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Introduction


Our Lord used the
phrase, But I say unto you, six times in the Sermon on the
Mount. The meaning of this phrase as he used it in Matthew 5 is the
subject of disagreement among many sincere Christians. Everyone
agrees that Christ is contrasting his teaching with someone else’s
teaching. Disagreement arises over the identity of that someone else.
With whose teaching is Christ contrasting his teaching? Evangelical
theologians generally adopt one of two possible interpretations: One,
Christ is contrasting his teaching with Moses’ teaching; or
two, Christ is giving the true meaning of Moses and contrasting that
with the distortions of Moses by the Pharisees. Which of these
positions is correct? The answer we accept directly affects our
entire system of theology. All agree that the But I say
statements are deliberate contrasts, but there is strong disagreement
over the point of contrast. Two Southern Baptist writers, one
historical and one contemporary, highlight the two answers to the
question:


Jesus now [In ‘the
But I say’ statements] assumes a tone of superiority over
the Mosaic regulations.1


Throughout Matthew
5 Jesus is seeking to restore the real meaning of the moral law2
when he says repeatedly, But I say … (see vv. 22, 28, 32, 34,
39, 44).3


The first view
sees Christ as the new lawgiver who replaces Moses in exactly the
same way that Christ, as the new high priest, replaces Aaron. The
second view sees Christ as only correcting pharisaical alterations to
the Mosaic law, thus restoring Moses’ true teaching and
affirming Moses as the true, final, and greatest lawgiver. Is this
just another case of in-house theological wrangling with no practical
ramifications? What is really at stake in the argument? Among other
things, the validity of one of the basic presuppositions of Covenant
Theology is at stake. The final answer to this debate will either
establish or destroy the foundations of Covenant Theology’s
view of law and grace.


The three
elementary maxims of Covenant Theology are: (1) There is one
unchanging Covenant of Grace in all ages for all people; (2) there is
one redeemed people of God under the one Covenant of Grace; and (3)
there is one unchanging canon of conduct, the Ten Commandments, for
that one redeemed people of God. If any of these maxims are proved
wrong, then Covenant Theology’s view of law collapses. In that
system, Israel and the church must be under the same covenant; it is
essential that Israel be the redeemed church; and the Ten
Commandments, as written on the Tables of the Covenant at Sinai (Ex.
34:27, 28; Deut. 9:9-11), must be the unchanging moral law of God.
The last tenet, one unchanging canon of moral conduct, is threatened
in the first view of the But I say statements. To change in
any way or to add to the law of God given to Moses is to have two
different canons of conduct, one for Israel and one for the church.
Covenant Theology must view and condemn all who hold such a view as
guilty of the sin of antinomianism. We will develop this idea more
carefully in a later chapter.


This is no ivory
tower debate among academics far removed from the life of the church
and individual Christians. Its crucial point addresses the identity
and content of the final authority over the Christian’s
conscience in matters of morality.


Is Moses the
greatest lawgiver that ever lived? Is Christ indeed merely the true
and final interpreter of Moses? Or, is Christ a new lawgiver with the
inherent right to give higher laws? Does he replace Moses as lawgiver
in exactly the same way that he replaces Aaron as high priest?


Are the Ten
Commandments, as written on the stone Tables of the Covenant at
Sinai, the highest moral standard ever given? Or, does our Lord give
us even higher standards in the Sermon on the Mount and the rest of
the New Testament Scriptures?


These vital
questions speak to the heart of the issue. They ask whether (1) the
law of Moses, which was holy, just, and good, is the highest
unchanging expression of law that God ever gave, or (2) if the laws
of the kingdom established by Christ, based on grace and equally
holy, just, and good, are much higher laws?


The two different
views have nothing to do with whether the Christian is under clear,
concrete, objective moral absolutes as a rule for his or her life.
The claim that we who believe that Jesus is the new lawgiver pit law
against love is not at all close to the truth. Christians are under
the laws of the New Covenant, and those laws are specific, definite,
and objective. God, in the Old Covenant, gave Moses concrete,
non-negotiable laws for the people of Israel, and Christ, in the New
Covenant, has done the same for the church. He has given us laws that
are just as non-negotiable, definite, and objective as those given to
Moses were.


The argument turns
on one primary point: Where does the Christian find his or her
final authority for morality? One view insists that a
Christian’s morality begins and ends with the cross and the New
Covenant Scriptures; the other view insists that biblical morality
begins and ends with Moses and the Tables of the Covenant.4
The first view regards Christ as the new lawgiver who (1) takes some
of the laws of Moses to a higher level, (2) adds some new laws to
those Moses gave, and (3) changes others. The second view regards the
Decalogue, or Tables of the Covenant, as THE unchanging moral law of
God. Richard Barcellos has succinctly expressed the latter view.


The Reformed view
of the Sermon on the Mount sees Jesus as introducing a contrast
between a true understanding of the Law and the false one of the
scribes and Pharisees. Christ is not altering the Law or supplanting
it with another.5


Walter Chantry,
another contemporary theologian, has written extensively for Banner
of Truth on this subject.


Our Lord Jesus
Christ himself did not give a condensed and definitive code of
morality. In his great sermon on kingdom righteousness (Matt. 5), the
greatest prophet produced no new standard. He merely gave clear
exposition of the old statutes. These were selected, not to make a
complete list of duties, but to correct the prevailing
misinterpretations of the hour.6


All agree that any
change at all in the law given to Moses demonstrates that there are
indeed two canons of conduct: one for Israel, and another for the
church. That pulls the third building block, the necessity of there
being only one canon of conduct for Israel and the church, out of the
system of Covenant Theology and threatens its coherence as a viable
systematic theology.


The dispute over
the nature of the Sabbath stems from this necessity of one unchanging
canon of conduct. Why is there such a heated controversy over the
Sabbath? To deny that the Sabbath is an eternal, unchanging, moral
law is to deny Covenant Theology. The issue is theological and has
nothing to do with specific behavior. It is imperative to believe
that the Sabbath commandment is part of the unchanging moral law of
God simply because that belief is essential to the third maxim of
Covenant Theology. The fourth commandment must be part of the
unchanging moral law of God or we have two different canons of
conduct.7


According to
contemporary Covenant Theology, the only way a person can sin against
the Sabbath commandment is to deny it as a moral absolute and regard
it instead as the ceremonial sign of the Old Covenant (Ex. 31:14-18).
Sunday activities such as eating at a restaurant, watching football,
swimming in your backyard pool, or other specific actions are absent
from a “not-permitted-on-the-Sabbath-list” simply because
there is no such list. Specific behavior is entirely up to the
conscience of the individual believer. It is his or her business
alone as to whether he or she eats out on Sunday or watches football
on Sunday. All that is essential is to confess that the Sabbath is a
moral commandment. The manner in which each individual observes the
Sabbath is dictated by his or her Christian liberty. I call this view
“Sabbatarian Antinomianism.” Covenant Theology preaches
the Sabbath as a moral absolute, but in practice, they treat it as a
flexible principle left up to each individual’s conscience.


The thesis of this
book is one of the foundation stones of a theological position called
New Covenant Theology. We believe that our Lord is more than a scribe
or rabbi who merely interprets Moses; he is a true prophet. He is
“that Prophet,” promised as the new lawgiver who would
replace Moses (Deut. 18:15-19). In the Sermon on the Mount, the new
lawgiver contrasts8
his teaching, based on the gracious covenant he established, with the
teaching of Moses, based on a covenant of law. God is the originator
and author of both covenants, and he designed both to serve the same
ultimate end. He used both covenants to reveal his character: the
laws given to Moses were a partial revelation only, while Christ came
as the full revelation of God—the exact representation of his
being (Heb. 1:3). The end for which God gave the first covenant was
conviction of sin and preparation for grace. The goal of the second
covenant was forgiveness of sin and, through assurance of that
forgiveness, grace for holy living. The law covenant given to Moses
was a ministration of death, and the gracious covenant given through
Christ was a ministration of life (2 Cor. 3).


We will establish
that Christ is more than merely the true and authoritative
interpreter of Moses; he is God’s final and full lawgiver. He
replaces Moses in exactly the same way he replaces Aaron. The Sermon
on the Mount is not merely “the Talmud of Jesus,” which
is all it can be if Christ gives only the true interpretation of
Moses. In the New Covenant Scriptures, our Lord is the new lawgiver
who (1) does indeed give a true understanding and application of
Moses and the entire Old Testament; (2) changes some of the old laws;
and (3) adds new and higher laws. Since these truths are
irreconcilable with Covenant Theology’s view of law, many who
hold to Covenant Theology may vilify us as antinomian. How can our
belief in a higher law that replaces a lower law
in any sense be anti-law? We hold that grace can, and does,
demand more of a New Covenant believer than the Mosaic law demanded
of an Old Covenant believer. How is that antinomian?9


As believers
living under the New Covenant, we must look to Jesus Christ as the
final revelation of God’s character and will, and allow him
alone to set the standards that mark the life of the people of God.
We must take seriously the Father’s message, “This is my
Son, whom I love. Listen to him” (Mark 9:7).




Chapter
One

The Full
and Final Authority of Jesus Christ


“You have
heard that it was said to those of old, ‘You shall not commit
adultery.’ But I say to you that whoever looks at a woman to
lust for her has already committed adultery with her in his heart.”
(Matt. 5:27-28)


“Furthermore
it has been said, ‘Whoever divorces his wife, let him give her
a certificate of divorce.’ But I say to you that whoever
divorces his wife for any reason except sexual immorality causes her
to commit adultery; and whoever marries a woman who is divorced
commits adultery.” (Matt. 5:31-32)


“You have
heard that it was said, ‘You shall love your neighbor and hate
your enemy.’ But I say to you, love your enemies, bless those
who curse you, do good to those who hate you, and pray for those who
spitefully use you and persecute you.” (Matt. 5:43-44)


“You have
heard that it was said, ‘An eye for an eye and a tooth for a
tooth.’ But I tell you not to resist an evil person. But
whoever slaps you on your right cheek, turn the other to him also.”
(Matt. 5:38-39)


How are we to
understand the teaching of Christ in the Sermon on the Mount as it
affects our present relationship to the law of Moses? Is Christ, in
any sense, contrasting his teaching in the above verses with the law
of Moses, or is he only exposing the Pharisees’ distorted
interpretations of the law of Moses?


Are we, as
Christians, to urge our government to write into the law of the land
today the eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth system of justice that God
gave to Israel? Some would answer yes, because they believe it is
part of the unchanging moral law of God. How, then, can we reconcile
such a system with the turn-the-other-cheek words of Christ in the
Sermon on the Mount? Does Christ really set up a new system of
standards for personal behavior, or is that a false conclusion
reached by an incorrect understanding of what he actually meant in
the But I say unto you contrasts?


The answers to
these questions turn on a clear identification of the person, or
persons, with whom Christ contrasts himself when he says, But I
say unto you. How are we to understand the radical differences
set forth in these contrasts? It is obvious that Christ is making a
clear contrast between his teaching and some former teaching. Is the
law of Moses part of that former teaching, or is Christ contrasting
his teaching only with the rabbinical leaders’ wrong
interpretation of that law? Is the point in the Sermon on the Mount
merely the true and spiritual meaning of Moses, or is Christ
contrasting his teaching and authority with the laws and authority of
Moses? Is Christ actually adding to the law of Moses and asserting
that he is a new lawgiver?


The central
question is this: Is Christ giving the church a new canon of moral
conduct, or is he merely reaffirming the law of Moses? Is Christ
establishing a new kingdom based on grace and thus giving a new and
higher canon of moral conduct, or are both the foundation and actual
canon of moral conduct of Christ’s kingdom the same as that of
theocratic Israel? Did the law of Moses that established and governed
the theocracy demand the same kind and identical degree of holy
living that Christ demands?10


This question will
ultimately involve the relationship between the nature of law and the
nature of grace. Is Christ, in the Sermon on the Mount, saying the
same thing that Paul taught in Romans 6:14: “… you
are not under law, but under grace”? Does Christ
actually contrast the demands that grace can, and does, make of those
under its rule with the demands that law, even the holy law of God,
cannot make? Alternatively, is there really no contrast at all in the
Sermon on the Mount between law and grace? Are Israel and the church
merely under different administrations of the one and same
covenant and therefore under the same moral canon of conduct,
or did Christ establish a new and totally different covenant that
demands much higher and more spiritual conduct from his people than
the law of Moses demanded of the Israelites?


Many theologians
deny that grace has a teaching power in its own right. This is why
they are convinced that without law there can be no holiness. They
insist that without clear law to instruct us, neither grace nor love
can teach us how to live.11
This seems to contradict Titus 2:11-15 and 1 John 3:1-3. These
texts teach that the grace of God in a believer’s heart has a
teaching power just as the hope of seeing Christ has a teaching and
constraining power that changes one’s life. It is only
half-correct to say that love without law is blind. When Luther said,
“Love God with all your heart and do as you please,” he
was also half-right. If we could love God with all of our hearts, we
would not need any laws. The problem is that we are still sinners and
cannot love God with all of our hearts. We sinners need objective
laws to keep us from twisting and misusing the grace of God. However,
we must blame neither love nor grace for the problem. When, in our
glorification, Christ removes all our remaining sin, we will be able
to love God with all of our hearts, and we will not need external
instruction. In 1 Corinthians 13, Paul writes with clarity on the
power of love. Why does true love think, feel, and act in the manner
Paul describes? Is it because the law of God demands that kind of
behavior from love? Or, is it because it is the very nature of love
to think, feel, and act in the manner described? Love is kind, but
not because the law threatens punishment if it is not kind. Love is
automatically kind simply because it is the very nature of love to be
kind. Love teaches, without any help from law, the lifestyle
described in 1 Corinthians 13.


Thoughtful readers
must consider all of the foregoing questions as they seek a correct
understanding of the Sermon on the Mount. Usually, the particular
theological system that one has adopted dictates the answers to these
questions. The reader filters the content of the passage through a
pre-existing grid, answering these questions according to theological
information imported into the text, and arriving at a conclusion
consistent with his or her theological system. We have not followed
that procedure; our purpose in this book is to set forth how we found
the answers to the questions raised and how we arrived at the
following three conclusions:


One: The Sermon on
the Mount is an integral part of the Christian’s rule of life
today; it is not a set of rules for a future Jewish kingdom.
Therefore, we disagree with the Dispensational view as expressed in
the first edition of the Scofield Reference Bible.


Two: Christ never
contradicts Moses in the sense that Moses was in any way wrong. We
believe in the unity of the Scriptures. Christ does give the church
new and higher standards, or rules of conduct, than Moses ever gave,
or could have given, under the law, but this in no way means or
implies that Moses was wrong. It means that Christ is a new and
superior lawgiver because he administers a new and “better
covenant based on better promises …” (Heb. 8:6). It
means that grace can, and does, make higher demands than law can make
simply because of the nature and power of grace and the weakness of
law. Not only can grace appeal to a higher motive and make higher
demands; it also can empower the fulfillment of those demands.
Grace can, and does, accomplish what the law of Moses never could.
That is the glory of the New Covenant. We must remember that the Old
Covenant carried a footnote that said, “Batteries not
included.” The New Covenant remedies that deficiency by the
gift of the Holy Spirit.


Three: Under a
covenant based on law, administrators cannot legislate and punish the
thoughts of the heart. God has both the right and the power to
condemn a person for immoral daydreaming in his tent, but neither
Moses nor the legal covenant that he administered could stone someone
to death for having wicked thoughts. It is clear that God punished
Israel for the sin of covetousness (Isa. 57:17; Jer. 6:13-15);
however, this was a direct sovereign act of the God who sees into the
heart, and not punishment at the hands of the magistrate who
administered the law. Under the New Covenant, the Holy Spirit
functions as both the personal pedagogue and the paraclete
of every believer, informing the conscience and empowering the life,
and he can deal with the heart in a way that the magistrate, under
the Old Covenant given through Moses, could not.


It seems evident
that Christ is saying far more in the Sermon on the Mount than
merely, “This is what Moses really meant.” Christ
is saying, “I am in no way destroying or criticizing Moses. I
am interpreting and applying his commandments in an area and in a
manner that neither he nor his covenant ever could have done. I also
am giving my disciples new and higher laws that make moral and
spiritual demands that are based entirely on grace instead of on the
Old Covenant of law.”


In establishing
these points, we will avoid the two extremes that lead to serious and
opposite errors. (1) On the one hand, we will protect the true unity
of the Scriptures and will not have Christ contradicting Moses.
Contrasting two things and showing why one is superior to the other
is not at all the same thing as contradicting something and saying it
was wrong. The writer of the letter to the Hebrews is not saying the
New Covenant contradicts the Old Covenant simply because the new and
better covenant replaces the old one. (2) On the other hand, we will
not limit the authority of Christ as the new lawgiver by making him
to be a mere rubber stamp of Moses. We will allow Christ to give new
truth that is higher than Moses ever gave.


We will see that
Christ is clearly contrasting the legal rule of Moses (which was
holy, righteous, and good) with his own gracious rule (which is
higher and better) in such a way that establishes that Christ is
indeed “that Prophet” who was promised (Deut.
18:15; John 1:21; Acts 3:22-26). He is not merely the greatest scribe
or rabbi since Moses. God had promised to send a prophet who would
replace and supercede Moses as the new and final lawgiver over his
people; clearly, Christ is the fulfillment of that promise. The New
Covenant established by Christ is a new and better covenant
with new and higher laws, and not just a new administration of
an older covenant and the same laws.


Some preachers and
writers ask trick questions that enable them to label, package, and
dispense with you as a heretic if you disagree with them. One such
question is, “Do you believe the Ten Commandments are the rule
of life for Christians today?” Any answer but an unqualified
yes earns you the odious label of antinomian. Sometimes, tongue in
cheek (even though it is an accurate answer), we say, “Oh, my
no, those commandments are far too low a standard for a redeemed
child of God, indwelt by the Holy Spirit, and living under a gracious
covenant.” However, a more definitive answer would be, “We
believe the Ten Commandments, as interpreted and applied by our
Lord in his teaching and in the Holy Spirit-inspired New Covenant
Scriptures, are a very vital part of our rule of life. The
entire Bible, all sixty-six books, as it is interpreted through the
lens of the New Covenant Scriptures, is our rule of life.” This
is the essence of New Covenant Theology’s hermeneutic
concerning law.


Many writers who
oppose our position will say almost the same thing I have just
stated. It seems to me that they contradict themselves. On the one
hand, they will insist that the Ten Commandments, as written on
the Tables of the Covenant (Ex. 34:27-29), are, in and of
themselves, “the unchanging Moral Law of God.” They will,
however, then proceed to qualify that and will say exactly what we
have said. Compare our statement, repeated below, with examples from
two men writing against New Covenant Theology:


We believe the Ten
Commandments, as interpreted and applied by our Lord in his
teaching and in the Holy Spirit-inspired New Covenant Scriptures,
are a very vital part of our rule of life. The entire Bible,
all sixty-six books, as interpreted through the lens of the New
Covenant Scriptures is our rule of life.


Ernest Reisinger
opposes our position, but writes the following:


The Decalogue must
be understood as all Scripture must be understood: according to the
explanation and application that the Prophets, Christ, and the
Apostles have given it.12


That is what we
believe and teach. The question we would ask is this: Does Christ (or
do his writing apostles) ever offer an explanation and application of
the law of Moses that in any way raises those laws to a higher level?
Does Christ (or do his writing apostles in the Epistles) ever give
any laws that demand either a new or a higher spiritual duty for New
Covenant Christians? That is the core issue; Ernest Reisinger’s
quotation answers it as we do. The Decalogue is not transcovenantal,
nor is the understanding and application of it divorced from the rest
of Scripture.


Richard Barcellos
is another writer expressing opposition to New Covenant Theology who,
at times, makes statements that express exactly what we are saying:


The law of the Old
Covenant is simply assumed into the New Covenant law and applied as
such by the New Testament. It must be granted that the
redemptive-historical change brought on by Christ’s death and
the inauguration of the New Covenant causes the application of the
law to differ …13


Barcellos’
statement here is very close to the thesis of this book. Apart from
his imaginary distinction between ‘the Law’ and ‘the
Law of the Old Covenant,’14
we would agree entirely with the above statement. We say: “The
Ten Commandments, as interpreted and applied by Christ and the
apostles.” Barcellos says: “The inauguration of the New
Covenant causes the application of the law to differ.”
Ernest Reisinger says: “The Decalogue must be understood …
according to the explanation and application that the
Prophets, Christ, and the Apostles have given it.” I find no
essential difference between the three statements. We believe that
the Ten Commandments, as interpreted and applied by Christ and
the apostles, have been assumed into the New Covenant and have become
part of the rule of life for a believer today. What is the real, if
any, difference between Barcellos’ statement and ours? The
problem arises in the latter half of the last sentence of Barcellos’
quotation, which we did not cite. Barcellos wants to make the Ten
Commandments the unchanging moral law of God and then somehow make
those same commandments transcovenantal. He sees no distinction
between the Ten Commandments as the so-called moral law and those
same Ten Commandments as the Tablets of the Covenant containing the
terms of the covenant made with Israel at Mount Sinai (Ex. 34:27,
28). Here is the continuation of the above quotation:


… but this
is not to say that the law is canceled in all respects. The law is
the same; its application is modified to fit the conditions brought
on by the death of Christ and the inauguration of the New Covenant.15


If Richard
Barcellos and Ernest Reisinger, and others of like persuasion would
work out the clear implications of what they are saying, they would
realize that they are saying the same thing we are. The holy, just,
and good law of God never changes in its essence. We agree with
Barcellos that the “law is the same.” If he would only
flesh out what he means by “the law’s application is
modified” and define what he means by the “conditions
brought on by the death of Christ and the inauguration of the New
Covenant,” he would clearly see that we are on same page!


The law functions
to reveal the character of God, and since God does not change in his
character, the law in its essence does not change. However, the
partial revelation of God’s character that Scripture calls the
law of Moses is canceled completely as a covenant. Both the writers
quoted above openly admit that the “application” of the
law “is modified” because of the redemptive work of
Christ, but they then will argue that this “modification”
does not constitute a change. The word modify means to change,
so how can a modification not be a change? How can you possibly
modify something without changing it?


This book will
develop and prove the thesis that Jesus Christ, as the fullest
revelation of God’s character, does indeed change, or if you
prefer, modify, some of what Moses taught. The But I say
sections of the Sermon on the Mount contrast Jesus’ teaching
with that of Moses, and not merely with pharisaical distortions of
Moses. However, having said that, we immediately add that Christ’s
contrasting his teaching with Moses is not at all the same as
his contradicting Moses. Christ indeed contrasts his teaching
with that of Moses and raises it to a higher level, but he never says
Moses was wrong. If Christ contradicts Moses, we have lost the unity
of the Scripture.


In this study of
some of the But I say unto you contrasts in Matthew 5-7, we
will develop the following points:


First, Christ
never says or implies that one single law given by Moses was wrong in
and of itself. That which was good and essential for a nation
consisting mostly of rebellious sinners does not necessarily apply to
a church of regenerate believers. The contrasting nature of Israel
and the church are part of the conditions changed by Christ’s
redemptive work. The church comprises only regenerate believers; the
nation of Israel consisted mostly, but not entirely, of unregenerate,
self-righteous rebels. Laws designed to govern lost sinners cannot
be, in their very nature, identical to laws designed to govern
believers indwelt by the Holy Spirit.


Remember that the
God of Moses who spoke the law at Sinai is the same God who spoke his
grace at Calvary in our Lord Jesus Christ. John writes, “The
law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus
Christ” (John 1:17); but in both cases it was the same God,
speaking and working toward the same goal, even if the rule of Moses
and the rule of Christ contain different canons of conduct for
different kinds of people during different periods of time.


Second, in our
zeal to be sure that Christ does not contradict Moses, we cannot have
Christ merely rubber-stamping Moses as an equal or superior teacher
of God’s law. Any system of theology that leaves Moses as the
final ruler in the conscience of a believer today has not heard and
correctly understood the Father when he says, “This is My
beloved Son, listen to Him” (Matt. 17:5). The But I say unto
you contrasts in the Sermon on the Mount can have some new truth
that Moses never gave without demeaning Moses in any way. In their
eagerness to protect their views of the unity of the covenants and
the perpetuity of the so-called moral law, some well-meaning people
have lost the unique and final authority of Christ as Lord and
lawgiver over the church.


We must see that
Moses is finished as a lawgiver just as Aaron is finished as a
priest. Aaron was replaced with a new high priest who is
greater and better (Heb. 6:20-8:6). Moses has been replaced with a
new lawgiver who is greater and better. The covenant of law that God
gave through Moses has been replaced with a new covenant that is
greater and better, simply because the old one was obsolete (Heb.
8:6-13). Moses did his job and he did it most faithfully. Both he and
the covenant he administered were good and glorious (Rom. 7:12; 2
Cor. 3:7-11). Moses was faithful in God’s house (Heb. 3:2, 5)
as the pedagogue (Gal. 3:24), but his ministry or service in
the house is finished. The children have come of age and are now
full-fledged sons (Gal. 3 and 4); the faithful pedagogue has been
dismissed because his role is finished. A greater-than-Moses is here,
and he has built the new and true house of God promised to David (1
Chron. 17:10b-12). Our Lord, the Son in whom God has
spoken full and final truth (Heb. 1:1-3), has replaced
Moses, the servant through whom God had spoken partial
and preparatory truth.


Christ supercedes
and replaces Moses as the true and final lawgiver in the same way
that he supercedes and replaces Aaron as the true and final high
priest. We would no more send a Christian back to Moses as the final
authority over his conscience than we would send a Christian back to
Aaron to have him sacrifice a lamb. The Covenant Theology mantra that
says, “Moses will drive you to Christ to be justified and
Christ will lead you by the hand back to Moses to be sanctified”
is worse than bad advice; it is a denial of the lordship of Christ
over the conscience of the Christian.


Christ does not
contradict Moses any more than he contradicts Aaron, even though he
has replaced both men and their ministries. Both Aaron and Moses were
faithful and godly men, but neither of their ministries could cleanse
the conscience (Heb. 9:14, 15; 10:1-4) and effect the goal of
redemption. Their ministries reflected the weaknesses involved in the
Old Covenant arrangement (Heb. 8:6-13). Both Aaron and Moses, along
with their respective ministries and the covenant upon which those
ministries were founded, had to be replaced by our Lord Jesus Christ
and the New Covenant that he established. Moses could no more give
a complete and full canon of moral conduct before the advent of the
Holy Spirit on the Day of Pentecost than Aaron could offer a final
and complete sacrifice for sin before the death of Christ on the
final Day of Atonement.


Christ replaced
Moses in the same manner that Paul and the other apostles replaced
John the Baptist and the other Old Testament prophets. In fact, Paul,
by inspiration of the Holy Spirit whom Christ had promised to send
(John 14:12-15), adds to the earthly ministry of Christ himself (1
Cor. 7:10-12ff.) by giving additional law. One of the express
purposes for which our Lord sent the Holy Spirit was to reveal things
that Christ could not tell his disciples while he was with them on
earth because they were unable to grasp them at that time. Should we
understand the words of Christ in John 16:12-13 literally? Or, does
“guide you into all truth” only mean that the Holy Spirit
would “rightly interpret what Moses really meant?”


Paul is not
contradicting Christ when he adds another ground for divorce, besides
adultery, to the teaching of Matthew 19:1-9. He is covering a
situation that could not have existed prior to the establishment of
the New Covenant church. Paul’s authority for writing, and for
the new laws that he wrote, did not in any way come as logical
deductions from either the law of Moses or from the words of Christ
in the Gospels. It was new revelation. Paul gave the church a
distinctly new rule concerning divorce that added to what Christ had
taught. In so doing, Paul was tacitly claiming that apostolic
authority was all he needed to add to the law of God and change the
rules of divorce. Moses had given rules for divorce (Deut. 24:1-4);
Christ changed those rules (Matt. 19:1-9); now Paul makes further
changes from Christ’s changes (1 Cor. 7:10-12). Must we
strangle progressive revelation in order to hold on to a wrong view
of the so-called unchanging moral law of God?


I will continue to
insist that it is essential to see that Christ never contradicts
Moses. A contrast is not at all the same thing as a contradiction. It
is also essential that we see that Christ did indeed replace
Moses. Christ sometimes takes the same laws that God gave to Moses as
the basis for a covenant and raises them to a higher level than Moses
ever could have. The same laws take on a new and unique character
when the hands that bring them have holes, instead of a sword, in
them. Under the New Covenant, Christ also gives new laws of behavior
based on grace that Moses could not have given under his covenant.
When we say that Christ gives new laws, we accept the tenet
that the inspired words of the writing apostles are equally the words
of the risen and enthroned Christ. Jesus Christ, through his direct
speech and through his inspired writing apostles, presents himself as
the new lawgiver of the new age: the full and final revelation of
God’s character and his laws for his redeemed people.




Chapter
Two

Various
Views of the Sermon on the Mount


Before we examine
the But I say unto you contrasts, it will be useful to list
the major approaches to understanding the Sermon on the Mount. The
realization that there are other options besides Dispensational
Theology and Covenant Theology could help people who are having
problems with their current system of theology.


1. The SOCIAL
GOSPEL view: Jesus is teaching us how to live so we can earn the
mercy and grace of God and become Christians. He sets forth the
Beatitudes as the way to earn salvation. This is salvation by works
and it contradicts the gospel of salvation by grace. This view denies
that the cross answers the need of a blood sacrifice to cleanse
guilty sinners. We reject this view as a denial of the gospel.


2. The LIBERAL
view: Jesus is contrasting the true Christian view of a loving God
with the Old Testament tribal concept of a vengeful God. The
eye-for-an-eye type of law is sub-human and not worthy of acceptance
by any enlightened person. It is paganism. This view rejects the
authority and inspiration of both the Old and New Testament
Scriptures. Any view that pits the Old Testament against the New
Testament in a way that suggests that the same God is not moving
toward the same goal in both eras understands neither testament. This
view does more than deny the gospel; it attacks and destroys both the
gospel and biblical authority.


3. The HISTORIC
DISPENSATIONAL view:16
Jesus is giving instruction, not to the church, but to Israel. The
laws in the Sermon on the Mount are the legal rules for the future
kingdom age, or millennium. The Jews rejected this earthly kingdom
when Christ offered it to them, so he postponed its inception until
after his Second Coming. At that time, he will enforce all of these
laws. Until that time, we must not apply kingdom rules to the church.
Christians may draw helpful applications from the Sermon on the
Mount, since all of Scripture is written to us, even though
not all of it is for us. The Epistles of Paul, which first
make known the doctrine of the church, are the believer’s rule
of life during the church age. The following quotation from the
Scofield Reference Bible is typical of this view:


Having announced
the kingdom of heaven as “at hand,” the King, in Matthew
5-7, declares the principles of the Kingdom. The Sermon on the
Mount has a twofold application: (1) Literally to the kingdom. In
this sense, it gives the divine constitution for the righteous
government of the earth. Whenever the kingdom of heaven is
established on earth, it will be according to that constitution …
the Sermon on the Mount in its primary application gives neither
the privilege nor the duty of the Church. These are found in
the Epistles17
…. (2) But there is a beautiful moral application to
the Christian …. These principles fundamentally reappear in
the teaching of the Epistles.18




As stated in
chapter one, we reject this approach to the Sermon on the Mount. This
view creates a tension between Israel and the church in God’s
eternal purposes that makes it impossible to see the church as the
true Israel of God to whom God made covenant promises through
Abraham.


4. The CLASSICAL
COVENANT THEOLOGY view:19
Jesus is giving the rules for the kingdom, but the kingdom is now,
and not future. Christ in no way contrasts himself, his teaching, or
his authority with Moses. He contradicts wrong interpretations of and
additions to Moses by the Pharisees. Christ gives the true spiritual
meaning of Moses as contrasted with the rabbinical distortions that
had developed over time.


We agree that this
view is partially true, but it is not nearly all of the truth. It
simply does not go far enough. It never touches the heart of the
issue. Like Dispensationalism, this view interprets the new in the
light of the old and does not allow for a literal understanding of
many statements in the New Testament Scriptures, especially those
passages that contrast law and grace. This view confuses the unity of
imaginary covenants with the true unity of the Scriptures. Martyn
Lloyd-Jones, in the following quotation, has voiced an accurate
criticism, although at times he seems to accept this view himself:


Another view,
which is perhaps a little more serious for us, is that which regards
the Sermon on the Mount as nothing but an elaboration or an
exposition of the Mosaic Law. Our Lord, it is maintained,
realized that the Pharisees and Scribes and other teachers of the
people were misrepresenting the law, as given by God to the
people through Moses; what He does, therefore, in the Sermon on the
Mount is to elaborate and expound the Mosaic Law, giving it a
higher spiritual content. This is a more serious view, obviously; and
I feel it is totally inadequate if for no other reason than
that it, also, fails to take account of the Beatitudes. The
Beatitudes immediately take us into a realm that is beyond the Law
of Moses completely. The Sermon on the Mount does expound and
explain the law at certain points–but it goes beyond
it.20


One cardinal tenet
concerning the Sermon on the Mount about which Covenant Theology is
adamant is that in no way whatsoever will Christ ever contrast
himself with Moses. Christ may interpret Moses, but he cannot
add anything new to Moses. In no sense whatever can Christ be
a new lawgiver in Covenant Theology. At most, he may give the
true spiritual teaching of the law of Moses, but he can neither add
to it nor raise it to a higher level with new demands. We
wholeheartedly endorse Lloyd-Jones’ criticism. In some points,
Christ may have been showing the spirituality of the Mosaic law as
opposed to the Pharisees’ carnalization of it, but as
Lloyd-Jones said, Christ also goes beyond the law of Moses and adds
new and higher laws.


The Dispensational
view insists that the Sermon on the Mount is entirely Jewish and is
not for this present age. Covenant Theology teaches that nothing in
the Sermon on the Mount (or the rest of the New Testament Scriptures)
is new in the area of ethics and morals. According to Covenant
Theology, Jesus was giving neither new nor higher spiritual rules for
conduct, simply because the highest possible spiritual rules
had already been given at Mount Sinai on the Tablets of Stone. The
law of Moses, correctly understood, is just as spiritual as anything
that Christ ever taught. No teaching in any New Testament passage
will be higher spiritually or more important to our understanding of
holiness and moral duty than a correct interpretation of the Ten
Words written on the Tables of the Covenant (Deut. 9:9-11).


A. W. Pink is
representative of this view:


Christ is not
here [Mat. 5:28-42] pitting Himself against the Mosaic law, nor is He
inculcating a superior spirituality. Instead He continues the
same course as He had followed in the context, namely to define that
righteousness demanded of His followers, which was more excellent
than the one taught and practiced by the Scribes and Pharisees; and
this He does by exposing their error and expounding the spirituality
of the moral law.


… our
Lord’s design in these verses has been misapprehended, the
prevailing but erroneous idea being held that they set forth the
vastly superior moral standard of the New Covenant over that
which was obtained under Judaism ….21


Pink’s view
of the Mosaic law forces him to consider the idea of a superior
morality conveyed in any New Covenant standards as erroneous. Under
the guise of protecting Moses and Covenant Theology’s concept
of moral law, this view, in effect, demeans Christ and misses the
higher law of Christ. Covenant Theology insists that when Christ and
his apostles teach about a new covenant (1 Cor. 11:25; Heb. 8:6-13),
they do not actually mean there is a literal New Covenant with
any new or different laws; they really mean there is a new
administration of the same covenant and same laws that
governed Israel. This is why Covenant Theology can claim that the Old
Covenant written on the Tablets of Stone is higher and more important
than even the Sermon on the Mount. Here is an example, from R.
L. Dabney:


The whole
Decalogue is found written out in full in two places in the Bible …
It is the doctrine of the Catechism22
that these “Ten Words” were intended to be a summary of
man’s whole duty. Why, it may be asked, is
so much made of them? Why not make equal account
of some verses taken from Proverbs, or the Sermon on the Mount?23


Dabney frankly
admits that the law of Moses is more important to him than is
Christ’s Sermon on the Mount. Dabney may not have intended his
exaltation of Moses to minimize the authority of Christ and the New
Testament Epistles. However, this is exactly what his statement does.
Once we accept the idea that the Ten Commandments are the highest
moral law ever given, our attitude to the authority of the New
Testament Scriptures in the area of ethics and morals is
correspondingly affected.


Dabney’s
view, clearly expressed in the statement quoted above, produces a
two-tiered ethic, with the Decalogue on the higher tier. The Tablets
of Stone are God’s unchanging law, and the rest of the
Scripture, including the Sermon on the Mount, defers to this rock of
granite. God’s laws carry more weight in the conscience of a
believer than the mere scriptural advice in the Epistles of Paul.
Paul’s admonitions to husbands and wives in Ephesians is good
scriptural advice that we are urged to follow in order to have a
happy marriage. However, the LAW of God is a different matter
altogether. Under no circumstances whatsoever do we dare break any of
God’s unchanging moral laws. It is impossible to treat Paul’s
imperative commands as having equal authority with the law of Moses
as long as Covenant Theology’s system of two-tiered ethics
controls our minds and consciences.24


We repeat; Dabney
and others who hold to the same view may not have intended to blunt
the force and effectiveness of the New Testament Epistles in the
Christian’s conscience, but that is the inevitable result
whenever anyone exalts the Ten Commandments above the rest of the
Bible. The Decalogue is regarded as God’s unchanging law,
and the Book of Ephesians is viewed as Paul’s inspired
directives. To view the Ten Commandments as the highest moral
standard in the Bible makes everything else, including the Sermon on
the Mount, subservient. In Dabney’s view, neither Christ nor
any of his apostles can change or in any way add to the ethics and
morality of the highest standard already written on the Tablets of
Stone.


Dabney's Covenant
Theology view produces, in both preaching and practice, a two-tiered
morality. You have the holy "Law of God," the Ten
Commandments, and you have the exhortations, or
good spiritual advice of Paul. Of course, the holy Law of God
is higher and carries more weight than Paul's words of advice. Sinai
is the highest moral mountain in all of Scripture. Such a view cannot
escape the mentality of mortal sins (breaking God’s law)
and venial sins (failing to practice one of the principles
given by the Apostle Paul), although the terminology used is never
that blunt.


5. The NEW
COVENANT view: Jesus asserts his unique and final authority as
the new lawgiver by giving a new and higher canon of conduct to the
church. This view starts with the New Testament Scriptures and allows
them to mean exactly what they say. Christ, at times, may correct
perversions of the Pharisees. However, we must establish this idea
exegetically from the Sermon on the Mount in order to use it as a
valid interpretive filter. Where does the Sermon on the Mount clearly
state or even imply that Christ definitely and deliberately is
correcting pharisaical distortions in this particular discourse? When
we research all of his it was said statements, we find that
each is Mosaic in its origin and is not a pharisaical distortion.
Christ is responding to doctrines that Moses taught. Christ in no way
is contradicting Moses, but is saying that the law given to Moses was
good and necessary for that time; however, the citizens of the new
kingdom need higher laws.


The Pharisees had
indeed distorted the teaching of Moses at many points. Jesus openly
rebuked them for teaching the doctrines of men as if they were the
commandments of God (Matt. 15:1-9), but how do we know that was his
purpose in the Sermon on the Mount? What is there in the text that
leads us to that conclusion, and what specific distortions does
Christ correct? We find no textual support for the pharisaical
distortion view. Our Lord is not primarily interested in bringing a
correct view of Moses over into the New Covenant in order to maintain
the unity of the one Covenant of Grace. Rather, he is seeking to show
how much further his new kingdom laws go when compared to the old. He
is giving new and higher truth that Moses never taught. Christ
sometimes applies the same truth that Moses taught, but does so in a
manner that Moses could not have done. At other times, Christ makes
new and more spiritual demands on his disciples because they are now
under a covenant characterized by enabling grace. Neither Moses nor
the law covenant could have made these demands or laws.


This fifth view
finds truth and error in both Dispensational Theology and Covenant
Theology. New Covenant Theology is based on a biblical understanding
of the nature and relationship of the two major covenants in
Scripture (the Old Covenant with Israel at Sinai and the New Covenant
that replaces it: Jer. 31:31-33; Heb. 8:6-13; Gal. 4:21-31). This
view sees Christ establishing a distinctly New Covenant in his blood
and inaugurating a new age with the giving of the Holy Spirit at
Pentecost. It also sees this present new age, in which we live, as
the inauguration of the kingdom promised in the Old Testament
Scriptures. We now live in the times of Messiah envisioned by Old
Testament prophets. Everything under the New Covenant is completely
new, but at the same time, all of the new things are the very things
prophesied and promised in the Old Testament. We agree with Covenant
Theology; “the New is in the Old concealed and the Old is in
the New revealed.” However, we do not mean that in the same way
a Covenant Theologian usually does.


It seems to us
that Dispensationalism cannot let Moses into the New Testament in any
sense, and Covenant Theology cannot get Moses out of the New
Testament in any sense. One system has Christ contradicting Moses and
the other system has Christ merely rubber-stamping Moses. Perhaps
both systems are half-right and half-wrong. Maybe both contain some
truth, and we, by taking an either/or approach, impose a false
disjunction that excludes complementariness, and thus we lose a part
of God’s truth.


When I first
entertained the thesis of this book as a possibility, I determined to
avoid the two major errors usually connected with the study of the
relationship of the Old Testament to the New. I put an imaginary
stake on the left-hand side and said, “If Christ ever
contradicts Moses in the sense that Moses was wrong, then I
have gone past this stake and I am denying the basic unity of the
Scriptures.”25
I put another imaginary stake on the right-hand side and said, “If
I make Christ nothing but co-equal with Moses as a teacher of
God’s truth, or worse, if I subordinate Christ to Moses as
Dabney does, then I have gone past this stake and I am denying the
supremacy of the Lord Jesus Christ and the New Testament Scriptures.”
I was sure that Christ never contradicted Moses, but I also knew that
our Lord was more than merely one among equals with Moses in the area
of lawgiving. The results of my study are the conclusions that led me
to the position set forth in this book.


We will examine
the Scriptures themselves and see if they prove our statements. We
will look carefully at the four texts in the Sermon on the Mount
quoted at the beginning of chapter one and see exactly what Christ
meant when he said, “But I say unto you.”
We will consider the methods used to explain each of the four texts,
and see that in all four cases, the usual explanations will be only
partially satisfactory. They will not deal with all the textual
evidence, nor will they usually address the heart of the issue. In
some instances, the explanations are essential to maintain a specific
theological system, even though the arguments contradict other
passages of Scripture.




Chapter
Three


Adultery
and Lust


“You have
heard that it was said to those of old, ‘You shall not commit
adultery.’ But I say to you that whoever looks at a woman to
lust for her has already committed adultery with her in his heart.”
(Matt. 5:27, 28)


We remind everyone
of the two different views under discussion. One view states that
Christ, in the But I say unto you statements, is contrasting
his teaching with that of Moses. He is giving his church a higher
standard than Moses gave the people of Israel. The other view insists
that Christ in no way is contrasting himself with Moses, but merely
is giving the true meaning of the law of Moses and thereby refuting
the distortions of Moses by the Pharisees.


The latter view,
which is the classical Covenant Theology view, has some serious
problems. Let me list a few of them.


The first problem
is the failure to deal with exactly what Jesus said. The actual
words, “Thou shalt not commit adultery,” which Christ
compares with his teaching, are neither an addition to the law of
Moses nor a distortion of the words of Moses in this commandment;
they are the exact words that God himself “said to those of
old.” Our Lord quotes the specific words of the seventh
commandment exactly as God wrote them on stone in Exodus 20:14 and
then says, “But I say unto you.” He makes a deliberate
contrast between what God said in the seventh commandment and his own
teaching on the subject of adultery. How are we to understand this
verse and the comparison that Christ makes between his teaching and
the words “Thou shalt not commit adultery”?


Most commentators
committed to Covenant Theology ignore the fact that the words Christ
uses in this text to set up the comparison are the very words written
on the Tablets of Stone. They further ignore the fact that there is
not a word in these verses or in any of the surrounding texts about
any distortion of these words by the Pharisees. We have to read that
idea into the passage. Covenant Theology disregards the format that
Christ uses later in the Sermon on the Mount when he does
contrast the behavior of his followers with the behavior of the
hypocrites and the heathen (6:1-18). In that passage, we find
distortions addressed directly: “you must act in this
manner, not in that manner as the hypocrites or the Gentiles
do.” In chapter six, Christ explains acceptable practices,
names the distortions, and identifies those who practice the
distortions. It is all very clear and we do not have to read anything
into the text. However, that is different from his approach in the
But I say sections of chapter five in the Sermon on the Mount.
Covenant Theologians must ignore what Christ actually said and read
something into the text that is not there. They build their position
on an unwarranted assumption with no textual proof. They treat the
very words that God wrote on the Tablets of Stone as rabbinical
distortions of Moses. Nowhere in the text of Matthew 5:27, 28 does
Jesus mention either the Pharisees or their teaching. He does not
mention or imply how they supposedly had distorted what Moses said in
Exodus 20:14. The idea that Jesus is contrasting his teaching with
distortions of Moses by the Pharisees is foreign to the biblical
data.


Covenant Theology
adds to their problems by building their position on an ambiguity in
the original language of the text. William Hendriksen, himself an
eminent Covenant Theologian, clearly sets forth this problem in his
comments on Matthew 5:21.


The formula, “You
have heard that it was said” presents a difficulty, since the
following phrase, considered by itself, can be translated either “TO
the men of long ago” (RSV: “TO the men of old”)
or “BY the men of long ago.” Many
translators and commentators prefer TO. Several
others favor BY. According to the first view, Jesus meant
that Moses in the law said something TO the fathers, and Jesus
now “assumes a tone of superiority over the Mosaic
regulations” (A.T. Robertson, Word Pictures, Vol. 1,
p 44). J. Jeremias … expresses the same view in even stronger
language when he states that “Jesus establishes a new divine
law when he opposes his ‘But I say unto you’ to the
Word of Scripture.”26




Hendriksen then
proceeds to give his reasons for rejecting the majority of
commentators, including the highly respected Southern Baptist Greek
scholar, A.T. Robertson. It appears that Hendriksen’s Covenant
Theology influences what the text has to mean. He may be right, and
men like A.T. Robertson, one of the greatest Greek scholars of his
day, may be wrong. It may be true that all Christ is doing in the
Sermon on the Mount is refuting the misunderstanding of the
Pharisees. In such a case, the text would have to say “by
the men of old” and it would mean, “You have heard the
distortions of the seventh commandment given by the rabbinical
fathers.” However, there is no hint of that idea in the text.
One arrives at such a view only by theological implication and
not by exegesis of the biblical texts. One must assume that Christ is
not quoting the seventh commandment in Matthew 5:27, even
though he uses the exact words of the Decalogue. One must also
imagine that Christ, in some oblique way, really is referring to the
Pharisees’ faulty application of the seventh commandment.


All agree that
Christ is contrasting himself with something taught either “by”
or “to” those of old. That must mean that Christ
is contrasting his teaching with “that [teaching] of old.”
That “teaching of old” could refer either to the
Pharisees’ teaching or to what Moses and the other biblical
writers taught. If Christ means “by the people of old”
then it is possible, but not at all certain, that Christ is referring
to the teaching of former Pharisees and rabbis. However, if Christ
means “to the people of Moses’ day,” which
is the view of A. T. Robertson and most commentators, then our Lord
has to be referring to the seventh commandment that God, through
Moses, spoke “to the people” in Moses’ day.
He has to be contrasting himself with Moses and not with the
Pharisees. If this majority view is correct, the case for our
position is established.


The third problem
with the view under discussion is insurmountable. If we draw our
conclusions out of the words in the text itself, it is impossible to
have Christ contrasting himself with anyone but Moses. If Christ is
indeed contrasting what he taught with the Mosaic phrase “Thou
shalt not commit adultery,” then the text makes sense. To
insist that Christ is contrasting his teaching with distortions of
the Pharisees, we must furnish proof that the Pharisees actually
taught it was acceptable to look and lust as long as one avoided the
physical act of adultery. No such evidence exists in either biblical
or secular sources. Such assumptions can neither be drawn nor
supported from the text of Scripture. They flow from eisegesis;
they put words into the mouths of both Christ and the Pharisees that
Scripture nowhere mentions. If, on the other hand, the text means
that Moses spoke to the Israelites, giving them this
commandment concerning adultery, then Christ is indeed contrasting
his teaching with the law of Moses. If that is the case, A.T.
Robertson is correct in saying, “Jesus now assumes a tone of
superiority over the Mosaic regulations.” J. Jeremias
also is correct in saying, “Jesus establishes a new divine
law when he opposes his ‘But I say unto you’ to the
Word of Scripture.” Christ is clearly raising the law to a
higher level.


I am not a
linguist, but if many translators, linguists, and commentators,
including a scholar of the caliber of A.T. Robertson, are correct in
favoring to instead of by, then they already have
established our position. Covenant Theology’s position is
textually possible only if someone who immediately succeeded Moses
(“said by those of old”) taught others a
distortion of Moses’ true teaching. In that case, the
distortions precede the rabbis and Pharisees, and Jesus is correcting
a misconception of long standing. If this were so, we would need
textual evidence from the Old Testament Scriptures that would prove
that from Moses’ day to Christ’s day, all of Israel
labored under a misapprehension about Moses’ law concerning
adultery.


Some readers may
be saying, “John, did no one ever teach you that logic demands
that the greater always includes the lesser? Did you never
read Thomas Watson’s rules of interpretation? If adultery is a
sin, then everything that leads to or in any way causes adultery is
also a sin. Looking on a woman and lusting after her is nothing less
than mental adultery.”


I have read
Watson’s list of interpretive rules and agree that all of them
are logically sound. However, I must add that I do not believe the
Bible was written in such a way that only lawyers and logicians could
understand it. Watson’s rules may all apply when I am seeking
to understand my personal relationship and walk with God, but they
cannot be used to make laws that are intended to be used by a civil
judge in governing society.


Those who disagree
with my position will say, “It is true that Moses did not
actually say in his commandment that prohibits adultery that it meant
more than just the actual act of adultery. However, we can be sure
the commandment was meant to include ‘looking on a woman and
mentally lusting after her’ as committing the sin of adultery
in the heart. That fact is automatically and logically deduced by
applying the rule that the ‘greater includes the lesser.’”


We agree that one
may deduce, by using the rules of logic, that “looking and
lusting” is indeed a sin. According to this rule of logic, the
greater sin of adultery includes the lesser sin of looking and
lusting. Apparently, no one had taught Moses this rule, because he
adds the tenth commandment, forbidding covetousness, which he
explains includes coveting your neighbor’s wife (Ex. 20:17).
Surely, if the greater includes the lesser, the commandment
forbidding coveting someone else’s wife is redundant. Moses
already implied it in the seventh commandment. In fact, we can deduce
the entire tenth commandment from the seventh commandment. If
adultery includes looking and lusting (covetousness), the greater sin
of wanting someone else’s wife includes the lesser sins of
wanting anything that belongs to another. We can also deduce the
eighth commandment from the seventh. Adultery is stealing something
that belongs to another. If stealing the sexual relationship from a
marriage is wrong (the greater sin), then all other forms of theft
must also be wrong (the lesser sins).


For the sake of
argument, let us assume, in spite of evidence to the contrary, that
the greater includes the lesser does apply in this case. How would
that affect our discussion? That would mean that Christ, in Matthew
5:27, is not claiming any unique or personal authority in his But
I say contrasts. Neither is he correcting a distortion. He is
merely giving the Pharisees a lesson in good logic. Any philosopher
could have pointed out that the Pharisees’ teachings fell short
of Moses’ true intention as easily as Christ did. According to
Covenant Theology, Christ is appealing to logic as the foundation of
his statement, and is not appealing to personal authority. He is
accusing the Pharisees only of ignorance of good logic in their
failure to apply correct reasoning to the stated truth in the
commandment. Thus, Christ is merely the latest and the greatest rabbi
giving us, by good logic, the true interpretation of Moses. In
no sense did he speak with the authority of a new lawgiver. If this
view is correct, then Christ is merely one rabbi using good logic to
extend the teaching of other rabbis. He is merely the interpreter
of the truth for us, but in no sense is he a giver of new truth.
If such is the case, then Christ indeed points us to Moses as the
final moral authority, and not to himself, as the church’s
final authority on morality, and his reference to himself (but I
say) is meaningless.


All of the above
assumes some things with no proof. First, it assumes that the
Pharisees actually taught it was not a sin to look and lust, but only
to commit the outward act of adultery. In that case, it makes perfect
sense to have Christ refuting their false teaching. But to believe
that, we must prove the Pharisees actually taught it was acceptable
to “look and lust.” This we cannot do. Neither biblical
nor secular literature reveals that.


While we are
assuming things, let us assume that the Pharisees were good logicians
and knew the “greater includes the lesser.” There is some
evidence for that. However, if that were the case, the Pharisees
could have said, “We already know it is a sin to look and lust.
We studied logic too. Tell us something we do not know.” If
this were the case, they would have compiled a long list of various
conditions that constituted adultery, and an equally long list of
things that were not yet adultery, such as how many seconds you could
look before you crossed the line. It is vital to see that if the
Pharisees knew “the greater includes the lesser,” they
would indeed have taught it was a sin to “look and lust,”
and Christ’s words are meaningless. There is no contrast in his
statement; they would already agree with it.


We have every
right to insist that Covenant Theologians show us from Matthew 5:27,
28 exactly how the Pharisees were corrupting the clear commandment,
“You shall not commit adultery.” If Christ’s But
I say unto you statement in Matthew 5:28 contrasts his teaching
on adultery with the distortions of the Pharisees, exactly where are
those distortions recorded? If such evidence cannot be found, and it
cannot, then one of the essential points needed to prove Covenant
Theology’s major thesis concerning the But I say unto you
statements is based on an unproven theological assumption.


I think it is fair
to say that we simply cannot square the doctrine of the Decalogue as
God’s full and final word on ethics and morality with the But
I say unto you contrasts spoken by our Lord in Matthew 5. The
Tables of the Covenant did indeed contain the highest expression of
both the law of God and his holy and sovereign character ever given
up to that point in history. However, they are not THE eternal
and unchanging moral law of God. They are not the last and final word
on morality and holy living. Once a person accepts that erroneous
view, it follows that no one, even Christ himself, can in any way
change or add to the law of Moses inscribed on the Tables of the
Covenant as recorded in Exodus 20. This is classic Covenant Theology.
For proponents of New Covenant Theology, or anyone else, to suggest
that Christ is a true new lawgiver who replaces Moses in exactly the
same way that he is a true new priest who replaces Aaron is to earn
the odious label of antinomian. Covenant Theology, to be consistent,
must view any change of any kind to anything written in the Decalogue
as antinomianism.


One’s
personal theology affects the way one approaches a particular passage
of Scripture. This is especially noticeable in a passage such as the
Sermon on the Mount. Covenant Theology’s view of Christ as the
true interpreter of Moses contrasts sharply to the crowd’s
response at the end of the Sermon on the Mount. Matthew writes that
the crowds were amazed at Jesus’ teaching, because he taught as
one who had authority and not as their teachers of the law (Matt.
7:28-29). If Christ merely were showing the logical implications of
what Moses had said, he would not have stood apart from the usual
group of rabbis; after all, a rabbi’s job was to explain what
the law really meant. Christ would have been just another rabbi in a
long line of teachers of the law: one among many, but certainly not
one who was distinct as a different kind altogether.


Regardless of what
view we take, we must admit to certain facts. If, in Matthew 5:27,
Christ is merely showing the true intention of the law of Moses as it
concerns adultery, then he is claiming neither scriptural authority
nor any unique personal authority for his own statement. He is merely
showing his disciples the Pharisees’ mistake in logic. Christ
does not quote any other Old Testament Scriptures for support of his
contrast (scriptural authority), nor does he state that he is
refuting a wrong interpretation of Moses (personal authority). If
Christ is only refuting a distortion of Moses by showing what Moses
actually taught, then why does he not quote from another part of the
law that proves what Moses really did mean?


This is what
Christ did in Matthew 4 with Satan. When the devil misapplied an Old
Testament text, our Lord responded by quoting another Old Testament
text that clarified what God really meant. Would he not have done the
same thing here if there were any Scriptures that presented the law
of Moses as teaching the same thing that he was teaching? He could
have used the tenth commandment. This would have been doubly
appropriate if Christ’s primary purpose in the Sermon on the
Mount was to interpret Moses correctly. Either Christ must quote
Moses to prove the validity of his correction, or his statement must
stand on his own authority as the new lawgiver. If the first is true,
then Christ is merely the greatest scribe and interpreter of Moses.
If the second is true, then Christ is exactly what we have said he
is; he is the new lawgiver.


We must understand
and accept that Christ is contrasting his rules for his spiritual
kingdom with Moses’ rules for a theocratic kingdom, and that
both kinds of rule are “holy, just, and good.” God
ordained both, in their own time. This passage (Matt. 5:27, 28),
correctly exegeted in its larger context (Matt. 5:1-7:29), shows that
Christ not only is appealing directly to his own authority as the Son
of God to interpret and apply Old Testament Scripture in a new and
higher manner, he also is giving new Scriptures that contain
new law. Christ is declaring his own authority as the new
lawgiver. He does not appeal to the Old Testament Scriptures for his
authority or his message, nor does he merely appeal to good logic to
prove his point. Christ is giving new and additional
Scriptures that reveal new and higher law found nowhere in
Moses. Unlike the other rabbis, our Lord never once appealed to
another rabbinical writer to support any of his statements. He
appealed either to an Old Testament text or to his own authority
given to him by his Father. He always said either, “God said”
or “I say.” This is a key point in this discussion; what
is at stake is nothing less than the full and final authority of
Christ as the new and final lawgiver.


The correct way to
approach Matthew 5:27 is to let it mean exactly what it says.
Let it contrast the difference between rule under the law of Moses
and rule under the law of Christ without in any way suggesting that
Moses and his law were wrong. Christ can be truly greater than Moses
was without demeaning or depreciating either Moses or his law. Allow
Christ to make laws that are higher and more spiritual than the law
of Moses. Let Christ be a true prophet, who gives new laws, and not
merely a scribe or rabbi who may only interpret law already given by
Moses. Let Christ define adultery in new and higher terms than Moses
did. “Thou shalt not commit adultery” has a higher and
deeper meaning when applied by Christ under the New Covenant than it
ever could have had to hard-hearted sinners when it was merely
written on stone. Only under the New Covenant do we learn that God
designed marriage to be a picture of the relationship between Christ
and his bride, the church (Eph. 5:22-33). Moses, under the Old
Covenant, could not appeal to the cross; his appeal was to the
physical redemption from Egypt. The ground of both the motive and the
duties enjoined on the church in this age of the Spirit is embodied
in the truth and power of grace that comes to us through the New
Covenant established by the redemptive work of Christ.




Chapter
Four

Justice
and Punishment versus Pity and Mercy


“You have
heard that it was said, ‘An eye for an eye and a tooth for a
tooth.’ But I tell you not to resist an evil person. But
whoever slaps you on your right cheek, turn the other to him also. If
anyone wants to sue you and take away your tunic, let him have your
cloak also. And whoever compels you to go one mile, go with him two.
Give to him who asks you, and from him who wants to borrow from you
do not turn away.” (Matt. 5:38-42)


Suppose, for the
sake of argument, we grant that in Matthew 5 our Lord is giving the
true meaning of the law of Moses: specifically in verse 27, as it
touches on adultery. That approach will not explain the contrasts in
the verses quoted above. How can the real meaning of an eye for an
eye be to turn the other cheek? In these verses, Christ has to be
contrasting himself and his teaching with Moses and the law; however,
it is a contrast and not a contradiction. In this
passage, Christ is neither correcting a faulty interpretation of
Moses nor explaining what Moses actually meant. He is showing again
that his new law based on grace requires more than the law given at
Sinai to Moses required. This is the new lawgiver laying down the new
rules for people living in his kingdom. Some of these rules not only
were impossible under the law, they would have been unlawful
under the Old Covenant.


Look carefully at
the text quoted above. If we accept the normal meaning of those
words, and apply the same kind of reasoning we use when we interpret
the rest of Scripture, we find the following:


First, it is
impossible to make these verses mean that Christ is contrasting his
teaching with the alleged distortions of the Pharisees. Jesus said,
“You have heard that it was said” and immediately quotes
exactly what Moses said about an eye for an eye. As in Matthew 5:27,
28, our Lord here never mentions either the Pharisees or what they
believed. There is nothing either explicitly or implicitly stated in
Christ’s words in this text that can be used to prove that
Christ’s “but I say unto you” statement contrasts
his teaching with that of the Pharisees in any way. We would ask
again as we did when discussing Matthew 5:27, 28, “Exactly what
in the text, or context, tells us how the Pharisees were distorting
what Moses said?” The text clearly and emphatically contrasts
Christ’s teaching, not with distortions of Moses by the
Pharisees, but with the teaching of Moses himself.


Second, nowhere in
the entire Old Covenant legislation can we find anything that is
similar to Christ’s but I say unto you statement in
verses 39-42. If Christ was showing what Moses really meant, and if
Moses indeed taught the same principle as Christ did in this
contrast, why did Christ not cite that Mosaic teaching? Why did
Christ simply not quote Old Covenant passages that command Israelites
to turn the other cheek? That is what he did with Satan in Matthew 4.
When Satan quoted a text and used it incorrectly, our Lord quoted
another text that clarified the issue. If Moses somehow really had
meant that the Israelites were to “turn the other cheek”
when he said to “repay an eye for an eye,” then why did
Christ not prove it with other passages of Scripture as he did with
Satan? Likewise, those who insist that Moses still reigns as lawgiver
would strengthen their argument if they could show us (1) where any
New Testament writers appeal to the eye-for-eye principle as a
Christian’s duty for today, and (2) where any Old Testament
writers said or implied that the “eye for eye”
legislation actually meant “turn the other cheek.”


It is impossible
to read the turn-the-other-cheek principle of the law of Christ back
into the law of Moses or to read the eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth
law of Moses forward into the New Covenant. We can find clear
examples in the Old Testament Scriptures where people’s actions
proved that the grace of God was operating in their hearts, but the
law of Moses neither demanded those actions nor produced the
motivation for them.27
We find many proverbs and laws in the Old Testament Scriptures
that gave clear objective rules of conduct to an Israelite under the
Old Covenant. However, we cannot find Christ’s new commandments
based on grace (in Matthew 5:39-42) anywhere in the Old Testament
Scriptures. Likewise, we cannot find any New Testament Scriptures
that reaffirm the absolute duty of eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth
without pity or mercy.


Third, the
greater-includes-the-lesser principle cannot apply here. Even the
most agile philosopher cannot twist “an eye for an eye without
pity” into meaning “turn the other cheek.” There is
no way that logic can deduce the turn-the-other-cheek law from a
mandatory eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth law. Likewise, logical
application of “the greater includes the lesser”
principle cannot make “be sure every sin is justly punished”
to actually mean “do not resist evil.” One is the true
and righteous application of biblical justice under a covenant of
law, and the other is the true and righteous application of biblical
mercy under a covenant of grace. Neither the twisted logic of the
Pharisees nor the Thomas Watson rules of interpreting Scripture can
make this passage be anything other than a clear contrast between the
holy, just, and good law of Moses and the holy, just, and higher law
of Christ.


We may be
reluctant to admit it, but if anyone other than our Lord were making
these contrasts, we would accuse them of adding to the Word of God.
In reality, that is exactly what Christ is doing. He changes and adds
to the law of Moses, and he has every right to do both.
Again, we insist that Christ is not saying that Moses was wrong
and needed correction. Christ is saying, “Moses was perfectly
correct in stating and enforcing the law of eye-for-eye and
tooth-for-tooth justice for a nation of rebellious sinners under a
covenant of law. I am stating and demanding, because of my saving
grace and the indwelling Holy Spirit, a much higher law of mercy for
my disciples in the kingdom of grace.”


Let us make sure
we know what Moses meant in the law when he said, “eye for eye
and tooth for tooth.” One source of confusion is the failure to
accept that Moses meant exactly what he said. When we see the reason
behind his legislation, we find it easier to see why these same laws
cannot govern the church. God gave this particular legislation to a
physical nation composed of both rebellious unbelievers and
regenerate believers. God gave the New Testament Scriptures,
including the Sermon on the Mount, to a spiritual nation consisting
of only regenerate believers. In the Sermon on the Mount, our Lord
clearly commanded his disciples both to do and to refrain from doing
certain things that no one could have commanded under the law of
Moses.


Many writers make
unwarranted assumptions about what the Old Testament Scriptures meant
in the eye-for-eye law, without actually exegeting the texts. They
invariably assume that the primary purpose of this particular law was
to check the natural tendency for revenge. The following quotation,
by Martyn Lloyd-Jones, is typical.


The main intent
of the Mosaic legislature was to control excesses. In this
case in particular, it was to control anger and violence and the
desire for revenge …28


With sincere
respect for one of the greatest men of God in this generation (to
whom I am everlastingly grateful), I still must say that such a
statement does not reflect the actual biblical data. The Old
Testament passages neither state outright nor imply in any way that
the main reason for the eye-for-eye legislation was to curb anger and
revenge. The main purpose was to ensure enforcement of exact
punishment, without exceptions or mercy. That does not mean that I
think Lloyd-Jones is entirely wrong in his comment.29
One secondary reason for this particular law, in non-serious cases,
may have been to prevent excess punishment; however, it was certainly
not the only reason, nor even the main one. 



Three passages in
the Old Testament Scriptures refer to the eye-for-eye and
tooth-for-tooth law. Here is the first instance.


“If men
fight, and hurt a woman with child, so that she gives birth
prematurely, yet no harm follows, he shall surely be punished
accordingly as the woman’s husband imposes on him; and he shall
pay as the judges determine. But if any harm follows, then you shall
give life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot
for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, stripe for stripe.”
(Ex. 21:22-25)


This passage falls
in the midst of a longer section that chronicles the giving of the
law on Mount Sinai. God gave the eye-for-eye law at the same time as
he gave the Ten Commandments, and included it as part of the Book of
the Covenant, sprinkled with blood. God gave Israel the Ten
Commandments, or the basic covenant document (Ex. 34:1, 10, 27, 28),
orally (Ex. 20). Then, God applied the laws to some real life
situations (Ex. 21-23). Moses wrote down everything that God spoke to
him (Ex. 20-23), including the Ten Commandments, and called that the
Book of the Covenant. He then read the Book of the Covenant to all
the people, and they entered into covenant with God, promising to
keep all of the laws in the Book of the Covenant. Moses then
sprinkled both the people and the Book of the Covenant with blood.


“Then he
took the Book of the Covenant and read in the hearing of the people.
And they said, “All that the LORD
has said we will do, and be obedient.” And Moses took the
blood, sprinkled it on the people, and said, “This is the blood
of the covenant which the LORD
has made with you according to all these words.””
(Ex. 24:7-8)


In the light of
the Old Testament text, it is misleading to say that the main object
of this legislation (Ex. 21:22-25) was to control anger and violence
and the desire for revenge. The text neither states this explicitly
nor implies it in any way. God was establishing the covenantal terms
of his special relationship with his newly created nation. He was
giving the rules that would govern the newly established theocracy.
The eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth law was as much a part of the law
of God for Israel’s rule of life as were the Ten Commandments.30


The main purpose
of this legislation was not to ensure that punishment would avoid
inappropriate severity, but that those in authority would mete out
adequate and just punishment. An additional purpose of this law was
to set an example to act as a deterrent for potential law-breakers.
The mandatory execution of this law was to be a means of keeping
others from committing the same sins. I deliberately use the word sin
instead of crime, because God dealt with violations of his
covenant as sins against himself, and not just as crimes against
society. This statute was far more than a law that provided social
justice; it was a part of the legal covenant that established and
maintained the special relationship of the nation of Israel with God.
The eye-for-eye ordinance dealt with sin against God,
and not merely crime against a neighbor. This legislation did not
allow mercy, much less command it. It is impossible to read
“turn the other cheek” into the Exodus text.


Israel was a
theocracy governed directly by the law of God given to Moses. There
is no such theocratic nation today, nor do the New Covenant
Scriptures encourage us to establish one. Jesus Christ established a
spiritual nation, not a physical one. Unlike Moses, who had no
mandate to separate civil and ecclesiastical matters, Jesus tells his
followers to render unto Caesar what is Caesar’s, and unto God,
what is God’s (Matt. 22:21). He provides rules for his church
to follow in dealing with those inside the church who violate his
laws. Jesus, through the Apostle Paul, strictly admonishes his people
to keep their grievances out of the civil courts (1 Cor. 6:1-8).
These matters are church matters, not civil matters, and we must not
confuse the two arenas.


We must be careful
that we do not try to protect the Mosaic legislature from the charge
of being cruel and inhumane. We must let the law of Moses say what it
means and mean what it says. We must not do to God’s holy law
what modern politicians have done to our penal system: they have made
rehabilitation of the criminal the primary purpose of prison. Most
people are eager to see the system do everything possible to teach
and train inmates so that once they are released, they are able to
function as law-abiding citizens and not return to prison. We agree
that such a policy ultimately benefits both the criminal and society
in general. However, we must not lose sight of the primary
reason for the prison’s existence: the incarceration of
criminals as punishment for crime, and for the protection of society.
Prison does not serve the primary function of protecting the rights,
promoting the well being, or providing the rehabilitation of the
criminal; it exists to punish law breaking and to protect society.
The same was true in Israel under the law of Moses. The primary
purpose of the eye-for-eye law was to punish sin against God; not to
ensure that punishment was not extreme. The goal of the law was the
justice and honor of God; it was not the rights or protection of the
criminal (sinner). Our society has turned this truth upside down, and
we must avoid importing our cultural biases into the biblical texts.


Exodus 21:22-25
provides distinctions between the method and degree of punishment
when the injury was not serious compared to when it was serious. In
the first instance, the offended party set the fine and received
whatever the court allowed as recompense. Both the offended party and
the judge had some leeway in establishing the degree of punishment.
Not only did this curb vengeance; it also allowed for forgiveness. If
the offended party had so desired, the judge could have dismissed the
case with no punishment at all. The eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth
penalty only came into consideration when the offense
was serious. At that point, neither the offended party nor the judge
had any control at all over the terms or degree of punishment; God
set the exact punishment as an eye for an eye and a tooth for a
tooth, with no questions asked. It was now the duty of the court and
the judge to enforce, without pity or exception, God’s law of
retribution. This was mandatory sentencing, with God himself setting
the terms.


Theological
presuppositions cause many writers to miss the point in this passage
of Scripture. The purpose of the statute was primarily concerned with
the violation of God’s law, and not with the restraint of
anger. In this text, the eye-for-eye part of the law did not apply in
any way to curbing revenge. Let us now look at the second eye-for-eye
and tooth-for-tooth reference in Scripture.


“‘Whoever
kills any man shall surely be put to death. Whoever kills an animal
shall make it good, animal for animal. If a man causes disfigurement
of his neighbor, as he has done, so shall it be done to him–fracture
for fracture, eye for eye, tooth for tooth; as he has caused
disfigurement of a man, so shall it be done to him.’”
(Lev. 24:17-20)


Again, the context
shows that this is an application of the covenant law of God. It
falls in the middle of an extended discourse on offerings and
sacrifices, food practices, priestly duties, regulations about what
is clean and unclean, feasts days and festivals, and rewards and
punishments. The aspect of social justice is secondary. In this text,
forgiveness and dismissal of the punishment are not options. This law
does not regard the depth an offender’s repentance as a
mitigating circumstance; it makes no provision for mercy or
forgiveness. Covenant breaking mandates punishment. The exact amount
of punishment was compulsory and clearly described by God.


In the verses
immediately preceding this commandment (Lev. 24:10-16), God directed
Moses to stone to death a man who had blasphemed God. Verses 17-20
provide the justification for such punishment. In verse 23, the text
returns to the blasphemer, “Then Moses spoke to the
Israelites, and they took the blasphemer outside the camp and stoned
him …”


At least three
concepts are important in this passage:


One: The stated
purpose of the legislation was positive and not negative. Enforcement
of the eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth law was not to keep anger
under control and to limit punishment, but rather to ensure that
judges actually enforced the deserved punishment. It is impossible to
read, “The main intent of this law was to restrain anger
and revenge” into Leviticus 24:17-20. Such an interpretation
destroys the true meaning of the text. Blasphemy is a sin against God
so serious that blasphemers must die; murder is akin to blasphemy,
and thus, murderers too must die.


Two: We cannot
divide the various serious crimes mentioned and say or imply that
punishment was mandatory in some cases but not in others. The
principle of eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth applies across the
board. Capital punishment was mandatory for murder and blasphemy, and
like-degree punishment was mandatory for injuries done to the
neighbor. Likewise, there is nothing in this text to indicate the
possibility of a negotiated settlement with either dropped charges or
the specific punishment determined by the offended party or the
judges. God’s law clearly specified everything. God demanded
that the law was for both native-born Israelites and for aliens
living within the borders of Israel. The standard was uniform. It was
eye-for-eye across the board to ensure the actual execution of just
punishment for every violation; it had nothing to do with curbing
anger and the desire for revenge. We must accept what the text
actually says.


There is nothing
at all in this entire chapter, especially the verses just quoted, to
indicate that the primary purpose of the eye-for-eye legislation was
to curb revenge. We must not allow either our theological system or
the taunts of liberals to force us into misrepresenting God’s
Word. This text shows that under the Old Covenant, if you cursed God,
eye-for-eye justice assured that God would curse you—and verse
19 clearly shows that the same eye-for-eye punishment was just as
mandatory in all of the cases presented. They all were sins against
God’s covenant law. There is nothing in the text about “you
may, if you choose, apply this punishment” but rather
“you shall, because of justice.” The magistrate
was an executor of God’s justice and not a referee to control
men’s anger.


Three: It would
not have been a legalistic distortion of the law to apply the
punishments in the latter part of verse 19; it was exactly what the
law demanded. In the same way, it would not have been a
misapplication to exact capital punishment for blasphemy in verse 23.
In both cases, the issue was God’s covenant law, and not merely
actions that affected another human being. If it were only the
latter, then human vengeance might have been involved and could have
needed some controlling factor. When we think of the issue in terms
of sin against the law of God, then it has a more serious nature.
When we discuss Leviticus 24:17-25, we are talking not about a social
contract, but about the covenant law of God that established and
governed a theocratic nation. It is not incidental that the three
instances in the Old Testament Scriptures of stoning to death
involved picking up a few sticks on the Sabbath, saying a few words
against God, and taking a few garments and some gold as spoils of
war. If those actions were merely crimes against society, the
punishment seems extreme and unwarranted. If they are sins against
God, the severity of the punishment is commensurate with the nature
of the offense. Did you ever wonder how long it was before anyone
blasphemed God after the man was stoned to death in Leviticus 24?


The final
reference to eye-for-eye justice in the Old Testament Scriptures
makes this last point even more clear:


“If a
malicious witness takes the stand to accuse a man of a crime, the two
men involved in the dispute must stand in the presence of the LORD
before the priests and the judges who are in office at the time. The
judges must make a thorough investigation, and if the witness
proves to be a liar, giving false testimony against his brother, then
do to him as he intended to do to his brother. You must
purge the evil from among you. The rest of the people will hear
of this and be afraid, and never again will such an evil thing be
done among you. Show no pity: life for life, eye for eye,
tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot.” (Deut. 19:16-21
NIV)


Notice carefully
the following points in this passage:


One: There could
be no pity; justice had to prevail. If the judge found proof that the
witness was lying, the specified punishment of an eye for an eye and
a tooth for a tooth was mandatory. It is impossible to make this
passage teach or imply that the main purpose (or even a secondary
purpose) of the law was to curb anger and revenge and protect the
offending party from too much punishment. If the liar’s
accusation would have resulted in the death of the accused party,
then the magistrate had no choice but to punish the liar with death.
This law demands exacting punishment.


Two: The amount of
punishment in this situation was in the hands of neither the
individual offended nor the judge. God established the extent of
retribution. The only aspect left to the court was to carry
out the prescribed punishment; it was the judges’ duty to purge
the evil out of society. The glory of God, the integrity of his law,
and the good of God’s nation were the objects of this
legislation.


Three: The text,
verses 19-21, shows that this particular instance addressed a false
witness (a situation directly addressed by one of the Ten Words, the
covenant document). The false witness was to be given the exact
penalty that the accused would have received if the lies had not been
exposed. It was a literal, mandatory, eye for an eye.


Four: The sole
purpose of the eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth law was the punishment
of sin in order to demonstrate the justice of God and the need for
conformity to the law. The sure and just punishment of infractions of
God’s law would act as a deterrent to other would-be
blasphemers and false witnesses. Neither the rights of the false
witness, nor the pity by the man lied about were factors that
determined appropriate punishment. The law of God, which had
been disobeyed, was now in charge of the situation, and the courts of
justice had to honor the punishment specified by God.


We have
underscored the fact that the eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth
punishment was in the hands, not of the individual, but of the court.
Writers that take the view expressed by Lloyd-Jones and Pink also
will make much of this fact. These writers teach that Christ is
accusing the Pharisees of twisting the law of Moses by urging
individuals to take this law into their own hands and personally
exact justice, rather than to allow the court and judges to handle
the situation. This fits well with the idea that the main purpose of
the eye-for-eye law was to curb anger and revenge. However, it does
not fit the texts of Scripture. The following quotation from
Lloyd-Jones typifies this view:


But perhaps the
most important thing is that this enactment was not given to the
individual, but rather to the judges who were responsible for law and
order amongst the individuals …. It was the judges who were to
see to it that it was an eye for eye and a tooth for tooth and no
more. The legislation was for them, not for private individuals ….
As far as the teaching of the Pharisees and scribes is concerned,
their main trouble was that they tended to ignore entirely the fact
that this teaching was for the judges only. They made it a matter of
personal application.31


Lloyd-Jones’
understanding may contain an element of truth, although that is
impossible to verify from the text. However, to make this stand for
either the whole truth or even the primary application of Christ’s
teaching in this passage is to miss the main point. By demanding that
his disciples, as individuals, should respond to injustice in
a gracious way, Christ is actually doing the very thing that
Lloyd-Jones identifies as the main problem of the Pharisees. Christ
is not directing his teaching to the magistrates and telling them how
to apply Moses. Nor is he telling his disciples to return this matter
to its proper sphere—the court. Christ is making what formerly
was a magisterial matter now into a matter of personal application.
He is telling his followers how they, as individuals, are to act
under his new gracious law.


Christ, in this
passage, is:


1. telling
individuals not to act according to the Old Covenant eye-for-eye law
of retaliation;


2. taking the
responsibility for these actions out of the hands of the court and
the judges;


3. placing the
responsibility for the correct response entirely on the conscience
of the individual disciples;


4. forcing his
followers, as an individuals, to think and to respond in terms
of his law, rather than in terms of Moses’ law.


Christ is not
teaching his people to follow the law of Moses by acting in justice
and refraining from too much punishment. He is teaching that citizens
of his kingdom must be gracious toward each other and must not follow
a mandatory eye-for-eye system of punishment. The magistrate has no
function in the situation that Christ describes. This does not mean
that Christ advocates the abolition of the magistrate, nor do we.
Christ, in this passage, gives instructions to the church, and not to
society. The Sermon on the Mount does not replace the law of Moses as
the new rule for a new theocratic society. Instead, it provides the
rule for a spiritual nation; it teaches individual Christians within
the new spiritual nation that they should determine their attitudes
and actions, not by the law of just retribution, but by the law of
grace and love.


In these verses,
Christ requires behavior that the law of Moses never could have
demanded or even tolerated. He (1) puts the duty and behavior of New
Covenant believers into the context of the law of his kingdom,
instead of the law of the theocratic kingdom of Israel; and (2) makes
the response to certain types of injustice a matter of individual
conscience. Christ (3) demands that his followers live under the new
laws that he gives; and (4) holds his people accountable as
individuals to personally take his new laws into their own hands.
Christ is commanding his New Covenant people to respond in grace and
pity in the same situation that, under the Old Covenant of law, the
Israelites had to handle without pity by eye-for-eye justice.


Under Mosaic
justice, individual conscience could not rule, and love could not
supercede the edicts of the penal code. This held true for both the
offended party and the judge. The criterion for cases of lawbreaking
was, “What does the law say and require?” Under the law
of Moses, the answer was appropriate retribution: an eye for an eye.
Under Christ’s new law, the individual’s conscience must
rule, but it is not autonomous. It is bound to Christ by love, and
justice may not supercede the love of Christ.


In the Sermon on
the Mount, Christ is commanding (making a law) that individual
disciples in his kingdom of grace do the very thing that Lloyd-Jones
accused the Pharisees of urging their disciples to do. Christ’s
demands on the subjects of his kingdom simply were not possible for
any magistrate or court (including Moses and all of his laws) to make
on their subjects. Once more, Christ is showing the vital difference
between rules under a covenant of law and rules under a covenant of
grace. Both methods of rule are “holy, just, and good,”
but the latter is superior to the former, because it is rooted in the
better promises of the New Covenant and energized by the indwelling
Holy Spirit. Both methods of rule have clear objective standards and,
in many instances, the content of the rules may be the same. However,
the law of Moses could neither demand nor produce the kind of
behavior that Christ is demanding in the Sermon on the Mount. The
Holy Spirit can, and does, produce that kind of behavior in the life
of New Covenant believers.


This contrast is
simple and straightforward once we understand that there has been a
change of covenants. We are not in any way demeaning Moses and God’s
holy law given through him when we exalt Christ and his new laws. The
entire New Testament demonstrates the weakness and inability of the
law of Moses as a covenant when compared with the New Covenant in the
blood of Christ. Does the writer of Hebrews (Heb. 8:6-13), or does
Paul (2 Cor. 3:6-11), demean the Old Covenant of Moses when either
shows why both Moses and his law covenant had to be replaced with a
new and better covenant?


Christ solves the
real problem with the Old Covenant, not by giving an interpretation
of its true spiritual meaning, but by replacing it with a new and
better covenant based on better promises. These better promises will
make certain the realization of God’s ultimate goal (Heb.
8:6-13; 10:1-18). The authors of the New Testament Scriptures declare
with great joy (John 1:17; Heb. 10:16-18; 1 Cor. 11:23-26) that in
Christ, under his New Covenant, both the goal of God and the
expectations and hopes of the true believer living under the Old
Covenant (Jer. 31:33, 34 ; 1 Pet. 1:10-12) are realized. The
establishment of the New Covenant through the finished work of Christ
fulfills all the promises of God (1 Cor. 1:20; Heb. 11:13, 39).


This does not mean
that there was no gracious behavior exhibited among the Old Testament
saints. The incident mentioned earlier concerning Abraham and Lot
demonstrates the concept of turning the other cheek. Joseph’s
treatment of his brothers is equal to anything in the New Testament
Scriptures except the behavior of our Lord himself. The point is that
the Mosaic covenant of law would contradict itself if it demanded
(legislated as law) such behavior. Law cannot legislate an eye for an
eye and, at the same time, demand that one turn the other cheek
without being self-contradictory. The Mosaic law with its eye-for-eye
edict would not have allowed, let alone commanded, Joseph to forgive
his brothers and spare them from death. They would have been stoned
to death with no questions asked under the law of Moses. The choice
to either forgive or justly punish a violation of God’s law was
not an option under the law of Deuteronomy 19:16-21.


Perhaps several
simple questions will help clarify our thinking:


1. Is it essential
that magistrates and courts enforce the laws of our land, or should
they allow murderers and false witnesses to go unpunished?


2. Is it possible
for a magistrate to either demand or force an individual to show
grace and to refrain from protecting himself against injustice?


3. Do the answers
to these two questions point out the distinct and vital difference
between what it means to be under the law of Moses as compared to the
law of Christ? That distinction should be obvious to any honest and
literal interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount and the rest of the
New Testament Scriptures.


In other words, it
is essential to see that Deuteronomy 19:16-21 is the basis of justice
upon which a magistrate settles disputes. In principle, that is the
law of our land today. When the court forces an individual to pay to
fix a fender that he or she dented in an automobile accident, but
refuses to make him or her pay for other things wrong with the car
that were not caused by the accident, the magistrate is applying the
principle of an eye for an eye and a tooth for a tooth. The
magistrate upholds the law by saying that the penalty must fit the
crime (eye-for-eye), and the just penalty must be paid. All
agree on this point; however, we must also ask if the main purpose
of this law is to protect against excessive payment, or if it
instead is to make sure that the responsible party pays for the
repair of the fender.


It is essential
that Matthew 5:39-42 should not become the law of the land and be put
into the hands of the magistrate. How would you like to live in a
society where a judge could force you to give or loan to every
individual that asked you? What would you say if you hit someone’s
1975 car and slightly dented one fender and the magistrate told you
that you had to buy the person a brand new Oldsmobile just because it
was a gracious thing to do? You would rightly claim that the judgment
was contrary to justice.


We would say the
same thing to any civil judge that tried to make Christ’s words
in Matthew 5:39-42 the basis of his or her decisions. Judges can only
make judgments and demands based on the accepted law of the land.
They cannot make demands based on the law of a different land. Christ
can and does demand, in the sense of commandment, a gracious response
from his disciples because they live under the law of his kingdom.
Grace characterizes both the king and his subjects. This is an
essential difference between the legal covenant of Moses and the
gracious covenant of Christ. Failure to see this radical contrast and
vital difference causes a mixing of the law of two different kinds of
kingdoms and a distortion of the doctrines of both justification and
sanctification.


As Christians
living under the gracious New Covenant, we gladly put our consciences
under the obligation to obey the clear objective laws of the kingdom
of Christ delineated in Matthew 5-7. Christ not only has the right to
make these new and higher laws, but he also can ground his demand on
the fact of his death, and not the threat of our death.


Not only does
Christ demand of his disciples much more than Moses actually
legislated, but also more than one can logically deduce from that
legislation. The New Covenant embodies laws that the Old Covenant
could not have embodied without contradicting itself. In some cases,
our obedience to Christ’s new demands actually makes our
behavior, based on grace, to be something that the Mosaic law could
not even have allowed, let alone demanded.


Christians may
forgive a false witness, but an Israelite, under the law of Moses,
would not have had that choice. A false witness violated God’s
covenant and had to be punished accordingly (Deut. 19:16-21).
Subjects of Christ’s kingdom must express pity and show grace
in the same situation where an Israelite was specifically forbidden
to show pity and a judge was compelled to enforce an eye for an eye.
Under the law of Moses, vindication of justice and the honor of God’s
law in judgment took precedence over everything else. Under the New
Covenant in Christ’s blood, God’s honor has been upheld,
his justice has been satisfied, and love now takes precedence over
all else. This is one of the main differences between being under the
law of Moses and being under the law of Christ.


We continue to
emphasize that this is not to suggest that there was no grace or
mercy under Moses’ law. A physical nation under a legal
covenant and a spiritual nation under a gracious covenant are
two entirely different things. Moses and Israel are not Christ and
the church. The law in the hands of Moses, as a covenant of life and
death, and functioning as a convicting pedagogue in the conscience,
and the indwelling Holy Spirit of adoption functioning as both a
pedagogue and a paraclete in the renewed conscience and life of a New
Covenant believer are not at all the same situation. The difference
is between the nature of rule by a sword and justice, which is holy,
just, and good, under a covenant of law, and the nature of rule by
the cross and mercy under a covenant of grace which is holy, just,
and better.


One modern
commentator gives a clear and simple summation of Matthew 5:38-42.
After covering the meaning of the three texts in the Old Testament
Scriptures that mention the eye-for-eye law, he concludes this way:


 … And most
important of all, it must be remembered that the Lex Talionis
[Law of “eye for eye” or “tit for tat”] is by
no means the whole of the Old Testament ethics. There are glimpses
and even splendors of mercy in the Old Testament. “Thou shalt
not avenge or bear any grudge against the children of thy people”
(Leviticus 19:18). “If thine enemy be hungry, give him bread to
eat; if he be thirsty, give him water to drink” (Proverbs
25:21). “Say not, I will do so to him as he hath done to me”
(Proverbs 24:29). “He giveth his cheek to the smiter; he is
filled with reproach” (Lamentations 3:30).


So, then, ancient
ethics were based on the law of tit-for-tat. It is true that law was
[not] a law of mercy; it is true that it was a law for a judge and
not for a private individual; it is true that there were accents of
mercy at the same time. But Jesus obliterated the very principle of
that law, because retaliation, however controlled and restricted, has
no place in the Christian life.32


Mercy and pity
were not options for the court system of the nation of Israel.
Justice and fitting retribution were the rule of the day. God,
through Moses, gave laws to govern a physical nation made up of both
regenerate and unregenerate people. Christ has come as the full and
final expression of God’s character. He gives rules for his
kingdom; a kingdom made up of only regenerated people who desire to
imitate their king. Mercy and pity are not options for the lifestyle
of God’s spiritual nation, the church. They are the new rule of
the new day.


We need to say one
more thing before we leave this subject. The Covenant Theologian
insists that the Ten Commandments are the unchanging “moral
law.” He must insist that Jesus never in any way changes any
part of the moral law. This is why he insists that Jesus is not
contrasting his teaching with the teaching of Moses in the “moral
law.” We must realize that not everything in the Sermon on the
Mount is dealing with one of the commandments in the “moral
law.” Matthew 5:38 is dealing with “civil law” and
not “moral law” as Covenant Theology defines those terms.
If Covenant Theology is consistent with its view of the Sermon on the
Mount and its terminology of moral law, it would seem they have
handed Theonomy the keys to the front door of the church on a silver
platter.




Chapter
Five

Holy Hate
for the Glory of God


“You have
heard that it was said, ‘You shall love your neighbor and hate
your enemy.’ But I say to you, love your enemies …”
(Matt. 5:43, 44)


There are few
passages in the New Testament Scriptures as well known and as misused
as this one. Traditional Reformed exegesis insists that Christ is
correcting rabbinical distortions of the law of Moses. Did the
Pharisees and their teachers before them have any justification
for teaching that the Jews should hate their enemies? Did Moses
teach this principle either directly or by implication, or did this
concept arise from ethnocentric bigotry that led to twisting and
adding to the Word of God? Pink finds no Old Testament justification
for the idea of hating one’s enemies:


The Pentateuch
will be searched in vain for any precept which required the
Israelites to entertain any malignity against their foes: thou shalt
“hate thine enemies” was a rabbinical invention,
pure and simple.33


Lloyd-Jones
devotes several pages in his commentary on the Sermon on the Mount to
discuss how the Jews may have misconstrued God’s command to
kill all the inhabitants of Canaan as a command to hate them as
enemies. He also discusses the imprecatory Psalms where David
expresses how much he hates the enemies of God. Lloyd-Jones in no way
justifies the Pharisees; he simply attempts to state the case fairly.
He emphasizes that we must consider both the Canaan incident where
God commanded the killing of all men, women, and children, and the
imprecatory Psalms as national and judicial and in no way personal.34
Philosophically, Lloyd-Jones is correct, but at the same time, it
seems unlikely that an individual could remain emotionally neutral
while carrying out wholesale slaughter of God’s enemies. It
would have been difficult for an Israelite to convince either the
Canaanite, or his own heart, that he really loved his enemy while he
was killing the man and his family.


We found no
commentators who used the following passage in their discussions of
the supposed rabbinical teaching to hate your enemies:


“You
shall not seek their [Ammonites or Moabites] peace nor their
prosperity all your days forever. You shall not abhor an Edomite; for
he is your brother. You shall not abhor an Egyptian, because you were
an alien in his land.” (Deut. 23:6, 7)


Let us look at
this passage in the Old Testament Scriptures and apply traditional
Reformed methods of interpretation. We will extract, or deduce, the
good and necessary consequences from the specific commandments in
Deuteronomy 23:6. This may help us to see whether the Jews had reason
to believe that it was their duty to hate their enemies. Let us
state, in abbreviated form, Thomas Watson’s rules of
interpretation of commandments in Scripture:


Rule 2.
More is intended than is spoken.


(1) Where any duty
is commanded, the contrary is forbidden.


(2) Where any sin
is forbidden, the contrary is commanded.


Rule 3.
Where any sin is forbidden in the commandment, the occasion of it is
also forbidden. Where murder is forbidden, envy and rash anger are
forbidden, which may occasion it.


Rule 5.
Where greater sins are forbidden, lesser sins are also forbidden.


Rule 7. A
commandment forbids not only the acting of sin in our own persons,
but being accessory to, or having any hand in, the sins of others.35


What did Moses
command in Deuteronomy 23:6, 7? He gave two commandments that involve
the treatment of certain kinds of people. Moses commanded the
Israelites not to seek the peace or prosperity of some
people, and not to abhor some other people.


First thing
commanded: “Do not seek the peace or the prosperity of the
Ammonite or the Moabite.” This was in retaliation for their
treachery against Israel, as explained in verses 3 and 4.


Second thing
commanded: “Do not abhor an Edomite or an Egyptian.”
This was because of racial relationship and gratitude as explained in
verse 7.


Verses 6 and 7
command opposing attitudes and actions based on either retaliation or
gratitude. Let us apply Watson’s rules to these commandments.


Rule number 2:2:
Where any sin is forbidden, the contrary is commanded. The sin
forbidden is that of seeking the peace and prosperity of the
Ammonites and the Moabites. What is the opposite of seeking peace and
prosperity? The opposite of peace is war and the opposite of
prosperity is poverty. According to Watson’s rule, the good and
necessary consequences deduced from Deuteronomy 23:6 prove that it
was Israel’s duty to seek the destruction of the Moabites and
the Ammonites. Watson’s rule that the prohibition inherently
carries the duty to do the opposite allows for no other conclusion.
This is a true application of Watson’s second rule of
interpreting the commands of Scripture. Would not Watson’s
rules make the Jews duty-bound to hate the Ammonites and the Moabites
as enemies and constantly seek their destruction?


What happens when
we apply Rule 2:2 to the second thing commanded? The forbidden sin
there is that of abhorring an Edomite or an Egyptian. What is the
opposite of abhorrence? The opposite of abhorrence is love. In this
specific context, abhor is set in direct opposition to seek
peace and prosperity. If Watson’s rules of interpreting
commandments are correct, Moses commanded the Jews to abhor, or hate,
some people (the Ammonites and the Moabites), and to love some other
people (the Edomites and the Egyptians).


According to
Watson’s rules, it was Israel’s God-given duty to seek
the peace and prosperity (which means love) of some men and to abhor
(which means hate) some other men. Israel must not hate the
Edomites or the Egyptians, but they must hate the Ammonites
and the Moabites. Israel dare not seek the peace and prosperity of
the Ammonites and the Moabites, but must actively follow a course
designed to destroy them. In contrast to this, Israel must do all she
can to seek the peace and prosperity of the Edomites and the
Egyptians.


What happens when
we apply Rule 3 to the first thing commanded in the passage? Israel
must consistently avoid any and every occasion that might possibly
lead to a Moabite or an Ammonite enjoying peace and prosperity.


Watson’s
Rule 5 applied to the first thing commanded more than justifies
Israel’s hating her enemies. What must Israel include on the
list of lesser sins so as to think and act under all circumstances to
be sure she does not help, in the least, the Moabite and the Ammonite
to have peace and prosperity? To the contrary, what specific things
must she do to ensure that the citizens of those two nations suffer
the just consequences of their sin against God and his people?


When we apply Rule
7 to the first thing forbidden, we find that Israel is commanded to
make sure that every person over whom she has any influence does not
seek the peace and prosperity of the Moabites and the Ammonites, but
instead, will also do the exact opposite and seek their destruction.


We have made our
point and need not continue in this vein. It is ironic that the
exegetical method of Covenant Theology, when applied to this Old
Testament text, produces a logical deduction that Covenant Theology
condemns as a distortion when they attribute it to the Jews of Jesus’
day. There is no way for us to know for sure, from the text in
Matthew 5, if the Pharisees had taken Moses’ teaching from
Deuteronomy 23:6 to an extreme beyond Moses’ intention. Perhaps
they had taken a national injunction and turned it into justification
for personal enmity. Perhaps they had extended the proscription
against two nations to include others that Moses never mentioned.
Without access to their teaching, we cannot know.


It may be that
this is one of the instances where Jesus does correct a distortion of
Moses’ law, but we arrive at such a conclusion by speculation,
and not by exegesis. Deuteronomy 23:3-6 refutes Pink’s
statement, “The Pentateuch will be searched in vain for any
precept which required the Israelites to entertain any malignity
against their foes: thou shalt ‘hate thine enemies’ was a
rabbinical invention, pure and simple.” The precept to
hate the Ammonites and the Moabites is implicit in Moses’
teaching; the proscription against doing good to enemies is explicit:
“You shall not seek their peace or their prosperity all your
days forever” (ESV). Jesus’ command to love your enemies
is a contrast to Moses’ command to refrain from seeking their
good. Jesus Christ, in his role as the new lawgiver, gives new law
here.


Devotees of
Covenant Theology may say that we have caricatured and misused Thomas
Watson. Objective readers will realize that the Jews had more
justification for believing that God wanted them to hate their
enemies than the Reformers and the Puritans had for killing brethren
in Christ who “re-baptized” believers and rejected the
sacral sign (infant baptism) of the state church. History proves that
Rome, the Reformers, and the Puritans used logic to deduce from
Scripture not merely the justification, but the command to hate and
persecute other Christians who disagreed with the state-authorized
church.


There is a
parallel between the alleged attitude of the Pharisees and the
history of futile attempts by Covenant Theologians to make the fine
points of the law to be the chief instrument in a Christian’s
sanctification. The places, faces, and specific issues may differ,
but the method of approach and the disastrous results are identical.
If the Pharisees had interpreted Deuteronomy 23:6 in exactly the same
manner that Watson interpreted the Ten Commandments, they would have
been more than justified in believing that God’s Word commanded
them to hate their enemies.


The case against
the Reformers and the Puritans for their atrocities is far more
damaging than is the case against the Pharisees. If the Pharisees had
indeed distorted Moses’ teaching, they had to misunderstand
only a few Old Testament Scriptures in order to deduce their duty to
hate and persecute those who disagreed with them. The Puritans and
Reformers had to distort not only those same Scriptures; they had to
contradict both the entire tenor of Christ’s teaching in the
Sermon on the Mount, and the clear commandments of the New Testament
Scriptures that speak about loving the brethren.


Jesus in Matthew
5:43-48 commands love for enemies and assumes love for friends. The
ascended Christ, through his writing disciples, defines love for
friends in the context of the church, and makes love of the brethren
to be one of the practical tests of assurance of salvation (1 John
3:14). When we draw our system of conduct out of the law of Moses, we
fail to see that Christ has given higher and more spiritual rules of
conduct. We become law-centered instead of Christ-centered. When
church leaders are law-centered, they act like God’s sheriffs
instead of his shepherds.36
Abuse of God’s sheep by tyrannical elders is far more than a
personality or a temperament problem. Its roots lie in the
theological misunderstanding that is the subject of this book.


The Reformers and
the Puritans, in their own minds, were sincerely obeying God’s
commandments when they persecuted and killed fellow Christians for
rejecting the authorized creed. Those godly men were merely being
consistent with the view of authority and law set forth in their
Covenant Theology. Burning or hanging a witch was not an aberrant
action of a hard-hearted tyrant; it was the good and necessary
consequence deduced from a wrong theology of the relationship between
Moses and Christ, and the church and the state.


Since Covenant
Theology insists that Jesus is correcting a faulty understanding of
what Moses really meant, why do they not apply the same correction to
their interpretation? Covenant Theology accuses the Pharisees of
being convinced it was their God-given duty to hate the Gentiles and
treat them as God’s enemies. The Reformers and the Puritans
were just as convinced that God commanded them to hate and persecute
all who refused to bow to their particular church creed. They treated
those dissenters as enemies of God. Although we have no state church
in our country today, the same attitude is all too prevalent in many
contemporary church leaders.


What happens if we
carry this concept of hating the enemies of God forward into the New
Covenant? In some churches, leaders actually do apply it to those who
are under elder discipline. We have seen terrible abuse done by
tyrannical elders in the name of church authority and love for God’s
truth. This is the basis for some church leaders to teach their
people that it is their duty to hate all who “prove their
hatred of Christ by leaving his church.”37
We have witnessed this on more than one occasion, and the reasoning
and use of biblical texts for such an exhortation was no different
from the alleged rabbinical distortions used by the Pharisees to
justify their attitude of hatred of their enemies.


As long as people
believe that there can be no real change from the old legal covenant
to the new gracious covenant, they will be unable to see and feel the
power of the new demands of Christ. They ultimately will lock
themselves into a legal mentality that cannot help but work itself
out in a rigid, self-righteous, condemning attitude. We have heard
men infected with this mentality ridicule and mock love in an angry
screaming voice.


Given authority
and opportunity, men and women with this attitude and theology could
easily punish what they view as heresy with death and feel that they
had glorified God and vindicated his truth. It has happened before
and it will happen again. The Covenant Theology of the Reformers and
the Puritans led them to establish governments according to the law
of Moses. They patterned their governments after the theocracy of the
nation of Israel, especially as it pertained to the duty of the
magistrate to punish all those who dissented from the doctrines or
practices of the state church in power. This is an indisputable fact
written in the book of history with the blood of Baptists, Quakers,
and others. It repeats itself, in another setting, with equally
objectionable results, when churches apply it to those under
discipline.


It is ironic that
some of the very people who see hate your enemies as the
rabbinical distortion of Old Testament Scriptures will themselves use
distortions of Scripture verses to justify their own hatred of
brethren that question or disagree with their authority. They borrow
the very principles that they condemn the Pharisees for using.
History has witnessed ungodly behavior done under the guise of love
for God’s truth. The perpetrators of the cruel deeds may have
been sincere in their belief that God approved of their actions, but
those actions appear to reveal the same attitude of hatred that the
Jews manifested in their treatment of the Gentiles. The rationale
used by the Pharisees is identical to that used by some church
leaders today to justify their wrong attitude toward sincere brethren
who, in good conscience, have refused to submit to the “God-ordained”
authority of elders who use their authority in an unbiblical manner.


These elders
derive their right to make and enforce this rule from the concept
that they are duly authorized servants of God who are applying
God’s truth to the situation that arises when someone leaves a
local church. They reason thusly:


1. Christ loved
the church and gave himself for it (Eph. 5:25).


2. These people
have forsaken Christ’s church which is the pillar and ground of
the truth (1 Tim. 3:15).


3. In leaving
God’s church, for which Christ died, these people show that
they hate the very thing that Christ loves the most (Eph. 5:25).


4. The Psalmist
said, “I hate them, O LORD,
that hate thee” (Ps. 139:21), and, “I hate them with a
perfect hatred” (Ps. 139:22). Since these people have proved
their hatred of Christ (by leaving his church for which he died), it
is our duty to God to hate these people with a perfect hatred because
they have left Christ’s church, which he loves above all else.


The above is an
accurate representation of the rationale used by church leaders with
a cultic mentality to force their members to despise and shun anyone
who dares to leave that particular congregation or group. The only
reason these modern-day, duly-authorized defenders of the glory of
God’s holy truth have not run a sword through their enemies is
that they do not have the civil authority to do so. If harsh words
were bullets and odious labels were swords, many of us would already
have died a thousand deaths.


Too many of us
have seen church leaders who exhibit the same kind of attitudes we
import onto and then condemn in the Pharisees. Oh, that we could
learn to live and breathe under the freedom of the New Covenant. Oh,
that the power of sovereign grace would grip our hearts and fill our
souls with the love of Christ so that we not only would love our
enemies, but we also would be able to love our brethren who disagree
with our particular creed.










Chapter
Six

Laws for
Sinners and Laws for Saints


“It has
been said, ‘Anyone who divorces his wife must give her a
certificate of divorce.’ But I tell you that anyone who
divorces his wife, except for marital unfaithfulness, causes her to
become an adulteress, and anyone who marries the divorced woman
commits adultery.” (Matt. 5:31, 32 NIV)


When we study the
subject of divorce in the Old and New Testament Scriptures, we find
that Jesus’ teaching in the Sermon on the Mount constitutes a
change and an addition to the law of God given to Moses. This
difference does not involve a contradiction in the sense that Moses
was wrong and needed correction. The law of Moses was holy, just, and
good for his particular time and situation because Moses was dealing
primarily with lost sinners. The new law, brought by Christ in the
New Covenant, is holy, just, and good for the fullness of time
because Christ, in dealing with the church, is dealing entirely with
regenerate saints. God based Israel’s special national status
on a different covenant from that upon which he based the church’s
special spiritual status.


The nature of any
covenant makes it binding upon all who are governed by it. Therefore,
the New Covenant, like the Old Covenant before it, comes with
objective rules. The New, however, is characterized by grace in
contrast to the Old, which was characterized by merit. The means by
which God’s people profit under the terms of the New Covenant
is through the work of someone else: specifically, the work of
Christ. The means by which God’s people profited under the Old
Covenant was through their own work. The benefits of Christ’s
covenant come to his people because he has earned those benefits
himself. This is why the New Covenant is a gracious covenant.


Grace, by its very
nature, produces a higher morality than the Mosaic law could ever
demand. Christ changed the rules on the subject of divorce and
remarriage when he changed the covenant foundation from merit to
grace. Christ rejected uncleanness as a ground for divorce (Matt.
19:1-9), even though Moses allowed it (Deut. 24:1-4). The grace that
rules a believer’s conscience appeals to a different motive for
obedience than the idea of merit does. Grace reminds us of all that
Christ has done for us, while merit reminds us of all that we must do
for ourselves. In this way, grace produces behavior that transcends
what the Mosaic law demanded, let alone actually produced.


Ironically, the
strongest argument for this position comes from the people who
vehemently disagree with our view of Christ as a new lawgiver. Pink’s
comments on Matthew 5:31, 32 illustrate:


Moses had been
indeed divinely directed to allow divorce in cases of
uncleanness, for the prevention of worse crimes. But
that which had been no more than a temporary concession was
changed by the Pharisees into a precept38
and that so interpreted as to give license to the indulging of their
evil and selfish desires ….


Let us now
consider a few details in Deut. 24:1-4. The first thing is the kind
of statute there given. It was not a moral but a political or civil
one39
for the good ordering of the state. Among such laws were those of
tolerance or permission, which did not approve of the
evil things concerned,40
but only suffered them for the prevention of greater evil—as
when the sea makes a breach into the land, if it cannot possibly be
stopped, the best course is to make it as narrow as possible …
These laws tolerated what God condemned, and that for
the purpose of preventing greater evils.


When Pink gets to
the point of telling us what Christ actually did mean in his But I
say unto you contrasts in Matthew 5-7, he explains Christ’s
words this way:


“But I say
unto you, that whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the
cause of fornication, causes her to commit adultery: and whosoever
shall marry her that is divorced committeth adultery” (verse
32). Here Christ refutes the corrupt interpretation of the
scribes and Pharisees, and positively affirms that divorce is
permissible only in the case of that sin which in God’s
sight disannuls the marriage covenant, and even then it is only
allowed and not commanded ….41


Neither
Deuteronomy 24:1-4 nor Christ’s words about divorce and
remarriage in the Sermon on the Mount suggest what Pink is saying. He
has read his entire position into the text. The two biblical passages
affirm the following:


1. The law of
Moses, recorded in Deuteronomy 24:1-4, allowed divorce for reasons
other than adultery. Whatever Moses would have defined as
uncleanness, he could not have included adultery. Adultery was
punishable by death.


2. Christ, in
Matthew 5:31, 32 and 19:1-9 rejected uncleanness as grounds for
divorce, and allowed divorce only on the ground of adultery. The law
of God given through Moses positively allowed what Christ
specifically rejected. Christ’s law that allows for divorce in
cases of adultery means that he did not command death as punishment
for adulterers. Jesus changed the rules. The texts of Scripture are
clear.


3. If the above
does not constitute clear and specific change, then words have lost
meaning. Jesus rejected uncleanness as a ground for divorce. The very
thing that Moses allowed (divorce for reasons other than adultery),
Jesus disallowed.


A comparison of
Deuteronomy 24:1-4 with Matthew 5:31, 32 makes it clear that Christ,
in Matthew 5:31, 32 is not correcting the distortions of the
Pharisees. Here, as in the other contrasts, our Lord mentions neither
the Pharisees nor their teaching. He quotes the exact words of Moses
in Deuteronomy 24 and contrasts the law of Moses with his new laws.
It simply is not being honest with the words of Moses to say that the
words to which Jesus refers are words of distortion by the Pharisees.
Pink’s position is biblically untenable.


Lloyd-Jones shares
Pink’s approach. After showing that it was God’s original
intention at creation (Gen. 2:24) for marriage to be one wife for one
husband, Lloyd-Jones raises the obvious objection to what he is
stating:


“If that is
so,” asks someone, “how do you explain the Law of
Moses? If that is God’s own view of marriage, why did He
allow divorce to take place on the conditions which we have just
considered?” Our Lord again answered that question by saying
that, because of the hardness of their hearts, God made a
concession, as it were. He did not abrogate his original law
with regard to marriage. No, He introduced a temporary legislation
because of the conditions then prevailing.42


Unwittingly, Pink
and Lloyd-Jones offer support for our position:


1. A change of
covenants brings a change in the laws (“original law and
temporary legislation”).


2. The specific
covenant laws under which individuals live are the basis upon which
they are to order their lives and by which God will judge them (“God
made a concession and allowed the lesser of two evils”).


3. Israel and the
church have different canons of conduct, or laws, because they live
under different covenants. Israel lived under the Old Covenant of
Moses and the church lives under the New Covenant of Christ (“The
law of Moses is a temporary legislation”).


4. God does not
deal with regenerate saints the same way he deals with unregenerate
rebels (“because of the hardness of their hearts”).


5. Circumstances
in a given society may necessitate God making and applying different
laws (“conditions then prevailing”).


Pink and
Lloyd-Jones advocate the right of Moses to make laws (they call them
“temporary legislation”) that are both useful and
necessary in certain dispensations characterized by sinful
circumstances. Moses had the right to change God’s “original
law” because the spiritual condition of the Israelites was
different from the spiritual condition of Adam and Eve when they
received God’s original law. This principle underlies our view
that a New Covenant with new laws has replaced an Old Covenant with
its old laws. Calvary and Pentecost introduce a new kingdom of grace.
Jesus Christ has the right to change Moses’ temporary
legislation because the spiritual condition of Christ’s New
Covenant people is different from the spiritual condition of those
who received that temporary legislation.


Pink and
Lloyd-Jones make the case that one canon of conduct governed God’s
people prior to the fall; a different canon of conduct governs them
after. A change in the spiritual condition of people necessitates a
change in the laws that govern those people. The principle is the
same for our tenet that one canon of conduct governed the life of the
nation of Israel; a different canon of conduct governs the life of
the church. It seems to us that Pink and Lloyd-Jones not only prove
our point, but they add to the very problem they are trying to solve.


Pink writes that
Moses received divine direction to allow divorce in cases of
uncleanness. He calls this a temporary concession that tolerated what
God condemned. He then concludes that Christ positively affirms that
divorce is permissible only in the case of that sin which in God’s
sight disannuls the marriage covenant. If Christ is correcting
pharisaical distortions, as Pink maintains, he also is doing more.
According to Pink, Christ is restoring God’s law to its
original demands, temporarily altered under the Mosaic legislation.
It is impossible to fit Pink’s statements into the framework of
Covenant Theology’s view that Israel is the church, therefore
the same covenant and identical laws govern both. We cannot say that
God instructed Moses to allow legitimate divorce for uncleanness in
Israel, but Christ refuses to accept the same uncleanness as a
legitimate ground for divorce in the church, and then teach that
Christ never changed the law of Moses. Pink’s explanation
contradicts the third elementary maxim of Covenant Theology: there is
one unchanging canon of conduct for the one redeemed people of God.


Pink’s
problem becomes more complicated by his admission that God allowed
Moses to make the concession concerning uncleanness, even though that
concession violated the revealed will of God as seen in the Creation
Ordinance. Pink recognizes that God instructed Moses to give certain
laws to govern Israel’s conduct (Deut. 24:1-4), but Christ will
not accept those same laws to govern his church. Pink’s
understanding of Christ’s rationale is that Moses’ laws
about divorce are contrary to the real law of God given in Genesis
2:24. If this is true, then why would God give the laws to Moses in
Deuteronomy 24:1-4 in the first place? Pink answers that it was for
the prevention of worse crimes, without specifying what those worse
crimes might be. Pink’s reply however, has God, or at least
Moses, changing the law. The law about marriage, recorded in
Deuteronomy 24:1-4, is different from the law about marriage,
recorded in Genesis 2:24.


Let us be sure
that we understand what Pink and Lloyd-Jones are saying, and then we
will see if that is what Christ is teaching:


Christ was showing
that the Pharisees had changed a concession concerning divorce into a
precept, and this somehow gave them the license to indulge evil and
selfish desires. Christ was condemning the Pharisees for abusing the
law of Moses; he was not in any way contrasting his teaching with
what Moses actually had said.


God allowed, but
did not command, divorce in Israel on the grounds of uncleanness. But
uncleanness could not mean or include adultery, since God commanded
that adultery be punished by death.


Divorce for
uncleanness was a concession that was necessary at that time because
of Israel’s hardness of heart and the conditions that resulted
from their attitude. God allowed easy divorce and polygamy (even
though both actually were adultery and a violation of the Seventh
Commandment), but he did not legitimize either of them.


The sole purpose
of this particular law in Deuteronomy 24:1-4 was to narrow or confine
the effects of sin and misery. It accomplished this by condoning a
breach of God’s original moral law (one man and one woman, as
given in the Creation Ordinance) through legislation that would
control to some degree an intolerable situation of the moment and
protect women from the cruelty of Israel’s hard-hearted men.


God did not mean
for his allowance of divorce for uncleanness to be a permanent part
of his law; he gave it only for that particular time and situation.


For the moment,
let us assume that the texts of Scripture show that all of these
statements are correct. The statements would still miss the point
under discussion. They never touch the heart of the problem in trying
to understand Christ’s contrasts in the Sermon on the Mount. In
fact, if the statements are true, we have difficulty fitting them
into Pink’s own theology. This view makes the problem worse.
The cure is worse than the disease. Moses, in Deuteronomy 24:1-4,
contradicts himself and the real law of God concerning marriage that
he, Moses himself, recorded in Genesis 2:24. God is now instructing
Moses to give this contradictory legislation on dispensational
grounds due to Israel’s hardness of heart. Covenant Theology
vigorously opposes a Dispensational approach to Scripture; it seems
strange that they take that very approach to explain these verses.


The point of
Matthew 19:1-9, where Jesus explains why his teaching differs from
that of Moses, is this: the law of Moses in Deuteronomy 24:1-4
legislated and allowed certain conduct for an Israelite (divorce on
the grounds of uncleanness) that Christ will not tolerate in the life
of a Christian under the New Covenant. The reasons for Moses’
legislation and Christ’s reversal, while important, are
secondary in our discussion; the issue is that Christ does indeed
change a law that Moses had made. Christ rejects the grounds for
divorce and remarriage that the law of Moses allowed. An objective
comparison of Deuteronomy 24:1-4 and Matthew 5:31-32 allows for no
other conclusion. The questions of the Pharisees and Christ’s
answers in Matthew 19:1-9 offer further support. Christ is a new
lawgiver who gives new law, and he has every right to do so.


Moses, not the
Pharisees, wrote the legislation in Deuteronomy 24:1-4 allowing
divorce for uncleanness, and it is that specific law that Christ
refuses to allow in his church. The situation that necessitated the
law concerning divorce that Moses gave in no way changes the fact
that he, by God’s authority, gave that law. However,
understanding why Christ changed the law of Moses on this point
strengthens our case further.


It is impossible
to be honest with words and deny that the law of Moses, given by God,
allowed what Christ specifically rejected. It is
likewise not possible to accept the fact that Christ changed one of
the laws that Moses gave and at the same time hold a “one canon
of conduct for all ages” view. The moment we take Christ’s
words of contrast seriously, we see that he is contrasting his
teaching with the law of Moses in Deuteronomy 24:1-4, and not with
the Pharisees’ supposed distortion of that law. The logical
question is, “Why would God instruct Moses to write a law about
the marriage relationship for Israel’s conduct that Christ
would not allow an apostle to write for the conduct of a Christian
under the New Covenant?” Such a scenario is impossible under
Covenant Theology’s premise that Israel and the church
constitute one redeemed people of God, governed by the same canon of
conduct. The answer to that question lies in understanding the
difference between a covenant designed specifically for sinners and a
covenant made only with saints.


Let us look first
at the specific law of Moses that Christ rejected and changed:


“When a
man hath taken a wife, and married her, and it come to pass that she
find no favor in his eyes, because he hath found some uncleanness:
then let him write her a bill of divorcement, and give it in her
hand, and send her out of his house. And when she is departed out of
his house, she may go and be another man’s wife. And if the
latter husband hate her, and write her a bill of divorcement, and
giveth it in her hand, and sendeth her out of his house; or if the
latter husband die, which took her to be his wife; Her former
husband, which sent her away, may not take her again to be his wife,
after that she is defiled; for that is abomination before the LORD:
and thou shalt not cause the land to sin, which the LORD
thy God giveth thee for an inheritance.” (Deut. 24:1-4 KJV)


Pink implies, and
we agree, that uncleanness here is not the sin of adultery. “[Christ]
positively affirms that divorce is permissible only in the case of
that sin which in God’s sight disannuls the marriage covenant.”
Adultery disannuls the marriage covenant. This marks a change and
difference between the law of Moses and the law of Christ both on the
subject of adultery and on the subject of divorce. It would have been
impossible for Moses to legislate the new law of Christ that allows
divorce only for adultery without contradicting himself on two
fronts. Moses allowed divorce for uncleanness; he mandated death for
adultery (Deut. 22:22). When Christ gives his new law that allows for
divorce only in the case of adultery, he overturns the law that
mandates death for adultery.


Furthermore, the
reason Christ refuses to allow the same easy divorce that Moses
permitted is that “hardness of heart” is no longer a
possibility among God’s people. Christ is giving laws to people
whose hearts are soft. For Christ to accept divorce for the same
reason Moses did (hardness of heart) would be to contradict the
nature and power of the grace that has changed the hearts of his New
Covenant people. For Christ to accept the law of Moses concerning
divorce for uncleanness as the rule for the church would be to say
that New Covenant believers were, like the Israelites, hard-hearted
people. Such an admission would be a denial of the power of the Holy
Spirit in regeneration and the rule of grace in the hearts of God’s
people.


This change proves
our thesis that Christ gives new and higher laws in the Sermon on the
Mount than Moses gave in the Old Covenant. Christ gives a different
law for the church on the subject of adultery and divorce than Moses
gave to Israel. These are biblical facts, as are the reasons for the
change.


The second thing
to note is the circumstances under which Moses gave the concession of
Deuteronomy 24:1-4. Our Lord tells us in Matthew 19:1-9 that Moses,
by inspiration, gave a law that tolerated what was clearly contrary
to God’s original purpose for Adam and Eve at Creation. It
seems obvious from Christ’s words that the purpose of the law
in Deuteronomy 24:1-4 was to control the effects of Israel’s
hardness of heart. We all agree so far. However, at this point, some
theologians make wrong assumptions. We must start with the
information in the text itself before we start deducing any good and
necessary consequences to fit our particular theological system.


At no point in
either Matthew 5:31, 32 or in Matthew 19:1-9, does Christ attack or
correct a rabbinical distortion of Deuteronomy 24:1-4, nor is he
giving the true spiritual meaning of what Moses meant in these
verses. In order to do this, Christ would have to tell his audience
exactly what Moses meant by uncleanness. Our Lord is not concerned
with the correct meaning of uncleanness, since it is no longer a
factor in divorce under the New Covenant. Christ is not merely
interpreting Scripture; he is giving us new Scripture.
He is changing the law of Moses from allowing divorce for uncleanness
(regardless of what that means), to allowing divorce only for
adultery. Matthew 19:1-9 has nothing to do with the pharisaical
interpretation or application of Deuteronomy 24:1-4. Christ is
dealing with Israel’s hardness of heart that caused Moses to
give the concession concerning uncleanness in the first place. Christ
condemns, not the abuse of Deuteronomy 24:1-4, but the very
need of such a law.


Christ is not
saying to the Pharisees, “I will not tolerate your distortion
of the law of Moses in Deuteronomy 24:1-4,” but rather, “In
my kingdom, I will not tolerate the legislation on divorce that Moses
gave because of the hardness of heart of your rebellious fathers.”
It is impossible to have Christ merely giving us the true exposition
of the law of Moses in these particular passages (Matt. 5:31, 32;
19:1-9). Our Lord is not settling the argument between liberal and
conservative Pharisees by telling us what Moses meant by uncleanness
in Deuteronomy 24:1-4. It does not matter what uncleanness there
means. Not any, or all, of the definitions of uncleanness put
together can justify divorce under the New Covenant. Christ is
saying, “The law of Moses in Deuteronomy 24:1-4 that allowed
uncleanness as a ground of divorce is no longer accepted as part of
the new canon of conduct for the church. The only ground for divorce
under my law is adultery.” Christ changed the law of Moses on
the subject of divorce. The texts can mean nothing else. We simply
cannot make this passage teach that Christ is only reinforcing and
rubber-stamping the law of Moses on the subject of divorce. Such a
view misses the point.


It is essential
that we see the radical difference between the two groups of people
for whom the two different laws (Deut. 24:1-4 and Matt. 19:1-9), or
canons of conduct, concerning divorce were given. This difference
provided our chapter title, “Laws for SINNERS and Laws for
SAINTS.” The purpose of the laws of Christ in the kingdom of
grace is not control of hard-hearted sinners, as is the case in the
law of Moses. Christ gives his law to regenerated saints who have a
desire to obey and please God. Covenant Theology cannot grasp this
because it views Israel as the church, as God’s redeemed people
under the older administration of the Covenant of Grace. It cannot
accept that under the New Covenant, all the members of the church are
regenerate (Heb. 8:11). If Israel and the church are the same church,
their spiritual conditions are the same. Both groups, although
redeemed, must still contain a mix of regenerate and unregenerate
people despite what Hebrews 8:11 teaches. Therefore, both need the
same kind of laws to govern them. Covenant Theology cannot believe
that Israel was under a conditional legal covenant at Sinai. This
will not fit into their system. Covenant Theology confuses a physical
redemption from Egypt with a spiritual redemption from
sin. They confuse an earthly theocracy with a spiritual kingdom. They
believe that redeemed people are never under a covenant of works.
Therefore, the Old Covenant is part of the over-arching Covenant of
Grace; the New Covenant is simply a newer administration of that
Covenant of Grace.


It is impossible
for the situation that occasioned the law of Moses concerning
uncleanness to exist in Christ’s church under the rule of
grace. Under the New Covenant, God’s people, without exception,
all are regenerated saints with new hearts (Heb. 8:10,
11). There are no hard-hearted sinners in the Body of Christ. The
situation described in Matthew 19:8 that existed in Israel cannot
possibly exist in the church. It would deny both the reality and the
power of the grace of God. It would turn salvation from sin
into salvation in sin (Matt. 1:21).


The third item we
must discuss under this point is Pink’s designation of Creation
Ordinances as the real, unchanging law of God with higher authority
than the law of Moses. Covenant Theology builds a complete system of
morality and ethics on revelation given prior to the fall. These
laws, called Creation Ordinances, are considered the real
revealed will of God to which all people in all times are always
subject. They supposedly are written on man’s heart, and
therefore no special revelation from God is needed in order to make
them known. The Creation Ordinances thus become the real
unchanging moral law of God for all ages, regardless of what any
later revelation may or may not say.


This concept of
Creation Ordinances creates problems. In the case we are discussing,
it means that the later revelation given by Moses in Deuteronomy
24:1-4, under God’s direction, was nonetheless in direct
opposition to the Creation Ordinance given in Genesis 2:24 concerning
marriage. This is the thesis of Professor John Murray in his book,
Principles of Conduct. The stated purpose of that book is to
prove that both easy divorce and polygamy were just as sinful, even
though not punished, in the Old Testament as in the New. The practice
of polygamy was just as sinful for David as it would be for a
Christian today. According to this view, David broke the Seventh
Commandment and lived most of his life in multiple adultery. God
simply overlooked his sin and did not punish it, even though David
had every reason (because of the Creation Ordinance) to know that he
was committing adultery in his polygamous relationships.


Several key issues
make Murray’s view impossible. Only a scholastic theologian
could attempt to figure out what constitutes the ‘real moral
law of God’. The ordinary Christian (as well as the Israelites
to whom it was written) would read Deuteronomy 24:1-4, where divorce
is allowed for reasons other than adultery, and assume that those
words were actually part of the “moral law of God” given
to Israel to govern her life. Professor Murray, tediously arguing the
position of Covenant Theology, informs us that the ordinary reader
would be wrong:


The only thesis
that appears to me to be compatible with these data is that polygamy
and divorce (for light cause) were permitted or tolerated
under the Old Testament, tolerated in such a way that regulatory
provisions were enacted to prevent some of the grosser evils and
abuses attendant upon them, and tolerated in the sense that they were
not openly condemned and censured with civil and ecclesiastical
penalties, but that nevertheless they were not legitimated.
That is to say, these practices were basically wrong; they
were violations of a creation ordinance, even of an ordinance
which had been revealed to man at the beginning. Therefore they were
inconsistent with the standards and criteria of holy living
which had been established by God at the beginning. They were
really contrary to the revealed will of God and rested under
His judgment.43


Professor Murray
immediately acknowledges the obvious question raised by his
statement:


The insistent
question immediately arises: How could this be? How could God allow
his people, in some cases the most eminent of Old Testament saints,
to practice what was a violation of His perceptive will?
It is a difficult question. 44


It is a difficult
question indeed. How can God appear to approve, or at least not to
disapprove, of godly people living in adultery? We cannot agree with
Professor Murray’s answer, but we are grateful that he had the
courage to raise the question. It makes it impossible to accuse us of
caricature. Professor Murray is one of the most honest writers that
we have ever read. He does not evade the hard questions that his own
system raises. Few writers admit to the serious problems that they
must honestly answer in order to be consistent with their position.
Murray is the exception.


Professor Murray’s
book, Principles of Conduct, was the final straw that led us
out of classical Covenant Theology. His answers to the difficult
questions confronting his own Covenant Theology view of law are by
far the best answers we have read. If Murray’s answers are not
adequate, and they are not, then there simply are no answers and the
view of law demanded by that system is without biblical foundation.


What is the basic
problem that Professor Murray is trying to resolve? He is dealing
with the same problem that we have been dealing with in this book,
except he is giving a different answer. Professor Murray is trying to
prove that Christ cannot change the law of Moses, given to Israel, as
a canon of conduct. Since he assumes there is only one covenant,
there can only be one unchanging moral law for the one unified church
of God in all ages. Since Israel is the church in the Old Testament
(according to Covenant Theology), then it logically, and necessarily,
follows that Old Testament Israel and the church today must be under
the same law, or canon of conduct.


Murray’s
exegesis must prove that Israel and the church are under the same
canon of conduct or else he loses one of his theology’s basic
presuppositions. It had to be just as sinful for David to
practice polygamy as it would be for a Christian to do so today, or
else Israel is under a different canon of conduct than the church is
under. If that is so, the foundation of Covenant Theology is
destroyed. Murray acknowledges and faces this fact; his book is his
earnest attempt to solve that very problem. He himself states the
major problems to his own theology in the following:


1. It is a patent
fact that Abraham and David’s polygamy would be recognized and
condemned as adultery in the church today.


2. Yet the Old
Testament Scripture gives no evidence that either Abraham or David
felt guilty for their polygamy.


3. It is clear
that God did not punish Old Testament believers either for the easy
divorce of Deuteronomy 24:1-4 or for polygamy.


4. God gave Moses
clear laws (Deut. 24:1-4) that were sanctioned and approved by God
and clearly recognized as regulative for that period of time and
those circumstances, even though those very laws contradicted the
perceptive will of God as seen in God’s Creation Ordinance in
Genesis 2:24 concerning marriage.


5. God both
allowed and inspired Moses to give laws to regulate easy divorce for
uncleanness (Deut. 24:1-4) and other laws to govern polygamy (Ex.
21:10, 11), but did not legitimate either set of laws. The practices
regulated were sinful even though tolerated by the laws given.


6. These laws
actually tolerated the sin of adultery, by allowing easy divorce and
polygamy, and did not punish it, even though those who practiced it
were responsible to God to know that such behavior was a clear breach
of the Seventh Commandment as seen in the light of the Creation
Ordinance of Genesis 2:24.45


The first time we
read these problems as Murray set them forth in his book, our
reaction was to say, “Professor Murray must have some very
strong answers to the problems that he has raised or he would not
have admitted them so openly.” Not everyone agrees that
Murray’s answers to his own difficult questions are correct.
Some feel that Murray’s case is weak, even though we admire his
honesty. What Murray is saying is this: God’s revealed, or
perceptive, will (Creation Ordinance) is different from, and
sometimes opposed to, the canon of behavior God gave Moses in
Deuteronomy 24:1-4, even though those very laws were recognized as
regulative in the Old Testament period.


Murray’s
Covenant Theology dictates his viewpoint as a good and necessary
consequence. Scripture teaches neither the concept of Creation
Ordinances nor their status as the real law of God. Theologians must
arrive at this idea first by logic, and then read it back into the
Scripture as theological truth. In reality, Murray must assume as a
fact, and then use as proof, the very point that he is trying to
establish.


Another problem
with the concept of Creation Ordinances is that it ignores the
situation created by the entrance of sin into the world, as well as
ignoring the stated purpose for which the law, as a legal covenant,
was given at Mount Sinai. The position assumes that Abraham, Moses,
and David all were responsible to understand and apply Genesis 2:24
exactly as Christ did in Matthew 19:4, 5. If this were true, it would
have been impossible for Moses to have given the law of Deuteronomy
24:1-4 in the first place. Moses knowingly and deliberately would
have been contradicting what he knew was God’s unchanging
perceptive will given in Genesis. After all, Moses was the one who
wrote Genesis 2:24. How could Moses write Deuteronomy 24:1-4 if he
knew that he was contradicting Genesis 2:24? We cannot escape this
dilemma. There is no middle ground. Either Genesis 2:24 was the rule
of life for Israel, by which God will judge her, or Deuteronomy
24:1-14 is her rule of life and basis of judgment. It cannot be both.


Professor Murray
declares that God allowed Moses to give a divorce law for uncleanness
that was a clear contradiction of the Creation Ordinance that is the
real law of God. Was the law given in Deuteronomy 24:1-24 part
of the law of God or was it only the law of Moses? Does
Moses have the authority to write laws for Israel that are approved
and sanctioned by God, but are still not really the law of God?
Again, Professor Murray is both clear and emphatic:


It is quite
obvious that this statement of the case poses several questions. And
the most basic of these is the question: Is there in the sense
defined, a biblical ethic? Is there one coherent and consistent ethic
set forth in the Bible? Is there not diversity in the Bible and
diversity of a kind that embraces antithetical elements? Are there
not in the Bible canons of conduct that are contrary to one another?
To be specific: Is there not an antithesis between the canons of
conduct sanctioned and approved of God in the Old Testament and
those sanctioned and approved of God in the New in respect of
certain central features of human behavior? It is a patent fact that
the behavior of the most illustrious of Old Testament believers was
characterized by practices which are clearly contradictory of the
elementary demands of the New Testament ethic. Monogamy is surely a
principle of the Christian ethic. Old Testament saints practiced
polygamy. In like manner, under the Old Testament, divorce was
practiced on grounds which could not be tolerated in terms of the
explicit provisions of the New Testament revelation. And polygamy and
divorce were practiced without overt disapprobation in terms of the
canons of behavior which were regulative in the Old
Testament period.46


Professor Murray
gives an honest and clear presentation of the problem. He answers his
question of two different canons of conduct with an emphatic no. He
must, and does, insist that there can only be one canon of conduct,
simply because his theology cannot allow any change in God’s
one unchanging moral law. In other words:


1. God clearly
gave, through Moses, a canon of behavior that allowed divorce for
uncleanness (Deut. 24:1-4) and also gave specific rules for a
polygamous marriage that forced a man to sleep with both, or all, of
his wives (Ex. 21:10, 11).


2. Both the laws
for easy divorce and for polygamy were clearly recognized as
regulative in the canons of behavior that governed the moral life of
Israel.


3. Despite these
facts, those very laws were still contrary to the perceptive will of
God as seen in the Creation Ordinance, and also in the canon of
conduct under the New Covenant, and therefore rested under the
judgment of God even though ignored and unpunished by God.


4. Both Moses and
Israel were responsible to know and believe that easy divorce and
polygamy were sinful simply because it had been clearly revealed in
the Creation Ordinance as God’s unchanging moral law.


The final problem
with making Creation Ordinances to be the real law of God to which we
must compare everything else in Scripture is that it effectively
renders all Scripture written after the fall secondary in the area of
morality. In this view, all we need to do is apply correct logic to
the Creation Ordinances and we have resolved all problems of
morality. We can consider nothing as absolute in ethics or morality
unless it has its roots in, and gets its sanction from, a Creation
Ordinance. Progressive revelation cannot in any way change or add to
the will of God as revealed in Creation Ordinances. Later revelation
can only clarify, explain, and reinforce the original and permanent
law of God revealed in those ordinances.


When we think this
through, we see that this position denies the very principle that it
is trying to defend, namely, that the laws of Christ in the Sermon on
the Mount are the true and spiritual interpretation of
the law of Moses and in no sense a contrast. This idea is destroyed
if Moses himself gave Israel laws that contradict Genesis 2:24. This
is a classic Catch 22 situation. The Sermon on the Mount has
now become, not the true interpretation of the law of Moses,
but the true interpretation of the Creation Ordinance of
Genesis 1-3. Worse yet, Christ appeals to the Creation Ordinance for
the specific purpose of showing that the law of Moses was wrong.
It is a hollow victory that keeps Christ from contradicting Moses at
the expense of having Moses contradict a Creation Ordinance!


It might be well
to raise a few problems that Professor Murray did not raise
that could easily lead to a denial of the inspiration of the Bible.
If Deuteronomy 24:1-4 is part of the law of God that God gave to
Israel, then how can it contradict a Creation Ordinance (the real
law of God) that God gave to all of humanity without pitting the law
of God against the law of God?


If we object that
this is exactly what Christ did in Matthew 19:1-9 when he appealed to
Genesis 2:24, then the argument would prove too much. It would prove
that Christ was reproving and contradicting Moses as being
wrong in Deuteronomy 24:1-4. This objection would destroy the very
thing that the position is seeking to prove, namely, that Christ
never, in any way, contrasts himself with Moses. If Murray’s
application of Matthew 19:4, 5 is correct, Christ would be accusing
Moses of knowingly contradicting God’s revealed will as seen in
the Creation Ordinance of Genesis 2:24.


It seems much
better to view Christ as having authority to use a so-called Creation
Ordinance (or any other Scripture) as a proof text in a manner that
we dare not. Does Christ’s use of Genesis 2:24 give us the
authority to use pre-fall revelation arbitrarily to construct our own
system of ethics? Can we, by logic alone, with no New Testament
corroboration at all, discover in Genesis 1-3 the real law of God for
all people in all ages irrespective of the entrance of sin or any
later revelation? We think not.


Regardless of
which approach we take in understanding Deuteronomy 24:1-4 and
Matthew 19:1-9, we find it impossible to maintain that the canon of
conduct for Israel and the canon of conduct for the church is the
same, with no changes. Moses allowed divorce on the grounds of
uncleanness; Christ refused to allow divorce on the same grounds. One
thing is certain: the law that God gave to Israel is different from
the law that Christ gave to the church on the subject of divorce and
polygamy. We do not believe it is possible to deny this obvious
biblical fact. When we see that there has been a change of covenants,
we have no problem with either the laws or the passages of Scripture
under discussion. We allow the specific covenant under which any
individual lives to be the law of God to that individual. We agree
with Pink and Lloyd-Jones that circumstances in one dispensation may
very well require laws that would not be suitable in another.


In order to keep
Christ from in any way adding to or changing the law of Moses,
Professor Murray allows Moses to change the real law of God as
seen in the Creation Ordinance that condemns both divorce for any
reason and polygamy. Simply stated, Professor Murray’s Covenant
Theology is telling us that Christ may not in any way change the
canon of conduct given by Moses, but Moses may, because of Israel’s
hardness of heart, temporarily change the canon of conduct given by
God in Creation Ordinances prior to the fall.


If Professor
Murray is correct in accusing Moses of giving a law that violated the
Creation Ordinance of marriage, then does not Paul, in 1 Corinthians
7:12-16, violate both Genesis 2:24 and Matthew 19:1-9 by adding yet
another ground for divorce? We realize that some people do not
believe that Paul allowed divorce and remarriage in this passage.
However, Professor Murray, in his own book on divorce, clearly sets
forth his position and proves that the Apostle Paul went beyond the
Creation Ordinance, the law of Moses, and the teaching of Christ by
giving the additional ground for divorce.


Would it not be
better to see that Christ, in Matthew 19:1-9, is doing exactly what
Paul is doing in 1 Corinthians 7? We have no trouble seeing that Paul
gave new law that neither the Creation Ordinance nor Christ’s
interpretation of it in Matthew 19:1-19 anticipated. Paul is covering
a situation addressed by neither Moses nor Christ. Likewise, Moses
covered a situation that cannot exist in the church, and Christ gave
new laws covering a situation that did not exist in the time of
Moses. We must not strangle progressive revelation just to retain a
theory of one covenant with two administrations that has no textual
basis in Scripture.


One last thought
before we leave this point. Can we use Israel’s hardness of
heart as the sole justification for easy divorce and polygamy under
the Old Covenant? Can we honestly say that they were breaking God’s
real law as found in a Creation Ordinance and therefore they
were guilty in God’s sight of violating the true meaning of the
seventh commandment, but God simply chose to overlook their sin and
not punish it? Such a view allows Moses to give legislation that made
certain behavior legally acceptable even though that behavior was
morally wrong.47
Such a view (allowing the sin of adultery and polygamy and making
laws to control their effects) appears to be nothing less than “shall
we sin that grace may abound,” or “it is right to do
wrong if the goal is good.” Furthermore, it creates the greater
problem of trying to know what the real law of God is
to which we are subject and by which God will judge us.


We have previously
noted that both Covenant Theology and Dispensationalism have a
defective view of Israel’s status before God. This defective
view forces Covenant Theology to approach Matthew 5:31, 32 in the
manner in which it does. It is a classic example of theology
dictating what a text has to mean instead of letting the text
drive its own meaning. Covenant Theology will insist that the nation
of Israel cannot be put under a legal covenant at Mount Sinai because
it is the church, the redeemed people of God under the everlasting
covenant of grace, and it is impossible to put the redeemed church
under a legal covenant. Yet, it must find a way to justify Moses in
giving laws to the redeemed church that clearly contradict a Creation
Ordinance (allowing divorce on the grounds of uncleanness and also
allowing polygamy). Covenant Theology insists that the same redeemed
church members are such hard-hearted sinners that God himself was
forced to allow them to practice the sin of adultery as the only
means available to bring order into a chaotic situation. Their
position is internally inconsistent and untenable.


How can we
possibly believe both of the following tenets? (1) The people at
Mount Sinai were so hard-hearted that their sin created a moral
situation so chaotic that special legislation had to be given that
condoned the actual sin of adultery as the only means available to
avoid worse sin. (2) Those same hard-hearted sinners were God’s
redeemed church under a covenant of grace. And if we can somehow
merge these two opposites, how do we, (3) explain that a man after
God’s own heart, who meditated in the law of God day and night,
practiced multiple polygamy all of his life without any pangs of
conscience or condemnation by God? We cannot possibly lump godly
David into the same group of hard-hearted sinners about which Jesus
speaks in Matthew 19:1-9. Yet, this is the very thing that Covenant
Theology is forced to do.


The idea of Israel
as the redeemed church raises yet another question. If Israel is the
church, the church is Israel, and they are similar in spiritual
condition, why is the church not allowed the same concession that
Moses gave Israel? The church must have as many hard-hearted sinners
in it as Israel had. How can God justifiably demand more from
hard-hearted sinners now than he did then? If God allowed David and
Abraham to commit polygamy, why will God not allow us to do the same?


If Covenant
Theology is correct and David’s polygamy was adultery under the
Old Covenant, we can no more excuse his sin because of hardness of
heart than we could excuse a Christian doing the same thing today.
Surely, no one can honestly believe that God allowed Abraham and
David to practice, for their entire life times, adulterous polygamy
without punishment, just because they were hard-hearted sinners
living in chaotic times. We cannot solve the problem of polygamy by
turning David and Abraham into ungodly hard-hearted sinners.
Resolution comes only by seeing a change of covenants wherein Christ
sets a new and higher canon of conduct for the church than Moses set
for Israel.


Godly David was
not breaking the seventh commandment by living with more than one
wife simply because the Mosaic covenant, or canon of conduct given to
Israel, under which David lived, clearly did not consider polygamy a
sin. How could David have written Psalm 1 while living in multiple
adultery? How could he, (1) have the same Holy Spirit indwelling and
guiding him that believers have today, and (2) mediate day and night
in the same moral code that has been given to us, and (3) yet not
feel the least bit guilty for having multiple wives and thereby
continually committing multiple adultery? A believer could not do the
same thing today without feeling guilty before God because believers
now meditate on a higher law. The New Covenant that lays down a
higher canon of conduct for Christians than the canon of conduct laid
down for an Israelite makes a situation similar to David’s a
sin. The new canon makes polygamy a sin.


No one wants to
suggest that Christ would ever instruct the apostles to give
legislation to govern the conduct of his church that allows one kind
of sin as the only means of controlling worse sin, especially if it
involved a commandment as clear as “Thou shalt not commit
adultery.” Neither the legislation itself in Deuteronomy
24:1-4, nor the reason or situation that occasioned the legislation
in the first place is possible under the New Covenant in the life
of the church. The power of the grace of God makes both of those
things impossible today (Titus 2:11, 12).


This subject
becomes clear when we see that Christ established a New Covenant that
replaces the Old Covenant, and that the New Covenant brings with it
new and higher laws of conduct that are based entirely on grace.
These new laws are just as objective as any laws under the Old
Covenant. These objective commands can demand a kind of behavior that
Moses could not, simply because Christ bases these new laws on the
truth and power of grace. He gives these new demands to true
believers and not to a nation of lost rebels.


It seems to us
that both Lloyd-Jones and Pink unknowingly prove the basic thesis of
this book. They say that the law of Moses concerning easy divorce and
remarriage was absolutely essential for that time, for those
people, and for that situation simply because the
Israelites were hard-hearted unregenerate rebels that needed a
covenant of law both to convict them of unbelief and to control their
rebellious, hard hearts. The Body of Christ is NOT made up of
hard-hearted, unregenerate sinners. Every member of Christ’s
church is regenerate and has a new heart (Jer. 31:33 and Heb.
8:8-12). All the members of Christ’s body not only have God’s
law written on their hearts, but they, without exception, also have
the indwelling Holy Spirit of God as their personal pedagogue to
teach and direct them. Christ is a new lawgiver who gives new laws to
a new group of people, all of whom have new hearts.










Chapter
Seven

Logic Is
a Good Servant, But a Hard Master


At this point, it
might be well to remind ourselves that God did not give his Word just
to philosophers who know all of the rules of human logic. He sent it
to common people: to homemakers, truck drivers, and others, so that
they all might know who he is and how he will show his glory in their
real-life situations. What the Bible actually says and what it
philosophically implies may be two different things that only the
philosophic elite seem capable of discerning. The Bible was written
so that it could be understood by both the educated and the
uneducated.


Covenant
Theologians use standard rules of logic to extract additional truth
from specific commandments. Thomas Watson, from whom we quoted
earlier, is a classic example of a traditional Reformed writer who
relies on logic. In his book on the Ten Commandments, he gives eight
rules to apply when studying a commandment. Ernest Reisinger has
fleshed these out in The Law and the Gospel, pages 71-77. Here
is a sample of Watson’s rules:


RULE 2.
In the commandment … more is intended than is spoken.


(1) Where any duty
is commanded, the contrary sin is forbidden. When we are commanded to
keep the Sabbath-day holy, we are forbidden to break the Sabbath …


(2) Where any sin
is forbidden, the contrary duty is commanded. When we are forbidden
to take God’s name in vain, the contrary duty, that we should
reverence his name is enjoined …


RULE 3.
Where any sin is forbidden in the commandment, the occasion of it is
also forbidden. Where murder is forbidden, envy and rash anger are
forbidden, which may occasion it …


RULE 5.
Where greater sins are forbidden, lesser sins are also forbidden.
Though no sin in its own nature is little, yet one may be
comparatively less than the other. Where idolatry is forbidden,
superstition is forbidden, or bringing innovation into God’s
worship, which he has not appointed.


RULE 7.
God’s law forbids not only the acting of sin in our own
persons, but being accessory to, or having any hands in, the sins of
others.


How and in what
sense may we be said to partake of, and have a hand in the sins of
others?… We become accessory of the sins of others
by not hindering them when it is in our power. Qui non prohibit
cum potest, jubet [The failure to prevent something, when it lies
within your power, amounts to ordering it]. If a master of a family
sees his servant break the Sabbath, or hear him swear, and does not
use the power he has to suppress him, he becomes
accessory to his sin …48


By applying rules
3 and 5, we logically can make the Seventh Commandment teach that it
is a sin to lust in our hearts. We agree that these two, and all of
Watson’s rules, are logically and philosophically valid.
However, that is not the point. Thomas Watson was not making rules
for the Christian life, he was writing laws that would be used by
both the church and the civil magistrates in a Christian nation. The
laws governing the conscience were one with the laws implemented with
the power of the sword. Is it possible for a magistrate and a
covenant of law to punish the internal implications of an external
commandment? Of course not. That which is logically and
philosophically true cannot always be turned into a law to be used by
government. This was the heart of the issue between Roger Williams
and John Cotton in the Massachusetts Bay Colony. This same struggle
ensues whenever men try to enforce the first table of the law with
the sword.49


Only God himself
can judge the thoughts and intents of the heart. Imagine a human
judge putting a man in jail for daydreaming in his armchair at home
about either adultery or revenge on an enemy. The hermeneutical
question this book addresses is not what is philosophically and
logically viable, but how the law of Moses applied the commandment
versus how Jesus applied it. This issue manifests itself in the use
of the Old Covenant in the church and in society today. We may apply
all of the logic that we choose to an external law, but we cannot
punish what the commandment only internally implies. Humans
can only measure and punish what they can actually observe.


All of
Watson’s rules may be applicable for an individual seeking to
understand how God looks at his or her heart and life. However, to
use those rules to build a system of ethics with which to govern and
punish people in society would be disastrous. Rule 5 (the greater
includes the lesser) certainly applies to me as an individual in the
sight of God. God can and does deal with me based on what is in my
heart.


Under a system of
pure law, another human being can only deal with my overt acts,
simply because he or she cannot see my heart (Jer. 17:9). The law of
Moses certainly exhorted heart compliance. However, that is not the
issue under discussion here. We are talking about the laws that
govern a theocratic society. The law of God convicting an
individual’s conscience of sin and a magistrate punishing sins
of the heart are two different things. The magistrate could not deal
with hearts or motives simply because that was beyond the ability of
the law he administered.


We must not turn
logical deductions derived from external laws into a system by which
to govern and punish people. Historically, this approach often has
created difficulty and brought reproach to the church of Christ. This
has come about when sincere men, like Thomas Watson, had the civil
authority to make the “clear truth of God,” which they
had set forth in their creeds and confessions of faith, the law of
the land. The Puritan’s theocratic understanding of Scripture
became the civil law under which they lived. In reality, by treating
their logical deductions as texts of Scripture, they were adding the
commandments of men to the Word of God. In the Puritans’ minds,
their interpretation of Scripture was the true and only
interpretation of Scripture. For the Puritans, God spoke their
deductions of his Word just as clearly as he spoke the words recorded
in Scripture. The church creed carried
the authority both of God and of the magistrate’s sword.


Philosophically,
Rule 7 is true. It is indeed our duty to do all in our power to keep
other people from sinning and not to be a “partaker of their
wicked deeds.” However, that does not allow me to become my
brother’s conscience in matters of either faith or practice. In
order to apply this particular rule in reference to the Sabbath
(which Watson uses as an example), a master or magistrate must force
everyone under his jurisdiction to attend worship services. For a
master, a mistress, or a magistrate to allow a person to sleep late
on Sunday and not attend the worship service would clearly break
Watson’s rule. The person in authority would be guilty of
sinning in the sight of God for not using his or her “God-given
responsibility” to keep others from breaking God’s clear
Sabbath commandment. According to Watson’s rules of
interpreting God’s commandments, the “Word of God”
(i.e., the church’s logical application of God’s Word as
set forth in their confession of faith) clearly shows that it is a
God-ordained duty to force servants to go to church.


This is not
caricature. History books contain accounts of instances where the New
England Puritans, and others, did those very things. If Watson is
correct, then the Puritans not only were justified, they actually
were duty bound by God’s holy law to send the sheriff to roust
lie-a-beds and haul them off to the church service. God save us from
men and women who use their version of God’s unchanging moral
law in this manner!50


Persons using this
method of interpretation can (most sincerely) “add the
commandments of men to the Word of God” and then (again, most
sincerely) commit nearly any form of persecution and tyranny to
enforce them, because they think that they are doing God a service.
Not only do the persecutors think that they are doing this from love
for God, but also out of love for their fellow human beings, because
they sincerely “love their souls.” The more sincere and
devoted such people are to that method of interpreting the Bible, the
more dangerous and vicious they can be—all in the name of
honoring God’s holy law. It would be impossible for any sincere
person holding this theology to avoid a system of legalistic
despotism that would destroy Christian liberty and freedom of
conscience. Under such a method of understanding and sincerely
applying this kind of “biblical truth,” people could be,
and have been, put to death in the cruelest manner, while
those who killed them could sincerely believe that they did it out of
love to God and his truth. John 16:1-3 (“whoever kills you will
think he offers service to God”) still takes place in essence
today.


Covenant Theology
uses logic as a tool of interpretation in a second, equally damaging
way. One of the weaknesses of Covenant Theology is that it treats the
New Testament Scriptures as if they were nothing more than the
correct logical interpretation and application of the Old Testament
Scriptures. In turn, the Old Testament Scriptures, after Genesis 3,
are nothing more than the correct logical interpretation and
application of Creation Ordinances, delivered before the fall. This
system precludes the possibility of any truly new laws after
Genesis 3. Even Christ himself cannot give new laws under that system
of theology.


However, the New
Testament Scriptures clearly show that Christ is more than just a
master of logic who correctly interprets and applies the law of
Moses. Christ is the giver of new and higher law. Christ is the new
lawgiver and he replaces Moses exactly as he replaces Aaron. We
simply must see Christ as “That Prophet” who was to
replace Moses as God’s lawgiver. To view Christ as merely the
true interpreter of Moses is to destroy Christ’s unique
authority and reduce him to an equal with Moses. Worse yet, this
actually positions him lower than Moses; he is only the greatest
student and interpreter that Moses ever had. The New Testament
Scriptures will not allow us to exalt Moses and minimize the
authority of our Lord Jesus Christ in such a manner. We dare not make
Moses the ultimate and final authority over either Christ or his
disciples in any sense and in any area.


How does Jesus, in
the Sermon on the Mount, relate to the commandments of the law of
Moses? Is he making new and higher demands based entirely on grace,
or is he merely giving a lesson in logic by exposing the Pharisees’
misunderstanding of the law of Moses? It seems clear from the texts
that Christ was giving new and higher truth. In essence, Christ was
saying, “Moses was quite correct, under a covenant of law.
However, my ekklesia is not going to be under the law
covenant, but under a covenant of grace. In the kingdom of grace, the
law will be written on the heart. The Holy Spirit will indwell every
believer as the new and personal paraclete sent to take my place. He
will point every believer to the cross and not to a sword, and this
will move their new hearts to love and obey my new (objective)
laws found in the New Testament Scriptures.”


This is the heart
of the issue: the difference between the Old Covenant of law that
governed the nation of Israel, and the New Covenant of grace under
which the church lives. Both covenants have objective laws or
commandments, but the laws of the New Covenant make higher demands
because they appeal to the cross. The laws of the Old Covenant
applied indiscriminately to believers and unbelievers alike; the laws
of the New Covenant are for believers only. Believers have a motive
and the power to obey that unbelievers do not.


In order for
Covenant Theology to be true, Moses and Christ must teach identical
truths in the area of morality and holy living. In the eyes of a
Covenant Theologian, to contrast the law of Christ with the law of
Moses is nothing less than to commit a heresy that attacks both the
“unity of the covenants” and the “perpetuity of the
moral law.” Those who hold to Covenant Theology cannot or will
not make any kind of a contrast between law and grace, simply because
that undermines one of their basic foundation stones. The Apostle
Paul boldly contrasted law and grace (Rom. 6:14) and our Lord did the
same thing (John 1:17).


As we consider law
and grace, we must avoid two mistakes. We must not push the Sermon on
the Mount forward into the “Kingdom Age” under the
misguided idea that it opposes grace. Likewise, we must not try to
pull Christ’s new law back into the Old Testament by using the
logical deductions of a theological system that in practice takes
priority over the contextual meaning of Bible texts. Let the Lord
Jesus Christ have the right and ability to give his New Covenant
people new and higher laws than Moses ever gave to Israel.


We have seen how
Covenant Theology uses logic to deduce more than what is written in a
commandment and how their idea of the New Testament as the logical
explanation and application of the Old Testament clouds their
understanding of Christ’s unique authority as a new lawgiver.
Covenant Theology misuses logic in yet another, third manner. The
logical consequences deduced from their theological system drive
their exegesis of texts. Logic may demand a different reading of the
text than the author of that text intended.


Both Paul and
Jesus contrast law and grace. A consistent Covenant Theologian will
contrast law and gospel instead of law and grace, in
spite of the fact that Scripture often contrasts the latter, but
never the former. Logically, law and gospel may be two
different administrations of one covenant of grace, but law and grace
cannot; they are constitutionally antithetical. Some may argue that
the opposite natures of law and grace prevent them from both
accomplishing God’s one goal of the spiritual redemption of the
elect, and thus they result in two purposes of God: one for Israel
and a different one for the church. This simply is bad reasoning. God
often uses means that are antithetical in nature to accomplish his
plan. We see this demonstrated in the life of Joseph: righteousness
and sin are inherently contrary to each other; Joseph’s
brothers acted unrighteously, Joseph acted righteously, and God used
both to accomplish the preservation of Jacob’s family (Gen.
37-50).


We simply dare not
treat the words used by the Holy Spirit in Scripture the way some
preachers and writers do when those words will not fit their
theological mold. When the writer of Hebrews states that a New
Covenant has replaced an Old Covenant, we deny every rule of
true exegesis if we say, “The writer did not mean that a
covenant actually new in substance has replaced an old and different
covenant. He really means there is a ‘new administration
of the one covenant of grace and it has replaced the old
administration of the same covenant under which Moses lived.’”
If this is true, then we can charge the Holy Spirit with the
following: (1) He said what he actually did not mean, and (2) he did
not say what he actually did mean. We do not isolate or twist words
out of their context when we insist that the writer of Hebrews taught
that a truly new and radically different covenant has replaced an old
covenant.


The entire letter
to the Hebrews abounds with contrasts:


• the nature
of angels versus the nature of Christ;


• the
position of Moses versus the position of Christ;


• the weekly
Sabbath rest versus an eternal Sabbath rest;


• the former
high priesthood versus the priesthood of Christ;


• the Old
Covenant versus the New Covenant;


• the former
worship regulations versus the new worship regulations;


• the former
sacrifice versus the sacrifice of Christ.


No one suggests
that the correct exegesis of the portions that contrast the
priesthoods really teaches that Christ’s priesthood is of the
same nature that Aaron’s was, or that the contrasts between
Christ and angels teaches that they really have the same nature. The
same holds true for all the contrasts in Hebrews. Why then would
anyone exegete the portions that deal with covenants by a different
rule? When he comes to the covenants, the writer of the letter gives
no indication that he is approaching a contrast that is different in
nature from the other contrasts; he treats it just the same as he
does the rest of his contrasts. We must do the same.


It is impossible
to hold Covenant Theology’s view of the covenants and let the
words of Christ in the Sermon on the Mount, Paul’s emphatic
statements concerning law and grace, or the author of Hebrews mean
anything close to what they actually say. When both Christ and Paul
contrast law and grace in a strictly covenantal sense, how dare we
say, “They do not mean a covenant actually new in nature and
substance”? When Jesus clearly contrasts his teaching in the
Sermon on the Mount with the law of Moses, we dare not say, “But
actually they both are teaching the same thing.”


One’s
personal theology and the “facts” logically derived
from it can too easily get in the way of biblical exegesis. This
is especially true in a passage such as Matthew 5:38-42. The
following quotation by Greg Bahnsen is the consistent Covenant
Theology view of the “true” meaning of the but I say
contrasts in the Sermon on the Mount.


Christ’s
primary concern at this point [Matthew 5:17-48] was the validity and
meaning of the older testamental law. From the antitheses
listed in verses 21-48, we see that Christ was concerned to show how
the meaning of the law was being distorted (and thus its fine points
overlooked).


These radical
commands (5:21-48) do NOT supercede the older testamental law;
they illustrate and explain it … In six antitheses between His
teaching and the Scribal interpretation, Christ demonstrates
His confirmation of the Older Testamental law …


So we see in
Matthew 5:21-48 examples of how Christ confirms the Older
Testamental law and reproves the Pharisaical use of it;
the antitheses are case law applications of the principles enunciated
in Matthew 5:17-20. Christ did not come to abrogate the law; far from
it! He confirmed it in full measure, thereby condemning
Scribal legalism and showing us the pattern of our Christian
sanctification.51


Bahnsen rarely
uses the phrase Old Testament or Old Testament law. He
nearly always, as in the above quotation, says, “Older
Testamental law.” Bahnsen does this to demonstrate as
forcefully as possible that there is no such thing as a real, new,
and different covenant. There are only older and newer
versions of one covenant. We wonder why the writers
of both the Old Testament Scriptures and the New Testament Scriptures
never once used the word older or the phrase Older
Testamental law when they wrote about the Old Covenant. Why does
Bahnsen (1) rarely use the words the Holy Spirit used, and (2) insist
on using words the Holy Spirit never used even once? Does or does not
the Word of God, in both the Old Testament Scriptures (Jer. 31) and
the New Testament Scriptures (Heb. 8), clearly state in plain words
that (1) there is indeed both a New and an Old Covenant, and further,
that (2) the New Covenant has replaced and totally done away with the
Old Covenant (Heb. 8:6-13)? Furthermore, we ask where the Word of
God, even one time, ever presents two administrations of one
covenant, or two different versions (an older and newer) of one
unchanging testamental law?


Bahnsen assumes
that Christ’s primary purpose in the Sermon on the Mount was to
give the true interpretation of the law of Moses and refute the
pharisaical misinterpretation of that law. Christ was not in any
sense acting as a new lawgiver, he was merely enforcing, by
giving its true interpretation, the law of Moses already given at
Sinai. Christ’s primary purpose was to firmly establish the
permanent “validity and [true] meaning” of the “older
testamental law” in the conscience of the Christian.
Christ never would give any new or higher laws than Moses had already
given in the “older testamental law.”


Covenant Theology
insists that Christ, in the Sermon on the Mount, is sending the New
Covenant believer back to Moses for both the foundation and
the content of all his or her moral instruction. In reality,
Christ is merely ratifying the law of Moses, and then firmly planting
those laws in the Christian’s conscience as the God-ordained
supervisor of the Christian’s sanctification. In Bahnsen’s
words, Christ was sending the New Covenant believer back to Moses for
“the pattern of our Christian sanctification.”


In other words,
good logic applied to Moses can give us all the moral teaching and
application that we need in our sanctification. Once we are truly
converted, our lifelong pursuit should be to study the fine points of
the moral law (the Decalogue). The New Testament Scriptures and the
advent of the Holy Spirit to indwell believers merely help us to
understand and confirm what Moses really meant. Covenant Theology is
telling us that there is nothing we need to know for truly holy
living that we cannot find in a correct understanding of Moses.
Every moral duty for a Christian must be a direct outgrowth and
application of one of the Ten Commandments.


The texts in the
Sermon on the Mount teach something entirely different. Our Lord was
doing more than just endorsing Moses and planting Moses’
authority in the Christian’s conscience as God’s ordained
pedagogue. One arrives at Covenant Theology’s interpretation
(Moses as the pattern for Christian sanctification) only by applying
logic, derived from an already accepted system of theology, to the
text. A previously held system of theology dictates this approach as
the “good and necessary consequence” deduced by logic,
rather than using a direct exegesis of specific texts of Scripture.


In Matthew
5:38-42, Christ is contrasting a legal rule by pure law (which is
holy, just, and good under a covenant based on law) with a gracious
rule (which is higher and better, but only possible under a gracious
covenant.) We do not believe that Pink, Bahnsen, or any other writers
who follow their approach can do justice to the actual words of
Christ in the Sermon on the Mount. They cannot do so and be
consistent with the “one covenant and two administrations”
idea.


In the Sermon on
the Mount, Christ is asserting his authority as the new lawgiver with
the right to lay down the laws for his kingdom of grace under which
his church would live. Without question, he is adding new revelation
concerning law and duty to the laws and revelation that God had given
to his Old Covenant people. In no sense whatever do our Lord’s
new laws contradict Moses as if he had been wrong. Christ is
establishing some laws that would have been impossible for Moses to
initiate or apply as long as the Old Covenant of law was in force.
Grace can and does demand attitudes and actions of believers living
under a gracious covenant that would have been, in some cases,
contrary to the law of Moses. If Moses had demanded of Israel what
Christ demands of his disciples in Matthew 5:38-42, then Moses would
have contradicted Moses. Likewise, there are some things that must be
demanded and maintained under a system based on law that governs
unregenerate sinners that are inconsistent with laws based on
grace that govern regenerate and Spirit-indwelt believers. It
is impossible for Covenant Theology even to entertain the possibility
of this fact as long as they see no real and vital difference between
the Old and New Covenants. Logic does not serve their approach to
Scripture; it controls both their interpretation and application of
God’s Word.










Chapter
Eight

Application
and Implications


We have not
knowingly taught anything in this book that is contrary to either the
texts of Scripture under discussion or anything else in the rest of
the Word of God. We are fully aware that we can be blind to our own
errors and would beg any who differ with us to point out our
mistakes. The approach we have taken sets forth both the Old
Testament Scriptures and Christ’s statements in the Sermon on
the Mount in their contexts and at face value. The rest of the New
Testament Scriptures support a clear contrast between Israel’s
being under the law and the church’s being under grace. The
only things contradicted in this book are the dictums of some
theological systems.


The law of Moses,
enforced by a magistrate, can measure and punish only outward acts of
behavior. It cannot deal with the heart and inward motives. This is
an important element in an honest discussion of law and grace. The
point is not whether a Christian is responsible to obey objective
laws or to follow an emotion called love. The matter under
consideration is whether the law of Moses, even correctly
understood, can deal with the heart and motives, or whether only
the indwelling Holy Spirit given at Pentecost can accomplish this. We
maintain that the Tablets of Stone cannot be the foundation of the
Christian’s rule of life. However, this is not because
the Tablets contain laws and the Christian is somehow against laws
and exempt from them because he or she is not under the law but under
grace. Nor is the problem that the law of Moses is too high a
standard for a Christian today. The reason that the laws on the
Tables of the Covenant are not the foundation of the Christian’s
rule of life is because they are not high and spiritual enough
for a full-fledged son of God who lives under the New Covenant.


The Old Covenant,
with all of its laws, was a fitting and suitable method for dealing
with immature children. The law of Moses was an excellent pedagogue
from the time of its institution at Sinai until the Day of Pentecost
(Gal. 3:24). That law served well the purpose for which God designed
and gave it– conviction of sin that leads to justification by
faith. God’s people are now grown-up sons (Gal. 3 and 4),
indwelt by a new pedagogue, the Holy Spirit himself. The wineskins of
the Old Covenant cannot handle the new wine of the New Covenant. The
New Covenant people of God are not under a pedagogue whose job is
conviction of sin unto justification. All the members of the New
Covenant are already justified (Heb. 8:10, 11). The new pedagogue’s
ministry is to equip the grown-up children to glorify their Savior.


Must we make the
law of Moses to be equal, one-on-one, to the teaching of our Lord in
order to protect Covenant Theology’s particular view of the
so-called moral law of God?52
Why do some theologians insist that Christ’s law must be on par
with the law of Moses? Why do some of those theologians depict the
position of New Covenant Theology (that Christ’s laws are
higher and greater than the law of Moses) as a denial of the holy law
of God? Why is it wrong to make Christ a new lawgiver who replaces
Moses, just as he is a new high priest who replaces Aaron, as long as
we give Moses the honor that Scripture gives to him? Are we so
married to Moses that we insist on making him equal to Christ as a
lawgiver? Or, even worse, must we, like Dabney, exalt Moses
even above Christ?


The answers to all
of these why questions are simple, but carry serious
consequences. If Christ is a true lawgiver in his own right, then
Covenant Theology’s view of law is not biblical. If Christ
gives any laws that are different in any way from the law of Moses,
then we have two separate canons of conduct: one for Israel and a
different one for the church, and that is impossible in Covenant
Theology. If, in fact, Christ has established a New Covenant that has
some new laws, and the New Covenant replaces an Old Covenant made at
Sinai (Ex. 34:1, 27, 28; Deut. 4:13-18), then the foundation of
Covenant Theology’s “one covenant with two
administrations” is destroyed.


When the very
foundation of a theological system is challenged and its adherents do
not have clear biblical texts to prove their basic presuppositions,
then there are three courses of action open to them.


1. They may
examine their system in the light of biblical evidence and accept or
reject certain tenets accordingly.


2. They may hurl
odious labels such as “antinomian” at those who challenge
them.


3. They may build
and then destroy straw men.


If creeds are the
primary proof of theological tenets, it is much easier to say, “How
dare you question the great creeds of the church?” than it is
to openly discuss the Scriptures themselves. In this book, we have
attempted to exegete Bible verses; we have not tried to deduce
anything logically. We have no need to protect creeds or theological
presuppositions; we simply want to know what the Scriptures teach.


We are not
discussing whether a Christian governs his or her life by objective
truth or subjective love. We wholeheartedly agree that a Christian is
not in any sense lawless. Anyone who suggests that we are pitting
love against law and leaving Christians with only subjective feelings
to govern their lives has misunderstood us. The question is not
over objective law versus subjective love as the rule to govern our
lives as Christians. We all agree that the believer’s rule of
life comprises clear objective laws or commandments. The issue
is where the New Covenant believer finds the full and
final objective laws that are to govern his or her life and
attitude. The key question is this: Are the Ten Commandments, as they
were spoken and then written on the Tablets of the Covenant (Ex.
34:27; Deut. 9:9-11) the highest standard of moral conduct that God
ever gave, or is the teaching of Christ in the Sermon on the Mount
and in the Holy-Spirit inspired Epistles of the New Testament
Scripture an even higher standard? We reject the former and accept
the latter. Covenant Theology does the opposite.


Is the teaching
and authority of Christ merely equal to Moses or does our Lord go
beyond Moses and make higher demands that cannot be found in the law
of Moses? Do both the Sermon on the Mount and the New Testament
Epistles contain ethical and spiritual demands that go beyond
anything found in the Old Covenant? Do both our Lord Jesus Christ and
his apostles insist that the New Covenant brings with it a new and
higher set of objective laws and demands? The greater and final
authority of our Lord Jesus Christ as the new and final lawgiver is
the heart of the issue. Who is really the ultimate ruler in the
conscience of a child of God living under the New Covenant—Moses
or Christ?


In stating our
answers to these questions, we are not demeaning Moses any
more than we demean Aaron when we say that Christ replaced him as
high priest. We are saying that a new lawgiver has superceded and
gone far beyond what Moses and his law could ever do. We refuse to
belittle Moses in order to establish Christ. However, we also refuse
to demean Christ by making him an equal moral authority with Moses.
We do not believe that Christ came merely to interpret and approve
Moses. Christ has given us new laws based entirely on grace. Christ
is the new lawgiver over the true house of God.


A correct
understanding of the Sermon on the Mount must establish at least the
following:


1. Christ is
making new demands on New Covenant believers that cannot be found in
the laws that governed Israel. There is a new canon of conduct for
the church.


2. These new
demands of Christ grow out of the reality of the New Covenant’s
being rooted in pure grace, and, although the New Covenant in no way
demeans or contradicts Moses and the law, its demands go far beyond
Moses.


3. Christ is
giving us more than just a correct interpretation of Moses. As that
prophet who replaces Moses (Deut. 18:15; Acts 3:22, 23) as the new
and greater lawgiver, Christ gave new and higher laws for the kingdom
of grace. In the Sermon on the Mount, Christ is contrasting living
with the conscience under the law as a pedagogue with living with the
conscience free from the law and married to Christ. He is also
showing why the latter is superior to the former, even though both
were established by the same God at different points in history.


4. Christ is not
implying that Moses was in any way wrong or that the law of Moses was
either cruel or inhumane. He is showing that both a rule by a
legal covenant and a rule by a gracious covenant are holy, just, and
good. However, one arrangement is superior to the other because it is
based on better promises (Heb. 8:6). Both covenants have the same
author; both reveal the character of that author; but both
function differently. The Old Covenant was given to hard-hearted
sinners as a ministry of death (2 Cor. 3:7; Rom. 7:10), and it
preached condemnation to the conscience. In contrast, the New
Covenant is given to saints with new hearts as a ministry of life (2
Cor. 3:9), and it sets the conscience free from condemnation (Heb.
10:16-18; Rom. 8:1, 2).


5. The law of
Moses was given to a physical nation consisting mostly of
unregenerate sinners, but the law of Christ is given to a
spiritual nation composed entirely of regenerate saints. Both
the purpose and the nature of the objective laws are different in
each case. The designated purpose of the law of Moses is conviction
of sin in the conscience of sinners that leads to justification by
faith. The purpose of the law of Christ is to furnish the renewed
mind of saints with truth that leads to a more sanctified life.


6. The Sermon on
the Mount clearly shows that grace can and does make legitimate
demands that law can never make. Christ can demand behavior from the
church that Moses could never demand of an Israelite. The church has
objective laws that demand behavior based entirely on grace and the
power of the indwelling Spirit. Moses could neither demand that kind
of behavior nor punish its absence by the sword.


Those who
consistently apply Covenant Theology’s view of law miss the
entire thrust of Christ’s but I say unto you contrasts
whenever they attempt to establish a theocracy with the use of the
steel sword. The eye-for-eye and tooth-for-tooth law of justice
stated in Matthew 5:38 and the-turn-the-other-cheek law of grace
given by Christ in verses 39-42 are mutually exclusive principles.
Either may control the conscience of an individual. However, they
both cannot rule in the same conscience at the same
time. The eye-for-eye principle ruled the life and conscience of the
Israelite because he or she was under the Old Covenant or law of
Moses. The turn-the-other cheek principle rules the life and
conscience of a believer today because he or she lives under the New
Covenant of grace established by Christ.


We cannot possibly
turn the Old Covenant eye-for-eye principle into the New Covenant
turn-the-other-cheek principle. Nor can we make turn-the-other-cheek
the basis upon which a judge settles fights among individuals in
society. How could the law force a man to turn his other cheek if he
refused to do so? The moment you use the power of law to force
someone to turn the other cheek, you have violated the very law of
turn the other cheek.


Some Christians
advocate that we should fight to have the letter of the Old Covenant
law become the law of our country. They want the power of civil
government to enforce that law. May God save our country from such
people! However, we would also hope that no one makes Matthew 5:39-42
the law of the land. We are glad that the principle, and not
the letter, of the law found in Matthew 5:38, is the law of our land
today. We rejoice in the principle of grace taught in these verses.
However, a judge cannot use the force of law to apply to society the
demands that Christ laid on his disciples in these verses.


An eye for an eye
and a tooth for a tooth is a good and righteous basis for the law of
the land. It was Israel’s rule of life under the Old Covenant,
but it is not the believer’s rule of life in the church
under the New Covenant. We have a much higher and more demanding
rule, stated in the clear objective commandments contained in the
Sermon on the Mount and the rest of the New Testament Scriptures.


“If any
man shall sue you at law, and take thy coat, let him have thy cloak
also” is beyond the power of a law or a magistrate to
either demand or enforce. But the power of grace can and does both
demand and enable us to keep this very law. In fact, when the
situation involves a brother and the reputation of the gospel is at
stake, this new law tells us to suffer being defrauded for the
testimony of the gospel. Christ tells us to give our adversary both
our coat and our cloak without even going to court to seek justice if
the testimony of the gospel is at stake. The true legalist neither
understands nor practices this kind of law.


Law based on
strict justice demands that evil be resisted and punished. Grace can
suffer injustice for Christ’s sake. Some may say we have
tolerated evil and despised the law, but our new lawgiver has so
commanded us, and we leave our defense to him. The victory of grace
by the power of love is greater than the victory of law by the power
of the sword. The law of Moses would not have allowed Paul to write
the following:


“The very
fact that you have lawsuits among you means you have been completely
defeated. Why not rather be wronged? Why not rather be cheated?”
(1 Cor. 6:7 NIV)


Why not indeed be
wronged without retaliation, if we are truly under grace and our
obedience to this new law pleases our Sovereign King? We love our
Lord Jesus Christ, and our hearts desire to please him in everything
that we do. We subject our souls to him alone; he is our lawgiver.




Chapter
Nine

Summary


We believe it is
impossible to be honest with Christ’s contrasts in the Sermon
on the Mount and fail to see that he is making new and higher moral
demands than Moses ever made. Christ bases his demands or laws on
grace. These laws flow from the power of his death, burial,
resurrection, and ascension, which resulted in the gift of the Holy
Spirit on the Day of Pentecost. Christ is saying things to his
church, under the New Covenant, that Moses did not say to Israel,
under the Old Covenant. We cannot logically deduce all of what Christ
said from the laws Moses gave Israel. Apart from the New Testament
Scriptures, we would not be able to know some of the truths that
Christ taught. Without a change of covenants from the Old to the New,
Christ could not have made some of these new demands. Covenant
Theology cannot see this clear biblical distinction between a
covenant of law and one of grace as long as it bases its entire
system on one covenant with two administrations.


We continue to
insist that Christ is not contradicting Moses as if Moses were
wrong. Christ is showing that grace goes beyond and supercedes
the Mosaic law, while acknowledging and honoring the validity of that
law. Christ is contrasting a rule by law in the conscience, based on
true justice alone, with a rule by grace in a renewed heart, indwelt
by the Holy Spirit. The two systems of rule simply cannot be in force
over the conscience of the same people at the same time, even though
the same basic content may pervade both. We do not promote a system
of love, meaning no objective standards, against a system of
law, meaning objectives standards. The contrast is between
pure law and pure grace, with grace raising law to a much higher
level by placing it on an entirely different foundation and motive.


We have not taken
seriously the words spoken by God on the Mount of Transfiguration
until we see Christ as the new lawgiver. “This is my beloved
Son” is the Father’s response to the disciples when they
arrange Jesus, Moses, and Elijah into one equal group. God not only
declares that Christ is unique in his person as God’s only Son,
he also adds, “Listen to him.” As Luther wrote the word
alone in the margin next to Romans 3:28, so we could write the
word alone next to Mark 9:7. When we understand that Christ
replaces Moses as well as Elijah, we will never again try to have
Christ, in the Sermon on the Mount, say, “Moses is the final
authority on morals and ethics. Listen to him.” We will accept
the But I say unto you contrasts as clear and sharp
distinctions between: (1) the Old and the New Covenants; (2) law and
grace; and most importantly; (3) Christ the new lawgiver and Moses
whom he replaces.




Appendix
A

Our View
of the Ten Commandments


The following is a
condensed version of an open letter I wrote to the editor of a
Christian magazine that openly attacked New Covenant Theology in
general, and me among others in particular. The articles in the
magazine accused us of being antinomians. I did not receive a reply
to my letter. The text of the entire letter is available at
http://soundofgrace.com/jgr/index074.htm








Dear Sirs:


For many years, I
have benefited from your ministry. Your books present the reality of
our sovereign, gracious God and his amazing love for undeserving
sinners in clear, biblically accurate language. We have used your
videos in Sunday school classes and youth groups and have encouraged
many others to do the same. I was, therefore, greatly disappointed,
but given your unreserved commitment to Covenant Theology, not at all
surprised by your unjustified attack on New Covenant Theology in
general and two other men and me in particular. A recent edition of
your magazine carried five articles against ‘antinomianism.’
One of those articles applied the odious label of “theological
antinomian” to Tom Wells and Fred Zaspel, co-authors of the
book New Covenant Theology, and to me.


I have no doubt
that your sincere concern is for the truth of the gospel. I believe
that you, along with my friends and me, are concerned to help the
people of God to be more holy in their lives. The articles in your
magazine make it clear that we disagree on the specific message that
will best reach that goal.


I agree with you
that true antinomianism is a heresy and failure by church leaders to
label it as such is a sin against Christ and his church. However, to
label as antinomian someone who is not even close to an antinomian is
also a sin against Christ’s church. I do not at all enjoy
writing in a public forum against a fellow believer whom I deeply
respect. However, since you chose to use that setting to criticize me
as a proponent of New Covenant Theology, I felt it appropriate to
respond in kind.


Let me clearly
spell out my view of the Ten Commandments. I ask you to show me what
I believe that deserves your condemnation of me as an antinomian
heretic. Please show me where I am anti-law in any sense whatever in
my understanding of the Ten Commandments. Apart from viewing the
Sabbath as a ceremonial law, I hold the same set of ethical
standards, raised to an even higher level, that Covenant Theology
holds. At the end of the day, I think the most that can be
consistently claimed is that New Covenant Theology, as I understand
it, is antinomian only because it presents the Sabbath as a
ceremonial and not a moral law. The nature of the Sabbath commandment
is the crux of your entire case.


Here is my view of
the Ten Commandments, compared with what I think you believe. Please
show me where my view is antinomian.


One: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the first
commandment—”No other gods”—see Exodus 20:3.
I believe and teach exactly the same thing. I believe and
teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always will be a
sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘be against the
first commandment.’ (See also Acts 14:15 and 1 Cor. 8:6.)


Two: Do you
believe that a Christian is duty bound to obey the second
commandment—”No idols / images”—see Exodus
20:4-6. I also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I
believe and teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always
will be a sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘be
against the second commandment.’ (See also 1 John 5:21 and 1
Cor. 10:7.)


Three: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the third
commandment—”Do not take God’s name in vain”—see
Exodus 20:7. I also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I
believe and teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always
will be a sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘be
against the third commandment.’ (See also James 5:12.)


Four: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the fourth
commandment—”Keep the Sabbath”—see Exodus
20:8-11. I believe and teach that Christ himself is our Sabbath
and we “keep Sabbath with God” when we truly rest in
Christ’s finished work of atonement. See our booklet, The
Believer’s Sabbath (Frederick, MD: New Covenant Media,
2006). I believe the Sabbath was the ceremonial sign of the Mosaic
covenant (Ex. 31:14-18). This is the only point upon which we
disagree.


Five: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the fifth
commandment—”Honor your parents”—see Exodus
20:12. I also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I
believe and teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always
will be a sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘be
against the fifth commandment.’ (See also Eph. 6:1-3.)


Six: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the sixth
commandment—”No murder”—see Exodus 20:13. I
also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I believe and
teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always will be a
sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘against the sixth
commandment.’ (See also 1 John 3:11-15 and Rom. 13:9.)


Seven: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the seventh
commandment—”No adultery”—see Exodus 20:14. I
also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I believe and
teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always will be a
sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘against the
seventh commandment.’ (See also Eph. 5:3-7 and 1 Cor. 6:9, 10.)


Eight: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the eighth
commandment—”No stealing”—see Exodus 20:15. I
also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I believe and
teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always will be a
sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘against the eighth
commandment.’ (See also Eph. 4:28.)


Nine: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the ninth
commandment—”Do not bear false witness”—see
Exodus 20:16. I also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I
believe and teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always
will be a sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘against
the ninth commandment.’ (See also Col. 3:9 and Eph. 4:25.)


Ten: Do you
believe and teach that a Christian is duty bound to obey the tenth
commandment—”No coveting”—see Exodus 20:17. I
also believe and teach exactly the same thing. I believe and
teach that breaking that commandment was, is, and always will be a
sin. I cannot possibly be an antinomian, or ‘against the tenth
commandment.’ (See Eph. 5:3-7.)


Can my view,
expressed above, in any sense whatsoever, be considered as against
law in general or against the Ten Commandments in particular? On what
grounds can anyone charge me with being an antinomian or against law?


The catch question
often posed is this: “Do you believe that the Ten Commandments
written with the finger of God upon the Tables of Stone are the rule
of life for a Christian today?” Our reply is this: “We
believe that the Ten Commandments, as they are interpreted and
applied by our Lord and his apostles in the New Testament Scriptures,
are a real and essential part of our rule of life.” The
entire Bible, all sixty-six books, is our rule of life. We differ
with you only in that we insist that everything in the Old Testament
Scriptures be filtered through the lens of the New Testament
Scriptures. The very most that I can be called is a one-tenth
antinomian. The heart of your issue with New Covenant Theology
and me concerning the Ten Commandments boils down to whether the
fourth commandment, the Sabbath, is an eternal, unchanging, moral
law, or the ceremonial sign of the covenant God made with Israel at
Sinai (Ex. 31:14-17). As I understand it, the Sabbath alone is your
real point of difference with New Covenant Theology’s view of
the Ten Commandments. We agree on the other nine.


We feel we have
much biblical evidence for our view. Exodus 31:16 specifically states
that to keep the Sabbath was to actually keep ‘the covenant.’
The sign of a covenant stood for the entire covenant. “The
Israelites are to observe the Sabbath, celebrating it for the
generations to come as a lasting covenant,” and
both verses 11 and 17 state that the Sabbath was the sign of the
Mosaic covenant. It is vital that we recognize that the Sabbath,
like circumcision, the ceremonial sign of the Abrahamic covenant, was
indeed the ceremonial covenant sign of the Mosaic covenant. To
violate the ceremonial sign of a covenant was to disown the entire
covenant. This is why both signs, circumcision and the Sabbath, even
though ceremonial in nature, carried the death penalty for violation.
The nature of the Sabbath commandment is the crux of the entire case.
To be consistent with the basic charge against me, you would also
have to charge Luther, Calvin, John MacArthur and men such as the
late James Montgomery Boice with antinomianism, since none of them
were Sabbatarians.


Within the context
of marriage, the worst thing I could do would be to take off my
wedding ring, throw it at my wife, and walk out. That one act would
be a deliberate and total rejection of our entire covenant
relationship. That is exactly what the man did who ‘merely’
picked up a few sticks on the Sabbath. He threw the wedding ring in
God’s face. That is what Moses was doing by not having his son
circumcised. He was refusing to wear the wedding ring (Compare Gen.
17:9-11 and Ex. 4:24-26).


A particular day
of the week cannot be intrinsically holy, in the sense of moral
purity, any more than a spoon, an article of furniture, certain
clothing, or a piece of land can be holy. The Most Holy Place ceased
to be holy the moment the veil of the temple was rent from top to
bottom. Everything that God in any way associates with worshipping
him was always prefixed with the word holy. However, in most
cases, the connotation of the word holy is “separated
unto God” and not “morally pure.” Holy days,
including the seventh-day Sabbath, are in the same category as the
Holy Place, holy garments, holy ceremonies, holy altars, holy
furniture, etc. None of these things reflects the eternal, ‘moral’
character of God.


Please explain why
your magazine labels New Covenant Theologians as antinomian when we
not only affirm just as strongly as you that the Christian is not
only under clear objective ethical commandments in the New Covenant,
but we also insist those New Covenant laws are even higher than
those written on stone. How is it possible for our belief in a
higher law to be turned into anti law? You
condemn us as heretics simply because we believe that our Lord Jesus
Christ is a true lawgiver in his own right and, as such, gives higher
and more spiritual laws than anything Moses ever gave. Why do we
deserve the odious label of antinomian simply because we believe that
Christ replaces Moses as the new lawgiver in exactly the same way he
replaces Aaron as High Priest? Our view is completely consistent with
the teaching of Hebrews 3:1-6.


What is anti-law
about binding a Christian’s conscience to obey the higher
demands of grace found in the Sermon on the Mount and the Epistles?
How do we in any way demean either Moses or the holy law of God by
insisting that the law of God under the New Covenant demands a higher
and deeper spiritual response than that given through Moses? Does
progressive revelation not in any way apply to ethical behavior? Do
you really believe that Christ cannot, and does not, demand more from
his disciples under grace than the Law of Moses demanded? Why must
the highest, fullest, unchanging standard of moral conduct that God
ever gave be those laws written on the stone tablets of the Covenant
(Deut. 9:9-15 and Heb. 9:4) that God made with Israel? Why do you
insist that Moses must be the greatest lawgiver: the giver of the
‘eternal, unchanging, moral law of God,’ and Christ
merely be the greatest exegete of that law that God gave Moses? If
the Sermon on the Mount is really no more than the greatest rabbi’s
true exposition of the Ten Commandments, then would it not be correct
to call that sermon “the Talmud of Jesus?” How is it
unbiblical for us to insist that Christ is a greater lawgiver than
Moses? How are we in anyway demeaning either Moses or the holy law of
God by exalting Christ over Moses as the new lawgiver?


Your position
grows out of your unconditional commitment to the perpetuity of the
Decalogue or Tables of the Covenant, which you call, with no textual
authority, “the moral law.” To change in any way the
words of the covenant, the Ten Commandments (Ex. 34:28), written on
the Tables of the Covenant, the Decalogue (Deut. 9:9) is, in your
eyes, to be antinomian. It does not matter if ‘changing the
law’ means raising it to a higher and more spiritual level, it
is still antinomianism. It does not matter that our Lord himself
raised the standards. Even that is immaterial; it is still
antinomianism. In other words, the actual content of the law we
preach may be built upon and go past the laws written on the Stone
Tables, but that makes no difference, we are still antinomian!


The fact that we
believe that Christ changed, even by raising to a higher level, the
“unchanging moral law of God” justifies you in accusing
us of being worse than the worst of antinomians. It does not matter
what law we used to replace the law of Moses, even if we use the very
law of Christ himself, we are still antinomian. Our teaching
that Jesus Christ has raised the law of Moses to a higher level is
heresy simply because we have dared to believe and teach that the
Sermon on the Mount makes higher and deeper demands upon the children
of grace than the Decalogue makes. We have dared to say that the law
of Moses is not the highest law that God ever gave. We insist that
our Lord’s law is higher than the law given to Moses.


You are dogmatic
that the Decalogue gives us the highest revelation of the moral
character of God that has ever been given. We reply, no, our blessed
New Covenant prophet goes past Moses and gives us a higher revelation
of God’s moral character. You seem not to care if we replace
the laws written on stone with the very laws given us by our Lord
himself; we are still more dangerous than explicit antinomians such
as Agricola. If believing that the sovereign grace of God and the
authority of Jesus Christ our new lawgiver demand a higher and deeper
spiritual response than the law of Moses demanded, then we plead
guilty to the charge of antinomianism. In the name of Christ our New
Covenant prophet, and, we trust to the glory of God and the good of
his church, we will continue to insist that our Lord replaces Moses
as God’s lawgiver over the church in exactly the same way he
replaced Aaron as High Priest. We only ask that those who condemn us
realize the true grounds upon which we are being condemned. We are
being labeled and condemned as ‘against law,’ not because
we are at all opposed to any law, but solely because we believe the
higher law of Christ replaces the law of Moses.


Let me say again,
I am grateful that your magazine has clarified the issues. The bottom
line has nothing to do whether we believe in clear, objective, moral
absolutes. We preach those as clearly as you do. The question
concerns whether Jesus Christ is merely a true, full, and final
interpreter of Moses or whether he is a new lawgiver who
replaces Moses in exactly the same way he replaces Aaron as High
Priest. Is he only a scribe, even the greatest of all scribes, or is
he a true prophet who gives new and higher laws? That is the real
issue.


Your magazine
quotes Ernest Kevan from The Grace of Law:


The main object of
the moderate Antinomians was to glorify Christ; but, failing to
understand the true relationship between ‘law’ and
‘grace,’ they extolled the latter at the expense of the
former.


I am sure there
were some people who may have been guilty of Kevan’s charge.
However, I also think that some others, including you, have attempted
to glorify Moses and his revelation of law at the expense of the
greater glory of Christ and his new and higher revelation of law.




Appendix
B

John
Cotton’s Defense of the Puritan Persecution of Heretics
(Baptists and Quakers) in New England


The following is
from John Cotton’s defense of the persecution of Roger Williams
and others in the New World. The Puritans based their treatment of
Williams and others on the grounds of religious heresy. Our thesis
addresses Cotton’s foundation for his argument. Notice the
significance of the title of Cotton’s article.


THE
OLD TESTAMENT IS OF ETERNAL FORCE

By
John Cotton


Ceremonial laws
were generally typical. Not so Moses his judicials, especially those
which had in them moral equity.


It is moral equity
that blasphemers and apostate idolaters, seducing others to idolatry,
should be put to death …. But the external equity of that
judicial law of Moses was of moral force and binds all princes to
express that zeal and indignation, both against blasphemy, in such as
fall under their just power … and against seduction to
idolatry …


And therefore, it
cannot be truly said that the Lord Jesus never appointed the civil
sword for a remedy in such cases. For He did expressly appoint it in
the Old Testament; nor did he ever abrogate it in the New. The reason
of the law (which is the life of the law) is of eternal force and
equity in all ages. The reason is of moral, that is, of universal and
perpetual equity, to put to death an apostate, seducing idolater, or
heretic, who seeks to thrust away the souls of God’s people
from the Lord their God …


Did ever any
apostle or evangelist make the judicial laws of Moses concerning life
and death ceremonial and typical? Time was when human inventions in
God’s worship were accounted superstition; but now human
inventions in doctrine may pass for current Evangelical divinity.


It is true the Son
of Righteousness has set up another church, ministry, and worship.
But did He ever set up another civil righteousness? Or a magistrate
to walk by another rule of righteousness than that which God gave by
Moses? If it be true that Christ gave no express ordinance, precept,
or precedent of killing men by material swords for religion’s
sake, it is as true that neither did He for any breach of civil
justice, no not for murder nor adultery. Which makes it, therefore,
evident that seeing He has expressly authorized civil magistracy in
the New Testament and has given no express laws or rules or
righteousness for them to walk by in administration of civil justice,
therefore either He leaves them to act and rule without a rule (which
derogates from the perfection of Scripture), or else they must fetch
their rules of righteousness from the law of Moses and from the Old
Testament prophets who have expounded Him in the Old Testament …


For since God laid
this charge upon magistrates in the Old Testament to punish seducers
and the Lord Jesus never took this charge off in the New Testament,
who is this Discusser [Roger Williams] that he should account Paul
himself, or an angel from heaven, accursed, that should leave this
charge still upon magistrates which God laid on and Christ never took
off? …


For Christ came
not to destroy the law of Moses (Matthew 5:17) …


No, nor did He
come to destroy the judicial laws, such as them as are of moral
equity. Or else, the conscience of the civil magistrate could never
do any act of civil justice out of faith, because he should have no
word of God to be the grounds of his action if the laws of judgment
in the Old Testament were abrogated and none extant in the New.53


Roger Williams
arrived in London in 1645 during the writing of the Westminster
Confession. His tale of terror in the New World forced John
Cotton to defend himself and the other New England Puritans in their
persecution of heretics, mostly Baptists and Quakers. Cotton’s
arguments are classical Covenant Theology sacralism. In the minds of
many, Cotton’s arguments have no answer unless there is a
change of covenants. Notice Cotton’s reasoning:


1.
God
commanded heretics to be put to death in the law of Moses. Everyone
will agree with this statement.


2.
God’s
character has not changed, nor has his law, or standard for defining
sin and righteousness, changed.
This is the third essential maxim of classical Covenant Theology
concerning one unchanging moral law of God. Cotton vehemently opposes
any idea that the Sermon on the Mount, or anything else in the New
Covenant Scriptures, adds to or in any way changes the law of Moses.
There is one canon of conduct for Israel and the church. Covenant
Theology cannot yield on this point.


3. Cotton admits,
“It is true that Christ set up a new church, ministry, and
worship.”


4. Cotton then
tightens the noose: “But did He ever set up another civil
righteousness? Or did he ever instruct a magistrate to walk by
another rule of righteousness than that which God gave by Moses? Is
it not true that Christ did not come to destroy the Law and the
Prophets?”


5. Everyone agrees
that the magistrate in the New Testament Scriptures still has the
power of the sword (Rom. 13).


6. Cotton asks the
vital question: “Who tells the magistrate how to use the
sword?”


A. It is obvious
that Christ, in the New Covenant Scriptures, never gave any laws
directing the magistrate’s use of the sword. Who then deserves
the sword and for what specific offense? The New Testament Scriptures
never say.


B. Cotton presses
the truth of his “one covenant, one church, and one canon of
conduct” theology to its legitimate conclusion that forces his
opponents to do one of the following:


a. We must produce
clear evidence in the New Testament Scriptures that instructs the
magistrate today on when and upon whom he is to use the sword, or


b. we must allow
the magistrate, or each society, to make up their own laws, or


c.
the magistrate must use the rules
that Christ has already given his church
through Moses (Remember that Israel is the church and therefore the
church is under the same rule of conduct as is Israel).


On the surface,
Cotton’s logic seems airtight. He insists that either (1) we
must deny the validity of both God’s holy unchanging nature and
his holy unchanging law;54
or (2) we must use the same sword for the same sins that God
commanded the church under Moses to use on heretics. Cotton’s
argument, however, is flawed. He creates a false dichotomy and
appeals to the law of the excluded middle. He fails to consider the
option of a New Covenant. Cotton could not see that the church is
under a new and gracious covenant that does not permit her to punish
anyone, even her own members, with a sword. Likewise, the church can
excommunicate church members, but she cannot judge and punish the
world (1 Cor. 5:12). Sacralism, the wedding of church and state,
denies the reality of a New Covenant that brings new laws. It
confuses and merges church and state as if the old theocracy were
still in place under a new name.


Cotton’s
case is irrefutable without a change of covenants. If the church is
under the same covenant that Israel was under, then the New England
Puritans were more than justified in whipping, imprisoning, and in
some instances, putting to death Baptists and other “heretics.”
They had the theology of the Westminster Confession of Faith
solidly on their side. This is one reason why some current
Presbyterians have trouble dealing with the issue of Theonomy within
their ranks. The Theonomists have both history and the Westminster
Confession of Faith on their side. A consistent application of
the tenet of one covenant for one people under one canon of conduct
in all times must allow the law of Moses to direct the magistrate’s
use of the sword in ecclesiastical matters as well as civil.




Appendix
C 


Martyn
Lloyd-Jones on Law and Sanctification


Dr. Martyn
Lloyd-Jones, in the preface of his commentary on Romans 7:1-8:4,
argues that the central theme of this section of the Book of Romans
is Paul’s explanation of the purpose of the Mosaic law.
Lloyd-Jones points out that Paul recognized that his statements about
grace would leave him open to the charge of being antinomian; his
statements about the Mosaic law would render him liable to the charge
of doing away with the notion of law altogether. The following
excerpt is Lloyd-Jones’ exposition of the Apostle’s
clarification of his position on grace and law.


In winding up his
first argument in chapter 6 he [Paul] had said, ‘For sin shall
not have dominion over you’, and his reason for saying that is,
‘for (because) you are not under the law, but under grace’.
He seems to glory in this fact. He seems to be striking another blow
at the Law. He has already knocked it down, as it were, in chapter 5,
verse 20; he is now trampling on it. At once his opponents take up
the cudgels and say, ‘Surely these are very wrong and very
dangerous statements to make; surely if you are going to abrogate the
Law and do away with it altogether, you are doing away with every
guarantee of righteous and holy conduct and behavior. Sanctification
is impossible without the Law. If you treat the Law in that way and
dismiss it, and rejoice in doing so, are you not encouraging
lawlessness, and are you not almost inciting people to live a sinful
life?’ Law, they believed, was the great guarantee of holy
living and sanctification. The Apostle clearly has to safeguard
himself, and the truth of the gospel, against that particular
misunderstanding and charge.


Now that is
exactly the purpose of this 7th chapter. It is to explain what he
means when he says that the Law ‘came in by the side’,
and that we should rejoice in the fact that we are not ‘under
the law but under grace’. This 7th chapter is an expanded
exposition or explication of both those statements, or, to put it
more positively, its purpose is to show us the function and the
purpose of the Law as given by God through Moses to the Children of
Israel.


But the Apostle
has another particular object in view also, namely, to show that
sanctification by the Law is as impossible as was justification by
the law …. As it is impossible to be justified by the Law, it
is equally impossible to be sanctified by the Law. As we shall see
later, he even puts it as strongly as this, that not only can a man
not be sanctified by the Law, but it is actually true to say that the
Law is a hindrance to sanctification, and that it aggravates the
problems of sanctification. That is the thesis of this 7th chapter;
not only can a man not sanctify himself by observance of the Law; the
Law is even a hindrance and an obstacle to sanctification.55
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