Resurrection Day, however, Christ begins a triumphal
march into Jerusalem. He gathers His people and holds another
meal. This time the inheritance is regained. Continuity is created
with the covenant-keepers.

Matthew concludes his book with the Great Commission, draw-
ing both the section of the covenant and our study of Jesus’ covenant
to a close. The best statement of the Great Commission is found at
the end of Matthew. This is the new dominion charter attached to
the end of the covenant: a statement of the Church’s new inherit-
ance. We saw the same thing at the end of Deuteronomy. Jesus ap-
pears as the new Joshua commanding His army to take the land that
belongs to them. A significant shift has taken place, one from the
Land of Palestine to the world. Since this Commission is structured
according to the covenant, I will develop it later. Nevertheless, Mat-
thew verifies that the Gospel ends in dominion in the form of another
mini-covenant, proving dominion by covenant.

Conclusion

Matthew follows Deuteronomy’s covenant structure. Without a
doubt, the structure of the two books is parallel. But the theological
ramifications are important. It means the New Covenant is not com-
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pletely  new in structure and content. It builds on the Old Covenant,
making the New simply a refurbishing of the Old.

But someone might say, “The Gospels, for the most part, are still
in the Old Covenant economy, coming just before the death of
Christ where the transition from Old to New took place. Does the
Deuteronomic covenantal  pattern still continue to influence the rest
of the New Testament? How about the epistles? They don’t have this
structure do they?” Yes they do, and with a simple over-view of the
book of Remans, I believe we will see the pattern again.



Appendix 4

ROMANS

Paul’s letter to the Church at Rome is probably the most impor-
tant of all the New Testament epistles. Why? Because Paul system-
atically presents the doctrines of the Chri.rtianfait/Z.  Nowhere else in the
Bible do we find such an ordered treatment. For the new convert,
Remans plants his feet solidly in the most important doctrines of the
faith. For the older Christian, the book is a constant reminder of the
basics that have to be returned to over and over again.

For our purposes, Remans is laid out in the form of the couenant.
The structure of the epistles is similar to what we saw in the proph-
ets. They all vary somewhat, but it is apparent that the five points of
covenantalism  are the basic organizing structure. In Remans, Paul
follows the covenant in detail.

The Covenantal Structure of Remans

True Transcendence: Remans 1:1-17
Hierarchy: Remans 1:18-11:36
Ethics: Remans 12:1-15:33
Sanctions: Remans 16:1-2
Continuity: Remans 16:3-27

1. Tme Transcendence (Rem. 1:1-17)

Paul introduces himself as a “Bond-servant of Christ Jesus,
called as an Apostle, set apart for the gospel of God” (Rem. 1:1).
Without any delay, Paul makes certain that he communicates to the
Remans the transcendent character of his ministry and message.
Neither came from himself or man, but from God, from without. On
the other hand, his ministry and message have the presence of God.
In the past, we have seen covenants open on a redern@ve  note. Paul
has been “hand-picked” by God to be an Apostle, involving the tran-
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scendent creator of the universe in the life of His messenger. So, his
communication to them is distinct (transcendent) and bears the evi-
dence of the presence (immanence) of God.

One other interesting factor about the opening section of
Remans is that although it emphasizes the first part of the covenant,
it also has the over-all pattern of the covenant. Note that Paul’s in-
troductory thoughts follow these themes.

True Transcendence: (v. 1)
“Bond-service,” “calling,” and being “set apart.”

Hierarchy: (V V. 2-4)
Historical development of “promise” through the Incarnation.

Ethics: (v. 5)
Paul’s ministry to produce “obedience.”

Sanctions: (VV. 6-15)
Sanction of “grace to you” (v. 6). Special prayer of blessing
also emphasizing sanction.

Continuity: (VV. 16-17)
“To the Jew first” and then the “Gentile” refers to the contin-
uity and discontinuity of the coming of the Gospel. The true
child of faith comes by jaith (v. 17).

Many times the Bible includes the covenant structure on a mini-
ature scale within one of the sub-points. Paul begins his letter this
way. Remans starts where the other covenants have — with Paul’s
own calling, the Incarnation, and prayer emphasizing transcen-
dence and immanence – but the section progresses along the five
points of covenantalism. At the conclusion of Paul’s prayer, an
“amen” is implied, although not expressly stated so as not to break
the continuity. Paul actually inserts an “amen” at 1:25, but it seems
to be in relation to “blessing God,” and not in connection to his
prayer mentioned in 1 :lOff. At the next two transition points, how-
ever, Paul will use the word “amen” (Rem. 11: 36; 15:33).

The transition out of the transcendence section and into the
hierarchy is, “For I am not ashamed of the Gospel, for it is the
power of God for salvation to everyone who believes, to the Jew first
and also the Greek. For in it the righteousness of God is revealed
from faith to faith; as it is written, ‘But the righteous man shall live
by faith’” (Rem. 1:16-17). Paul addresses three issues, one summing
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up his introduction, and the others pointing forward to the largest
section of the book.

First, Paul summarizes transcendence when he says “Righteous-
ness is revealed from faith to faith.” The theme of revelation is one of
the three ways God manifests His transcendence and immanence.
What is revealed? The “righteousness of God,” which is none other
than Jesus Christ. In a way, this statement is the theme of the book.

Second, this draws us to the histon”cal  part of Paul’s comment:
“Revealed from~aith  to faith.” He even adds, “The Jew first and also
the Greek.” This historic progression of Jew to Gentile is the devel-
opment of Old to New Testament. This opens the way for the second
section of the book.

Third, Paul refers to judjication  by faith. This is an issue of au-
thority, a hierarchical idea that is unfolded for the next several chap-
ters. The full verse of Habakkuk from which Paul quotes reads,
“Behold, as for the proud one, his soul is not right within him; But the
righteous shall live by faith” (Hab. 2:4). The context in Habakkuk  is
Pride. A proud man is one in rebellion to God’s authority. In contrast
to him, a righteous man lives by faith, meaning he submits to the
Lord. Paul’s quotation of Habakkuk leads us into the next section.

2. Hierarchy (Rem. 1:18-11:36)

The hierarchical part of the covenant addresses God’s authority
and history’s confirmation of this hierarchy. The following section,
which runs from 1:18 to 11:36, is a development of these Deuteron-
omic ideas. Paul begins,

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness
and unrighteousness of men, who su@ress the truth in unrighteousness,
because that which is known about God is evident within them; for God made
it evident to them. For since the creation of the world His invisible at-
tributes, His eternal power and divine nature, have been clearly seen,
being understood through what has been made, so that they are without ex-
cuse. For even though they knew God, they did not honor Him as God, or
give thanks; but they became futile in their speculations, and their foolish
heart was darkened. Professing to be wise, they became fools, and exchanged
the glory of the incorruptible God for an image in the form of corruptible
man and of birds and four-footed animals and crawling creatures.

Therefore God gave them over in the lusts  of their hearts to impurity,
that their bodies might be dishonored among them. For they exchanged the
truth of God for a lie, and worshiped and served the creature rather than
the Creator, who is blessed forever. Amen (Rem. 1:18-23).
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Man’s problem of rebellion to God’s authority is analyzed as
manifesting itself in two ways: idolatry and adultery. Paul’s comments
in the first chapter address both ideas. Turning from the Gentiles,
Paul speaks in regard to the Jews, and adds in the next chapter, “You
who say that one should not commit adultery, do you commit adultey?
You who abhor idols, do you rob temples?” (Rem. 2:22). These are
precisely the same concepts taught by the second and seventh com-
mandments. It was pointed out in our study of the Ten Command-
ments that each commandment dealt with one of the points of cove-
nantalism, the five points being covered twice. The two command-
ments that fall in the hierarchy category are prohibitions against
idolatry and adultery. Paul casts man’s sin in terms of these
commandments.

This also means that salvation is considered in this light, specifi-
cally ~“u+ication. (Rem. 3-5). In these chapters of Remans, Paul
quotes Genesis: “Faith was reckoned to Abraham as righteousness”
(Gen. 15:6). The context of Genesis follows the theme of submission.
Genesis 14 concludes with Abraham’s bowing his knee to Melchize-
dek, a type of Jesus Christ. Abraham’s faith was pictured as the
supreme act of submission to God. Indeed, later when Abraham is
asked to offer his own son, we see again the close relationship between
faith and submission. To believe God is to submit to His hierarchy.

When Paul comes to Remans 6, the influence of the second sec-
tion of Deuteronomy continues. He uses the analogy of slavery. One
never leaves a state of slavery or submission to authority (Rem.
6: 15 ff.), being either a slave to sin or righteousness. Then, Paul
opens the next chapter with an analogy about marriage. The mar-
riage-analogy is an extension of the laws connected to the seventh
commandment and defines the limits of submission to the authority of
the Law. Finally, Paul ends the justification discussion with the next
chapter (Rem. 8), developing how one is empowered to submit to God
through the Holy Spirit. ,

Paul finishes the hierarchical section by a lengthy discussion of
‘ethnic” Israel’s apostasy (Rem. 9-11). He starts by pointing out that
the covenant was originally made with them and belongs to them
(9:4). But they fell away because they “did not pursue it by faith”
(9:32). This is another way of saying they did not submit to God’s
authority. They are so rebellious that they will not return to faith and
submission until the Gentiles have been converted (Rem. ll:25ff.).

This section, considered as a whole, is actually a history of salva-
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tion: first the Gentiles and then the Jews. This historic tone is con-
sistent with the hierarchical category of the covenant. Paul proves
that history confirms God’s hierarchy of salvation through faith in
Christ.

Paul ends the hierarchical section with Amen. This time the
“amen” is not implied, but stated (11:36). We should be careful not to
put too much emphasis on Paul’s use of ’’amen,” because he expresses
it at other points when a shift in subject matter is not implied: Not
only does the structural marker indicate the section is finished, but
Paul now moves from the hierarchical/authority theme to a different
emphasis, indicated by his “hortatory” style. The literary shift is the
primary reason for seeing the break in Paul’s thought at this point.

3. Ethics (Rorn. 12:1-15:33)

Consistent with the other ethical sections of the covenant, Paul
lays out the program for conquest by setting forth stipulations, by
correcting aspects of the image-bearing offices of king and priest,
and finally by specifying his personal plan of conquest.

Paul starts with such stipulations as, “Present your bodies as a
living sacrifice . . . Do not be conformed to the world . . . Let love
be without hypocrisy . . . Be devoted to one another . . . Rejoice
with those who rejoice . . . Do not take revenge . . .” (12:1-21). The
following chapter even restates many of the Ten Commandments
(13 :9). Clearly, the ethical tone of Paul’s letter is felt.

But Paul also addresses the two Adamic offices of the cultural
mandate. First, he addresses kings. He talks of the proper obedience
to kings or “magistrates” and their corresponding responsibility
(Rem. 13:lff.).

Second, he addresses priests. He discusses problems in the
Church at Rome which were due to some who still wanted to apply
some of the Old Covenant’s clean/unclean boundaries. Paul’s argu-
ment is: because the curse has been lifted through Christ’s death, all
food is open to man (Acts 10). The wall between Jew and Gentile is
broken (Eph. 2 :llff.).  The Gentile’s food can be eaten because he is
eaten by the Gospel  (see reference to “mouth” in Rev. 3:16). To continue
to maintain the dietary laws as a point of law is a fundamental denial
of Christ’s Resurrection. If a person maintains them as a point of
conviction, he should be given deference and treated as a “weaker
brother” (Rem. 14:1-23).

Paul concludes this section by returning to some general stipula-
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tions. Then he speaks of his personal program for conquest in the
spread of the Gospel by outlining his plans to go to Spain, Jeru-
salem, and finally to Rome (15:22-29). He closes with another
“amen” (15 :33).

4, Sanctions (Rem. 16:1-2)

The judicial section is short and expressed in the form of a com-
mendation, or special “blessin<  (16:1-2).  Paul “commends” Phoebe, a
diaconess, who is entrusted with the responsibility of bringing the
Word to them, Paul’s letter to the Remans. She does not hold the
ofice of deacon: rather, she holds a special appointment. This was one
of the unique functions a woman could have in the early church.
Paul’s comments fall in the “sanction” category because Phoebe was
sent with special blessing to bring the special blessing, the Epistle to
the Remans.

5. Continui~  (Rem. 16:3-27)

Time to the form of so many of the epistles, Paul concludes his
letter with a long list of names. Why? Continuity is maintained.
Remember that the continui~  section establishes the true heirs. In
this case, Paul “greets” several people. He expresses his approval:
“Greet Prisca and Aquila,  my fellow workers in Christ Jesus, who for
my life risked their necks, to whom not only do I give thanks, but
also the churches of the Gentiles” (16:3); ‘Greet Epaenetus, my beloved,
who is the first convert to Christ from Asia” (v. 5); “Greet Mary, who
has worked hard for you” (v. 6); “Greet Andronicus and Junius, my
kinsmen, and my fellow prisoners, who are outstanding among the
apostles, who also were in Christ before me” (v. 7); “Greet Apelles,
the approved in Christ” (v. 10); “Greet Rufus, a choice man in the
Lord” (v. 13).

There are many more listed here, but these are special greetings’
citations. These are the people in the local church at Rome who
would most definitely carry it forward. But Paul mentions some who
are not so noteworthy. He says, “Now I urge you, brethren, keep
your eye on those who cause dissensions and hindrances contrary to
the teaching which you learned. . . . And the God of peace will soon
crush Satan under your feet” (16 :17-20).  Why doesnk Paul list their
names? He does not want to give them permanent place among the
honor roll listed above. He is singling them out, however, to point
out the “bastards” of the community who not only break down contin-
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uity but will lose it themselves if they don’t change.
Paul also makes a comment that goes all the way back to Genesis

three, “The God of peace will soon crush Satan under your feet”
(16:20).  God had told Eve that her “seed” would crush the head of the
serpent (Gen. 3:15). This curse was part of the judicial sanction and
the promise of continuit y in the legitimacy section. Here Paul does
the same. While cursing the “trouble-makers,” he makes a promise of
contirzui~ that Satan will be destroyed.

One final comment. This list establishes the principle of Church
rolls and records. The Bible is full of rolls  of membership. The Book of
Numbers begins and ends with one, and any time the nation is re-
constituted, lists start to appear. Why? There can be no discipline,
meaning excommunication, if there is nothing to be disciplined
from. How can someone be cast out if he is not a member? He can’t.
Today when the abserzce of church rolls is in vogue, the conclusion is
that there really cannot be effective discipline. Sure, discipline can
be abused, but the abuse does not nullify-its use. Also, records keep
track of any judicial proceedings for future generations. The Roman
Catholic Church has a long record of all its court cases. Unfor-
tunately, Protestantism doesn’t! Since Biblical law is applied through
a “precedent” system, these records are invaluable. They help future
generations to determine how to make decisions. They help to main-
tain the proper continuity.

Conclusion

Paul follows the pattern of the covenant in his letter to the
Remans. His thought is so ordered by it that he even develops his
sub-points in this fashion. Most students of the Bible will notice that
most of the epistles, especially the Pauline ones, follow the Deuter-
onomic structure. But one last portion of the Bible remains to be
considered, perhaps the most controversial of the Bible, Revelation.
Is the last book ordered according to the covenant? It would seem
that if my thesis is right, that the five points of covenantalism are in-
deed the structure of the covenant and of the Bible itself, then the
final book of Scripture should have this pattern somewhere. Not
only does the Book of Revelation have the pattern, the whole book
follows the Deuteronomic pattern. And it is one of the most obvious
examples in the New Testament, indeed in the entire Bible.
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REVELATION

The Deuteronomic model of the covenant is carried into the New
Testament. Two prime examples are Matthew and Remans. Now,
last but not least is perhaps the clearest presentation of the covenant
in the New Testament. The Book of Revelation conveniently falls
into five sections.

The Covenantal Structure of Revelation

True Transcendence (Preamble): 1:1-20
Hierarchy (Historical Prologue): 2:1-22 (7 churches)
Ethics (Stipulations): 4:1-7:17 (7 seals)
Sanctions (Ratification): 8:1-14:20  (7 trumpets)
Continuity (Succession Arrangements): 15:1-22:21 (7 bowls)

Understanding Revelation as a covenant is the single most help-
ful insight about its structure. How so? The Book of Revelation is
about an awful judgment on the earth. Fire and brimstone fall; a
great battle called Armageddon is fought; even the dragon, Satan, is
finally cast into the pit. If any book is about judgment, Revelation is.

The covenant model, however, connects this judgment with the
covenantal  lawsuit concept. 1 A covenant lawsuit was brought against
someone who had made covenant with God, broken it, and been un-
willing to make amends. When this happened, God sent messengers
to file the suit — normally three, since two or three witnesses were
needed to obtain a conviction (Deut.  17:16). But in this case of God’s
lawsuit against someone, the witnesses announced a verdict already
reached in the Lord’s High Court of heaven. Revelation opens in this
context, using the covenant structure to present the terms ofjudgment.

1. In Chapter 14, I discussed at length the concept of “covenantal lawsuit .“

253
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Who is the judgment against? First, the student of Revelation
should realize that the language of the book itself restricts the proph-
ecies, almost exclusively, to thejrst  centwy. Revelation begins, “The
Revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gave Him to show to His
bond-servants, the things which short~ mwt take pl~e”  (Rev. 1:1). Then,
at the end of the book, the nearness of all the prophecies of Revela-
tion is again underscored when John says, “The Lord, the God of the
spirits of the prophets, sent His angel to show to His bond-servants
the things which short~ must take place” (Rev. 22:6). Anyone, therefore,
who takes the Bible seriously, should recognize that the prophecies of
Revelation concerned the immediate future.

Second, having established the time brackets, we see that the
specific judgments of Revelation are against the Old Covenant people,
the animal sacr#ice system, and its cent~ the Tmple  in Jerusalem. Every-
thing in the book focuses on the destruction of the Old Covenant,
particularly Jerusalem, the heart of the Old Covenant religion.
Then, after an elaborate discussion of the annihilation of the old
“holy people,” the book concludes on a description of the “new” Tem-
ple, and Holy City (Rev. 21-22).

Most modern students of Revelation generally have a “futurist”
perspective of Revelation, so this interpretation might seem novel,
but the view I have proposed for Revelation, called a “preterist” in:
terpretation, is not new. Commentaries are being published now
which indicate that this was one of the standard views of the church
through the ages.  z I will leave the details of this thesis, however, to
David Chilton,  a theologically orthodox thinker who has just com-
pleted a commentary on” Revelation, The Days of Vmgeance.s

Nevertheless, having explained “who is being judged” in Revela-
tion, my concern is to show that the book follows the Deuteronomic
pattern. Of course, this would support a “preterist”  interpretation. If
Revelation is a covenant lawsuit against God’s Old Covenant peo-
ple, we would expect the Apocalypse to take this form.

2. Eugenio Corsini, The Apocu@se  (Wilmington, Delaware: Michael Glazier
Inc., 1983). Corsini, a Roman Catholic scholar, presents a brief summary of the early
Fathers and then proceeds to develop Revelation in terms of a “preterist” model.
Also, see J. Massyngberde Ford, Ths Anchor Bible: Reve&ion (Garden City, New
York: Doubleday, 1975), and Jay Adams, T& Tinw is ~ Hand (Phillipsburg, New
Jersey: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1966).

3. David Chilton, The Days of Wngeance  (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press,
1987).
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I. Tme Transcendence (Rev. 1:1-20)

Indeed, Revelation begins like the Deuteronomic covenant.
John opens, “The Revelation ofJesus Christ” (Rev. 1:1); Deuteronomy
starts with, “Moses spoke . . . all that the Lord commanded [revealed]”
(Deut. 1:3). One does not have to strain to detect the parallel be-
tween the Sinai “revelation” and the Apocalypse.q Moses had just
come from the presence of God where he had received the written
Word of God a second time. John is lifted up before the transcendent
Christ – in a graphic glorious description (Rev. 1:14-17) – to receive
the second “revelation” about the destruction of Jerusalem, the first
having been given at another mountain in the Olivet Discourse
(Matt.  24:1 -51).5 The preamble of both books, therefore, opens with
statements indicating that the “words” are distinct, one of the three
ways the covenant presents the principle of transcendence.

There are also some other important parallels about the historic
situation of Deuteronomy and Revelation. Revelation is addressed
to the New Covenant people – “to the seven Churches” (Rev. 1:4)–
to tell them once again of destruction coming on the “ancient relig-
ion.” The destruction came in A.D. 70, so the contents of Revelation
had to have been written before the collapse of Jerusalem. This
means there were approximately forty years between the death of
Christ and the destruction of the Old Covenant capital, from the de-
finitive redemption to the actual clearing away of the old religion.

This was precisely the situation with Israel, as the nation sat on
the borders of Canaan, when Moses gave them the “second revela-
tion.” There had been fort y years between their definitive redemp-
tion from Egypt and the new entrance into Canaan. But the land of
Palestine represented the old ancient religions and their perversions
of the original covenant. Israel was entering with a “new” covenant,

4. Kline, Strudure of Biblical Authori~, pp. 73-74. Kline says, “The Book of Revela-
tion is replete with treaty analogues from its opening preamble-like identification of
the awesome Lord Christ; through the letters to the churches, administering Christ’s
covenantal lordship after the manner of the ancient lawsuit; on through the elabor-
ately expounded prophetic sanctions which constitute the major part of the book;
and down to the closing documentary clause and canonical curse .“

5. The key to this chapter is the near demonstrative pronoun, “this generation”
(Matt. 24:34).  Also very important is the fact that the Markan account of the Olivet
Discourse clearly describes the same events in terms of the destruction of Jerusalem,
A. D. XI. see  Chilton for a further description. Also, J. Stuart Russell, Parousia
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 1983), pp. 66-114.
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one that had just been renewed and signified by the very name of
Deuteronomy, “second” law.

Many other parallels could be drawn, but Revelation definitely
begins according to the structure and influence of Deuteronomy.
Moses is God’s “servant” delivering the transcendent words of the
covenant, and John is the new messenger in the transcendent pres-
ence of the Lord, revealing a new, better, “renewed” message about
the end of the ancient religion.

2. Hierarchy (Rev. 2:1-22)

The second section of the Deuteronomic covenant develops the
hierarchy of lordship which is confirmed in history. Revelation con-
tains all these elements in its second section, the seven letters to the
churches.

First, they have to do with a hierarchy. The letters are addressed
to an ‘angel,” properly translated “messenger” (angekm),  and symboli-
cally portrayed as a “star” (Rev. 1:20; 2:2). Who are these “stars,” or
“messengers” of the churches? The fact that they “receive” the letters
indicates that they are “elders,” not angels. William Hendriksen
says,

The “angels” cannot indicate the messengers of the churches sent to visit
John, as the Scofield Bible holds. Then the expression: “To the angel of the
church at . . . write” (Rev. 2:1 for example) would have no meaning.
Again, real angels, heavenly beings, cannot be meant. It would have been
rather difficult to deliver the book or its epistles to them! . . . For an excel-
lent defense of the view that these angels refer to the bishops or pastors or
ministers of the churches, see R. C. Trench, Commenta~  on the Epistle to the
Seven Churches in Asia, pp. 53-58.6

Since the recipients were “elders,” a hierarchy is implied. The
“elders” were to convey the message to their churches and implement
discipline. Furthermore, the “messengers” (elders) of this section in
Revelation are the same “messengers” of Revelation 8-11 who pour
out judgment on the earth. In other words, the representatives in
God’s hierarchy become a means to issue some kind of imprecation
against the enemies of the New Covenant people. Perhaps Im-

6. William Hendriksen, More Than Conqtiors  (Grand Rapids: Baker, [1939]
1977), p. 73, note 16. See also, Moses Stuart, Commentary on thz A@ca~pxe  (Andover:
Allen, Merrill, Wardwell, 1845), Vol. II, pp. 55-56.
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precatory Psalms were used – Psalms laid out in the covenant law-
suit structure designed to bring judgment on God’s enemies (Ps. 83)
— or some other “valedictory oath.” Whatever they did, we are in-
troduced to a hierarchy in Revelation 2-3.

Second, these letters to the churches also have a historical  flair to
them, each church having Old Testament allusions that seem to fol-
low the history of the Old Covenant. Corsini  says,

It has been sometimes noticed that there is a sort of historical progression
in the Biblical allusions, a history of salvation beginning with Adam and
finishing with Christ. Each episode refers to some progressing moment in
the history of salvation . . . fitting John’s continual and central concern to
show that the coming of Christ is the perfection and replacement of the Old
Testament economy.7

The following is a brief overview of the history indicated.
1. Ephesus. Reference is made to the Fall, garden, and curse

(Gen. 2:17-3:19)  in the phrases, “Remember then from what you
have fallen” (2:5), “I will grant to eat of the tree of life which is in the
paradise of God” (2:7), and “Your works, your toil and your patient
endurance” (2:2).

2. Smyrna. The historical period seems to be the ca@vi~ in
E~pt.  The “ten days of testing” (2:10) refers to the 10 plagues of
Egypt (Exod. 7 :14ff.). Also, Christ speaks of Himself as “dead and
has come to life,” an allusion to the Exodus where Israel was dead
and then resurrected.

3. Pergamum. The next period is the time of the wik%rness  wan-
derings with reference to the “manna” (2:17; cf. Exod. 16:32 ff.). Also,
during this period, there was the Balaam and Balak  episode (2:14; cf.
Num. 25:1-2).

4. Thyatira. A time of prosperity and apostasy approximates
this epoch of history during the reign of the kings. The mention of ‘Jez-
ebel” indicates the era when Israel “tolerated apostasy” (2:20; I Kgs.
16:31  ff.).

5. Sardis. The time is the latter prophetic period, judging by the
comments hinting at a small group of people, a “remnant” (3:4; Isa.
1:9, 6:13; 65:8ff.).

6. Philadelphia. The history probably refers to the return of the
Jews a>er exile. The ‘key of David” indicates that people are coming

7. T/u Apoca@pse, pp. 104-105. Emphasis mine.
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back to a city to open its doors (Rev. 3:7). Yet, when they return,
they encounter false Jews, “a synagogue of Satan” (3:9; Ezra. 4;
Neh. 4, 6, 13).

7. Laodicea. These are the times from A.D. 30 to A.D. 70, a per-
iod of great apostasy and “lukewarmness” (3 :16). s The language of
Revelation 3 parallels the Mosaic description of Israel’s being
“spewed” out of the land (cf. Rev. 3:16 with Lev. 18:24-28; and Luke
21:24).  God told Israel that he would “spit” them out of the land the
day they apostatized. In A.D. 70, God kept His promise.

Why does God record all of this history in terms of the seven
churches? Again, we must remember the parallel between Israeli  pre-
paration to enter the land, Deuteronomy, and the Church’s position b~ore
A. D. 70. The Church was being prepared for new territory, just as
the Israelites had been before they entered the Promised Land. They
did not listen, and a new people of God were raised up. God wanted
His New Covenant people to remember the history of His hierarchy..
As He had disciplined His children under the Old Covenant, so He
would chastise them in the new age (Heb. 3:7-13).

Finally, regarding this hierarchical section of Revelation, each
letter is laid out like a miniature covenant, following the five-fold
structure. Take the first letter as an example, the Church at Ephesus
(2:1-7).

1. Preamble: “The One Who holds the seven stars in His right
hand (True Transcendence), the One Who walks among the seven
golden larnpstands” (2:1).

2. Historical Prologue: ‘I know your deeds” (history of compliance
with the hierarchy; 2:2-4)

3. Sti@uktiom:  “Remember therefore from where you have fallen,
and repent [consecration], and do the deeds (ethics) you did at the
first” (2:5a).

4. Sarzctiorzs:  “Or else I am coming to you, and will remove your
lampstand out of its place [application of sanctions in covenant law-
suit] – unless you repent” (2 :5b).

5. Succession Arrangements: ‘. . . To hlm who overcomes [perseveres
in continuity with covenant], I will grant to eat of the Tme of Life [sac-
ramental continuity], whkh is in the Paradise of God” (2:6-7 ).9

8. Chilton, Days of VZngeance,  pp. 134ff.
9. Ibid., pp. 98-99.
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3. Ethics (Rev. 4:1-7:17)

The third covenantal principle is consecration through obedience to the
Law, the stipulations of the Deuteronomic  covenant. Revelation 4-7
follows these emphases, beginning with a scene around the throne of
God where the “Holy, holy, holy” response stresses consecration (Rev.
4). The next chapter specifically mentions the Ten Commandments,
a “book” written on both sides (Rev. 5:1). So the “ethical” concentra-
tion is obvious. Again, however, this section provides a “covenant
within a covenant,” the entire segment following the five points of
covenantalism.

A. True Transcendence (Rev. 4)

Revelation 4 begins the ethical section with the first point of cov-
enantalism. John was commanded to “Come up here” (4:1). Worship
starts with the votum,  “the call.” Everyone is called to come into God’s
presence and offer true worship. Once John reaches heaven, he en-
counters the transcendent/immanent Lord. God is sitting on His
“throne, ” transcendent (4: 2). His Presence (immanence) is also mani-
fested by His “holiness.” Everyone is singing, “Holy, Holy, Holy, is
the Lord God, the Almighty, Who was and Who is and Who is to
come” (4:8).

In the other covenants we have found that three events are used
at the beginning of the covenant to convey God’s transcendence and
immanence: creation, redemption, and revelation. John witnesses
God as the mighty creator. The last verse of the chapter closes, “Wor-
thy art Thou, our Lord and our God, to receive glory and honor and
power; for Thou didst create all things, and because of Thy will they
existed, and were created” (4:11).

The Adamic covenant had begun the Bible with creation, and
now the last book of the Bible emphasizes this theme. Why? God is
getting ready to destroy the world through the judgments to come
in the next few chapters. He is not going to destroy the creation, but
instead He will judge it unto new life. The world will be re-made by
the application of the covenant.

B. Hierarchy (Rev. 5:1-5)

The hierarchical sections of the covenant emphasize God’s au-
thority and the “I-thou” relationship between God and His people.
God’s hierarchy requires submission. Often a “command/fulfillment”
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pattern is used to show God’s authority to speak something into ex-
istence, the building of His creation house (Gen. 1: 3ff.), or the de-
struction of the world (Gen. 6:llff. ). Revelation 5:1 opens with an
“unfulfilled challenge.” This chapter shifts from heavenly adoration
to a challenge by a “strong angel” for anyone to “open a book” that
has been sent to the throne (5 :lff.).  No one is strong enough to open
it, and this is the point. There is only One who comes and has the au-
thmi~, Jesus Christ (Rev. 5:5).

C. Ethics (Rev. 5:6-14)

The third section of the covenant usually contains stipulations
that consecrate and become the @-ogram for &minion.  Through these
laws, ethical boundaries are established that separate the clean from the
unclean.

John turns his attention to the “book.” The document is not just
any book; it is the Tm Commandments. John explains that this scroll is
written on thefiont and back (5:1). The only other “book” with writing
on the front and back is the Ten Commandments. Moses writes,
“Then Moses went down from the mountain with the two tablets of
the testimony in his hand, tablets which were written on both sides;
they were written on one side and the other” (Ex. 32:15). Now we
can see why Jesus was the only One who could break the seals. The
“new song” that everyone sings says “He is the lamb that was slain”
(5:9). He was the only One “worthy” to open the book because He was
the Redeemer, the One who satisfied all the just demands of the Law.

After it has been determined that Jesus is the only One strong
enough and “pure” enough to break the seals, He comes and “takes
the book” from God the Father (5: 7), a/@ying it toward the conquest of
the enemies.

D. Sanctions (Rev. 6)

This part of the covenant has to do with judgment by means of the
sanctions, the breaking of the seals. After being broken, they cause
six awful judgments to begin to fall on the earth, the sixth coming
when martyrs at the throne of God say, “How long, O, Lord, holy
and true, wilt Thou refrain from judging and avenging the blood on
those who dwell on the earth” (6:10). Their call to be “avenged”
brings the sixth judgment, the “great day of wrath” (6:17).

The saints play an important role, therefore, in having the seals
broken. Their request for God’s vengeance brings direct judgment to
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the wicked. Normally, since God’s people receive the sanctions, the
wicked are also simultaneously cursed, or “sealed. ”

Probably, God’s people break the seals on the wicked by praying,
singing, and speaking the imprecatory psalms at this time of the ser-
vice. The imprecatory psalms  are Scriptures devoted entirely to calling
down God’s vengeance and judgment on the wicked. Psalm 94 opens
with the following.

O Lord, God of vengeance; God of vengeance, shine forth! Rise up, O
Judge of the earth; Render recompense to the proud. How long shall the
wicked, O Lord, how long shall the wicked exult? They pour forth words,
they speak arrogantly; all who do wickedness vaunt themselves. They crush
Thy people, O Lord, and afllict  Thy heritage. They slay the widow and the

stranger, and murder the orphans. And they have said, “The Lord does not
see, nor does the God of Jacob pay heed” (Ps. 94:1-7).

God is the blood avenger of His people. In the Old Testament,
when a relative was murdered, the next of kin was asked to be a
“blood avenger” (Nu. 35:12; Deut. 19:6-12). God’s justice was
“recompensed” when the nearest of kin killed the murderer. The
Psalmist speaks of God as having this role for the saints. Did this
change in the New Covenant? No, the New Covenant saints cry out
for God to be their “avenger” (Rev. 6:10). Also, Paul commanded the
Ephesians to greet one another with psalms (Eph. 5:19), so they,
even the imprecatory ones, are still applicable in the New Covenant.

This is the way to dominion. By praying the imprecatory psalms
in the sealing part of worship, the seals are broken on the wicked.
How powerful is worship and the prayers of the saints? So powerful
that God judges the world on this basis. This is a theology of love,
even though it may not seem like it. God says He “hates” the wicked
(Ps. 11:5). If a person believes the Word of God, then he should real-
ize that God does not love everyone. He only loves His people. God
shows His love for the righteous by avenging them. He kills the wicked
through conversion or death. When the wicked are cleared off the earth,
the righteous receive their inheritance (Matt. 5:5). This prepares us
for the last section.

E. Continuity (Rev. 7)

The last section of the covenant establishes continuity and dis-
continuity. Consistently, this has been done through the sacred
meal. After the house is built and the boundaries are set up to divide
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between clean and unclean, the Lord comes to His house and ap-

plies the sanctions of blessing and cursing. Then He sits  down with

His people, eats a meal, and distributes the inheritance to the faith-
ful sons.

Revelation 7 is the legitimacy section of this worship scene. It
starts by listing the 144,000 of the remnant tribe @ MM=. This census
is the numbering method used at the end of the Book of Numbers, a book
beginning with the census, forming a transition from Leviticus and
into the fifth book of the Bible, and ending with a numbering of the
nation because the door to the fold has closed, and it is time for war.

The meal, however, is the heart of the continuity section. Is a
meal involved? Yes, the “remnant” is gathered around the throne
and one of the elders says the remnant will never “hunger” again.
Why? They are eating a meal with God forever. He says to John,

These who are clothed in the white robes, who are they and from where
have they come? And I said to him, ‘My Lord, you know.” And he said to
me, “These are the ones who come out of the great tribulation, and they
have washed their robes and made them white in the blood of the Lamb.
For this reason, they are before the throne of God; and they serve Him day
and night in His temple; and He Who sits on the throne shall spread His
tabernacle over them. They shall hunger  no more, neither thirst  anymore;
neither shall sun beat down on them, nor any heat; for the Lamb in the cen-
ter of the throne shall be their shepherd, and shall guide them to springs of
the water of life; and God shall wipe away every tear from their eyes” (Rev.
7:13-17).

The “remnant” runs the kingdom. At Revelation 7, they are small
in number. Some of their num~er have even been martyred for the
faith. Martyrdom is an attempt on the part of the bastard sons to dis-
inherit the true sons. The ones persecuting the saints are mainly the
Jews in coalition with the Roman Empire. Both groups are “bas-
tards.” They have been disinherited by God and can only come back
to the “fold” by faith. Instead, they try to disinherit God’s people by
premature death.

Remember, continuity and discontinuity are established at the
meal. Either the blood of Christ is eaten symbolically or another
“blood” becomes the communion meal. The” bastard sons try to es-
tablish continuity through the shedding of the blood of the saints.
Biblical continuity comes through Christ’s blood, however, and the
bastards’ attempts are unsuccessful. The martyrs still end up at the
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meal of God in heaven; they still receive the inheritance. In fact,
they receive it sooner.

All five parts of the covenant have been recapitulated. Finally, I .
should note that the stipulations section of Deuteronomy requires at-
tendance at the annual sacred feasts: Passover (Deut. 16:1-8), Pente-
cost (Deut. 16:9-12), and Tabernacles (Deut. 16:13-15). The stipula-
tions section of Revelation follows the same pattern. Chapter five
centers around the “Lamb that was slain ,“ Passover. Chapter 6 is the
breaking of God’s law on the earth, paralleling the Pentecost Feast
that commemorated the ~“uing  oj the Ten Commandments. Significantly,
the synagogue reading for Pentecost was Habakkuk 3, the unleash-
ing of a series of judgments on the earth. 10 Revelation 7 culminates
the festival year with imagery referring to the Festival of Booths
(Tabernacles) and multitudes before the throne of God with “palm
branches” in hand (Rev. 7:9).

The “ethics” section comes to a close and leads into the fourth
part of the covenant.

4. Sanctions (Rev. 8:1-14:20)

The next literary break in the structure of Revelation falls at the
beginning of the “trumpet” section (Rev. 8:1), flowing out of the sev-
enth seal. In Deuteronomy, the fourth part of the covenant explained
the ratification process. Kline calls attention to the fact that the sanc-
tions of the suzerain treaties are called “woes and weals.”11 Revela-
tion 8-14 contains three “woes” (11 :14).

Israel ratified the covenant through a self-valedictory oath of
covenant curses (12) called the dodecalogue (Deut. 27:15-26). Reve-
lation matches the dodecalogue with twelve angels who bring judg-
ment. The trumpets section opens with an angel, breaking the seal
that leads to seven other angels blowing trumpets (8:7, 8, 10, 12, 9:1,
13, 11:15). The sanctions conclude with five angels of doom (14:6, 8,
9, 15, 17), and then return to the original angel of “fire” that began
these calamities (14:18).

The section begins with trumpets because these were used to an-
nounce the coming of God’s judgment. The Greek word is the same
used in the Septuagint for the “ram’s horn” of the Old Testament
(Josh. 6:5; Exod. 19:13;  Lev. 25). The ram’s horn came from one of

10. M. D. Goukler, The Evangelist’ Calendar: A Lectionay Explanation for the Develop-
ment of Scripture (London: SPCK, 1978), p. 177.

11. Structure of Biblical Authority, p. 140.
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the primary animals of sacrifice. After the animal atoned for the peo-
ple of God, its horn was blown to signal judgment to those who were
not covered by sacrificial blood. When the people of God failed to
sacrifice, they were drawn near to the Lord for judgment, for exam-
ple, at Mt. Sinai (Ex. 19:13). But, mostly the horn signaled judg-
ment to the nations, symbolized at the Feast of Trumpets, which
preceded the last festival of the year (Booths), and marked the Judg-
ment Day of History.

The judgmental character of the horn also explains why it was
the instrument used to defeat Jericho (Josh. 6:4). The blowing of the
horn brought the judgment of God. And so, in Revelation, the
angels blow trumpets that bring awful judgment on the earth. Notice
the parallel between the curses of Deuteronomy 28 and Revelation
8-14. Deuteronomy says,

If you are not careful to observe all the words of this law which are writ-
ten in this book, to fear this honored and awesome Name, The Lord your
God, then the Lord will bring extraordinary plagues on you and your
descendants, even severe and lasting plagues, and miserable and chronic
sickness. And He will bring back on you all the diseases of Egypt of which
you were afraid, and they shall  cling to you. Also every sickness and every
plague which, not written in the book of this law, the Lord will bring on you
(Deut. 28:58-61).

The Deuteronomy sanctions, therefore, provide a background for
the sanctions in Revelation. Some of the “plagues” are just as the
ones that fell on Egypt, but there are “others” that are not previously
described. Revelation 8-14 details a few “plagues” very similar to the
ones that affected Egypt: hail and fire falling on the earth (Rev. 8:7),
and water turning to blood (8:8). But most of the “plagues” are quite
different from the Egyptian ones, just as Moses had promised.

Finally, the sanctions section of Revelation refers to “marks” of
ratification. Several references speak of a “mark” of the beast, placed
on the head or the hand of those who follow him (13:17; 14:9). This
“mark” was used to form a false covenant, resulting in the applica-
tion of the sanctions in a covenant lawsuit (Rev. 14:10 ff.). In fact, the
judgments only fell on those who did not have a “seal of God on their
foreheads.” This language takes us back to Genesis, where the curse
sanction is applied to the “head” of the serpent (Gen. 3:15).

Thus, the sanctions section of Revelation continues to follow the
pattern of Deuteronomy. When, however, we arrive at the fifth sec-
tion, the Deuteronomic influence is extremely obvious.
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5. ContinuiQ (Rev. 15:1-15:21)

The continuity section of Deuteronomy arranged succession
from one generation of leaders to another. Continuity was estab-
lished between Moses and Joshua. Moses went before the Lord in
the form of a “Song of Witnesses,” also called the “Song of Moses”
(Deut. 32), testifying of the succession that was being made.

John notes a shift to the fifth and final section of Revelation by a
movement from the seven trumpets of plagues to the seven bowls
(Rev. 15:1-16:1). As usual, one series of seven opens into the next on
the last of the series. At this point, the company around the throne of
God begins to sing the Song o~A40~es  (Rev. 15:3), matching the struc-
ture of Deuteronomy perfectly. But the transition is from Israel to
the Church, so the heavenly congregation also sings, the “Song of the
Lamb,” the new captain of the host, which reads,

Great and marvelous are Thy works, O Lord God, the Almighty;
Righteous and true are Thy ways, Thou King of the nations. Who will not
fear, O Lord, and glorify Thy name? For Thou alone art holy; For all the
nations will come and worship before Thee, For Thy righteous acts have
been revealed (Rev. 15:3-4).

A transition prepares to take place. The last section of Revela-
tion speaks of the final destruction of the Old Covenant and the “na-
tions” that are ready to come to the Lord once Israel is dealt with.
This shift occurs by means of the sacred “bowls,” or “chalices.” We
saw in the Matthean covenant that the final section made the succes-
sional arrangements at the Lord’s Table, where the “chalice” was
served. Indeed, the “chalice” was the means of continuity and dis-
continuity. How?

Jesus gave His disciples the “cup of blessing” which was the in-
auguration of the New Covenant (Lk. 22:20; I Cor. 10:16). The ap-
plication of the blessing sanction transferred inheritance because the
“cup” often represented inheritance. The Psalmist says, “The Lord is
the portion of my inheritance and my cup” (Ps. 16:5). The Biblical
“cupbearer” was therefore not just a wine sipper, testing the cup for”
poison, but a guardian of the king’s estate.

Famous Old Testament figures held this position –Joseph, Dan-
iel, Nehemiah — and were “trustees” of the king’s estate. Nehemiah
was unhappy. The king wanted to know why. Nehemiah told him
that Jerusalem had been torn down, and so he was given a covenant
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grant (Neh. 2), the Ho~ Ci~ of Israel. Why would the king do such a
thing? Nehemiah had been his “cupbearer,” and had held all of the
king’s properties in trust. Nehemiah was given his land because he had
been faithfil to the king. This is precisely what happens with the dis-
ciples. They become guardians of the cup, the Lord’s estate. For
their faithfulness, they receive their own property and land. The
“cup of blessing” symbolized the entire estate of the King of kings.

Jesus is quickly betrayed after the “cup of blessing” is given. The
“cup” actually turns into an ordeal ofjealo~.  Jesus notes a betrayer, or
“bastard,” in their midst. Judas is identified in terms of the cup when
Christ says, “But behold, the hand of the one betraying Me is with
Me on the table” (Luke 22:21), “that is the one for whom I shall dip
the morsel and give it to him” (John 13:26). Christ served this first
communion by dipping the bread in the “cup of blessing,” signifying
the transferal of inheritance from one person to the next. Judas
quickly betrayed the Lord, “Satan having entered into him” immedi-
ately after he ate (John 13:27).

In the last section of Revelation, the “bowls” are poured out on
the Old Covenant city and people. Even Satan meets the judgment
of these bowls (Rev. 20). As Jesus used the “chalice” to create contin-
uit y with the faithful, and reveal discontinuity with the “bastards” of
the covenant, the continuity section of Revelation does the same.

The “chalices” create continuity between God and His people by
the destruction of the Old Covenant worshipers, the Great Whore
and the Beast. At the end of the continuity section, the new Temple,
City, and home of God’s elect appears, a city which invites those who
want to live there to come in (Rev. 22:17). No longer is the covenant
exclusively Jewish. The “nations” (Gentiles) are ready to come in, sit
down, worship, and eat at the new “Tree of life” (Rev. 15:4).

C o n c l u s i o n
This completes our study of the patterns of the Deuteronomic

covenant. How appropriate that we end on the Book of Revelation.
John’s message was forged on the anvil of the Mosaic pattern, the
five parts of the Apocalypse perfectly matching the five sections of
Deuteronomy.

One matter remains to be considered in the covenunt half of this
book. I have demonstrated that the Deuteronomic covenant con-
tinues into the New Testament and have noted the parallels. But,
does this mean there are no changes in the New Covenant? Are we
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still supposed to sacrifice animals? Should we go to church on Satur-
day instead of Sunday?

In the next appendix, we will examine these questions and many
more, seeking to understand the relationship between Old and New
Covenants.



Appendix 6

OLD COVENANT/
NEW COVENANT COMPARISON

We have overviewed the covenant. The whole Bible contains its
structure and content. The fact that the New Covenant is called a
“covenant” indicates continuity. But, does this mean there are no
differences between the Old and New? No. Hebrews 8 is a chapter
that helps us to summarize the similarities and dissimilarities. But
before we engage in this comparison, I should explain the designa-
tion: Old and New Covenants.

The Two Covenants

There are two and only two covenants in the Bible, and they are
called Old and New. Immediately, two issues are raised. How do we
determine the number of covenants? And, what distinguishes these
covenants from each other?

First, as to the number of covenants, the Bible only speaks of
two. Some students of the covenant have tried to specify more
because covenants are made with specific individuals such as Noah,
Abraham, and David. But these are merely the re-establishment  of the
first covenant made with Adam, the Old Covenant. For example,
God says to Noah according to the New American Standard Ver-
sion, “I will establish My covenant with you” (Gen. 6:18).  But the
Hebrew (“heqim” not “karath”) should be properly translated, cosz-

jirm..’ So God “confirmed” an already existing covenant. This means
that covenants exist in the Bible where the literal word “covenant” is
not used.

More importantly, the original covenant made with Adam is re-

1. Warren Gage, The Gospel of Genesis (Winona Lake, Indiana: Carpenter Books,
1984), p. 30.
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peatedly “confirmed” with replacement “Adams” (Noah, Abraham,
etc.) so that there is essentially one covenant (the Old Covenant)
until a true different and New Adam (Jesus) arrives. Some of the
confusion results from the fact that each of these newly confirmed
covenants anticipates with greater clarity the New Covenant. They
are progressive in nature. Although the covenantal  head (i.e. David
etc. ) has a fall and dies like Adam, each one progressively re”veals
more about the Christ to come. So, David was still part of the Old
Covenant because he fell and died, but he was also the culmination
of the greatest type of Christ. Every time God confirms the first cove-
nant with a new individual, He adds more revelation until the final
Revelation comes and transforms the Old Covenant into the New.

Second, as to the distinguishing features of the covenants, many
explanations have been attempted by theologians. Perhaps the most
common is “covenant of works and covenant of grace ,“ found in the
Westminster Confession of Faith (VII. 2), the standard confession of the
historic Presbyterian Church. “Covenant of works” refers, to the
period before the Fall of Adam. Supposedly, he related to God ac-
cording to works. After the Fall, however, God implemented the
“covenant of grace .“ This distinction is extremely misleading. “Cov-
enant of works” is simply not adequate to describe Adam’s rela-
tionship to God. Meritorious salvation before the Fall is not in ques-
tion because Adam was already saved. So then it becomes “works”
in the sense of obedience. Adam was supposed to obey to receive
the blessing of God, but so is the post-Fall man. God always deals
with man on the basis of grace, and grace always involves faith-
fulness.

It is much better to stick with Biblical distinctions. Scripture ex-
plains the differences between the covenants around the two heads
or Adams: Adam and Christ. The Old Covenant was made with
Adam, and the New Covenant was made with Christ. To be more spe-
cific, we can apply the five-fold covenantal model. Since Hebrews 8
uses the designations “first” or “former” (by implication “old”) and
“new,” it is a logical place to examine the differences. The shortness
of the chapter makes it easy to write it in full below. I have placed the
basic outline in the text. Notice how the word “for” forms a gram-
matical boundary for many of the segments, helping us to see that
even the comparison between two covenants in this chapter has the
covenantal structure.
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The Covenantal Structure of Hebrews 8

Tme Transcendence

Now the main point in what has been said is this: we have such a
high priest, who has taken His seat at the right hand of the throne of
the Majesty in the heavens, a minister in the sanctuary, and in the true
tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, not man. For every high priest is
appointed to offer both gifts and sacrifices; hence it is necessary- that
this high priest also have something to offer. Now if He were on earth,
He would not be a priest at all, since there are those who offer the gifts
according to the Law; who serve as a copy and shadow of the heavenly
things, just as Moses was warned by God, ‘See,” He says, “that you
make all things according to the pattern which was shown you on the
mountain.”

Hi~archy

But now He has obtained a more excellent ministry, by as much as
He is also the mediator of abetter 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. For finding fault
with them, He says, “Behold, 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 on the day when I took them by the hand to lead them out of
the land of Egypt; For they did not continue in My covenant, and I
did not care for them, says the Lord.”

Ethics

“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 on their hearts. And I will be their God, and
they shall be My people.”

Sanctions
“And they shall not teach everyone his fellow citizen, and every-

one his brother, saying, ‘Know the Lord .’ For all shall know Me, from
the least to the greatest of them .“

Continuity

“For I will be merciful to their iniquities, and I will remember
their sins no more.” When He said, “A new covenant,” He has made
the first obsolete. But whatever is becoming obsolete and growing old
is ready to disappear.
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1. True Transcendence (l-5)

Hebrews 8 begins with the transcendence theme. The High
Priest of the New Covenant sits in the heavens in a heawn~ temple
“which the Lord pitched, not man” (Heb. 8:1). The contrast between
the Old and New Covenant is the contrast between an earthly tem-
ple, priesthood, and sacrifice, and a heaven~  temple, priesthood, and
sacrifice. The first is a copy, and the second is the original (Heb.
8:5). Heaven and earth are distinguished from one another, just as
we have seen that God and the creation were distinguished in the

‘ Deuteromic  covenant. The “heavenly” character of the original gives
it transcendence.

In the first covenant, the garden was a copy of the heaven around
the throne of God, called a “glory cloud” (Ezek. 1:4-28). Earth was a
copy of heaven. How do we know? The tabernacle and temple were
simultaneously pictures of earth and heaven (Exod. 25-27 ).2 Inside
the tabernacle, a blue ceiling represented the blue sky. Trees that
symbolized people lined the walls (Ps. 1:3). In the center of the Holy
of Holies stood the ark, the throne of God. So the tabernacle was a
picture of what the world was supposed to be, ordered space around&
throne of God. The garden was supposed to have been the same. Orig-
inally, it was. Everything was arranged around the Tree of Life,
God’s throne.

But even though the garden was the throne of God, it was still
only a copy.  Its transcendence was reflective, not original. The gar-
den was heavenly, not heaven. The difference is quite significant.
Heaven~  means influenced and characterized by heaven. Heaven is
the source. The serpent tempted Adam and Eve with original tran-
scendence, deification (Gen. 3:5). He wanted to make earth into
heaven, a utopia. Adam and Eve bought his proposition with all that
God had given them. They set out to make earth into heaven instead
of carrying out the cultural mandate, which would have made earth
like heaven, a reflection, not the original. They wanted earth to be
the original. Consequently, they fell into sin and death and with
their every effort marred what imaged God. The heavenly garden
became earth~.

God restored them and provided models of a heaven~ world. As
I have already pointed out, the tabernacle and the temple were

2. Meredith Kline, Images of t/ze S@it (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1980), pp. 13-26.
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microcosms of a world controlled by heaven. But they were never
able to restore creation. The Old Testament told the story of man’s
Fall over and over again. Even when Christ came, He found a land
that was anything but space controlled by heaven. Israel was
demon-possessed and controlled from below! The chosen people had
become earthly:

Hebrews 8 says that God provided a better covenant because this
covenant is ‘heavenly,” meaning truly transcendent. Christ is the
New Covenant: the temple, sacrifice, and High Priest. He restores
heavenly rule to the earth again. Since the temple is in heaven, all
men have access; there are no zones of holiness kept from the com-
mon member. The throne of God is open and available. Thus, man
can go straight to the origin of transcendence. Moreover, he can act
as a true image (copy) of original transcendence. The “heavenliness”
of the New Covenant draws out the first contrast between the Old
and New Covenants.

2. Hierarchy (6-9)

The hierarchical section of Hebrews 8 begins, “He [Christ] is a
mediator of a better covenant” (Heb. 8:6). We have seen that hierar-
chy has to do with the mediation ofjud~ent  to hisioy through representa-
tives. In the Old Covenant, Moses and sacrifices mediated life and
death. In the end, they all mediated death because the Old Cove-
nant ends in the death of Christ. But Christ is the new mediator.
Through His priesthood the Church, He mediates life to the world
through the Word and sacrament. His mediation is far superior to
the old mediators. All men have direct access to Him, and His sacri-
fice is permanent and complete.

The second section of Hebrews 8 also weaves the issue of autkori~
into it. As we have already seen time and again: history and author-
ity have a dynamic relationship to one another. Just like the second
point of the covenant in Deuteronomy, the writer speaks to Israel’s
rejection of God’s authority and their subsequent excommunication
(I Cor. 10:8). He refers to the days of the Exodus when Israel
apostatized and was cast out, whereas the New Covenant is differ-
ent. What is the difference? This will not happen to the New Cove-
nant Bride and people.

The first covenant had a “fault .“ Notice that the flaw is not in the
covenant itself, but in the People. The text says, “Finding fault with
them.” (v. 8), meaning the “new” Adams of the Exodus who turned out
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to be just like the “old” Adam, they were no longer “cared” for (v. 9).
The New Covenant, however, is more permanent. The implication is
that God would never throw off the true New Adam, Jesus Christ,
and His Bride, the Church. The contrast in historical situation is
really between an age dominated by Adam, and an age dominated by Chn”st.

The historical comparison by age is critical to understanding
how the New Testament often speaks of the Old Covenant. Serious
theological errrors can be made if this is not understood. For exam-
ple, how often have modern Christians heard that the Old Testa-
ment man as an “individual” was not filled with the Spirit? This sec-
tion of Hebrews 8, however, demonstrates that Old and New Cove-
nant comparisons do not focus primarily on individuals. There were
individuals who did not fall away in the wilderness and were saved
by faith, like Joshua and Caleb. And, there are individuals who get
excommunicated in the New Covenant, like the incestuous man in
I Corinthians 5. Often when the Old Covenant and New Covenant
are compared, it is not in the sense of the individual per se. The entire
age is being contrasted to another age. 3 Given this rationale, Pauline
language takes on fresh meaning. Paul talks about the age of the “let-
ter” which is “fleshly” and kills, in contrast to the age of the Spirit
which creates life (II Cor. 3 :Iff. ). Does he mean the Old Testament
Divine Law is sinful and wicked because it “kills”? No. He is merely
describing the Old Covenant period as a whole, which rejected the
Spirit of God and died out. On the level of individuals, there were
“Spirit-filled people” who were saved in the Old Testament (Ps.
51:11). Yet, the historic situation was different, because prior to
Christ, the Spirit had not been released in a new sense. As an age,
the New Covenant period depicted the Spirit as being poured out on
the whole table of nations (Acts 2:9-11).

So, the historical difference is that God’s first bride was Israel of
the Old Covenant. As a people, she was divorced and excommuni-
cated. Since God could never do this to His own Son on a permanent
basis – even when Christ died and was cut off, God raised Him from
the dead — the New Covenant Bride will never be cast aside. Individ-

3. Richard B. Gaffin, Centralip ofttu Resurrection (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1978), pp.
107ff. Gaffin, building on G. Vos, “The Eschatological  Aspect of the Pauline Con-
ception of the Spirit,” Biblical and Theolo~”cal  Studies by the Members of the Faculty of
Princeton Theological Seminary (New York: Scribners Sons, 1912), pp. 209-255,
refers to Paul’s use of “flesh” (sum) in the sense of an “age ,“ making it equivalent in
many references to the “old age,” Old Covenant. Vos says, “It (~am) is an organism,
an order of things beyond the individual man, even beyond human nature” (p. 255).
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uals may fall away, but the Church became God’s final bride. The
Church as the Church will never apostatize!

From the historic point of view there are two Israels,  yet one true
Israel. How so? The writer says God will make a “new” covenant with
Israel andJudah (v. 8). In one sense this ‘newer” covenant was made
with Israel when they returned from captivity in Babylon (Jer.
31:32). Remember, the writer to the Hebrews is quoting Jeremiah
who prophesied before and during the captivity. But in a strict sense,
the New Covenant was made with the Church. When Jesus inaug-
urated the Lord’s Supper He said, “This cup which is poured out for
you is the new covenant in My blood” (Lk. 22:20). This means the
“Israel and Judah” of the New Covenant is the Church. The Church is
the true son of Abraham and the new “Israel of God.” Paul says, “If
you belong to Christ, then you are Abraham’s offspring, heirs ac-
cording to the promise. . . . Neither is circumcision anything, nor
uncircumcision, but a new creation. And those who walk by this
rule, peace and mercy be upon them, and upon the Israel of God”
(Gal. 3:29; 6:16). Paul’s comments lead us to believe that there is
only one hue Israel  through history, the “faithful !“ There are two his-
toric Israels,  but one true covenantal Israel.

This brief section in Hebrews has helped us to see a very impor-
tant historic d~@rence between the covenants. One was made with
Adam and was temporary. The second was made with Christ and be-
came permanent. The latter mediates a better judgment in history.

3. Ethics (10)

The principle of comparing Old Covenant age to the New Cove-
nant age carries into the ethical. Remember, the ethics section of
Deuteronomy speaks of the heart of the covenant as being the jul-

jillment  of righteousness. This concept is pulled into the New Covenant.
Jeremiah says the Law of God will be written on the “heart” of the
New Covenant man (Jer. 31:33). Does this mean the law is not on
the heart of those in the Old Covenant? No. David says, “I delight to
do Thy will, O My God; Thy Law is within my heart” (Ps. 40:8).
What is so unique about the New Covenant?

The law was not “incarnated” in Adam. Christ became the em-
bodiment of the Law of God: the Word made “flesh” (Jn. 1:1, 14). He
carried the Law in His person, unlike Adam, and became the incar-
nated Law ! Again it should be stressed that there were individuals
who had the law written on their heart in the Old Testament
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(Ps. 40:8). But as an age, the law was far from them because it was
the age of the first Adam. Before the historic outpouring of the
Spirit, there was no power to implement the law in its fulness. The
New Adam, Jesus Christ, brought a change. Since He incarnated
the Law, His followers were much more “law oriented,” God’s stand-
ard being more deeply imprinted on them in Christ.

Christ is therefore the key to understanding the similarities and
differences between the ethics of the Old and New Testaments. The
similarities are in Christ. A question, however, is provoked by Paul-
ine literature. Paul says that the Law is nailed to the cross (Col.
2:14). Does this mean the Old Testament Law is no longer binding
on a New Testament Christian? No. There was no piece of paper on
the cross with the Ten Commandments written on it. Where were
they written? They had to be in the Person of Christ. So, when He
died they died with Him. But when He was raised, they were raised
with Him. Only, the Law of God was raised in greater glory and
power. Now when someone breaks a commandment, he is violating
Christ, not just a tablet of stone!

All of the law dies with Christ and all of it is raised with Him. So,
how do we account for dzjlerences,  like cleardunclean  boundaries, food
laws, and sabbath days? Christ is raised with a “transfigured” body.
Thus, the incarnated law is also transfigured, or changed. How do
we keep straight what is altered?

One, the heremeneutical principle. Old Testament law carried
through, unless the New Testament made a change. For example,
Old Testament food laws were changed. All of these pointed to the
death of Christ and created boundaries that were altered because of
His death. The Jew/Gentile boundary had to be maintained to pro-
tect the priesthood (the Jews) from being corrupted. But after Christ
came in history, and the power of the Spirit was poured out in
greater measure because of His Resurrection, the boundary was
broken down. It was no longer needed (Eph. 2 :llff.).  Peter was
shown a giant tablecloth with all kinds of Gentile animals on it and
told to eat. Then he helped Cornelius, a Gentile (Acts 10:lff.).  The
food laws changed, but there was still a food law in the New Cove-
nant. It became the Lord’s Supper. The Church was commanded to
eat this food and not to participate in any other pagan “communion
meal” (1 Cor. 10:19-20).  Furthermore, it was told that “all” things had
become clean. God told the Church to eat evaything  just as the Gos-
pel would consume all things!
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Two, the hi.storical principle. The historical situation changed.&
Christ redeemed the whole world. The Promised Land was no
longer “holy” ground exclusively. Thus, laws endemic to a Hebrew
republic were no longer necessary, while laws conducive to a Chris-
tian republic carried over; the redemption of Christ facilitated the
spread of the kingdom into the nations. Actually, laws tied to the
Hebrewjami~ dropped off, whereas laws with a multi-national charac-
ter extended forward. How so? The Old Covenant was styled
around the fami@mit.  The Hebrew people were actually one large
extended family: hence, laws like the law of the “kinsman redeemer”
and nearest of kin “avenger of death” were important. Cast as such,
both were closely connected with the preservation of the Hebrew
seed-line through which the Messiah came. Essentially, they ended
with Him.

But the avenger of death concept demonstrates the shift from
family to multi-national organization in the New Covenant. The New
Testament drops the fami~ avenger of death concept. In its general
equity (general equiuabnt  ), however, it pulls through. Paul argues in
Remans that the “avenger” is the State. Notice the slide from family
to nation. The historic situation of the New Covenant changes. The
family of God expands from a nuclear unit to the people of God,
multi-national in scope. The Church replaces the role of the original
Adamic family by “making disciples of the nations” (Matt. 28:19-20).
Thus, the historic change of situation pulls over the general equity of
Old Testament law.

Three, the personal principk.  Personal commitment to the law of
God deepens in the New Covenant. QuotingJeremiah, Paul says, “I
will write them [Old Testament laws] on their hearts” (Heb. 8:10).
Transfigured Torah is etched on the heart of every New Covenant
believer (Jer. 31:33).  Since David is an example of an Old Testament
man who internally possesses the law, the New Covenant intensifies
the internalization of the law of God through the dramatic work of
the Spirit of God. It comes in greater fulness in the New Covenant.

Keeping in mind the relationship between Old and New Cove-
nant, ji@lment  of righteousness is clarified. It is in and through Christ.
Yet, the covenant is still ethical at its center. Man comes to God
through Christ’s fulfillment of righteousness, and then having done
so, is expected to “keep His commandments” (I John 2:3-4).

,4. Law of the Covenant, pp. llff.
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4. Sanctions (11)

In Deuteronomy, the sanctions are focused through a self-
maledictory  oath taken by the Lord of the covenant and consigned to
the vassal. At this point, our attention is not drawn toward the con-
trast between circumcision and passover in the Old Covenant and
baptism and communion in the New Covenant. I devote appendixes
8 & 9 to this subject. But Hebrews 8 has a broader contrast of the
sanctions. What does the conversion of the nations (8:11) and the
death of Christ have to do with sanctions (Heb. 8:12)? Let us begin
with Hebrews 8:11.

Conversion oj the nations. The promise of world-wide dominion of
the Gospel is itself a sanction. The writer’s comments about the far-
-reaching effect of the New Covenant — that so much success would
result that there would be no need to ask people if they are Chris-
tians — is the unfulfilled Old Covenant blessing of dominion over the
nations of the world. At one of those key transferral-of-blessing
points, Jacob blessed his sons (Gen. 48:1-49:33). Remember, the
blessing was seed and environment: the latter necessitating some kind of
international influence of the covenant. He said to Judah, the
ancestor of Jesus, “The Scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor the
rule~s staff from between his feet, until Shiloh [Jesus] comes, and to
Him shall be the obedience oj the peoples” (Gen. 49:10).

It is the same blessing given in Deuteronomy, “The Lord will
open for you His good storehouse, the heavens, to give rain to your
land in its season and to bless all the work of your hand; and you
shall lend to many nations. . . . And the Lord shall make you the
head and not the tail” (Deut. 28:12).  The blessing is that through the
application of the covenant, other nations of the world would have to
come to Israel. This was fulfilled in the days of Solomon when na-
tions came for counsel and wisdom (1 Kgs. 10:1). But Solomon
apostatized, and even though he returned, Israel of old never again
returned to this glory.

Multi-national success was promised to another. Isaiah was told,
“Now it will come about that in the last days, the mountain of the
house of the Lord will be established as the chief of the mountains,
and will be raised above the hills; and all the nations will stream to it”
(Isa. 2:2). When were those “last days”? Hebrews says, “In these last
days  [He] has spoken to us in His Son” (Heb. 1:2). Who is the moun-
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tain of Isaiah’s prophecy? The writer to the Hebrews says it is Mount
Zion – that is, ~e.sus C/zri.rt  (Heb. 12:22-29).

Thus, there is no doubt that what was promised to the Old Cove-
nant by way of sanction was fulfilled in Jesus Christ. Israel failed to
dominate the peoples of the world, only experiencing brief success.
But the sanction of the New Covenant promises blessing that accom-
plishes the dominion which Isaiah referred to. Beginning with the
dominion success of Christ on the cross, the Gospel conquers the
nations of the world. Whereas the Old Covenant had dominion
through the application of the Law, the New Covenant has dominion
by appplying the Law through Christ.  The Church takes Christ to the
nations, and thereby brings them to faith, “baptizing and teaching
them” the “commandments” (Matt. 28:19-20). The blessing sanction
of world-wide conversion has to occur before Christ can come back.
The Psalmist says, “The LORD says to My Lord, ‘Sit Thou at My
right hand until I make Thine enemies a footstool under Thy feet’” (Ps.
110:1).

Even though the word “blessing” is not used, it is clear that
Hebrews 8:11 is an application of the fourth sanctions point of cove-
nantalism. The next verse is more obvious.

Blessing of forgiveness. Hebrews 8:12 also fails to use the specific
word “blessing.” But it clearly talks about forgiveness, “I will remem-
ber their sins no more.” What does this have to do with the sanction
of blessing? For one, David expressly calls forgiveness a blessing,
“How blessed is he whose sins are forgiven, whose sin is covered
[same as “not remembered”]! How blessed is the man to whom the
LORD does not impute iniquity” (Ps. 32:1-2). For another, God’s self-
maledictory oath called down the sanction of cursing on Himself.
God did not actually break the covenant, but He deliberately took
the curse sanction Himself to atone for His people’s sin. Thus, the
comments of Hebrews 8:12 categorically refer to the sanctions sec-
tion of Deuteronomy.

The great difference between the Old and New Covenant sanc-
tions is the unlimited complete success of blessing. The senses of
Hebrews 8:11-12 could not take place in the Old Covenant, even
though they were anticipated. Here is another expression of the sim-
ilarity and dissimilarity of the covenants. The sanctions of the Old
Covenant are fulfilled in the New: continuing forward (similarity),
yet differing in that they come to their fullest expression through
Christ (dissimilarity).
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5. Continui~  (12-13)

The last point made in this section speaks of continui~. How? By
the displacement of the Old Couenant  world. The last verse of Hebrews 8
reads, “When He said, ‘New Covenant,’ He made the first obsolete.
But whatever is becoming obsolete and growing old is ready to dis-
appear” (Heb. 8:13). What was getting ready to disappear? Within a
few short years, in A.D. 70, the Temple and Jerusalem would be de-
stroyed. On the basis of Christ’s death, the place of the old sacrifice
was going to be removed. What was so significant about this? Both
represented the entire Old Covenant. Remember, it was made with
Adam and through him with the “created world.” By sacrjice  he was
covered for his sin. The Old Testament system was primarily a
world of animal sacrifices, all an extension of the one that temporar-
ily atoned for Adam’s sin. When the Temple was destroyed, the
whole world of Adam was definitively wiped out.

A “new creation” had already begun. The Old Heavens and
Earth were definitively replaced at the cross by the New Heavens
and Earth. Paul says, “Therefore, if any man is in Christ, he is a new
creature; the old things passed away; behold, new things have come” (II
Cor. 5:17). The “new things” are the new heavens and earth referred
to by Isaiah the prophet (Isa. 65:lff.).  What are they? The created
world is transformed by a new ethical order. For example, Christ
calls the Church a “light on a mountain” (Matt. 5:14-16), and Paul
calls Christians “stars” (Phil. 2:15). How can this “cosmic” ter-
minology be applied to people? The “new heavens and earth” is the
old made new through the Death and Resurrection of Christ. The
fall of Jerusalem marked an end of the old system. These were the
‘last days” that the Bible had been referring to for thousands of years
(Gen. 49; Dan. 2; Heb. 1:1-2). The new beginning had come in his-
tory. But what really happened when Jerusalem fell was the displace-
ment of the old order. The “apostates” no longer had a world or a place
to sacrifice. Continuity was given to the New Covenant people.
Amazingly, the Church did not have to lift the sword. All of this was
accomplished through the application of the covenant. Old Israel
was no longer the legitimate heir, but the Church, God’s new Bride.
The Old Covenant had tried to establish its heirs on the basis of
human procreation and bloodshed. Each time, God had thwarted
these “Cainish”  attempts. The inheritance, continuity, and every-
thing else finally came through the covenantal  faithfulness of Christ.
Dominion came by covenant.
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Conclusion
We end with Christ. Christ is the main difference between old

and new. In each category we have found that He made the signifi-
cant change through His death. He is the key to the similarities as
well as the differences. But we have discovered that the five points of
covenantalism were not changed. The form and substance were
altered by Christ, but the principles we began with have remained
intact. How did dominion finally come? It came through the cove-
nant made with Christ. As this covenant is lived out and applied
everywhere and to every institution, we can conclude that dominion is
by couenant.



Appendix 7

MEREDITH G. KLINE: YES AND NO

In New Testament times there is no longer a simple coalescence of
the authority structure of the covenant with that of any cultural unit.

Meredith G. Kline~

In my development of the structure of the Biblical covenant, I
have particularly relied on Meredith G. Kline. Anyone who has
read his essays on the covenant structure will notice immediately
that I have adopted his outline. of Deuteronomy. Clearly, my book k

not a commentary on Deuteronomy. It is unlike his work in the
Wyci@e  Bible Commentay,  an insightful study well worth meditating
on.2  Rather, I attempt to isolate the various covenantal “principles .“

Kline and I disagree about the applications and implications of
each of the five points of the covenant. We disagree to such an extent
that my book can legitimately be regarded as a rejection of Kline in
the light of Kline. Kline rejects the continuing New Testament au-
thority of the covenant structure that he discovered in the writings of
Baltzer and Mendenhall.  I, on the other hand, accept it.

The enigma in Kline appears most strikingly in The Structure of
Biblical Authori@  On the one hand, he argues that the theme of the
covenant model of the suzerain treaties appears all through the
Bible; hence, it is the structure of Biblical authority. On the other
hand, he believes that Deuteronomy, as part of the Mosaic economy,
is an ‘intrusion” into history. 3 It is therefore temporary. It cannot by
his definition be extended into the New Testament, that is, unless his

1. Kline, By Oath Consigned: A Reint~pretation  of the Covenant Sips of Circumcision and
Baptism (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1968), p. 100.

2. Rev. James B. Jordan informed me about Kline’s chapter back in the early
1980s.

3. Meredith G. Kline, “The Intrusion and the Decalogue,”  The Stmcture of Bibhcal
Authori~  (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, [1972] 1978), pp. 154-71.
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whole intrusionary premise evaporates. So, according to him, there
are only bits and pieces of the structure in other places of the Bible,
even the New Testament.

As a matter of fact, his references to other segments of the Scrip-
ture triggered me to look for the Deuteronomic structure in the New
Testament. But he fails to see that the five-fold arrangement of Deu-
teronomy is a covenant model in all of its parts in all of the Bible.
Thus, he is not able to come up with a precise covenant model for all
of the Scripture. Is it a five-point model? Or is it a six-point model,
with “depository arrangements” added?A  He is not sure. I am not
sure either; but I can be a lot more confident than he is. I find no six-
point structure anywhere’ in the Bible; I see a five-point structure
repeatedly.

Nevertheless, I am greatly indebted tohim,  as I am sure he is to
Baltzer  and Mendenhall,  upon whom he largely depended for his in-
sights. If he can make good use of the discoveries of a pair of theolog-
ical liberals, I suppose I can make good use of the work of an amil-
Iennialist  who rejects (or does nothing with) all five points of the cov-
enant. Let me make myself clear by comparing his use of each of the
five points with my use of them.

Transcendence

One major difference is my treatment of the first part of the cove-
nant, as indicated by the word ‘transcendence .“ This difference is
easy to pinpoint. Kline does not discuss the topic; I make it the cove-
nant’s fundamental point: the Creator-creature distinction. He does
not develop the theme that the distinction between what God said
and what Moses said points to the doctrine of transcendence. He
says only this: “Ancient suzerainty treaties began with a preamble in
which the speaker, the one who was declaring his lordship and de-
manding the vassal’s allegiance, identified himself. The Deuteron-
omic preamble identifies the speaker as Moses (v. la), but Moses as
the earthly, mediatorial representative of Yahweh (v. 3b), the heav-
enly suzerain and ultimate Lord of this covenant.”5 That is all he
says — no development, nothing. This is a good insight, as I have

4. Ibid., pp. 49-51.
5. Meredith G. Kline, Treap of the Great King: The Covenant Strocture of Deuteronomy

(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,”1963), p. 50.
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tried to show in my book, but in Kline’s book of 149 pages, there
ought to have been more, if the author intended to do anything with
the insight.

Hierarchy

He does not relate the hierarchical structure of the Mosaic court
system to the rebellion of Israel. Consequently, he misses the frame
of reference for this second point. He does not call it hierarchy. He
includes it as part of the historical prologue. He does not see why
God begins the whole section with the hierarchical passage (Deut.
1:12-18). What is crucial is the court system of Israel. He does not ask
or answer the question that I regard as crucial: Why does this historical
prologue begin with a presentation of Israe~s  court system?

Again, my criticism is that he only briefly mentions part two of
the covenant structure, and then he does nothing with it. He does
not ask the obvious question concerning the law courts. Thus, his
book makes no application of his insight. All he says is, “This reason
for righteous administration of justice is at the same time a reminder
of the theocratic nature of the Israelite kingdom, a reminder that God
was the lord who was making covenant anew with them this day.”G

Why does he fail to develop this theme? One obvious reason is
that he believes that this Israelite theocratic kingdom and its laws
represented an intrusion into the plan of God for the ages — some-
thing not carried over into the New Testament. He does not want
New Testament judicial reminders “that God is the lord who is mak-
ing covenant anew with us this day.” I do want such reminders.

Ethics

Kline does not discuss the whole principle involved in Biblical
ethics, namely, that there is an ethical cause-ejilect  relationship. Kline does
not believe that such a relationship is visible in history. Whatever
cause-and-effect relationship there is, is known only to God. To
mankind, such relationships supposedly are inscrutable. I think it is
appropriate here to cite Gary North’s observations concerning
Kline’s view of ethical cause and effect:

If you preach that biblical law produces “positive feedback;  both per-
son~lY  and culturally — that God rewards covenant-keepers and punishes

6. Ibid., p. 53.
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covenant-breakers in history-then you are preaching a system of positive
growth. You are preaching the progressive fulfillment dominion covenant.
Only if you deny that there is any long-term sustainable relationship be-
tween external covenant-keeping and external success in life — a denial
made explicit by Meredith G. Kline — can you escape from the postmillen-
nial implications of biblical law.

North then observes in a footnote that

Kline says that any connection between blessings and covenant-keeping
is, humanly speaking, random. “And meanwhile it [the common grace
order] must run its course within the uncertainties of the mutually condi-
tioning principles of common grace and common curse, prosperity and
adversity being experienced in a manner largely unpredictable because of
the inscrutable sovereignty of the divine will that dispenses them in myster-
ious ways.”7 Dr. Kline has obviously never considered just why it is that life
insurance premiums and health insurance premiums are cheaper in
Christian-influenced societies than in pagan societies. Apparently, the
blessings of long life that are promised in the Bible are sufficiently non-
random and ‘scrutable” that statisticians who advise insurance companies
can detect statistically relevant differences between societies. 8

It is precisely the cause-and-effect relationship between external
covenant-keeping and external success, and external covenant-
breaking and external judgment, that the Book of Deuteronomy’s
ethics section is all about (Deut. 8). It is also what God’s judgments
in history are all about (Deut. 28:1-14):  sanctions.

Sanctions

Let Kline speak for himself (though he is not very clear at this
point):

The kingdom of Israel was, of course, not another Caesar-kingdom but,
uniquely, the kingdom of God institutionally present among the nations. Its
earthly and cultural form was symbolic of the ultimate integration of cul-
ture and cult in the world of the consummation. The judicial infliction of
cultural sanctions by its officers typified the final messianic judgment of
men in the totality of their being as cultural creatures. This institutional
symbolization of the final judgment and eternal kingdom disappeared from
the earthly scene when the Old Covenant gave way to the New. In this age

7. Kline, “Comments on the Old-New Error,” Westminsta  TheologicalJournal, XLI
(Fall 1978), p. 184.

8. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, 1987), p. 138.
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of the church, royal theocratic authority with its prerogative of imposing
physical-cultural sanctions resides solely in Christ, the heavenly King. The
judicial authority of the permanent special officers whom Christ has ap-
pointed to serve his church on earth is purely spiritual-cultic.g

Here is where Kline’s implicit antinomianism becomes explicit.
What about Remans 13? What about the ministers of justice ap-
pointed by Christ to protect His Church, as well as to protect all men
in their “non-cultic” activities? Paul writes of God’s appointed au-
thorities, which includes (though is not limited to) civil magistrates:

Let every person be in subjection to the governing authorities. For there

is no authority except from God, and those which exist are established by
God. Therefore he who resists authority has opposed the ordinance of God;
and they who have opposed will receive condemnation unto themselves
(Rem.  13:1-2).

When Paul reminds us that rebels will receive condemnation, he
is reminding us, using Kline’s words, that the kingdom’s “earthly
and cultural form was symbolic of the ultimate consummation. The
judicial infliction of cultural sanctions by its officers typified the final
messianic judgment of men in the totality of their being as cultural
creatures .“ The State legitimate~  iny?icts sanctions, ading as GOSS  appointed
agent. These sanctions point directly to God as the final Judge. This
did not end with the Old Testament. This is why Paul calls the civil
authority a minista of God. “For he [the authority] is a minister of
God to you for good. But if you do what is evil, be afraid; for he does
not bear the sword for nothing; for he is a minister of God, an avenger
who brings wrath upon the one who practices evil” (Rem. 13:4).

The problem is this: What is the nature of the sanctions in the
New Testament age? Kline cannot show why or how something in ~
the New Testament restricts to the Mosaic economy the dual sanc-
tions of Deuteronomy 27-28. My question is simple: What principles
govern God’s historical judgments in this New Testament era?
Silence in this case is not golden. Kline does not see any New Testa-
ment civil applications. Specifically, he does not see the civil sanc-
tions as being tied to a system of covenantal  adoption. (He does
make one important covenantal  application of his insights regarding
the dual sanctions of the covenant: the covenantal basis of New Tes-

9. By Oath ConsiWed,  pp. 100-1. ,
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tament infant baptism.  )lo It is his intrusionist thesis again — an out-
working of his self-conscious rejection of Biblical law in the New
Testament.

Continuity

Continuity means continuity owr time. But he has already said
that there is no cause-and-effect relationship between the covenant
and histon”cal  sanctions in New Testament times, which he defines
strictly as an era of “common grace.” So, if there are no personal
cause-and-effect relationships, then there certainly are no “cultic”
cultural relationships.

This means that there can be no earthly progress over time. One
generation does not bequeath God-sanctioned blessings in a system
of positive, long-term growth and development. There is no “posi-
tive feedback” economically, politically, or culturally. Remember his
position: “And meanwhile it [the common grace order] must run its
course within the uncertainties of the mutually conditioning princi-
ples of common grace and common curse, prosperity and adversity
being experienced in a manner largely unpredictable because of the
inscrutable sovereignty of the divine will that dispenses them in
mysterious ways.” 11

Inscrutable sovereignty in this case means “no growth, no judg-
ments, and no predictability y“ in the historical working out of the
kingdom of God. In short, no postmillennial hope. He is adamant about
this, as he insisted in his ill-fated attempt to cross intellectual swords
with Greg Bahnsen. ‘z

10. Kline, By Oath Consr@ed, ch. 5.
11. Kline, “Comments on the Old-New Error,” “Westminsta  Theological Journal,

XLI (Fall 1978), p. 184.
12. “Along with the hermeneutical deficiencies of Chalcedon’s millennialism there

is a fundamental theological problem that besets it. And here we come around again
to Chalcedon’s confounding the biblical concepts of the holy and the common. As we
have seen, Chalcedon’s brand of postmillennialism envisages as the climax of the
millennium something more than a high degree of success in the church’s evangelis-
tic mission to the world. An additional millennial prospect (one which they particul-
arly relish) is that of a material prosperity and a world-wide eminence and domi-
nance of Christ’s established kingdom on earth, with a divinely enforced submission
of the nations to the world government of the Christocracy.  . . . The insuperable .
theological objection to any and every such chiliastic construction is that it entails
the assumption of a premature eclipse of the order of common grace. . . In thus
postulating the termination of the common grace order before the consummation,
Chalcedon’s postmillennialism in effect attributes unfaithfulness to God, for God
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I have already indicated that the Book of Revelation is divided
into the five-point covenant model. It is highly significant for the
proper use of Kline’s insights that David Chilton asked me in the fall
of 1985, “Do you think that the Book of Revelation is divided into
this five-point structure?” I thought that it was, and the two of us
worked through the Revelation together. I highly recommend the
reader to Chilton’s monumental book, The Days of %zgeance, in which
he states the postmillennial position as eloquently as anyone ever
has.

Conclusion

Kline wants to ignore the effects of the Gospel over time. He espe-
cially wants to destroy cause and effect in God’s judgments in his-
tory. His rejection of the New Testament validity of points two
through five of the covenant is grounded in his hostility to Biblical
law (#3), law courts governed by Biblical law (#2), the judgments of
God in history based on Biblical law (#4), and the success of cove-
nant-keeping societies over generations (#5).

For these reasons, I take issue with Kline’s work on the covenant.
He vaguely – and I stress vague~  — refers to the five points of the cov-
enant, but he refuses to draw any implications. Why? Because the on~
believable implications point directly to the theological ~stem developed by his
theological rivals, the Iheonomic postmillennialist,” or Christian Recon-
structionists.  This is why I depend on Kline in order to reject Kline’s
conclusions — or lack thereof.

Hence, “Meredith Kline: Yes and No.” Mostly “no.” In terms of
New Testament Biblical social theory in general, completely “no.”

committed himself in his ancient covenant to maintain that order for as long as the
earth endures.” Meredith G. Kline, “Comments on an Old-New Error,” pp. 183,
184. Cited by North, Dominwn and Common Grace, p. 90.
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COVENANT IN THE FLESH
(Old Covenant Sacraments)

The main Old Covenant sacraments are circumcision and @ssover,
called sacraments because they signify and seal the covenant. Other
‘symbols” in the Old Testament signify, but these sacraments have a
special “sealin< function. How do we know they are more than
symbols?

Circumcision carries a sanction, a real judgment, with it. A self-
maledicto~  curse was applied to the one who either was not circum-
cised, and should be, or the one who broke the covenant of circum-
cision. In either case, the person would be “cut off” (Gen. 17:11).
Remember, tlw ‘he~-maledictoy”  oath is a pledge of faithfulness, the pun-
ishment being the curse of the covenant. It is called se~-valedictory
because the individual takes the curse (malediction) on himself. Cir-
cumcision is the ~“udicial  phase of the covenant, as we saw in the
Abrahamic Covenant, ratifying the covenant by the direct applica-
tion of the sanctions.

Passover is also more than a symbol. A real transfer of inhm”tance
takes place through this meal. Passover, including all other “food”
sacraments (manna, sacrifices, etc.), is the legitimacy section, estab-
lishing continuity and discontinuity between the true and fkke heirs.
Like circumcision, Passover “cut off” the false heirs (Gen. 17:14). No
“leaven” could be eaten at this meal. The Israelites were to “cut it off”
(Ex. 12:8). So these “rites” are more than mere ritual. They are cove-
nantal  exercises that affect the destiny of each family and individual
involved.

My purpose for studying the sacraments at this point is simple.
The sacraments can be analyzed separately, since they are the visible
manifestation of the five points of covenantalism. My purpose, how-
ever, is to take each sacrament as it fits into the overall covenantal
structure. Circumcision demonstrates the judicial phase, and Pass-
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over the legitimacy aspect of the covenant. I intend to show that
these sacraments form a transition into the New Covenant. Each has
its fulfillment in Christ. Furthermore, since Passover in particular
closes on the disinheritance of the “bastards” of the covenant, we will
be set up for the ministry of Christ. John the Baptist, Christ, and
His disciples encountered “sons” of the covenant who were being dis-
inherited and new “sons” who were being included. As we shall see,
Jesus re-created the world through the five points of covenantalism.
We begin with circumcision.

C i r c u m c i s i o n  ( B o u n d a r y  S a c r a m e n t )

Circumcision is the primary symbol of boundary, representing a
“line” that is crossed to get into the covenant. Where do we see the
idea of boundary? First, the Flood was a form of circumcision, being
called the “cuttin< off of the world (Gen. 9:11; 17:14). It is further
significant that God gave a “rainbow” as a symbol that He would
never do this again. The “rainbow” formed a circle of water around
the earth, much like circumcision cuts a line around the organ of
procreation.

Second, when Israel marched into the Promised Land, the part-
ing of the Jordan river, a boundary, is called a “cutting” (Josh. 3:13).
Again, the same Hebrew word is used to describe the “cutting” of cir-
cumcision. Then, after Israel had entered the land, God commanded
the people to circumcise themselves (Josh. 5:2-9). This circumcision
is followed by the “circling” of Jericho. There seems to be a theological
connection. The boundary performed on the land at the Jordan river
and the people at Gilgd (“wheel”) is finally placed around the unbe-
liever. So circumcision was a boundary applied to the “flesh.”

The “Flesh”

Circumcision was applied to the ‘j7esh  of the foreskin” (Gen.
17:11). Encircling the “flesh” with a bloody cut symbolized a new
boundary, the boundary of the covenant. Why the emphasis on
“flesh”? The Old Covenant was made with the “flesh.” Adam, who
was created flesh ~ actually from the “dust” of the ground (Gen. 2:7)
— was the covenantal representative. When Adam fell, the “flesh”
became a term of derision, meaning the Old Covenant itself had fallen
into disre~ute.  Shortly after the Fall, man was referred to as “flesh” in a
negative sense. God describes the pre-Noahic situation: “My Spirit
shall not strive with man forever, because he also isflesh”  (Gen. 6:3).
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The war between “Spirit” and “flesh” had begun. The battle would
not be definitively won until the Spirit was poured out in all His full-
ness in the New Covenant. Even then, however, the conflict would
still be between them progressively (Gal. 5 :16 ff.).

During the Old Covenant, God continued to provide new
“Adams” and bring man back into the covenant, each time attempt-
ing to overcome the “flesh” because the covenant had been originally
made with the “flesh.” Circumcision win a means of doing this by actual~
placing the covenant in thejesh.

The purpose was to “kill” the flesh so that it might be “resur-
rected.” But, we should remember that there are dual sanctions: curs-
ing and blessing. Circumcision brought automatic results but not
automatic salvation. The ritual demanded faithfulness, and by itself
it could not save. If the recipient did not persevere, he was cut off.
His circumcision became a sign ofjudgment  unto death. But, if he con-
tinued in faith, circumcision became a judgment unto lt~e. The “cut”
brought the sanction of “blessing” (Gen. 17:16). Through this judg-
ment ordeal would come life or death, depending on the faithfulness,
or lack thereof, in the person being circumcised. Three legal
realities, however, were accomplished.

(1)

Circumcision brought about a judicial form of new life, adoption.
The skin removed was called the ‘flesh.” We have already seen the

theological importance of this term. It represented man’s sinful
“dead” condition. By “killing” the “flesh,” new life could begin.

Abraham’s case is a clear example. Sarah’s womb was dead. He
was unable to procreate. Also, all men, even babies, are born dead in
sin. David said he was “conceived in sin in his mother’s womb” (Ps.
51: 5). The reality of man’s sin was that babies were born sin@l,  fur-
ther meaning that there was no way that a child could become the
“child of the covenant” through any natural process. Remember, mere
birth in the home did not make the child a member of the covenant.
He was born covenantally  dead. How did he become a member of
God’s family? A legal process of ao%ption  had to occur. Since circum-
cision performed the function of bringing someone into the covenant
who was not “naturally” related to God, it amounted to legal adoption.

No child “naturally” belongs to God, not if we take seriously the
statements about being born in sin. There is no such thing as an “age
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of accountability.” The Bible nowhere teaches such a make-believe
doctrine. Paul says specifically that Esau was hated by God in his
mother’s womb, before he had done good or evil (Rem. 9:11,13). Age
had nothing to do with Esau’s judicial accountability before God. He
was a son of Adam; Adam had already been judged guilty. What is
astounding is not that Esau was judged guilty, but that Jacob was
judged not guilty in the womb. That is God’s grace in action.

Further, notice that dedication of the child was not enough. Dedi-
cation would have been just the dedication of a “dead” baby.
Remember, God looks at life covenantal~.  That baby may have beeri
the healthiest child on earth, but until covenantally  claimed by God,
it remained forever separatedfiom  Him. This cleavage was covenantal
death, not cessation of existence. So if a child ‘was to be part of the
covenant, he had to come through adoption, or legal life.

What about daughters? Obviously they could not be circum-
cised. Daughters came into the covenant by way of representation.
The male covenantally  represented the whole family. Remember,
the woman symbolized the bride. The bride could not save herself.
She needed a “groom,” symbolizing Christ, to come and save her.
Through the death of His flesh, the Bride is therefore adopted. But
circumcision could only kill the “flesh. ” After Christ’s circumcision
death, not just the “fleshly foreskin” is removed: the whole body, the
Church, dies with Him (Rem. 6:lff.).  His circumcision went beyond
Old Covenant circumcision, becoming a baptism that applied to
male and female. Both received the sign and were adopted into the
new house.

Even though circumcision was applied to children in the Old
Covenant, however, the child was required to continue in the faith.
There was the possibility that he could fall away, like the ones in the
wilderness, (I Cor. 10: 5ff. ). Circumcision brought a dual sanction,
not automatic salvation. The child was legally adopted, but could
still be disowned, precisely what God did to Israel when He adopted
the gentiles.

(2)

Second, circumcision symbolized the whole sacr~cial .ystem, or
salvation. How? It removed shame, performing a function that the
“bloody sacrifice” accomplished. After Joshua had the Israelites cir-
cumcised at Gilgal,  before they entered the Promised Land, the
Lord said, “Today I have rolled back the reproach of Egypt from you”
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(Josh. 5:9). This “reproach” is literally shame, like Adam’s and Eve’s
shame, experienced when the forbidden fruit was eaten. How was
this shame covered? Through a bloody sacrifice. Circumcision,
therefore, stripped away the old fleshly clothing through a bloody
ordeal, providing new clothing. What became of the “clothing”? I
think we have to see this ultimately as Christ Himself. His death was
simultaneously the circumcision and baptism of the world (Col.
2:11-13). To be baptized in Christ is to put on His clothing (Gal.

3:27). So until Christ came, Israel was still in a state of nakedness,
being circumcised, but in need of clothing to cover what was removed.

(3)

Three, circumcision judgment represented ajnaljudgment.  God
told Abraham that an uncircumcised person would be “cut off”
(Gen. 17:14).  The idea is that God would cut off the organ of repro-
duction, symbolically killing, if the foreskin was not removed. Im-
mediately after God promised destruction to Egypt’s firstborn, we
read:

Now it came about at the lodging place on the way that the Lord met
him [Moses] and sought to put him to death. Then Zipporah took a flint
and cut off her son’s foreskin and threw it at Moses’ feet, and she said, “You
are indeed a bridegroom of blood to me.” So He [Angel of Death] let him
alone. At that time she said, “You are a bridegroom of blood” — because of

‘ the circumcision (Ex. 4:24-26).

God was willing to kill Moses, even after He had called him out
to lead His people out of Egypt. Why? Remember, dominion is by cove-
nant. Just as we saw the need for Israel to be circumcised before the
Promised Land could be conquered, so Moses’ son had to be circum-
cised before he could conquer the Egyptians. God wants His people
to live in covenant faithfulness, and He promises that He will go be-
fore them and destroy any and every enemy.

God’s people must meet judgment up front. Circumcision repre-
sented a real judgment. But it provided a covenantal umbrella that
avoided the great final judgment of sin. It was simple: a man re-
ceived the symbolic judgment of final death, and as long as the recip-
ient persevered in faithfulness to God, eternal death would not
come. The promise to Israel was that as long as they were faithful to
their circumcision, they would not be “cut off.” In the end, they fell
away, and God did cut them off. But they didn’t have to perish.
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Jesus’ death was the substitutional circumcision of the world. Paul
says,

And in Him you were also circumcised with a circumcision made with-
out hands, in the removal of the body of the flesh by the circumcision of
Christ; having been buried with Him in baptism, in which you were also
raised up with Him through faith in the working of God, who raised Him
from the dead. And when you were dead in your transgressions and the un-
circumcision of your flesh, He made you alive together with Him, having
forgiven us all our transgressions (Col.  2:11-13).

When Christ was born, the Jews had almost been cut off. The
Jews were given opportunity after opportunity to trust in Christ’s
circumcision. They didn’t. But when the New Testament begins,
Israel is living in an uncircumcised condition. Judgment is all around.
The land has turned to a “desert” – Mark’s description of Israel
(Mark l:lff.). Mark goes onto structure his book according to thir-
teen individual healings (1:21; 1:29; 1:40; 2:1; 3:1; 5:1; 5:21; 5:25;
7:24; 7:31; 8:22; 9:14; 12:46). Only one has to do with a Gentile,
symbolizing that the Gentiles would be raised up after the Jews. The
rest are Jews who have physical conditions like blindness, lameness,
and dumbness, that represent the curses of the covenant (Isa. 35).
Israel had apostatized and faced the judicial judgment that circumci-
sion represented.

The Old Covenant closes on the note of being “cut off.” The
world needed to be truly circumcised. The sanction was working into
disinheritance. This brings us to the second sacrament and the legiti-
maqv  section of the covenant, the segment in which the meal of inherit-
ance normally fell.

Passover (Food Sacrament)

Passover was actual~ another form of circumcision. The continuity be-
tween them is expressed in the following passage.

Now it came about when they had finished circumcising all the nation,
that they remained in their places in the camp until they were healed
[revived]. Then the Lord said to Joshua, “Today I have rolled away the

reproach of Egypt from you.” So the name of that place is called Gilgal
[“wheel”] to this day. While the sons of Israel camped at Gilgal, they ob-
served the Passover on the evening of the fourteenth day of the month on
the desert plains of Jericho. And on the&y after the Passover, on that very day,
they ate some of the produce of the land, unleavened cakes and parched
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grain. And the manna ceased on the day after they had eaten some of the
produce of the land, so that the sons of Israel no longer had manna, but they
ate some of the yield of the land of Canaan during that year (Josh. 5:8-12).

The relationship between the two Old Testament sacraments is
twofold. First, the continuity between the two sacraments can be
seen in the phrase, “rolled away the reproach of Egypt” (v. 9). Pass-
over and circumcision were bloody rites. As already mentioned,
“removal of shame” took place in the Garden of Eden by means of a
sacrifice. At the first Passover, the blood of the sacrificial lamb was
placed on the door that the Angel of Death would jzz.s.s ovtr. Then the
sacrificial lamb was eaten. This sacrifice averted death the same way
the first animal sacrifice pushed away the death of Adam and Eve.
So both passover sacrifice and circumcision removed “shame.”

Second, the Joshua passage shows that circumcision led to Pass-
over. Circumcision had to come first. One could not eat of the Pass-
over unless he was circumcised. The “stranger in the land,” for ex-
ample, could live in the midst of God’s people if he kept the civil law.
But until circumcision, he could not eat the Passover meal.

So, there is a relationship between the two sacraments. Both
were part of a covenant in the flesh, or a “rolling away of shame.”
The two are similar yet have their own distinct emphasis. Circumci-
sion established covenantal  union, while Passover and the other sac-
ramental meals preserved this union through communion. At this
point, we turn to Passover as another place where the covenant is
legitimated.

Continui@

Legitimate heirs received inheritance and continuity in terms of
obedience to God’s Passover requirement. The illegitimate heirs, the
bastards, were disinherited through the Passover and all other sacra-
mental meals. The original Passover account reads,

It is the Lord’s Passover. For I will go through the land of Egypt on that
night, and will strike down all the first-born in the land of Egypt, both man
and beast; and against all the gods of Egypt I will execute judgments— I am
the Lord. And blood shall be a sign for you on the houses where you live;
and when I see the blood I will pass over you, and no plague will befall you
to destroy you when I strike the land of Egypt. Now this day will be a
memorial to you, and you shall celebrate it as a feast to the Lord; through-
out your generations you are to celebrate it as a permanent ordinance. . . .
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Sanctify to Me every first-born, the first offspring of every womb among
the sons of Israel, both of man and beast; it belongs to Me. . . . Remember
this day . . . and nothing unleavened shall be eaten. . . . Now it shall
come about when the Lord brings you to the land of the Canaanite, as He
swore to you and to your fathers, and gives it to you, that you shall devote
to the Lord the first offspring of every womb . . . And Moses took the
bones of Joseph with him, for he had made the sons of Israel solemnly
swear, saying, “God shall surely take care of you; and you shall carry my
bones from here with you” (Ex. 12:11-14;  13:1-19).

All of the issues of continuity and discontinuity are found in this
passage.

(1)

Passover created continuity and discontinuity between the
first-born of God and the first-born of the Egyptians. The first-born
sons of Egypt could keep inheritance only on the basis of obedience
to God. When they refused to obey, their inheritance was lost
because of death. Also, the Israelites’ journey was financed with the
first-born inheritance of Egypt. The people left and were able to take
all the gold of Egypt they could carry.

The Israelites were never to forget that their inheritance came by cou-
enant,  not by natural succession. First-born status was based on obedi-
ence to the Lord. The text above says that the reason for unleavened
bread was a “firstfruits” commitment that Israel would dedicate
everything to the Lord when the land was reached. This bread sym-
bolized that Israel was in compliance with the Passover and the com-
mandments of God. Once the land was reached, this symbol of ethi-
cal separation was the primary requirement for remaining in the
land and keeping the inheritance.

(3

The Passover meal established continuity and discontinuity
within Israel. While Moses was on the mountain receiving the com-
mandments, the Israelites ate an idolatrous communion meal, which
in effect became a false passover. They committed idolatry and adul-
tery at the same time. Remember, these two commandments
parallel each other in the Ten Commandments Covenant, the sec-
ond and seventh falling in the hierarchical category. We can see how
the Passover meal that had been eaten became an ordeal of~iaLousy
type of meal. What happened?
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The Israelites became impatient. They took their new inherit-
ance from Egypt and made an idol, fashioned after a sacrificial ani-
mal, the ox. They offered false sacrifices and worshiped it. As Paul
says, “The people sat down to eat and drink [false passover], and
stood up to play” (I Cor. 10:7). This idolatry made God jealous. To
the second commandment on idolatry is attached the statement, “I,
the Lord thy God am a jealous God” (Ex. 20:5). God sent Moses
down the mountain. When he arrived, he “threw the tablets from his
hands and shattered them at the foot of the mountain. And he took
the calf which they had made and burned it with fire, and ground it
to powder, and scattered it over the surface of the water, and made the
sons of Israel drink it” (Ex. 32:19-20).

This procedure is the ordeal of jealousy described in Numbers 5
regarding a woman suspected of adultery. This is a process of disin-
heritance. All of the meals in the wilderness became part of a “spiri-
tual food and drink” category (I Cor. 10:3-4). In an extension of the
true Passover, the Israelites drank a mixture of their sin, plus its
judgment (the commandments), and its purification (the water). It
seems from what follows that this was to reveal those who were unre-
pentant. After drinking the solution, Moses used the Levites to exe-
cute judgment. Going among the Israelites, approximately 3,000
were put to death. How did the Levites know whom to kill? They
probably had a “swollen stomach” like the guilty woman in the
ordeal of jealousy (Nu. 5:27). As a result of this judgment, the true
heirs were established through continuip.

(3)

Passover created continuity with the future. Exodus 12 says,
“This day [Passover day] will be a memorial to you, and you shall
celebrate it as a permanent ordinance” (Ex. 12:14). Passover restored the
family. As the children participated in the Passover, they were told
the meaning of the meal. The father said in effect, “You get to eat
because of what the Lord did for me” (Ex. 13:8). To cut off the chil-
dren would not make sense because this would be a complete denial
of what the Passover was all about: a future inheritance for the cove-
nant people. The future was in the covenant child. No children meant
no future: no land or anything else. If the children were not pulled up into
the covenant, or if they turned away from the Lord, they would die
and the land would be taken away. The Passover meal extended cov-
enantal  continuity.
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The false passover meal at the foot of Mt. Sinai during Moses’
absence had destroyed the families of the participants. As the death
penalty was about to be carried out on the apostates, Moses said,
“Dedicate yourselves today to the Lord – for every man has been
against his son and against his brother— in order that He may bestow a
blessing upon you today” (Ex. 32:29). The %lessing” was the transfer
of inheritance. So, as Israel had lost its family continuity through

an idolatrous meal, it would receive it back through faithful com-
munion.

The covenant was legitimated in terms of a meal. As we have seen in
previous covenants, at the end of the covenant, the death of the cove-
nantal  head seals the disinheritance of the old htn”rs  and the inheritance of the
new heirs. When Israel left Egypt, the “bones of Joseph” were taken.
Remember, Israel had lived in the Promised Land once before.
When Joseph died outside of the land, he needed to be returned to
establish continuity. Joseph, in other words, had to be connected
with Joshua. The same thing happened in the New Testament. John
the Baptist died, representing the Old Covenant. Jesus Christ cre-
ated continuity with the final Old Covenant Head. He died and was
buried outside of Jerusalem, outside the land. After the Resurrec-
tion, He returned to the land, just as Joseph returned with Joshua.
He established continuity with His new army.

When Christ was born, Israel was eating meals with the “golden
calf” again. Israel had become like a “new” Egypt. Everywhere Jesus
went, He encountered people cursed with plagues like sickness,
demon-possession, and lameness. Jesus said their father was the
devil (John 8:44). When they ate the Passover, or any sacramental
meal, they were eating and drinking judgment to themselves. They
would die just as their forefathers had. Christ told them who He was
time and again. Like Moses, He went through the camp offering a
time of repentance. They refused, and by His own birth, death, and
resurrection, He removed the “flesh” (Col. 2:11-13). For those on the
Lord’s side, the ones who turned and trusted in Christ, His death
and resurrection definitive y accomplished salvation. Seventy A. D.
was the progressive outworking of the destruction of the Old Cove-
nant, which had become flesh, on those who wanted to remain in the
wilderness of rebellion. But Christ did all of this not by the sword,
but by His own covenantal  death. Dominion over the apostates was
through the application of the covenant.
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Conclusion

Here is the end of the Old Covenant. We have called this chapter
the “Covenant in the Flesh .“ Circumcision and Passover were de-
signed to restore Israel, but they could not. They went the way of all
the Old Covenant, the way of the flesh. Christ’s appearance in his-
tory encounters a nation and world that had been consumed by the
flesh. His circumcision/death was the only thing that truly changed
the world.



Appendix 9

COVENANT BY THE SPIRIT
(New Covenant Sacraments)

‘ The sacraments of the New Covenant are especially tied to the
Holy Spirit. The Old Covenant sacraments were in the “flesh” (i.e.
“foreskin”) and ended in death. But when Christ died and rose again,
the Holy Spirit was poured out on the earth as He never had been
before. Does this mean individuals, prior to Pentecost, did not have
the Holy Spirit? No, the Holy Spirit was “hovering” over the original
creation (Gen. 1:2), leading Israel out of bondage from Egypt (Deut.
32:1OR.) and guiding the individual leaders of God’s people. Jesus
told Nicodemus that he needed to be “born of the Spirit” (John
3:1-5). When Nicodemus did not understand, Jesus rebuked him
saying, “Are you a teacher of Israel, and do not understand these
things?” (John 3:10). Being born again of the Spirit was nothing new.
Nicodemus should have understood.

The difference between the Spirit’s work in the Old and New
Covenants is that the Spirit was given to the whole earth, to Jew and
Gentile in the New Covenant. This was something new. Again it
should be understood that it was not as though the Spirit had never
gone to an “individual” Gentile, or individual Gentile nations (i.e.
Assyria). There are plenty of examples in the Old Testament where
a Gentile became a believer (Ruth 1; II Kgs. 5 :lff. ). But never be-
fore, at least since the Tower of Babel, had Gentiles been made a
part of God’s priesthood. Because the Spirit went to the Gentiles, spe-
cial signs, like speaking in tongues, accompanied it. Addressing the
Church at Corinth, Paul says, “In the Law it is written, ‘By men of
strange tongues and by the lips of strangers I will speak to this peo-
ple, and even so they will. not listen to Me,’ says the Lord. So then
tongues are for a sign, not to those who believe, but to unbelievers” (I
Cor. 14:21-22).  Who were these unbelievers? Gentiles! Why was a
sign needed? Because the Spirit of God was coming to them as well.

299
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The Spirit had come in special measure, “given life” (II Cor. 3:6),
and had life-giving signs.  Ultimately, this is the great difference be-
tween Old and New. Baptism and communion are signs of Life
through the Holy Spirit. The great transition point was the resurrec-
tion of Chrz”st.  After He was raised from the dead, He began to fill His
disciples with the Holy Spirit (John 20:22).  After He ascended to the
right hand of God, the Holy Spirit was given to a broader circle at
Pentecost. Jesus had said the Spirit would be left with man to be
Christ’s Presence on earth. The Spirit would overcome the “flesh.”
Certainly “individual” men still lived by the “flesh” and ‘died,” but
the contrasts of the New Testament between Old Covenant and New
Covenant lay in the fact that the Spirit had been poured out on all of
humanity. The Spirit would put down all rule by the@sh.

The s@s  of the New Covenant are symbols of the Spirit, not of
the “flesh .“ There are two: baptism and communion. Why only two?
Aren’t there other symbols in the New Covenant? Yes, marriage is a
sign of the covenant. Why isn’t it a sacrament? Marriage is a symbol
but it does not in any way seal into the covenant. Paul argues that
one is free to marry or not to marry. Neither situation makes one
more or less in covenant with Christ (I Cor. 7:8-24). Some churches
include marriage as a sacrament, but only because they have a much
broader definition of sacraments. This word should be reserved, how-
ever, for those covenantal  acts which seal a person to Christ. These
are baptism and communion.

Baptism (Boundary Sacrament)

We have already seen in the Great Commission Covenant that
baptism is the new ~anction.  It represents the work of the Holy Spirit.
Jesus says, “John baptized with water but you shall be baptized with
the Spirit” (Acts 1:5). Paul says, “He saves us, not on the basis of
deeds which we have done in righteousness, but according to His
mercy, by the washing of regeneration and renewing by the Ho~
Spirit” (Titus 3:5). We should keep in mind the principle of the Trin-
ity as we read such a passage. The “water” itself does not regenerate,
but signifies the incorfioration  of the believer under terms of the couenant. It
seals the believer covenantally  to the Holy Spirit. Baptism warns the
baptized: break the terms of the covenant by renouncing Christ, and
you will perish by the terms of the covenant. Because baptism is a
sanction, there are dual sanctions: blessing and cursing. Baptism
seals to Christ, and is in this sense automatic, but it does not auto-
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matically  create saluation.
How can this be? Remember the Trinitarian principle of not sepa-

ration but distinction (p. 88). Salvation is not to be separated from the
sacraments, but should be kept distinct, meaning God requires a life
of faithfulness to accompany baptism. In this case, the believer re-
ceives the sanction of blessing. But if there is unfaithfulness as a result
of the person’s abandoning reliance on Christ, the now-uisib~  reuealed
unbeliever receives the sanction of cursing. In this regard, we see the
similarity to and the difference from circumcision.

Cursing

Like circumcision, baptism is a “killing” ritual. Both symbolize
the essence of the curse on man, death  (Gen. 2:17). Paul makes the
connection when he says,

In Him you were also circumcised with a circumcision made without
hands, in the removal of the body of the flesh by the circumcision of Christ;
having been buried with Him in baptism, in which you were also raised with
Him through faith in the working of God, who raised Him from the dead.
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 (Col.  2:11-13).

Circumcision killed the “flesh.” At least, that was its intention.
Only through the circumcision of Christ could its original purpose
be accomplished. Yet, baptism replaces circumcision, also being a
process of killing the “flesh.” Paul says that we are “buried with Him
in baptism.”

Throughout the Old Testament, circumcision had anticipated
baptism. Water was a circular, circumcision-forming boundary
around the original creation/land. The Flood was referred to as a
“cutting off of the world. After the Great Deluge, God said, “All
flesh shall never again be cut of by water of the flood” (Gen. 9:11).
The Hebrew word “cut off” is the same one used to refer to the curse
that falls on the one who is not circumcised (Gen. 17:14). So circum-
cision and water were killing boundaries in the Old Covenant.

Water  was a constant source of killing. It killed the sons of Cain in
the Flood; it killed the Egyptians at the crossing of the Red Sea.
Jesus referred to His own death as a baptism. He said to His dis-
ciples, “Are you able to drink the cup that I drink, or to be baptized
with the baptism with which I am baptized” (Mark 10:38). Christ’s
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death was simultaneously a circunwision  and baptismal curse.
Although circumcision symbolized death, baptism symbolized a

greater death because it represented the death of Christ in a way that
circumcision could not. How? It was death unto lt$e. Paul says, “Do
you not know that all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus
have been baptized into His death? Therefore we have been buried
with Him through baptism into death in order that as Christ was
raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, so we too might
walk in newness of life” (Rem. 6:3-4). Circumcision was death unto
death. Baptism was death unto lije.

So, baptism has greater killing power. It represents the Holy
Spirit, whose Life is so powerful that instant death can come to the
one who ‘betrays his baptism. Of the early church we read:

But a certain man named Ananias, with his wife Sapphira, sold a piece
of property, and kept back some of the price for himself, with his wife’s full
knowledge, and bringing a portion of it, he laid it at the apostles’ feet. But
Peter said, ‘Ananias,  why has Satan filled your heart to lie to the Holy
Spirit, and to keep back some of the price of the land? While it remained
unsold, did it not remain your own? And after it was sold, was it not under
your control? Why is it that you have conceived this deed in your heart?
You have not lied to men, but God.” And as he heard these words, Ananias
fell down and breathed his last; and great fear came upon all who heard of
it . . . . And his wife came in, not knowing what had happened. And Peter
responded to her, “Tell me whether you sold the land for such and such a

price?” And she said, “Yes, that was the price .“ Then Peter said to her, “Why
is it that you have agreed together to put the Spirit of the Lord to the test?
Behold, the feet of those who have buried your husband are at the door, and
they shall carry you out as well.” And she fell immediately at his feet, and
breathed her last (Acts 5:1-11).

How could Satan fill a baptized person’s heart? Because baptism
does not save anyone. Baptism represents the two-fold sanction of
the Holy Spirit. To be united to Christ means great life or horren-
dous death, depending on the faithfulness of the one baptized. There
was a similar incident with Achan in the Old Testament (Josh. 7).
But even in that case, the #eoPle  carried out the death penalty (Josh.
7:25). In the New Covenant, the Holy Spirit is more directly in-
volved in the death of those who break covenant.

Baptism is a sanction of death. Like circumcision, it killed the
“flesh,” but unlike the Old Covenant sacrament, it killed by the Spirit.
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Blessing

Water, however, is more than something which symbolically and
covenantally  kills. Water symbolically and covenantally  resurrects.
Water symbolizes the greatest blessing that could ever come to man-
kind: ltfe– victoy over sin and death. Paul says, “For if we have become
united with Him in the likeness of His death, certainly we shall be
also in the likeness of His resurrection” (Rem. 6:5).

Circumcision killed the flesh and adopted the recipient into the
household. In this sense, it resurrected. But circumcision, as we saw
at the end of the Old Covenant, failed to resurrect Israel. Christ’s
death went beyond circumcision, in that it actually resurrected the
New Israel covenantally  (representationally). This is implied in the
symbolism of water in the Old Testament. When someone touched a
dead animal, the law said,

The one who touches the corpse of any person shall be unclean for seven
days. That one shall purify himself from uncleanness with the water on the
third day and on the seventh day, and then he shall be clean; but if he does
not purify himself on the third day and on the seventh day, he shall not be
clean. Anyone who touches a corpse, the body of a man who has died, and
does not purify himself, defiles the tabernacle of the Lord; and that person
shall be cut off from Israel. Because the water for impurity was not spn”nkled
on him, he shzdl  be unclean; his uncleanness is still on him (Nu. 19:11-13).

Such a ritual anticipated New Covenant baptism in several
ways. First, this Old Testament baptism is called a baptism (Heb.
9:10). In the great chapter on the Resurrection, Paul says, “What
will those do who are baptized for the dead? If the dead are not raised
at all, why then are they baptized for them?” (I Cor. 15:29). The
“baptism for the dead” was none other than the Old Covenant bap-
tism in Numbers 19. When someone touched anyone who had died,
he had to be symbolically resurrected, because death spread to death in
the Old Testament.

Second, notice that this baptism was applied on the third day.
Jesus was raised on the third day. He was the complete fulfillment of
what Old Testament baptism typified, the resurrection.

Third, this baptism symbolically came from above, which is im-
plied in the sprinkling. Resurrection is ‘symbolized by the sprinkling
or pouring mode. Notice that all throughout the Bible, only the
pagans are drowned, or immersed. How were the sons of Cain killed
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in the Flood? By immersion. How were the Egyptians killed at the
crossing of the Red Sea? By immersion.

God’s people are always “sprinkled.” At the Flood, the Ark was
“rained on,” or sprinkled. At the crossing of the Red Sea, the Psalm-
ist says, “The clouds poured out water” on the Israelites (Ps. 77:17).
Jesus was poured upon in the Jordan River because His baptism did
not symbolize conversion. How could it? His was a baptism into the
priesthood (Nu. 4:3). Priests were consecrated into the priesthood
through special baptisms (Heb. 6:1; 9:10; Lev. 11:25). The method
was by sprinkling. Moses says, “This is what you shall do to them to
consecrate them to minister as priests to Me. . . . You shall bring
Aaron and his sons to the doorway of the tent of meeting, and wash
them with water” (Ex. 29:4). Because there was nothing big enough at
the “door” to immerse the priests, the method was by pouring. This is
why those Reformation churches that have emphasized the priesthood
of all believers have traditionally poured or sprinkled people, rather
than immersing them. 1

Christ had said, “John baptized with water, but you shall be bap-
tized by the Spirit” (Acts 1:5). When the Holy Spirit came, Peter
quoted the prophet Joel, describing this event: U ‘And it shall be in
the last days,’ God says, ‘that I will pour out My Spirit upon all~esh’”
(Joel 2:28-32  quoted in Acts 2 :17 ff.). Holy Spirit baptism is pouring
or sprinkling because this symbolizes the blessing of the Spirit.

Circumcision blessed, but it did not have the power to bless the
“flesh”; it only had the power to kill it. But Joel says that the Spirit
would be poured out on all “flesh” (Joel 2:28-32). Baptism is a sign
and seal of not only death, but the resurrection of flesh to become
true humani~.  When man is converted, he starts to act more like a
human, and less like the “flesh,” which has the characteristics of the
“beast” (Dan. 7:1-8).  Baptism is a symbol of the life-giving power of
the Spirit. This blessing leads into the next sacrament.

Communion (Food Sacrament)

Communion is a n“tual  meal that portrays the power of Christ over
death. Like the other covenants, the meal is the place for trans-

1. Those who baptize by immersion have argued that the Reformation churches
(Lutherans, Presbyterian, and Anglican) were still unwilling to break ritually with
Rome, which also sprinkled, have not understood the theological reason for retain-
ing the early Church’s mode of baptism. It was the Roman Church which was in-
consistent with its own sacerdotal theology by retaining the mode of baptism used by
the early Church.
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ferring  and memorializing inheritance. Communion is a memorial
of Christ’s Death and Resurrection. “Memorial” means covenantal
renewal. The ancient suzerain treaties carved the covenant on a
stone, leaving it in the land of the vassal. It served as a memorial
that continuity had been established with the suzerain. The New
Covenant makes communion the memorial. Paul says,

The Lord Jesus in the night in which He was betrayed took bread; and
when He had given thanks, He broke it, and said, “This is My body, which
is given for you; do this in remembrance of Me.” In the same way He took the
cup also, after supper, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in My blood;
do this, as often as you drink it, in remembrance of Me” (1 Cor. 11:23-25).

“Remembrance” does not mean “memory.” Rather, “remem-
brance” is a “memorializing” that renews the covenant. Biblical
memorializing involves taking the Supper in a “worthy” manner.
How is the Lord’s Supper taken “worthily”? When is it legitimate?

Legitimate Communion

By this question I don’t intend to imply that communion itself is
not legitimate when taken “unworthily.” Paul’s language indicates
that the recipient of communion may not be legitimate. In the case of
the Corinthians, some were “sick and dying” because they were not
communing. Paul explains three violations that rendered a communi-
cant an illegitimate, or bastard of the faith. Keep in mind the follow-
ing points are expressed in the negative because this is the way Paul
states them.

First is the failure to commune. What were the Corinthians doing?
Paul says, ‘When you meet together, it is not to eat the Lord’s Sup-
per, for in your eating each one takes his own supper first” (I Cor.
11: 20-21). Very seldom is this context recognized. So often this pas-
sage is read just before the Lord’s Supper, when it actually applies
primarily to those who are not taking communion. The Corinthians
were treating communion as a regular meal of their homes. The
Church is not the~ami~.  To reduce the Church to the family is to “bas-
tardize” everyone who takes the meal. What does this say about
churches that profess to be churches but never take communion?
The members are ritually proclaiming themselves to be bastards of
the faith, or illegitimate sons. The Lord’s Supper is not an option. It
is to be eaten by Christians because it is the place of life (John
6:52-59), life brought about by the Spirit of God (John 6:53, 63). It
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is to be eaten often, preferably once a week (Acts 20:7-12).
Second is the demonstration of unfaith~lness.  Paul says, “Let a man

examine himself” (I Cor. 11:28). The command means demonstration
offaith+iness.  The word ‘examine” should be translated demonstrate.
In other passages Paul uses the same Greek word where it is trans-
lated “prove.” He says, “But let every man Prove his own work, and
then shall he have rejoicing in himself alone, and not in anothe~’
(Gal. 6:4). This is a fundamental aspect of Christian se~-government.
Self-government is basic because to make a covenant with God
always involves taking a se@udedictory oath, which is what baptism is.

This presents quite a contrast to the modern idea of the Lord’s
Supper as a form of contemplation – with lights turned down low and
quivering organ music in the background. Communion is not con-
templation; it is covenant renewal. It is therefore a manifestation of the
communicant’s ritual reaffirmation of his self-valedictory oath. Yet
many people take communion who have never heard of a self-
maledictory oath. In most churches, anyone can walk in off the
street and have communion. He may be a professing Christian who
believes and practices abortion. But as long as he is “fully clothed
and in his right mind,” he can receive communion. Paul’s statement,
however, indicates that one becomes an illegitimate communicant if
he does not demonstrate his faith. Where does this begin? At bap-
tism, because it is the definitive covenant-cutting ceremony. How is
it continued? Through obedience. It is the Church officers’ job to
find out if the people communing have demonstrated their covenant
to Christ.

Third is no mxountabilip  to the government of the Church. Paul says,
“For he who eats and drinks, eats and drinks judgment to himself, if
he does not judge the body rightly” (1 Cor. 11:29). The word ‘fudge”
means discern (I Cor. 4:7; 6:5). The New American Standard Ver-
sion simply says “discern the body” because some manuscripts under-
stood this to be the “body of the Church.” But whether it means dis-
cern the mystical or political body of Christ, Paul clarifies what he
means when he says, “If we judge ourselves rightly we should not be
judged” (I Cor. 11:31).  How does the Church “judge itself”? Through
the disciplining process of Matthew 18. Jesus says,

If your brother sins, go and reprove him in private; if he listens to you,
you have won your brother. But if he does not listen to you, take one or two
more with you, so that by the mouth of two or three witnesses every fact
may be confirmed. And if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church;
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and if he refuses to listen even to the church, let him be to you as a Gentile
and a tax-gatherer (Matt. 18:15-17).

When Church discipline is going on, the body is being ‘discerned?
members are “judging one another.” Where this is not happening,
the members are being illegitimized. This makes local church disci-
pline a very serious matter. The Church at Corinth was full of disci-
plinary problems. Paul had had to tell them to discipline one man
who committed incest (I Cor. 5 :lff. ).

These three principles of legitimacy were important to the life of
the Corinthian Church. Why? As we have seen throughout the cove-
nants of the Bible, continuity and discontinuity are created at the
covenantal  meal. The New Covenant is no different. Offense at the
meal means loss of inheritance.

Continui@Discontinui~

First, continuityldiscontinuity is established with the First-born.
Who is the First-born? Jesus. Paul says Christ is the “first-born
among many brethren” (Rem. 8:29). Remember, the true first-born
forms continuity. Throughout the Old Covenant it was always the
second “Adam”: Isaac not Ishmael, Jacob not Esau, etc. In effect,
they became the first-born. But Christ was both the Second Adam
and the First-born. The writer to the Hebrews says, “And when He
again brings the jirst-born  into the world, He says, ‘And let all the
angels of God worship Him’” (Heb. 1:6). Communion sets up con-
tinuity between Christ and the Church which is also called the
“first-born” (Heb. 12:23). This continuity makes the Church the heir
of everything that belongs to Christ, the whole world. There is a
song, “We Are the World,” which implies that everyone on earth is
the world. Actually, the Church is definitively the world! Progres-
sively, the Church is becoming the world by filling it and subduing
it. In the end, anyone who is not a member of the Church will be
removed from the earth.

Second, communion establishes continuity/discontinuity be-
tween the Church and world. The Passover Meal was a feast which
disinherited the Egyptians. In the same way, communion is the new
Passover meal which disinherits the world. How? While the Israel-
ites were eating the lamb of the Passover, the Angel of Death visited
the Egyptians. In a miraculous way, the Egyptians were defeated.
When the Church communes with Christ, keeping in mind the prin-
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ciples  of legitimacy mentioned earlier, the wicked are judged. The
best illustration is toward the last part of the Book of Revelation.
The last series of judgments are the “seven chalices” (Rev. 16:lff.).
These are clearly references to the “chalice” of communion.

The implication is that as the Church exercises discipline
through its own communion, God begins to clear away the “clutter”
on the earth. God pours out His vengeance on all those who oppose
the Church. In a way, this is now happening in the Western world.
For the first time in centuries, the Church is beginning to commune
in disciplined fashion. It is not surprising to see God curse the world
with a disease like AIDS. The same thing happened in the 14th cen-
tury with the Plague. It happened again in 1493, when Columbus’
crew brought Syphilis to Europe, and it spread across the continent
within a decade. (In 1517, the Reformation began. ) Judgment begins
at the House of God. God weeded out Gideon’s army before He
allowed him to fight the Midianites. Discontinuity with the world,
through communion, had to occur before any kind of continuity
with the new world could be allowed. In other words, faithful com-
munion with Christ clears away the “fleshly” world so that Christians
can live in it.

Third, communion establishes continuity and discontinuity
within. the family. God claims whole families. We saw this earlier
when I talked about “household baptisms.” But baptism only applies
the sanctions.  Every member of the family is entitled to Christ’s-inher-
itance if he (or she) has been baptized. Paul says of the Red Sea bap-
tism and communion, ‘All were baptized into Moses in the cloud and
in the sea; And all ate the same spiritual food; and all drank that
same spiritual drink, for they were drinking from a spiritual rock
which followed them; and the rock was Chn”st”  (I Cor. 10:2-4). The
“all” means that each individual was baptized and ate the spiritual
communion of Christ. Significantly, this context applies these princi-
ples to communion.

The Lord’s Supper is for the whole family, providing they have
already received the sanctions in baptism. To take communion be-
fore the sanctions is the same as attempting to have life apart from
the sanction of death. This is a denial of the fundamental principle of
ljfe through death. For those who have been baptized, however, com-
munion is part of the ir.dumlance.  Full family communion establishes
continuity among family members. If the children are not allowed to
commune, then they have no continuity with the rest of the family.
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God’s “Great Commission” to disciple the world, family by family, is
cut short. How can the Church conquer the world when it unlaw-
fully excommunicates the children of its own families? It can’t. How
can the Church inherit the earth (Matt. 5:5) if it disinherits the chil-
dren of its own families? It can’t. This is why family continuity is so
important to the dominion of the world.

This concludes our study of communion. I have not attempted to
define the sense in which Christ is present in the Lord’s Supper. I can
say that Christ is not physically present in the meal because the night
He established the Supper and said, “This is My body,” He was not
speaking in a “physical” sense. Yet Scripture says that when the Sup-
per is taken in faith, Christ has been eaten. This is a great mystery
which neither rationalism nor irrationalism can comprehend. Even
so, this meal is the covenantal  process of legitimating the true and
false heirs. Through the real presence of the Spirit at communion, it
becomes a covenant by the Spirit.

Realism vs. Nominalism: Christ’s Kingdom

I have argued that Christ’s presence in the Lord’s Supper is re#ve-
sentatiue or covenantal. This breaks with the Roman Catholic view,
the Lutheran view, and the modern “memorial only”z  view.

The Roman Catholic and Lutheran views, despite their verbal
differences, are essentially the same. They are heavily influenced by
the medieval debate over realism and nominalism. Both the Roman
Catholics and the Lutherans maintain that Christ must be humanly
present in the bread and wine if the sacrament is trues His presence
must be real.

On the other hand, those who hold a nominalist view of the ‘
sacraments argue that the sacraments are only symbolic, strictly a
present memorial to a past historic event. They argue that there is
no “real presence” repre~entatively (covenantally)  of Christ in the sacra-

2. If those who defend the “memorial only” sacraments understood that the Bibli-
cal memorial is always couenant-establishing (baptism) or covenant renewal (commun-
ion), both of which involve the self-valedictory oath, they might be moved to find some
other terminology besides “memorial.”

3. According to one Lutheran scholar, “To say that the nature of Christ is person-
ally present without his humanity is to deny that his humanity is part of his person-
ality y and the doctrine of the incarnation falls to the dust .“ Charles Philip Krauth,
The Conservatwe R~onnation  and Its Theolo~,  p. 350; cited by Cornelius Van Til, A Sur-
vg of Christian Epistemology, Vol. II of In Defense of the Faith (den Dulk Christian Fou n -
dation, 1969), p. ’69.
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ment of communion. Christ is present nominal~,  meaning symboli-
cally and” subjectively only. He is present in the sacrament only in
the sense that Christians ritually remember Christ’s sharing a meal
with His disciples. The sacraments have no power apart from their
influence subjectively and psychological y over the people who par-
take in them. Christ is not real~ present in the sacraments.

This debate over the realism vs. the nominalism of the Lord’s
Supper is analogous to the debate over the nature of Christ’s earthly
kingdom. First, let us consider the “realist” view of Christ’s millen-
nial reign. Premillennialists say that Christ’s presence in His king-
dom must be a real presence: He must be humanly, physically pres-
ent in order for His reign on earth to be manifested in history. In
other words, He cannot be said to be present in His earthly kingdom
re@wntatioe~  (covenantally)  through His Church and the historical
manifestations of His Word, the Bible.

Second, let us consider the “nominalist” view of Christ’s millen-
nial reign. The nominalist view of the sacraments is exclusively sub-
jective and psychological: the sacraments have no independent
power apart from the psychological commitment of those who par-
take in them. Similarly, amillennialists implicitly argue that Christ’s
presence in His historic kingdom is only a nominal presence. It is
comprehended only by His Christian followers, who in fact experi-
ence increasing visible defeats historically. Cornelius Van Til’s amil-
lennial  vision is representative: as time goes forward, the Church is
increasingly persecuted. “But when all the reprobate are epistemo-
logically self-conscious, the crack of doom has come. The fully self-
conscious reprobate will do all he can in every dimension to destroy
the people of God. So while we seek with all our power to hasten the
process of differentiation in every dimension we are yet thankful, on
the other hand, for ‘the day of grace,’ the day of undeveloped differ-
entiation. Such tolerance as we receive on the part of the world is
due to this fact that we live in the earlier, rather than the later, stage
of history.”q  Or hear the words of the most prominent Dutch-Ameri-
can amillennial  Bible commentator, W. Hendrickson, on chapter 20
of the Book of Revelation, the binding of Satan:

Now, please do not misunderstand our interpretation. We are not

stating that the world is becoming better and better and that by and by
nearly every one will join the ranks of Christ’s army. Many will hear the

4. Common Gnwe, in Common Grace  and the Gospel (Nudey, New Jersey:
Presbyterian & Reformed, 1972), p. 85.
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Gospel, but will not heed it. Moreover, God’s trumpets of judgment will not
convert a world which is hardening itself in unbelief. The majority will ever
be on the side of the evil one. We most emphatically reject the dream of a
man-made era of peace, prosperity, and universal righteousness on earth
preceding the second coming of Christ. Just as definitely do we repudiate
the related idea according to which the almighty “law of evolution” will
bring about an ever-upward trend in the course of civilization. . . . We
repeat: the devil is not bound in eveiy  sense. His influence is not wholy or
completely destroyed. On the contrary, within the sphere in which sat an is
permitted to exert his influence for evil he rages most furiously. 5

When Hendrickson writes that “We most emphatically reject the
dream of a man-made era of peace, prosperity, and universal right-
eousness on earth preceding the second coming of Christ,” he is ar-
guing that there can be no covenantal,  representative, victorious king-
dom role of the Church in history. He dismisses “man-made” peace
and prosperity, just as premillennialists do, with respect to the per-
iod before Christ’s second coming. He then dismisses an idea which
he says is “related”: evolutionary humanism. This is deliberately
misleading. It is a disguised variant of that old lie that postmillen-
nialism is liberalism. Furthermore, Hendrikson’s pessimistic escha-
tology  is implicitly anti-covenantal.  Here is my reasoning.

Covenant theology divides men into saved and lost, a division
which is reflected in the sacraments. Covenant-breakers experience
long-term defeat in history, and covenant-keepers experience long-
term victory. We read in Proverbs:

The righteousness of the blameless will smooth his way, but the wicked
will fall by his own wickedness. The righteousness of the upright will deliver
them, but the treacherous will be caught in their own greed. When a wicked
man dies, his expectation will perish, and the hope of strong men perishes.
The righteous is delivered from trouble, but the wicked takes his place
(Prov. 11:5-8).

What are we to say as Christians, that the success of the right-
eous in these verses is somehow man-made? This would be utter
nonsense. Yet just such a nonsensical argument is used by Hen-
drickson  in his not-too-subtle rejection of postmillennial optimism.
The historic victory of the righteous is not man-made; on the con-

5. W. Hendrickson, Mow Than Conquerors: An Inte@retation of the Book of Revelation
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1940), p. 228.
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trary, it is God-made. It was established definitively at the cross (in
history), affirmed visibly at the resurrection (in history), and mani-
fested supernaturally at the coming of the Holy Spirit at Pentecost
(in history). After all, Christ had told His disciples to remain in
Jerusalem until the Spirit came, “for John baptized with water, but
you shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days from now.
. . . [Y]ou shall receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon
you . . .“ (Acts l:5,8a). You would think from Hendrikson’s com-
ments that Christ had promised, “You shall receive impotence.”
Hendrikson’s exposition, called More Than Conquerors, is in fact a
defense of the idea of Church members as less than conquerors in
history.

He is inescapably defending the idea that Christ’s victorious
kingdom is not real~ manifested in history; it is only ymbolical~  vic-
torious. It is only nominal~  victorious. The amillennialist  asserts
that Christ’s authority over history is manifested only at the end of
time, after a long progression of decline for the Church, at the very
moment that the satanic forces have surrounded her (Rev. 20:8  -9).6
Only at the close of history is Christ’s absolute authority manifested
in history. Thus, amillennialism’s so-called “realized eschatology”
is historically an unrealized eschatology: Christ’s Church is defeated
historically.T

To avoid the inescapable implication of covenant theology that
such a defeat of Christ’s Church is therefore also representatively (cove-
nantally)  a defeat of Christ in history, amillennialists must implicitly
deny the representative character of the Church and its members’
(supposedly increasingly ineffective) cultural activities in history.
Amillennialists may verbally affirm the covenantal  nature of the sac-
raments, but by denying the covenantal  nature of the sacraments’
culture-transforming efects in history through the Church’s visible vic-
tory, they thereby implicitly deny the covenantal  nature of the sacra-
ments, for the sacraments testify to Christ’s victory in history.

The traditional Reformed or Calvinistic  view of the sacraments,
I contend, is the Biblical view. Like the Biblical view of Christ’s his-
toric kingdom authority, it is covenantal. It is therefore a representative
view. In the sacraments, Christ is spiritually present, not humanly

6. R. B. Kuiper, The Glorious Body of Christ (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1958), p. 277.

7. For a critique of this amillennial view, see Gary North, Dominion and Common
Grace (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 51
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or bodily present, and something really happens in history. The cov-
enant has meaning and influence in history. Its sacraments change
history because they are effectual. They are not mere symbols.
Christ attains special presence through the representative meal of
His people. The Biblical view therefore abandons both realism and
nominalism. It is instead a covenantal view.

The Covenantal View of Christ’s Kingdom

The Biblical view of the kingdom is equally covenantal. It is also
a representative view. It is therefore also hierarchical. In His kingdom,
Christ is spiritually present, and manifestations of this victorious
kingdom appear in history. The covenant has meaning and influence
in history, sacramentally and eschatologically.  The kingdom of
Christ on earth is more than a symbol, yet He is not physically pres-
ent. He attains visible sovereignty through the historic victory of His
representatives, His people. He does not attain visible, historic defeat
through His representatives. The Biblical view therefore abandons
both realism and nominalism. It is instead a covenantal view.

Fundamentally, both premillennialism and amillennialism  deny
the representative character of God’s people as Christ’s kingdom rep-
resentatives. Every Christian must affirm that all true authority is in
Christ. But if the Church’s visible authority is forever limited in his-
tory (pre-second coming), then the amount of submission required
of Christ’s hierarchy is also limited. We know the general principle
that with greater authori~  comes greater responsibilip,  yet modern pessi-
millennialism  denies the increasing responsibility of the Church over
the affairs of history. Covenant-breakers grow more powerful as time
goes by; hence, the Church has progressively less responsibility be-
fore God to exercise responsible authority. As the disciples began the
Great Commission Covenant with their own submission at the feet
of Christ, so must the present-day Church. To the degree that this
Church believes in the full authority of Christ in heaven and on earth,
it will worship and submit to Him on earth!

As a curiosity, let me note a few oddities. First, those who hold
the doctrine of the real presence of Christ in the Lord’s Supper his-
torically have been amillennialists (nominalist) eschatologically.
They have explicitly denied the increasing visible manifestation of
Christ’s institutional rulership in history. Second, in this century,
those fundamentalists who have held to a “memorial only” view of
Christ’s sacraments (nominalism) have generally been realists with
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respect to Christ’s earthly kingdom: He must rule in person, bodily,
for the promised millennial blessings to take place.

A third oddity has been the amillennial  Calvinists: Europeans
and especially the Dutch. They have officially held to the traditional
Reformed view of the sacraments: covenantal  representation —
neither real presence nor memorial only. They have rejected both
nominalism and realism sacranwntal@.  But with respect to Christ’s
kingdom on earth, they have become nominalist. (They were origi-
nally postmillennial.)

Perhaps the greatest oddity of all has been the Dutch-influenced
amillennial  Reformed Presbyterians who still hold officially to the
Westminster Confession of Faith. Their creedal  position, unlike the
Continental European Dutch creeds of the sixteenth century, was
written by the Puritans in England, and is therefore comprehen-
sively covenantal. The Puritans were overwhelmingly postmillen-
nialist, and therefore the y believed in a covenantal  kingdom on
earth: the authority given to Christ by God the Father will be pro-
gressively manifested in history representatiue~  by Christ’s Church.
The Westminster standards (1640s) are postmillennial, which is why
Carl McIntyre and the newly formed Bible Presbyterian Church in
1937 rewrote the eschatological  section of the Westminster Confes-
sion to conform it to traditional premillennialism. The Larger
Catechism of the Westminster Confession calls on all Christians, as
representative priests, to pray for the coming of a postmillennial
kingdom:

In the second petition, (which is, Thy Kingdom Come,) acknowledging
ourselves and all mankind to be by nature under the dominion of sin and
Satan, we pray, that the kingdom of Satan may be destroyed, the gospel
propagated throughout the world, the Jews called, the fulness  of the Gen-
tiles brought in . . . (Answer 191).

Are we to say that such prayers, prayed in history by saints on
earth, cannot and will not be answered in history? The expositions of
Remans 11 by postmillennial covenant theologians Charles Hedge,
Robert Haldane,  and John Murray teach that these prayers will be
answered in history. The Church will manifest progressively in history
the victory which was given to Christ dejnitiue~ at His resurrection.
What we see represented in the sacraments – the victory of Christ
over sin and death (baptism), and the participation of the Church in
a victory celebration (the Lord’s Supper) — we will also see in every
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area of life as God’s kingdom principles are adopted by His Church.
Jesus does not need to be bodily present on earth for His rule to be-
come a historical reality.

Conclusion
This chapter is named “Covenant by the Spirit.” Both sacraments

demonstrate the Spirit’s work. Baptism is the picture of the regener-
ating power of the Spirit of God, forming a bounda~ between lz~e and
death. Everything that the Spirit does is represented in baptism.

Communion is the food of life. Jesus says in the same context He
refers to Himself being the “Bread of life” that the “Spirit gives life”
(John 6:53, 63). When communion is taken in faith, ‘life” results: it
becomes the “food of life.” Christ nourishes His Church through the
life-giving power of the Holy Spirit.

Both sacraments of the New Covenant result in the life of the
world. Circumcision and Passover could only end in death, the de-
struction of Christ, who is the true first-born son. First-born sons
must die. But Jesus did not stay in the grave. His baptismal death
was unto life. His baptism not only kills, it resurrects. Communion
extends the Resurrected Christ in the life of the believer and then out
into the world so that the sacraments of the New Covenant make the
whole world alive again. The great promise of Christ is that He will
not come back until the world is dominated by the Church (Ps. 110:1;
I Cor. 15:20-28).

What this really means is that the sacraments of the New Cove-
nant do what they symbolize. Baptism applies sanctions to the Church
which ultimately affect the world. Communion feeds life to the
Church which kills and transforms the sinful world into the new gar-
den. If God is Sovereign, then the power of the Holy Spirit is invin-
cible. Nothing can overcome the Spirit. As the song goes, “Grace is
greater than all my sin.” It should also say that “grace is greater than
all the world’s sin.” This is the great accomplishment of the Covenant by
the S’in”t !



Appendix 10

THE COVENANT STRUCTURE OF
THE THIRTY-NINE ARTICLES

The Thz@-Nine  Articles are the official doctrinal statement of the
Anglican Church. Written by Thomas Cranmer, they were adopted
in final form in 1571. They have not significantly been changed since
then, although the prayer book has undergone some minor revi-
sions. They have survived the “isms”  of Twentieth Century better
than any other doctrinal statement coming out of the Reformation.

The Thitiy-Nine  Articles are consciously or unconsciously marked
by the theology of the Reformation, what Perry Miller calls “Federal
theology.” How do I know? The articles logically break down accord-
ing to the five-fold model of the covenant. Rev. John Howe, rector of
Truro Episcopal Church in Fairfax, Virginia, in O-u Anglican
Heritage, says they may be grouped in jive sections:

1-5 (The Trinity)
5-8 (Authority)
9-18 (Judicial Theology)
19-36 (The Sacraments)
37-39 (Property)l

The words in parenthesis are Howe’s; they are part of fuller ex-
planations in his section on the Thirty-Nine Articles. His words use
some of the same terminology that I have utilized to explain the cov-
enant, certainly without any prompting from me. His book has been
out for nearly ten years.

As far as I know, Howe’s division of the Thir~-Nine  Articles would
be generally accepted. The structure is quite obvious because the
subject matter shifts at logical points. But let us consider the em-

1. John W. Howe, Our Anghcan Heritage (Elgin, Illinois: David C. Cook Publish-
ing Co., [1977] 1983), pp. 45-47.
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phasis of each section in light of the covenant structure. I think we
will see fairly easily without forcing them that the sections of the
7’/zir~-Nine Articles parallel the covenant model, making them a cove-
nant document.

The Covenant Structure of the Thirty-Nine Articles

1-5 (Transcendence): Section one begins, “There is but one living
and true God.” The articles open with a discussion of the Trinity and
the Incarnation. Could there be any clearer reference to the first point
of covenantalism: transcendence? These articles describe God and
who He is. They note His transcendence as well as His immanence.

5-8 (Hierarchy): The next section focuses on Holy Scripture and
the creeds. These are the authorities of the Church. It should be men-
tioned that article seven briefly describes the relationship between
Old and New Testament and in this context talks about the law. But
the emphasis is not so much on law as it is on the authori~ of the Old
Testament over New Testament Christians. This article is a direct
attack on those deny any abiding validity (authority) of the Old Tes-
tament for New Testament believers.

9-18 (Ethics): The third part of the Thirty-Nine Aiticles  addresses
judicial  theolo~.  Section nine starts by presenting our legal identifica-
tion with Adam. Then it talks about justification. And finally, it
spends a considerable amount of time on “good works .“ Article four-
teen says, “Voluntary works besides, over and above, God’s Com-
mandments, which they call Works of Supererogation,z  cannot be
taught without arrogancy  and impiety.”

19-35 (Sanctions): The fourth group of articles concentrates on the
Church and particularly the sacraments. These are the sanctions of
the covenant. I must break slightly with Howe’s division at the
thirty-sixth article. I think the section probably ends on the
thirty-fifth because article thirty-six has to do with succession, the con-
secration of priests and bishops. This is a change of subject matter.
And, as we have seen, the final section of the covenant is continuity,
the conzrmation  of a successor.

2. Works added. The Catholic Church believes there can be works bqyond the
commandments themselves, a kind of “super” righteousness. But Reformation theol-
ow ar~es that the commandments are a reflection of the very character of God.
There cannot be supererogation because it is impossible to be holier thun God.
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36-39 (Continuity): The final section of the articles has to do with
aspects of continuity. They begin with the consecration of bishops
and ministers (Article 36). Next, the role of the magistrate and the
status of one’s personal possessions (inheritance) are developed.
Finally, article thirty-nine concludes on the oath. This may seem like
a departure from the covenant structure, seeing the oath was dis-
cussed under the sanctions point of covenantalism. But we should
keep in’ mind that instructions about the oath were also included in
the fifth point, concerning allegiance to the covenant head and the
reading of Scripture. Probably, the oath-article comes at the end
because the Articles  deal with the errors of Anabaptism at this point.
And, closing on the oath emphasizes the need to subscribe to the
Articles.

Whether the designers of the Thirty-Nine Articles were aware of
this obvious covenantal  influence or not, I don’t know. I rather doubt
it. Nevertheless, the document easily follows the pattern. The real
value in understanding this covenant structure is theological. It
means that the theological system of the Anglican Church is defi-
nitely Augustinian and Reformed. It is covenantal  !

So what? Covenant theology keeps one from falling into Anabap-
tism at one end of the spectrum and Sacerdotalisms  at the other end.
In Anglicanism’s case, it guards against the recurring Anglo-
Catholic trends. For example, the liturgy of the Anglican Church is
powerful. But unless it is understood as cownant renewal, it tends to
become a re-en~tment  (not of covenant cutting) of the death of Christ.
It becomes a magical ceremony where Christ is re-crucified. When
this happens, the true strength of the liturgy is lost. This was the
concern of the Reformers. This must be the concern of anyone who
truly believes in covenant theology. And, I hope this will always be
the concern of the Anglican Church. An understanding of the cove-
nantal influence and structure of its most central doctrinal standard
is the key to feeding and continuing this concern.

3. Roman Catholicism with its particular doctrine of transubstantiation.
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1969, pp. 262-304. Berkhof has written the best systematic theol-
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the title indicates, it talks about “how to preach historical texts.” In
a day when most preaching is done from the Pauline Epistles,
Bible students ought to ask, Why?” Answer: the historical texts
cannot be adequately handled apart from the covenant, particu-
larly the “redemptive historical” principle. This enables the reader
to see the major Old Testament “deliverers” as “redemptive” fig-
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structures. Mendenhall  saw the organization of the covenant to
be a bit different, but the primary ideas were first clearly devel-
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on the Book of Genesis. North applies covenant thinking to eco-
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mandments, Dr. North refers to That tiu May Prosper in his
preface. He applies the pattern to the Ten Commandments, as
well as to the ‘temptations of Christ .“

Robertson, O. Palmer. The Christ of the Covenants. Grand Rapids:
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Although Van Til’s  style is difficult, it is the finest statement of
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