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Appendix C

LEAVEN ASEXCLUSIVELY EVIL

Another parable spake he unto them; The kingdom of heaven islike
unto leaven, which a woman took, and hid in three measures of meal,
till the whole was leavened (Matt. 13:33).

The Dominionist inter preters constantly emphasize the Bible' s elab-
orate systemof symbols. Thisisthefoundation of their wholemethod
of interpretation. But they depart from their own principle when it
doesn’'t servetheir purpose. They try to make the symbol of leaven in
this parable refer to the Kingdom of God and how it will spread to
take dominion over the earth. However, there sonebig problemwith
that interpretation — leaven in the Bibleis always used as a symbol
of evil’s explosive power to spread. It is never used as a symbol of
good.

Hal Lindsey (1989)*

Y east isahiblical symbol of continuity. It symbolizes growth over
time, both of good and evil. If leaven in the Bible referred exclusively

to the development of evil, then it could not be adefining characteris-

tic of the kingdom of God. But Matthew 13:33 says that it issuch a

defining characteristic. Conclusion: it isnot, contrary to the dispensa-
tionalists, invariably asymbol of evil. Latein hiscareer, Dallas Semin-

ary theologian J. Dwight Pentecost admitted this in the carefully

concealed revision of his 1958 book, Thingsto Come.? But Hal Lind-
sey isnot about to give up this crucia pillar of dispensationalism.

Thereisavery good reason for Lindsey’ s emphatic yet theologic-

1. Hal Lindsey, The Road to Holocaust (New Y ork: Bantam, 1989), p. 47. As an aside,

Bantam is located at 666 Fifth Ave., New York City.

2. See below, “Dr. Pentecost’s Carefully Concealed Revision,” pp. 1496-99.
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ally insupportable assertion regarding the meaning of leaven. The dis-
pensationalist must deny that the kingdom of God actsin aleaven-like
fashion because of hisview of thefuture of the church. 1f the kingdom
of God grows steadily over time, yeast-like, reaching its con-
summation with Christ’s Second Coming at the final judgment, then
what of the timing of the so-called “ secret rapture” of the churchinto
heaven?Thisdiscontinuity issaid by dispensationaliststo be scheduled
athousand and seven yearsbeforethefinal judgment.® Thisiswhy Dr.
Pentecost’s revision of Things to Come represents a remarkable
surrender of a crucia element of the dispensational position.

In contrast, amillennialists and postmillennialists deny that this
bodily resurrection into the heavenswill be secret. Second, they place
it at the end of time, immediately prior to the final judgment. They
appeal to Matthew 13, a chapter that utterly destroys the theological
case for dispensationa premillennialism, for it undermines dispensa-
tionalism’s principle of historical discontinuity.

Continuity and Discontinuity

Matthew 13 deniesthe central pillar of dispensationalism’ sview of
the future: the cosmic discontinuity of the bodily “rapture’ of the
saints up to heaven before the millennium, the period in which Jesus
will supposedly reign from athrone in Jerusalem. The essence of the
New Covenant kingdom in history is continuity, according to Mat-
thew 13; therefore, the monumental historical discontinuity of the pre-
millennial secret rapture* cannot be made to fit within this kingdom

3. In pre-tribulational premillennialism, by far the most widely held view. In post-tribu-
lational premillennialism, 1,000 years.

4. Hereafter referred to as the Rapture.
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Leaven as Exclusively Evil

continuity.

Consider Christ’ s parable of the tares and wheat, which isonly one
part of Matthew 13's defense of the New Covenant era of historical
continuity:

Another parable put he forth unto them, saying, The kingdom of
heaven is likened unto a man which sowed good seed in hisfield: But
while men slept, his enemy came and sowed tares among the wheat,
and went his way. But when the blade was sprung up, and brought
forth fruit, then appeared the tares also. So the servants of the house-
holder came and said unto him, Sir, didst not thou sow good seed in
thy fidd? from whence then hath it tares? He said unto them, An
enemy hath donethis. The servants said unto him, Wilt thou then that
we go and gather them up? But he said, Nay; lest while ye gather up
thetares, yeroot up also the wheat with them. Let both grow together
until the harvest: and in the time of harvest | will say to the reapers,
Gather ye together first the tares, and bind them in bundles to burn
them: but gather the wheat into my barn (Matt. 13:24-30).

This parable confused the disciples. They asked Jesusto explain it
to them. He did, making it clear that there will be no discontinuity
(“Rapture”) before the His Second Coming in final judgment:

He answered and said unto them, He that soweth the good seed is the
Son of man; Thefidd is the world; the good seed are the children of
the kingdom; but the tares are the children of the wicked one; The
enemy that sowed them isthe devil; the harvest istheend of theworld;
and the reapers arethe angdls. Asthereforethetares are gathered and
burned in the fire; so shall it be in the end of this world. The Son of
man shall send forth his angels, and they shall gather out of his
kingdom all things that offend, and them which do iniquity; And shall
cast theminto afurnace of fire: there shall be wailing and gnashing of
teeth. Then shall the righteous shineforth asthe sun in the kingdom of
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their Father. Who hath ears to hear, let him hear (Matt. 13:37-43).

Loraine Boettner, a postmillennial theologian, in 1958 devoted an
entire chapter to this obvious problem in dispensationalism's exe-
gesis.> He commented forcefully on the clear teaching of Matthew 13:
33, the parable of the leaven: gradualism.

The parable of the leaven teaches the universal extension and triumph
of the Gospd, and it further teaches that this development is accom-
plished through the gradual development of the Kingdom, not through
a sudden and cataclysmic explosion. . . . The Kingdom of heaven, like
leaven, transforms that with which it comes in contact. All the meal
was transformed by its contact with the leaven. Similarly, Christ
teaches, society is to be transformed by the Kingdom of heaven, and
theresult will bea Christianized world. Premillennialists cannot admit
this. To do so would contradict their whole system. Hence they seek
another meaning, and where Christ saysthe Kingdom of heavenislike
leaven, they say that the leaven is not symbolical of the Kingdom of
heaven, but of evil .

He then chided dispensational commentators — self-proclaimed
defenders of aliteral hermeneutic —for their obvious “ spiritualizing”
of the plainteaching of Scripture: “Weare at alossto understand how
any one professing to take the Bible at face value, particularly those
who lay great stress on literal interpretation, can deliberately
contradict the words spoken so clearly and unequivocally and make
them mean the exact opposite, in this case, false doctrine. These are
the very people who protest so strongly against ‘ spiritualizing.” Any-

5. Loraine Boettner, The Millennium (Philadel phia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1958), ch.
18.

6. Ibid., p. 27.
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one who can so change the meaning of Scripture can make it mean
anything that he pleases.”’

Without doubt, thisisone of the most difficult passagesinthe Bible
for the premillennial views of the Bible. To answer him, dispen-
sationalists need at least a detailed volume. A brief, off-hand remark
or two is not sufficient, yet thisisall they bother to provide. They do
not publicly acknowledge the existence of Boettner’s chapter. Since
there is no answer to their exegetical problem except adopting either
postmillennialismor amillennialism, one can hardly blame them. (This
same criticism—no eschatological discontinuity in the future—applies
to all premillennial systems.)

The Kingdom as Righteous L eaven?®

The kingdom of God is like leaven. Christianity isthe yeast, and it
has a leavening effect on the pagan, satanic culture around it. It is
designed to permeate the whole of this culture, causing it to rise. The
bread produced by thisleavenisthe preferred bread. Inancient times
—indeed, right up until the nineteenth century — bread was considered
the staff of life, the symbol of life. It was the source of men’s nutri-
tion. “Give usthis day our daily bread,” we are to ask God (Matt. 6:
11). The kingdom of God is the force that produces the fine quality
bread that men seek. The symbolism should be obvious: Christianity
makes life ajoy for man. It offers the cultural benefits that most men
acknowledge as the best (Deut. 4:5-8).

Leaven takes time to produce its positive effect. Leaven requires

7. |dem.

8. For amore detail ed exegesis, see Gary North, Moses and Pharach: Dominion Religion
vs. Power Religion (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), pp. 158-72.
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historical continuity. Men can wait for their leavened bread, for God
givesthemtimesufficient for theworking of Hisspiritual leaven. They
may not understand how it works, how its spiritual effects spread
through their culture and make it a delight, any more than they
understand how yeast worksto produce leavened bread, but they can
see the bread rising, and they can see the progressive effects of the
leaven of the kingdom. They can look into the oven and see risen
bread. If we really push the analogy — pound it, even —we can point
to the fact that the dough is pounded down several times before the
final baking, amost as the world pounds the kingdom; but the yeast
doesitswork, just so long as the fires of the oven are not lit prema-
turely. If the full heat of the oven is applied to the dough before the
yeast has done its work, both the yeast and the dough are burnt, and
the burnt mass must be thrown out. But given sufficient time, the
yeast does its work, and the result is the bread that men prefer.

What a marvelous description of God’'skingdom! Christianswork
withthe cultural material available, seeking to refineit, to permeateit,
to makeit into something fine. They know that they will be successful,
just asyeast issuccessful inthe dough, if it isgiven enough timeto do
itswork. That iswhat God implicitly promises usin the analogy of the
leaven: enough time to accomplish our individual and our corporate
tasks. He tells us that His kingdom will produce the desirable bread.
Thiswill take time. It may take several poundings, as God, through
the hogtility of the world, kneads the yeast-filled dough of man's
cultures, but the end result is guaranteed.

Dr. Pentecost’s Carefully Concealed Revision

Dallas Theological Seminary long-time professor J. Dwight Pente-
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cost’ s book, Thingsto Come,® isthe standard academic book in Bible
prophecy within dispensationalism. He reversed hisviews onjust this
point. Without telling the reader why he reversed himself, or eventhat
he did reverse himself, he abandoned the traditional dispensational
interpretation of the parable of the leaven (Matt. 13:33).

Hisearlier interpretation had followed thelead of C. |. Scofield and
all other dispensational theologians of the twentieth century: the key
rebuttal of the continuity eschatologies of postmillennialism and
amillennialism. Without thistheologically crucial rebuttal, it isimpos-
sible to defend premillennialism’s eschatological discontinuity: the
Rapture.

Intheoriginal edition (1958) and subsequent editionsuntil the 1987
edition, he defended the traditional dispensational view of leaven as
evil. In the original edition, he argued for the eventua triumph of
unbelief inthis, the“Church Age.” Hewrotethat Jesus parable of the
mustard seed (Matt. 13:31-32) pointsto the expansion of an evil tree
in history, “a monstrosity. . . . The parable teaches that the enlarged
sphere of profession has become inwardly corrupt. This is the char-
acteristic of the age” (p. 147). In his exposition of the parable of the
leaven, he argued: “This evidently refers to the work of a false
religious system. . . . Thisfigureisused in Scripture to portray that
whichisevil in character. . .” (p. 148). Summarizing, he wrote: “The
mustard seed refers to the perversion of God's purpose in this age,
whiletheleaven refersto acorruption of the divine agency, theWord,
through which this purpose is realized” (p. 148). Pentecost’s focus
here was ethics: the progressive triumph of evil through time, during
the “Church Age.” This could at least serve as the foundation of a
dispensational philosophy of history: the defeat of the saints.

Three decades later, he abandoned this view, but very few of his

9. Dunham Publishing Co., distributed by Zondervan.
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followers are aware of the fact. The 1987 reprint is not areprint but
a strategically revised edition. It is nowhere identified as such. Dr.
Pentecost had the typesetter carefully superimpose a crucia revised
section. The switch is almost undetectable, yet it is a devastating
admission for dispensationalism. Here is his revised exposition of
Christ’ skingdom during the “ Church Age.” Mustard Seed: “ Thispart
of the parable stresses the great growth of the kingdom when once it
isintroduced. The kingdomwill grow from an insignificant beginning
to great proportions’ (p. 147). There is not aword about its ethical
corruption. Leaven: “When leaven is used in Scripture it frequently
connotesevil. . . . Itsusein the sacrificesthat represent the perfection
of the person of Christ (Lev. 2:1-3) shows that it is not always so
used. Here the emphasis is not on leaven as though to emphasize its
character, but rather that the leaven has been hidden in the meal, thus
stressing the way leaven works when once introduced into the meal”
(p. 148). In short, thereisnowno focus on ethics: not oneword about
any evil effects of either the mustard seed or the leaven. Today his
focusison the growth of the kingdom of Christ in history —a postmil-
lennial focus. “The parable of the mustard and the leaven in meal,
then, stress the growth of the new form of the kingdom™ (p. 148).

If Christ’ skingdomisnot being corrupted in our dispensation, then
it is ether ethicaly neutral (the kingdom of Christ as ethically
neutral??) or positive. Pentecost’s theological problem is obvious:
there can be no ethical neutrality. If the necessarily expanding king-
dom of Christ is not being steadily undermined by theological and
mora perversion, then it must be growing in righteousness. This
interpretation is the postmillennial view of the kingdom of God:
expansion over time. Matthew 13 is not discussing Satan’ s kingdom;
itisdiscussing Christ’s. Dr. Pentecost hasvery quietly overthrownthe
heart and soul of thetraditional dispensational systen’ saccount of the
inevitable progress of evil in what dispensationalists call the “Church
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Age.”"° Y et no oneinside the dispensational camp has been willing to
discuss in public the implications of this radical alteration by
Pentecost, or explain exactly why it hasnot, if correct, overthrownthe
dispensational system.

The Parables of Growth

The parables of growth point to afulfillment of God’ s plan, intime
and on earth. They point to a steady expansion of the leaven of the
gospel. They point to an expansion of God’ skingdom, intime and on
earth, as the leaven makes something edible of the fallen dough of
creation. Thefallen doughwill rise. It takesleaven. It takeskneading.
It takes time. But the fallen dough of the cursed creation will rise.
God promises this. But Christians till refuse to believe it. When
Christ announces “ The kingdom of God islike unto. . . ,” they reply,
“Oh, come on, it couldn’t be like that. No, it isredlly like this. . . .”

Premillennialists substitute a parable of uprooted wheat (the
Rapture). In* pop-dispensationalism,” the uprooted wheat isreturned
to thefield seven yearslater and isreplanted, though fully mature and
perfect, alongside of the still-maturing tares, and alongside of newly
planted wheat.™* Amillennialists, who do believein historical continu-
ity, have rejected this vision of a premature uprooting, but they have
no confidence in Christ’ searthly leaven, either. They wind up arguing
for the cultural triumph of Satan’s earthly leaven. Satan’s leaven will

10. Gary DeMar spotted this shift in early 1992. He looked up Pentecost’ s section on
leaven in the 1987 edition. He found that it was not what Kenneth Gentry had quoted in
anewsl etter. He tel ephoned Gentry, wholooked it up in the 1958 edition. Thetwo versions
differed.

11. Gary North, Millennialismand Social Theory (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, 1990), pp. 152, 255-56, citing Thomas D. Ice and Dave Hunt.
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steadily push out Christ’ scultural leaven, wearetold. Only at thefinal
judgment will Christ’ sreturninpower instantaneously remove Satan’s
leaven and instantly fire up the oven, leaving His earthly leaven, the
church, to do its work instantly, raising the dough in the midst of the
oven. In other words, their view of the leaven of the church violates
the parable’ sanalogy, that is, the steady rising of the dough before the
oven'sfina baking.

Both of these millennial approaches are widely held today. Both
provide theologica justifications for the seeming inability of the
church to grow more rapidly than Satan’ skingdom does, and also the
seeming inability of Christians, as Christians, to provide leadership in
any field.** Whichever of thesetwo substitutionsaman accepts, hehas
abandoned the analogy of the holy leaven. He has abandoned the
principle of godly growth over time. He hasabandoned Christ’ sexpli-
cit teaching concerning the true nature of His kingdom. He may deny
the continuity of growth (the uprooted whesat scenario). He may deny
the continuity of victory (Satan’ sleavenwins). Ineither case, Christ’s
people must fail in their dominion assignment, in time and on earth.

In the second view, Satan’ sleaven triumphs, and God doesn’t even
bother to go through the premillennialists “breathing robot” stage of
the church, with the direct rule of Christ, in Person, through His bur-
eaucratic hierarchy of breathing robots. God smply scraps history at
the end, wiping out Satan in a cataclysmic example of historical dis-
continuity. God redeemsthe earth inaninstant, makes His peopleinto
fully redeemed, fully perfect dominion men, who now can exercise
dominion over a fully redeemed creation. In short, God's people in
history never learn how to rule. The garden of Eden was a failure as
atraining camp for dominion; the land of Canaan was equally afailure
as a training ground for dominion; and finally, the church of Jesus

12. The one mgjor exception isthe Wydliffe Bible translation organization’ s linguistics
program.
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Christ, the New Jerusalem, winds up an historical failure asatraining
ground for dominion. Nothing that God does through His people has
worked or can work culturally, given the power of evil in history, so
God will at last — at the last — scrap the failed program in an instant
and intervene gracioudy to give His people their comprehensive
cultural victory on a platter. Here is a revised version of the New
Testament’ s parable of the mustard seed: just add instant judgment
(since time, God's law, and the ethical subordination of Christ’s
church to the Master obviously failed, and since the preaching of the
gospdl failed, and since Christian institutions failed), and presto: an
instant mustard tree. So much for continuity.*?

John Walvoord’s Silence

John Walvoord was the major dispensational theologian of the
twentieth century. Hewrote 30 books and served as president of Dal-
las Seminary from 1953 to 1986. He died in 2002 at age 92. It is not
an accident that he refused to comment on Matthew 13:33 anywhere
in hisbook on the Rapture. Neither did he offer any exposition on the
meaning of theword “leaven.” Hehad amgjor problem: explaining the
Rapture s discontinuity. He ignored the problem. He wrote that “the
truth about the church as the body of Christ has not yet been
introduced, asthisisnot mentioned until Matthew 16:18. Further, the
doctrine of the Rapture has not been introduced either, and the
disciples were unaware of the truth of the trandation of the saints at
the end of the church age. Accordingly, the truth presented in Mat-
thew 13 deals with the whole period between the First and Second

13. North, Millennialism and Social Theory, ch. 6.
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Advents.”** Inshort, the continuity of history predicted in Matthew 13
was annulled by later revelation. Let us put this argument more
graphically: Jesus deliberately misled His disciples in Matthew 13.
Later, He showed them the truth. This sort of argument is common
among theological liberals; it is sad to see a conservative expositor
invoke it.

Onewondershow Walvoord would answer a Jew who might ques-
tion him about the doctrine of the Trinity and its apparent absence in
the Old Testament. Walvoord probably would reply, “The revelation
of the Trinity came after the Old Testament.” But that is the Jew’s
whole point. Such aresponse does not deal with the fundamental div-
iding issue. The chronological sequence of revelation is not the issue
here; theissueistheological consistency. Thekey hermeneutical ques-
tion in both examples — the Trinity and the dispensational Rapture —
is this: “Does some later Bible teaching categorically contradict an
earlier teaching of the Bible?” The appropriate response for a
conservative Bible scholar isto demonstrate that an earlier revelation
is not contradicted by subsequent revelation.

Thiswas not Walvoord' sapproach. He simply asserted that Jesus
teaching on the kingdom came, well, later. But we know that, Dr.
Walvoord! That isn't the point. The point is this: the dispensation-
alists' Rapture doctrine categorically contradicts the plain teaching —
literal, | hastento add — of Matthew 13. The Rapture doctrine asserts
the existence of aradical historical discontinuity between Christ’s
first advent and His coming again in fina judgment. Matthew 13
denies such a possbility. This is premillennialism’'s number-one
exegetical problem. It is comparable to amillennialism’s inability to
explain the Old Testament’s main passage that deals with the New

14. John F. Walvoord, The Rapture Question, rev. ed. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zonder-
van, 1979), p. 183.
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Heaven and New Earth (also mentioned in Revelation 21), | saiah 65:
17-23.%°

Walvoord wrotethat “thetruth presented in Matthew 13 dealswith
the whole period betweenthe First and Second Advents.” Postmillen-
nialists and amillennialists agree entirely: “Second Advent” refers to
Christ’ sbodily, visible Second Coming at the final judgment. It refers
to the end of sin-cursed time. But this cannot be its meaning for
dispensationalists, since sin-cursed time does not end during the mil-
lennium, even though Christ is said to reign on earth during the mil-
lennium. Then what did Walvoord mean by “Second Advent”? The
phraseisnot listed in the book’ sindex. Wedo find “ Second Coming,”
especidly “in contrast to the Rapture,” but unfortunately this
referencetakesusto thebook’ sendnotes(pp. 277—78): no comments,
just abunch of assorted notes. The entry for “Second Coming” refers
usto page 61, where we read: “At the Second Advent, indeed, there
isagathering together of the church from heaven and the Old Testa-
ment saintsin resurrection along with elect angels as well as elect on
the earth. All elect of all ages converge upon the millennial scene.”
Thisisareaffirmation of a major discontinuity before the final judg-
ment, when all the dead will be raised from the grave. But we do not
need reaffirmations to persuade us; we need detailed exegesis.*® He
provides none.

15. North, Millennialismand Social Theory, pp. 96-106.

16. For over 35 years, the theol ogical leaders of the dispensational movement have con-
tented themselveswith aseries of brief reaffirmations. Since the late 1970’ s, they have not
given usvery many of these. Since 1988 —no Rapture, yet the 40th anniversary of the foun-
ding of the nation of Israel — we have heard very little at all. Since Bahnsen and Gentry
destroyed House and Ice’s Dominion Theology: Blessing or Curse? (Portland, Oregon:
Multnomah Press, 1988), we have heard nothing. See Greg L. Bahnsen and Kenneth L.
Gentry, House Divided: The Break-Up of Dispensational Theology (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1989). See also Gary North, Rapture Fever: Why Dispensation-
alismIs Paralyzed (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1993).
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S0, rather than discuss Matthew 13, which is the single most
important continuity passageinthe New Testament, and which onthe
face of it categorically denies the possihility of the premillennial Rap-
ture, Walvoord just ignored the problem. The premillennial Rapture
doctrine was first presented in the New Covenant, he said, with the
doctrine of the church, which itself was tacked onto the kingdom
doctrine by Jesus three chapters later, in Matthew 16. So much for
Jesus' teaching on Hiskingdom' scontinuity. Jesus supposedly defini-
tive teaching in Matthew 13 regarding the continuity of His kingdom
barely survived for three chapters. Walvoord's exegetical strategy
does not encourage anyone's confidence in dispensationalism's
supposedly literalistic hermeneutic: “literal whenever convenient.”*’
The viewpoint’s defenders declare that they are hermeneutical literal-
ists, but when pressured, they also invoke symbolism.

C. |. Scofield’ s Denial

Walvoord wasfollowing C. |. Scofield’ slead. Scofield’ s comment
on the parable of the field is almost beyond belief. Jesus said: “The
field is the world; the good seed are the children of the kingdom; but
the tares are the children of the wicked one” (v. 38). Message: the
field isthe world. Scofield said: “The parable of the wheat and tares
isnot adescription of the world, but of that which professesto be the

17. Some reader may ask in a generation or two: “Why is North kicking this dead
theological horse?’ Answer: because in my day, this horse is indeed theologically brain-
dead at the seminary level, but its body — local churches comprising millions of
fundamentalists—isstill kicking. | amtrying heretogiveit adecent Christian burial. | am
burying it with Scripture.
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kingdom.”*® Message: the field is not the world. Scofield was saying
that Jesus was wrong. This is a very difficult position for a Bible-
affirming author to take, but Scofield wasalawyer. He waspresenting
atypical lawyer’s brief. “If the jury must be mised in order to win
your case, thisisthe price asuccessful lawyer must pay.” Lawyerspay
it al the time.

Scofield knew exactly what he had to do: deny the historical con-
tinuity of Christ’ skingdom. He did this by denying that Jesus had said
what Jesus had clearly said, namely, that the historical arena of
Satan’ sdeceptionistheworld. Scofield’ sapproachisthecorrupt law-
yer’s tactic of the deliberate misrepresentation of fact. The prepos-
terous nature of his comment should not be regarded as evidence of
Scofield’ s intellectual incompetence. Lawyer Scofield was smart; he
was aso consistent: driven to this deceptive tactic by the inescapable
logic of his position. He understood his jury. The jury for amost a
century hasremained silent about this obvious misrepresentation. His
successors have not deviated from his interpretation. The dispensa-
tional theologians who edited the New Scofield Reference Bible
(1967) left this note intact, word for word.*® They could not give up
this note without abandoning the whole dispensational system. If the
field isthe world, then the world will never experience any discontin-
uity inthe middle of New Covenant history so radical asthe premillen-
nial Rapture: the tearing out of the wheat, dispensationalism teaches
(in open contradiction of the text), rather than the tares. They
abandoned a great deal in their revisions of Scofield’ s notes, but not
this. The price was too high.

18. C. I. Scofield, The Scofield Reference Bible (New York: Oxford University Press,
1909), p. 1015n.

19. The New Scofield Reference Bible (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1967), p.
1015n.
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The meaning of leaven is continuity and growth. Thisdual process
refers to history: the kingdom of God. Yet thisis what has always
been denied by dispensationalism. Thetraditional dispensational view
isthat while leaven doesrefer to growth, this growth isthe growth of
evil. If good also grows, then a central pillar of dispensational theol-
ogy collapses, and with it the central pillar of dispensational social
ethics (meaning atheologically rigorous absence thereof). If good in-
creases, thenthe Christian social theorist must answer two questions:
(1) What isthe legal basisin society of this progressive social good?
(2) How is this progressive sociad good to be achieved? Dispen-
sationalists shy away from asking either question. Both questionslead
to theonomic answers.

Scofield and His Revisers

| need to cite Scofield here at considerable length, in order to make
clear the nature of the exegetical debate. The exegetical debate centers
around the question of the effects of the gospel in history. The
dispensationalist assumes that the gospel must fail to transform the
world in history, i.e., the era of the church prior to Christ’s secret
Rapture of the saints and His subsequent physical return to earth to
establishan earthly kingdom. Thisispremillennialism’ seschatological
presupposition. The failure of the gospel to transform society is
supposedly an inescapable prophetic truth: predestinated by God.

With this view of church history as his operating presupposition,
Scofield then applied it to the interpretation of Matthew 13:33, which
reads. “Another parable spake he unto them; The kingdom of heaven
islike unto leaven, which awoman took, and hid in three measures of
meal, till the whole was leavened.” Scofield recognized his primary
theological probleminthispassage: postmillennialism. So, he devoted
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his note to arefutation of . . . amillennialism. He had to deflect the
jury’s attention from the really hard nut to crack in this passage: its
postmillennial implications, i.e., the growth of Christ’s kingdom in
history. Scofield wrote the following convoluted passage:

That interpretation of the parable of the L eaven (v. 33) which makes
(with variation as to details) the leaven to be the Gospdl, introduced
into the world (*three measures of meal”) by the church, and working
subtly until the world is converted (“till the whole was leavened”) is
opentofatal objection: (1) It doesviolencetotheunvarying symboalical
meaning of leaven, and especially to the meaning fixed by our Lord
Himsdf (Mt. 16.6-12; Mk. 8.15. See“Leaven,” Gen. 19.3; Mt. 13.33
note). (2) Theimplication of a converted world in this age (“till the
whole was leavened”), is explicitly contradicted by our Lord's
interpretation of the parables of the Wheat and Tares, and of the Net.
Our Lord presents a picture of a partly converted kingdom in an
unconverted world; of good fishand bad inthevery kingdom-net itsdlf.
(3) The method of the extension of the kingdom is given in the first
parable. It is by sowing seed, not by mingling leaven. The symbols
have, in Scripture, a meaning fixed by inspired usage. Leaven is the
principle of corruption working subtly; is invariably used in a bad
sense (see“Leaven,” Gen. 19.3, refs.), and is defined by our Lord as
evil doctrine (Mt. 16.11,12; Mk. 8.15). Meal, on the contrary, was
used in one of the sweet-savour offerings (Lev. 2.1-3), and was food
for the priests (Lev. 6.15-17).%

Garbled, isn't it? Note: when a Bible expositor writes garbled
prose, you can be fairly confident that he is having trouble explaining
the text.

Scofield’ sview isaffirmed, thoughinmorereadable English, by the

20. Scofield Reference Bible, p. 1016n.
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New Scofield Bible: leaven as evil.

Leaven, as afermenting process, is uniformly regarded in Scripture
astypifying the presence of impurity or evil (Ex. 12:15,19; 13:7; Lev.
2:11; Dt. 16:4; Mt. 16:6,12; Mk. 8:15; Lk. 12:1; 1 Cor. 5:6-9; Gal.
5:9). The two wave loaves, representing Israd and the Gentiles as
forming the Church, contained leaven in recognition of imperfections
in the believers (see Lev. 23:17, note). The use of leaven in the three
measures of meal seems intended likewise to represent evil within the
kingdom of heaven. Theteaching that leavenin this parablerepresents
the beneficent influence of the Gospe pervading the world has no
Scriptural justification. Nowhere in Scripture does leaven represent
good; theidea of a converted world at the end of theageis contradicted
by the presence of tares among thewheat and bad fish among the good
in the kingdom itsalf.%

Thenthe editorsadded an afterthought, one not found in Scofield's
original notes. They threw a sop — a single introductory clause — to
those Christians who by 1967 desperately wanted to see some influ-
ence for good in history asaresult of the gospel, that is, asaresult of
their personal efforts. This brief genuflect in the direction of social
concernreflected the beginning of theend for traditional dispensation-
alism: “Although Biblical truth has a beneficial moral influence on
the world,? the mingling of leaven is not the method of divine salva-
tion or enlargement of the kingdom. Tares never become wheat.” %

Some questions must be raised at this point. First and foremost,
how in the name of Scofield can there be avisible, historically mean-

21. New Scofidd Reference Bible, p. 1015n.
22. Emphasis added.

23. ldem.
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ingful, beneficial moral influence of the gospel in this world prior to
the Rapture? On what basis? Common grace, perhaps? If so, then
postmillennialists can use this crucial admission to explain a great
many things about the growth of God's kingdom in history. It was
postmillennialism above all that Scofield had to refute in his note on
Matthew 13:33 — the task he discreetly avoided. On the other hand,
if thisbeneficial influenceisneither visible nor historically meaningful,
why mention it at all? What emotional good would such an impotent
influence in the “Church Age’ do for one’s followers? Why should
one’s followers care? They did not care in Scofield’'s day. By 1967,
however, the emotional support for dispensationalism’'s social
pessimism had begun to fade. A decade later in the United States, it
faded rapidly, when Americanfundamentalist Christiansre-entered the
world of politics after half a century of withdrawal .

Smoke Screens

An argument found in both Scofield Biblesrests on the undeniable
fact that there will still be tares at the end of history. | admit: not
everyone will become a Christian. This admission would be a great
deal more devastating if there had ever been any theologian in history
— let alone an entire school of interpretation —who argued that when
Christ returns there will be no one found on earth except born-again

24. Thewithdrawal camein 1925, after the defeat in the mediaof fundamentalist spokes-
man William Jennings Bryan during the world famous Scopes “monkey trial.” The case
centered on the teaching of evol ution in tax-financed school sbel ow the collegiatelevel . See
George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth-
Century Evangdlicalism, 1870-1925 (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1980), ch. 21.
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Chrigtians.® That the Scofieldians thought it worth including this
argument in their notes indicates their need for convenient stick men
to refute. Space for notesin aBible is extremely scarce. It ismy con-
tention that an expositor does not waste precious note space in a
study Bible in order to refute nonsense unless he is trying to deflect
the reader’ s attention from his own nonsense. He burns stick men in
public in order to produce smoke.

Theheart of the Scofield notes’ argument, however, istheassertion
that leaven always means corruption. This is a highly dangerous
argument. It can very easily sink the theologian who rests his case on
it. The familiar logician’ stool istrue: “A universal negativeisrefuted
by a single positive.” Such a positive example unquestionably exists,
and our expositors knew this, which is why they refused to cite this
key passageintheir long list of supposed negative examples. “Besides
the cakes, he shall offer for his offering leavened bread with the
sacrifice of thanksgiving of his peace offerings’ (Lev. 7:13). Leaven
was mandated by God for use in peace offerings. How could asymbol
of ever-growing evil serve as a sacrifice mandated by a holy God?

The Peace Offering

Elsawhere, Scofield offered anote on Leviticus 7:13. He acknowl-

25. | wrote abook to deal with this very question of wheat, tares, and the final rebellion
of Satan’s forces at the end of time in a Christianized world: Dominion and Common
Grace: TheBiblical Basis of Progress (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1987). The answer is remarkably simple: the spread of the gospel increases the common
graceof Godinhistory. Togain God’ sexternal covenantal blessings, men must obey God' s
external covenantal laws. Men want these blessings, so they will obey. The external
cultural blessings will come, as God has promised (Lev. 26; Deut. 28). The world will be
progressively transformed. The rebels therefore have something big to rebel against.
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edged that this was a peace offering to God.?®

The use of leaven here is significant. Peace with God is something
which thebdiever shareswith God. Christ isour peace-offering (Eph.
2.13). Any thanksgiving for peace must, first of all, present Him. In
verse 12 we haverthis, in type, and so leaven is excluded. In verse 13
it istheofferer who givesthanksfor his participationinthepeace, and
sotheleavenfitly signifies, that though having peace with God through
the work of another, there is still evil in him. This is illustrated in
Amos 4.5, wherethe evil in Israd is before God.

The leaven supposedly represented the evil peace-offerer. The
unleaven supposedly represented Christ. Thisnotewasreprinted with-
out ateration in the New Scofield Bible.

If we take Scofield at his word, then something symbolically evil
was somehow a satisfactory offering to God. What verse could be
appealedtoinorder to substantiate thisthesis, namely, that anunclean
thing was ever acceptable to God as an Old Covenant sacrifice? The
dispensationalists do not attempt to offer such evidence. | cannot
imagine what sort of evidence could be offered. The very context of
this passage warns against such a conclusion:

And the flesh that toucheth any unclean thing shall not be eaten; it
shall be burnt with fire and as for theflesh, all that be clean shall eat
thereof. But the soul that eateth of the flesh of the sacrifice of peace
offerings, that pertain unto the LORD, having his uncleanness upon
him, even that soul shall be cut off from his people. Moreover the soul
that shall touch any unclean thing, as the uncleanness of man, or any
unclean beast, or any abominable unclean thing, and eat of theflesh of

26. Scofield Reference Bible, p. 134n. Amos 4:5: “ And offer a sacrifice of thanksgiving
with leaven, and proclaim and publish the free offerings: for this liketh you, O ye children
of Israel, saith the Lord GOD.”
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the sacrifice of peace offerings, which [pertain] unto the LORD, even
that soul shall be cut off from his people (Lev. 7:19-21).

Even to touch an unclean thing and then eat the peace offering
meant excommunicationfromthecongregation. Y et dispensationalists
— those writing prior to the 1980’ s— wanted usto believe that leaven
is exclusively a symbol of evil. But then they turned around and
declared that thisinherently evil symbol was acceptable to God asthe
basis of establishing peace with Him. (Those writing after 1980 have
yet to replace this obvioudy untenable line of argument, but at least
they no longer defend it.)

The whole point of a peace offering was to admit publicly that the
person offering the peace offering was judicially clean. His sins had
been forgiven. The peace offering was not a required sacrifice for
wiping away sin. It was a voluntary sacrifice that acknowl edged that
the person’ ssin had already been wiped away. It was a public act of
covenant renewal.

Nothing was placed on God's fiery altar that was not representa-
tionally clean. The sacrifice was a legal substitute. It pointed to a fu-
ture legal substitute, Jesus Christ. To have ajudicialy impure object
on God's atar would necessarily have pointed to the doctrine of
Christ’s humanity as fallen. Scofield understood this, so he identified
the unleavened cakes as the symbol of Jesus Christ. But thisapproach
destroys any doctrine of representation for the leaven. If the peace-
offerer wasrepresented by something impure, he had no legal basisfor
making the peace offering. His sacrifice of leaven would have
condemned him publicly if leaven always meant evil exclusively. But
if leavenisnot always asymbol of evil, how areweto explainit? This
isaproblem facing all expositors.
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The L eaven of the Pharisees

What isstrange isthe fact that within the Reformed tradition, there
have been examples of interpretations of Leviticus 7:13 that are
similar to Scofield’s. Premillennialist Andrew Bonar®” wrote in 1846:
“His sins are al forgiven; there is peace between him and his God.
Thereisintheworshipper no uncleannessnow. But thisreconciliation
does not declare that there is no corruption left remaining in the
worshipper. Perfect pardon does not imply perfect holiness. Thereis
aremnant of evil left. But herewe seethat remnant of evil brought out
before the Lord. The ‘leavened cakes' intimate the corruption of the
offerer; . . .”?® Amazingly, Rushdoony followed Bonar’s lead.”® The
fact that dispensationalists have not been alert to the covenantal impli-
cations of this interpretation is not surprising; that covenant theol-
ogianshave been equally inattentiveto the covenant isvery surprising.

Perhaps covenant theologians have been led into the dispensation-
alist ditch of muddled symbolism because of Jesus warning regarding
leaven of the Pharisees.

Then Jesus said unto them, Take heed and beware of the leaven of the
Phariseesand of the Sadducees. And they reasoned among themselves,
saying, It is because we have taken no bread. Which when Jesus
perceaived, he said unto them, O yeof littlefaith, why reason ye among
yoursdlves, because ye have brought no bread? Do ye not yet

27. On Bonar’s premillennialism, see lain H. Murray, The Puritan Hope: A Study in
Revival and the Interpretation of Prophecy (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth Trust, 1971), p.
195.

28. Andrew Bonar, A Commentary on Leviticus (London: Banner of Truth Trust, [1846]
1966), p. 132.

29. R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press,
1973), pp. 82-83.
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understand, neither remember thefiveloaves of thefivethousand, and
how many baskets ye took up? Neither the seven loaves of the four
thousand, and how many baskets ye took up? How isit that ye do not
understand that | spake it not to you concerning bread, that ye should
beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees? Then
understood they how that he bade them not beware of the leaven of
bread, but of the doctrine of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees (Matt.
16:6-12).

Thedisciples, initially committed to popular Jewish hermeneutical
literalism and therefore frequently incapable of understanding Jesus
analogies, made a similar mistake. Jesus then told them what He
meant. He was condemning the leaven of the Pharisees. They recog-
nized that Jesus was talking about the Pharisees’ falsedoctrine. The
text does not say false doctrine as such, but only the Pharisees false
doctrine. The problem today isthat modern theologians still have not
understood theimplicationsof thedisciples subsequent understanding
of Jesus warning. All leaven is not evil. The Pharisees leaven was
evil, so it had to be avoided. There was nothing wrong with leaven as
such. It does not symbolize evil as such. Sometimes it symbolizes
good, which is why it served as a mandatory peace offering. It
symbolizes growth, not evil. Growth in evil isto be avoided; growth
in righteousness is to be pursued.

Conclusion

The brief kingdom parable of theleavenin Matthew 13:33 restson
an understanding of leaven as a symbol of growth and continuity, not
leaven as exclusively evil. If leaven is understood as exclusively evil,
then Satan’ skingdom must be viewed astriumphant in church history.
This is exactly what premillennialism asserts with respect to the
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history of the church, i.e., the period prior to Jesus bodily return to
the earth. But the parable identifies the kingdom of heaven as leaven:
growth.

We seeinthe discussion of leaven by dispensationalists an example
of how eschatology can influence and even determine exegesis. What
the passage speaks plainly about — the kingdom of heaven — the
dispensationalist must deny. Thisiswhy J. Dwight Pentecost’ sadmis-
sionin the latest edition of Thingsto Come is so devastating. He has
abandoned the “leaven isalwaysevil” exegesis. But it is discouraging
to read the discussion of leaven by Bonar and Rushdoony (especially
Rushdoony, a dedicated postmillennialist), who retain traces of the
older dispensational view of leaven.

Leaven is an inescapable concept in the New Covenant era. Some-
thing must grow over time: either good or evil. Let it be good. We
must therefore seek to purge the old exegetical leaven of eschatolo-
gical defeat for the gospel and substitute the new leaven of eschatolo-
gical victory.
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THE CHURCH VS. SOCIALISM

And the multitude of them that believed were of one heart and of one
soul: neither said any [of them] that ought of the things which he
possessed was his own; but they had all things common (Acts 4:32).

But Peter said, Ananias, why hath Satanfilled thinehearttolieto the
Holy Ghost, and to keep back [ part] of the price of the land? Whiles
it remained, was it not thine own? and after it was sold, wasit not in
thine own power ? why hast thou concelved this thing in thine heart?
thou hast not lied unto men, but unto God (Acts 5:3-4).

The first-century church was not opposed to private property, as
Peter’ swords clearly indicate.* But great wealth istoo great atemp-
tation for most people. Jesus laid down the general rule: “And again
| say unto you, It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a
needle, than for arich man to enter into the kingdom of God” (Matt.
19:24).2 Nevertheless, this rule is not absolute: “When his disciples
heard it, they were exceedingly amazed, saying, Who then can be
saved? But Jesus beheld them, and said unto them, With men thisis
impossible; but with God all things are possible” (Matt. 19:25-26).

The deciding factor is personal self-government under God' slaw,
whether we are speaking of great wealth, great power, great intelli-
gence, great beauty, or any other blessing in abundance. Christians
have been suspicious of great persona wealth in the hands of the

1. Gary North, Sacrifice and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Acts, electronic
edition (West Foirk, Arkansas: Institute for Christian Econimics, 2000), ch. 4.

2. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Matthew, 2nd

electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]
2003), ch. 38.
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gpiritually average person. They are aware of God' scovenantal warn-
ing to Israel: beware, lest “thou say in thine heart, My power and the
might of mine hand hath gotten me thiswealth. But thou shalt remem-
ber the LORD thy God: for it is he that giveth thee power to get
wealth, that he may establish his covenant which he sware unto thy
fathers, asit isthisday” (Deut. 8:17-18).3

God gives individuals the power to get wealth. Should civil gov-
ernments deny this principle by passing legislation that deliberately
reduces this power for some men — specifically, the successful? On
what biblical basis could such legidation be justified? These are
rhetorical questions. There is no possibility of legitimately invoking
biblical judicial standards to defend either socialism or modern egali-
tarianism, i.e., hard-core liberation theology or soft-core liberation
theology. Peter’ swordsto Ananiasarejudicially and ethically authori-
tative. Socialism is therefore a form of ethical rebellion. Thisis why
liberation theologians, not to mention outright Christian socialists, do
not begin their analyses or manifestos with a detailed exegesis of this
passage.

Until moderntimes, theleadership of orthodox churchessteadfastly
opposed socialism. They did not proclaim the ideal of free market
capitalism, but they did proclaim ideals that eventually produce free
market capitalism: the legitimacy of private property, geographical
mobility for the sake of one’ sserviceto God (theideal of missionsand
one's calling before God), personal responsibility, and voluntary
charity to relieve individual cases of poverty. Within the churches,
there have occasionally been defenders of compulsory State socialism
—asdistinguished from the voluntary socialism of certain vow-taking
religious orders — but they have aways been regarded as heretical by

3. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronony,
2nd electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginiaz Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), ch. 21.
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the churches leadership. The march into socialist ideology by the
leadership of modern mainline churcheshasbeen accompanied by their
march out of theological orthodoxy.*

“Liberty, Equality, Fraternity”

Thisfamous slogan of the French Revolution embodiesthe Enlight-
enment’s revolutionary ideal — an ideal of radical smplicity.® These
three ideals can be found in the Bible, aong with many others. To
single out these three ideals as the foundations of social order isto
adopt the fallacy of simplicity — the principle of the lowest common
denominator.® This fallacy has always been the fundamental error of
socidist economic theory: the idea that an economic plan simple
enough for a committee to design and enforce will suffice to fit
together the comprehensive wants and productive capacities of an
entire society.’

Liberty under God and God's law has been basic to the ideal of
Western liberty. “The truth shall make you free” (John 8:32b) has
been aguiding principle of Western thought from the beginning. Each
man is responsible before God for his own thoughts and actions.

4. C. Gregg Singer, The Unholy Alliance (New Rochelle, New Y ork: Arlington House,
1974); Edgar C. Bundy, Collectivismin the Churches (Wheaton, Illinois: Church League
of America, 1957).

5. James H. Billington, Firein the Minds of Men: Origins of the Revolutionary Faith
(New York: Basic Books, 1980), p. 4.

6. R. J. Rushdoony, Foundations of Social Order: Sudiesin the Creeds and Councils of
the Early Church (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1968] 1978), ch. 9: “Constantinople
11: The Fallacy of Simplicity.”

7. 1bid., p. 97. Cf. F. A. Hayek, Individualism and Economic Order (University of
Chicago Press, 1948), ch. 4: “The Use of Knowledge in Society.”
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Liberty is acorollary to this high degree of individual responsibility.

Equality as an ided is found in Paul’ s second letter to the church
at Corinth. “For | mean not that other men be eased, and ye burdened:
But by an equality, that now at this time your abundance may be a
supply for their want, that their abundance also may be a supply for
your want: that there may be equality” (11 Cor. 8:13-14). The context
of his remarks was his fund-raising for poor Christians in the Jeru-
salem church (Rom. 15:26; | Cor. 16:3). The Corinthian church had
pledged these funds a year before (Il Cor. 16:10-11). Paul was
reminding them of their year-old pledge — a practice still common in
Christian fund-raising. He was calling for voluntary sacrifice in order
to meet the needs of a specific group of poor Christians. He was not
laying down ajudicia ideal for political economy.

Fraternity is an inescapable implication of the doctrine of the
fatherhood of God. Paul told the Atheniansthat God created all things
(Acts 17:24); therefore, He “hath made of one blood all nations of
men for to dwell on all the face of the earth, and hath determined the
times before appointed, and the bounds of their habitation” (Acts
17:26). But God has disinherited the sons of Adam. Entry into God's
holy family is available only through adoption by God, who has
predestinated each redeemed person’ ssalvation before thefoundation
of the world. “According as he hath chosen us in him before the
foundation of the world, that we should be holy and without blame
before him in love; Having predestinated us unto the adoption of
children by Jesus Christ to himself, according to the good pleasure of
hiswill” (Eph. 1:4-5). The disinherited sons of Adam are outside the
judicial boundaries of God' s adopted family. This theology of exclu-
sion infuriates them.

Thethree-fold revolutionary ideal, whichisat bottom deeply relig-
ious, is asubstitute for the Bible's multiple ideals. It is based on faith
in the healing power of the predestinating State. All men must be
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adopted into the universal family of man. (Thisimpliesthe need for a
universal, unitary world State.)) They must all become citizens,
brothers, and comrades. Those who resist or repudiate this political
adoption must either be killed or endaved: the modern totalitarian’s
version of the conquest of Canaan. Thisisthe underlying theology of
the guillotine and the Gulag Archipelago.

Socialism: Ideal vs. Reality

Liberty, equality, and fraternity have proven to be unattainable
socidlist idedls. Inthe name of liberty, socialist states have repeatedly
crushed liberty through taxation, inflation, confiscation, and regula-
tion, while simultaneously creating rigid hierarchies based on access
to political power and privilege. In the name of equality, socialism
creates new hierarchies based on accessto office rather than accessto
money. The failed Soviet Russian experiment, like the tottering Red
Chinese experiment, provides abundant evidence of politica
favoritism, especially for family members of Communist Party mem-
bers. Inthename of the abolition of private property, socialismcreates
new forms of control over property: second homes (dachas) for high
Communist officials; special storesfor high Communist officialswho,
along with members of criminal syndicates, alone possessed “hard”
(Western) currency. As for fraternity, the various brotherhoods
established by socialists have resembled the brotherhood of Cain and
Abel. Stalin and Trotsky serve as representative examples.®

The promise of equality has proven to be the most powerful appesal

8. The executioner hired tokill Trotsky at Stalin’s command used an ice axe. Thissurely
was not accidental. The axe was the ancient Russian symbol of man’s dominion over
nature. It was also used as a revolutionary image. James H. Billington, The Icon and the
Axe: An Interpretive History of Russian Culture (New York: Vintage, 1966), pp. 26-28.
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of socialism. Part of this appeal has been based on jealousy: the desire
to confiscate another person’ swealthin order to augment my wealth.
A far stronger impulse has been envy: the desire to destroy another
person’s wealth even though the destroyers do not profit from this
destructive act.” It is not that socialist voters really expect politicians
to legidate new tax codes that sharply reduce the tax burden of the
poor and the middle class; it is that they want tax codes that punish
the rich.

Equality beforethe law inaworld of different resources, especialy
personal resources, leadsto theinequality of economic results. Adopt-
ing an admittedly imperfect analogy from the sports world — a
rhetorical strategy used by Paul on occasion®® — if men cannot run a
race at the same speed, then an even starting line, astraight runway, ™
and a smultaneous start will always lead to winners and losers:
inequality of results. Socialism deniesthe legitimacy of the inequality
of competitive economic results, so the socialist must invoke the
coercive power of the State to stamp out al forms of inequality based
onserviceto consumers. Inequality beforethelaw becomesthe social-
ist’sinevitable judicia standard.

Socialismtransfers ownership fromindividuals, families, churches,

9. Helmut Schoeck, Envy: A Theory of Social Behavior (New Y ork: Harcourt, Brace &
World, [1966] 1969), pp. 249-51.

10. “Know ye nat that they which run in arace run all, but one receiveth the prize? So
run, that ye may obtain” (I Cor. 9:24). “Wherefore seeingweal so are compassed about with
sogreat acloud of witnesses, | et uslay aside every weight, and the sin which doth so easily
beset us, and let us run with patience the race that is set before us’ (Heb. 12:1).

11. On acurved track, the runners do not run the same distance if the starting line is
even. Thosein the outer lanes must run farther. In such races, the startingline is staggered.
Semi-socialists demand a staggered start in order to keep life's economic race fair:
economicinequality at the beginning. But only God knows how a staggered start should be
arranged, since no one but God knows how far away the finish line is for each person.
There are limits to analogies.
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and corporationsto the State. It substitutes bureaucratic management
for profit management.* It substitutes central planning by committees
for entrepreneurial planning by risk-takers. It substitutes State sover-
eignty for consumer sovereignty.

In the name of the family of man, socialism wageswar on the fam-
ily, for the covenantal family possesses a separate judicia authority;
it resists absorption into the State. Socialismwageswar onthe church
for the samereason. Heavy taxation, special exemptions, subsidiesfor
those who publicly conform to the State's edicts, and bureaucratic
regulation are the State’ s main strategies of conquest in both of these
wars.

The Early Church

Clement of Alexandria, in his late-second-century sermon on the
rich young ruler, enjoined self-discipline, not poverty. Extreme pov-
erty isbad, he said. “For it isimpossible and inconceivable that those
in want of the necessaries of life should not be harassed in mind, and
hindered from better things in the endeavour to provide them some-
how, and from some source.”*® Therefore, he concluded, “And how
much more beneficial the opposite case, for aman, through possessing
acompetency, both not himself to be in straits about money, and also
to give assistance to those to whom it is requisite so to do! For if no

12. Ludwig von Mises, Bureaucracy (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press,
1944).

13. Clement, “Who Is the Rich Man That Shall Be Saved?’ XIl. The Ante-Nicene

Fathers, II, Fathers of the Second Century, reprint edition (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Eerdmans, 1979), p. 594.
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one had anything, what room would be left among men for giving?’**

It is clear that his concern here was with individual Christians, not
the State. Individuals should administer wealth. They are required by
God to gain the skills necessary to become competent administrators
of wealth. Thereisnothing morally wrong with great wealth. “Riches,
then, which benefit also our neighbours, are not to be thrown away.
For they are possessions, inasmuch asthey are possessed, and goods,
inasmuch as they are useful and provided by God for the use of men;
and they lieto our hand, and are put under our power, as material and
instruments which are for good use to those who know the instru-
ment. If you use it skillfully, it is skillful; if you are deficient in sKill, it
is affected by your want of skill, being itself destitute of blame. Such
aninstrument iswealth. . . . That then which of itself has neither good
nor evil, being blameless, ought not to be blamed; but that which has
the power of using it well and ill, by reason of its possessing voluntary
choice. And thisisthe mind and judgment of man, which hasfreedom
initself and self-determination in the treatment of what is assigned to
it. So let no man destroy wealth, rather than the passions of the soul,
which are incompatible with the better use of wedth. So that,
becoming virtuous and good, he may be able to make a good use of
these riches.”*°

A similar negativeattitudetoward the accumulation of great wealth
prevailed in the centuries that followed. In their detailed study of the
history of medieval political theory, the Carlyleswrotein 1927: “The
earliest Fathers carry on these conceptionsvery much aswefind them
inthe New Testament: on the one hand they do not seem to have any
dogmatic theory of the community of Christian men’s goods; on the
other hand they continue to insist that the Christian man is bound to

14. 1bid., X1, p. 594.

15. Ibid., X1V, p. 595.

1523



Appendix D

use hisproperty to relieve the wants of hisfellow-man, and especialy
of hisfellow-Christian.”*® Honest labor was required of church mem-
bers, charity was strongly recommended, and the ideal of voluntary
poverty for the gospel’s sake was affirmed. But there was aso faith
in God's external blessings for those who are obedient to Him. One
such blessing is wealth. So, any public denunciation of wealth was
generally qualified.’” Thechurch duringitsfirst three centuriesdid not
advocate communism or State action to redistribute wealth.*®

Then what about private property? Is it acommandment of God?
The early church, like the medieval church, identified the origin of
private property with the fal of man. (A secular version of this
account was offered by Karl Marx, and before him, by Jean Jacques
Rousseau. Marx viewed alienation — a kind of secular fall — as the
origin of private property.*® Rousseau viewed private property asthe
cause of man'’ sfall into the evil of civil society rather thanits effect.?)

16. R. W. and A. J. Carlyle, A History of Medieval Palitical Theory in the West, 6 vals.,
2nd ed. ( Edinburgh: Blackwood, [1927] 1962), val. |, The Second Century to the Ninth, p.
132.

17. Cecil John Cadoux, The Early Church and the World (Edinburgh: Clark, 1925), pp.
195-97.

18. Ibid., pp. 603-4.

19. Marx wrote that “though private property appears to be the source, the cause of
alienated labor, it israther its consequence. . .."” Marx, “Estranged Labor,” The Economic
and Philosophical Manuscripts of 1844, edited by Dirk J. Struik (New Y ork: International
Publishers, 1964), p. 117. Cf. Marx and Engels, Collected Works (New Y ork: International
Publishers, 1975), val. 3, p. 279. See Gary North, Marx' s Religion of Revolution: Regen-
eration Through Chaos (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, [1968] 1989), pp.
169-70. This assumes, of course, that Marx regarded these documents as manuscripts, as
distinguished from notes taken from others’ writings.

20. Rousseau regarded “ crimes, wars, and murders’ asthe result of civil society, which
in turn came when “The first man who, having enclosed a piece of ground, be-thought of
himself of saying ‘ This is mine,’” and found people simple enough to believe him. . . .”
Rousseau, “A Dissertation on the Origin and Foundation of the Inequality of Mankind”
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This explanation became an important argument of the conservative
churchmen against the radical egalitarians® Both Cyprian and
Chrysostom preached on common property as an ideal, using Acts
4:32 as their text.”? But they did not argue that the State should
enforce such a community of common ownership.

Themajor early church exponent of the egalitarian traditionwas St.
Ambrose in the late fourth century. On the one hand, he affirmed the
traditional view of wealth: “But riches themselves are not blame-
able.”? Onthe other hand, hewasan egalitarian. Heviewed the origin
of private property as part of the fall of man: usurpation. He argued
that the poor are not responsible for their poverty. Charity is actually
a form of restitution. But he proposed no coercive power for the
creation of a weadlth-redistribution program. As Arthur Loveoy
observed, not much ever came of Ambrose’s teaching in this regard.
“The most significant fact concerning this side of the teaching of St.
Ambrose is that so little came of it. The most powerful and most
popular figure in the Latin Church through two critical decades, he
played a large part in determining the direction which it was to take
in theology, in its ecclesiastical polity, its liturgy, and itsrelations to
the secular authority. But his preaching of a virtually egalitarian and
communistic ideal of a Christian society had no effect commensurate

(1755), in The Social Contract and the Discourses, Everyman’s Library (New Y ork:
Dutton, [1913] 1966), p. 192. This famous passage introduces Part Two.

21. Richard Schlatter, Private Property: The History of an Idea (New Brunswick, New
Jersey: Rutgers University Press, 1951), p. 35.

22. Ibid., p. 39.

23. Letter LXIII, in A Sdect Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, vol. X, &. Am-
brose, p. 470.
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with its earnestness and eloquence.”

The Medieval Church

We think of medieval monasteries as being the incarnation of the
anti-commercial spirit. Regarding private property, Benedict’s sixth-
century manual (Rule) of monastic rulesannounced: “ Thisvice espec-
ially ought to be utterly rooted out of the monastery”;® it is a“most
wicked vice.”*® Yet even here, the power of thrift, hard work, and
careful management kept leading to the accumulation of institutional
wealth. In the sale of the produce of the monasteries to the general
public, Benedict was committed to one of the most fundamental
aspects of modern capitalism: price competition. “And, asregardsthe
price, let not the sin of avarice creep in; but let the goods aways be
sold alittle cheaper than they are sold by people of the world, that in
all things God may be glorified.”?” The result was that the Benedic-
tine monasteries accumulated great wealth over the centuries. Dom
Cuthbert Butler writes of Benedict: “Whether he contemplated his
monasteries acquiring great wealth, it isimpossible to say; probably
it did not enter his mind. But this in time did come about, and
inevitably. The mere fact of abody of men working without personal
remuneration, living frugally, and pooling their earnings, would of
itself in time accumulate wealth. Then came the flood of gifts of all

24. Arthur O. Lovejoy, “The Communism of St. Ambrose,” Journal of the History of
Ideas, Il (1942), pp. 467—68. This essay includes extracts from Ambrose’ s writings.

25. TheRuleof . Benedict, trans. Abbot Justin M cCann (Westminster, Maryland: New-
man Press, 1952), p. 85.

26. Ibid., p. 87.

27. Ibid., p. 129.
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sortsthat are constantly made to apermanent community. Asamatter
of fact, history attests that the great Benedictine abbeys in all lands
wererich, and very rich.”? Within a century of Benedict’ sRule, some
European monasteries were issuing their own coinage.”® The Cister-
cians in the later Middle Ages became large-scale farmers and rural
bankers.*® They were great reclaimers of waste lands.®* One estimate
of their productivity is that during the thirteenth century, as much as
one-sixth of the economic output in England was the result of their
activities.®

The main exception seems to be the Franciscans, a late-medieval
order. St. Francis had established the ideal of poverty in his Rule for
the order. These poverty clauses were removed when the order
received papal approbation in 1223 by Honorius 111.% Also, the
Franciscan order repeatedly bordered on the heretical. There was a
long struggle for control within the order: Spirituals (heretical) vs.
Conventuals.® Pope John XXII in the early fourteenth century
brought the Spiritualists within the order under strict church disci-

28. Dom Cuthbert Butler, Benedictine Monachism, 2nd ed. (London: Longman’s, Green,
1924), p. 155.

29. J. Gilchrist, The Church and Economic Activity in the Middle Ages (New York: St.
Martin's, 1969), p. 41.

30. Ibid., pp. 42—-43.

31. Coburn Graves, “The Economic Activities of the Cistercians in England
(1128-1307),” Analecta Sacri Ordinis Cisterciensis, XIII (1957), p. 16.

32. Ibid., p. 20.

33. Friedrich Heer, The Medieval World, Europe, 1100-1350 (New Y ork: World, 1962),
p. 183.

34. 1bid., pp. 187-88.
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pline. He condemned the ideal of absolute poverty.* Thisis not sur-
prising. It would have been unthinkable to the medieval church to
promote either absolute poverty or communism. Private property was
understood to be the result of the fall of man, but it is now a natural
right. Private property is therefore not opposed to nature but the
result of nature.* The church owned far too much property for its
theologians to have taken atotally hostile view of private property.
This ownership accelerated throughout Europe after Charlemagne.®
By the tenth century, as much as one-quarter of Europe’'s land was
owned by the church.® This percentage began to declinein thetwelfth
century.®

What about profit-seeking business? There has been a tendency
throughout church history to characterize the merchant as a cheater
and morally suspicious person. Fromthe church fathersuntil the Prot-
estant Reformation, the merchantshave been personanongratainthe
eyes of some (though not all)® theologians. (The canonists actually
respected and protected the merchants.)* Theologians always
recognized the importance of the merchant classin serving the needs
of society. The merchant was regarded by some as anecessary evil in

35. M. D. Lambert, Franciscan Poverty (London: SPCK, 1961), pp. 236-40.

36. Bede Jarrett, Social Theories of the Middle Ages, 1200-1500 (New Y ork: Ungar,
[1926] 1966), p. 129.

37. David Herlihy, “ Church Property on the European Continent, 701-1200,” Speculum,
XXXVI (1961), p. 88.

38. Ibid., p. 93.
39. Ibid., p. 98.

40. Gilchrist speaks of “the infinite variety of attitudes towards the merchants over the
thousand yearsor so of theMiddle Ages.” Gilchrist, Church and Economic Activity, p. 129.

41. Idem.
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fallen society.*? This somewhat hostile outlook was not universal,
however. Furthermore, church law was not always the main source of
the merchant’s problems. One careful historian of the medieval
church’s views on property has concluded that “In business matters,
civil law was often more harsh than canon law, a point that is often
overlooked when considering the relevance and influence of the
latter.”*® The late-medieval scholastics of the Spanish school of Sala-
manca were generaly positive regarding business; their views were
free-market oriented.*

The poor were regarded as possessing amoral claim on the wealth
of those who had a surplus of property. This surplus was always
estimated in terms of the owner’s station in life.*® This made it very
difficult for the poor to enforce such a moral clam. The emphasis of
the theologians was on the need for balance between the rights of
private property and the needs of the community, especially the com-
munity of the saints. Thiswas as true of the Reformation asit was of
the earlier era.*® But from the eleventh century forward, the individ-

42. John W. Baldwin, “The Medieval Merchant Before the Bar of Canon Law,” Papers
of the Michigan Academy of Science, Arts, and Letters, XLIV (1959), Pt. II, pp. 287-99.

43. Gilchrist, Church and Economic Activity, p. 28.

44. Bernard W. Dempsey, Interest and Usury (London: Dobson, [1943] 1948), pp. 131-
210; MarjorieGrice-Hutchinson, The School of Salamanca: Readingsin Spanish Monetary
History, 1544-1605 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1952); Murray N. Rothbard, “Late
Medieval Origins of Free Market Economic Thought,” Journal of Christian
Reconstruction, 1l (Summer 1975), pp. 62-75; Algjandro A. Chafuen, Christians for
Freedom: Late-Scholastic Economics (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1986).

45. Brian Tierney, Medieval Poor Law. A Sketch of Canonical Authority and Its Appli-
cation in England (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1959), p. 37.

46. Seethe essaysin Christianity and Property, edited by Joseph Fletcher (Philadel phia:
Westminster Press, 1947). See also H. G. Wood, “The Influence of the Reformation on
Ideas Concerning Wealth and Property,” in Property: Its Duties and Rights (London:
Macmillan, 1915), p. 156.
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ualism of Roman law steadily gained ground in the thinking of the
theologians.*’

Fromthe late sixth century, beginning with the council of Toursin
567, the Frankish church recommended that laymen give afull titheto
the church. The duty of the Christian community — not the civil
government —to assist the poor wasrecognized. The synod of Macon
madethisexhortationinto aprecept; ashistorian Walter Ullmann says,
“everyone was compelled to pay the tenth into the chest of the
bishop.”* The juttification was relief of the poor: at least aquarter of
the tithe, and as high as one-third — a proposal supported by Charle-
magne.*® But this was church law, not civil law. Ullmann is correct:
“To thisfunction, nay, this achievement of the early medieval bishops
far too little attentionis paid: it wasthey, not as monarchic governors
of their dioceses, but in their corporate function as members of the
councils, who saturated this society with Christian elements and thus
brought about a unity of basic outlook which no sword, no roya
measure, no legidation by kings could have attained in so short aspan
of time.”*°

Heretical M ovements

Prior to 1660, there were numerous heretical movements within

47. Frederick Hastings Smith, “The Middle Ages,” Christianity and Property, p. 73.

48. Walter Ullmann, “Public Welfare and Social Legislation in the Early Medieval
Councils,” in Councils and Assemblies, edited by G. J. and Derek Baker (Cambridge: At
the University Press, 1971), p. 9.

49. Idem.

50. Ibid., p. 4.
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European Chrigtianity that proclaimed various forms of Christian
socialism. Dominicans and conservative Franciscans were sent by the
church to challenge Roman Catholic groups.® In a few cases, non-
heretical groups proclaimed the socidlist ideal. The most famous
exception wasthe communist society in Paraguay run by Jesuitsinthe
early seventeenth century. Thissociety wasdirected by 150-300 local
members of the Jesuit order. These Jesuits were not primarily
Spaniards, but mainly Germans, Italians, and Scots. This society con-
sisted of 150,000 to 200,000 inhabitants. mostly Indians, but with
12,000 black daves. This communist experiment was constructed in
part on the traditions of the socialist empire of the I ncas.® The experi-
ment cameto an end in 1767-68, when the Spanish government drove
the Jesuits out of the region.*

Thebest brief study of the heretical socialist movements of thelate
medieval and early modern periods is Igor Shafarevich's book, The
Socialist Phenomenon.> Shafarevich, a mathematician, was a prom-
inent member of the Soviet Union’s anti-Communist protest move-
ment of the 1970's.>® Shafarevich surveys the history of severa of
these heretical sects. Cathars, Free Spirits, Adamites, Taborites, and
Anabaptists. Some were world-denying Manicheans and Gnostics,

51. Bede Jarrett, Medieval Socialism (London: Jacks, 1914), p. 30.

52. Louis Baudin, A Socialist Empire: The Incas of Peru (Princeton, New Jersey: Van
Nostrand, [1928] 1961).

53. Igor Shafarevich, The Socialist Phenomenon (New York: Harper & Row, [1975]
1980), p. 144. A Hollywood movie, The Mission (1986), gave adistorted, highly favorable
picture of this socialist experiment.

54. The Institute for Christian Economics bought the last copies of this book from the
publisher. It deserves to be reprinted.

55. Igor Shafarevich, “Socialism in Our Past and Future,” in Alexander Solzhenitsyn
(ed.), From Under the Rubble (Boston: Little, Brown, 1975), pp. 26-66.
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otherswereworld-affirming pantheists. All weredesirousof overcom-
ing the Creator-creature distinction. He concludes. “All these
individual theses can be reduced to oneaim: overcoming the conjunc-
tion of God and the World, God and Man, which had been accomp-
lished through Christ’s incarnation (the fundamental principle of
Chrigtianity, at least initstraditional interpretation).”>® But how could
the Bible's Creator-creature distinction be overcome theologically?
Througheither gnosticismor pantheism: escapereligion or power reli-
gion. He writes:

There were two ways to achieve this: denial of theworld or denial of
God. Thefirst path wastaken by the M anicheans and thegnostic sects,
whose teachings conceded the world to the domain of an evil God and
recognized asthe sole goal of lifetheliberation from matter (for those
capable of it). The pantheistic sects, on the contrary, not only did not
renounce the world, but proclaimed the ideal of the dominion over it
(again, for a chosen few, while others, the“rude’ folk, wereincluded
inthecategory of theworld). Inther teachingsit is possibleto find the
prototypeof theidea of “ subjugating nature’ which becameso popular
in subsequent periods. The dominion over the world was considered
possible not through the carrying out of God's will — but by denying
God and by transformation of the* Free Spirits’ themselves into gods.
The social manifestation of this ideology can be seen in the extreme
trends of the Taborite movement. Finally, the Anabaptists apparently
tried to find a synthesis of these tendencies. Intheir “militant” phase,
they preached the dominion of the elect over the world; moreover, the
ideas of dominion completey overshadowed the Christian features of
their world view (for example, Muntzer wrote that his teachings were
equally comprehensible to Christians, Jews, Turks and heathens). In
their “peaceful” phase, as can be seen in the example of the Moravian
Brethren, withdrawal from the world was predominant: a

56. Shafarevich, Socialist Phenomenon, p. 76.
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condemnation of the world and a breaking of all tieswithit.
Theideas of chiliastic socialism constituted an organic part of this
outlook. The demandsto abolish private property, family, stateand all
hierarchies in the society of the time aimed to exclude the participants
of the movement from the surrounding life. This had the effect of
placing themin a hostile, antagonistic relationship with the“world.”>’

Socialist ideology is imbued with the notion of a coming funda-
mental break, of the end and destruction of the old world and the
beginning of a new order. This concept is interwoven with the idea of
“imprisonment” and “liberation,” which, beginning with the Cathars,
is understood as imprisonment of the soul in matter and as liberation
inthe other world. Later, the Amalricians and the Free Spirits saw the
idea as spiritual liberation through the achievement of “godliness’ in
this world. And finally, the Taborites and the Anabaptists conceived
of it asmaterial liberation from the power of the“evil ones” and asthe
establishment of the dominion of the “elect.”*®

The New Hierarchy

Also involved in these heretical movements was the creation of a
uniqueorganizational structure: aconcentric structure, with“anarrow
circle of leaders who areinitiated into all aspects of the doctrine and
awide circle of sympathizers who are acquainted only with some of
the aspects.”* This system re-established a centralized hierarchy, but

57. 1bid., pp. 76-77.
58. 1bid., p. 78.

59. Ibid., pp. 78-79.
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in the name of initiation into the inner circle of free men.*® The older
magical humanistic ideal was steadily replaced (in public, anyway) by
a secular humanistic ideal. “The leading role in the development of
socialism passesto anew type of individual. The hermetic thinker and
philosopher is replaced by the fervent and tireless publicist and
organizer, an expert in the theory and practice of destruction. This
strange and contradictory figurewill reappear in subsequent historical
epochs. Heisaman of seemingly inexhaustible energy when success-
ful, but a pitiful and terrified nonentity the moment his luck turns
against him.”®* It is not surprising that the two primary streams of
Europe's nineteenth-century socialist revolutionary movements —
international socialism and national socialism — had their origins in
occultism and journalism.®

From Revelation to Reason

The English Civil War and Interregnum of 1642—60 was the last
occasion for the socialist heretical sectsto gain power in Europe. The
openly religious-ecclesiastical phase of socialist agitation ended in
Europe with the restoration of Charles Il to the throne in 1660. As
Shafarevich notes, “ The development of socialist ideas did not cease,
of course. On the contrary, in the seventeenth and eighteenth centur-
ies, socialist writings literally flooded Europe. But these ideas were

60. Georg Simmel, “The Secret Society” (1908), in The Sociology of Georg Smmel,
translated and edited by Kurt H. Wolff (New Y ork: Free Press, 1950), pp. 349-51, 356-58,
366-76.

61. Shafarevich, Socialist Phenomenon, p. 79.

62. Billington, Firein the Minds of Men, ch. 4: “The Occult Origins of Organization”;
ch. 11: “The Magic Medium: Journalism.”
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produced by different circumstances and by men of a different men-
tality. Thepreacher and the wandering Apostle gave way to apublicist
and philosopher. Religious exaltation and references to revelation
were replaced by appeals to reason. The literature of socialism
acquired a purely secular and rationalistic character. . . .”® Thiswas
equally true of the defenses of economic science. Appealsto Christian
morality and biblical revelation were removed from the post-1660
literature of economics. It is this self-conscious removal that marks
the origin of scientific economics.®*

Therestoration of Charles|| to the throne led to restrictions on all
independent Puritan sects, including the communists (Diggers and
others). There could be no doubt in the minds of orthodox Anglicans:
private property is central to society.® In the thinking of the religious
leaders, the question of the State-imposed limits on private property
is best left to the king and his Parliament. The question was too
complex. “Outside the churches the opinion was rapidly growing that
clergymen ought not to meddle with secular policy.”® This same
attitude progressively prevailed in Puritan New England after 1676.%"

63. Shafarevich, Socialist Phenomenon, pp. 80-81.

64. William Letwin, The Origins of Scientific Economics (Garden City, New Y ork:
Anchor, [1963] 1965), ch. 6. Published originally by MIT Press.

65. Richard Schlatter, The Social Ideas of Religious Leaders, 1660-1688 (London:
Oxford University Press, 1940), p. 87.

66. lbid., p. 99. Cf. R. H. Tawney, Religion and the Rise of Capitalism: A Historical
Sudy (New York: Mentor, [1926] 1954), pp. 159-63.

67. Gary North, Puritan Economic Experiments (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, [1974] 1988), pp. 38—39. For a more detailed treatment, see North, “From
Medieval Economicsto Indeci sive Pietism: Second-Generation Preachingin New England,
1661-1690,” Journal of Christian Reconstruction, VI (Summer 1979), pp. 165-72.
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The Advent of Christian Socialism:
Nineteenth Century

In the first half of the nineteenth century, there were numerous
English and American experiments in voluntary socialist communal-
ism.®® These communes were sometimes described by their founders
as Christian, but their founders were more often Unitarians or openly
heretical. A good example is Adin Ballou (1803-90), co-founder in
1841 of the Hopedale Community, a joint-stock Christian venture,
who led the group from 1841 until 1852. He wasthe author of Practi-
cal Christian Socialism(1854) and editor of The Practical Christian.
He was a universalist, a pacifist, and an abolitionist.*

Better candidateswerethe co-founders of nineteenth-century Brit-
ish Christian socialism, Rev. Frederick Denison Maurice, an anti-
Unitarian, anti-Catholic theologian, King's College historian, and a
Church of England cleric, and hisclose friend, Rev. CharlesKingsley.
They were a strange pair. Kingsley was a successful novelist (Yeast,
Alton Locke, Water Babies), a Darwinian evolutionist, and chaplain
to Queen Victoria. He was vehemently opposed to Calvinism.” The

68. Many of the utopian communities of the nineteenth century had their ideol ogical roots
in thework of theindustrialist, trade unionist, philanthropist, and radical reformer Robert
Owen (1771-1858), whoin hislater years became hostile to family and church. At the very
end of hislife, he became a spiritist, claiming to be in communication with the dead. His
influence was very great in Christian (heretical) circles. Cf. E. R. A. Seligman, “Robert
Owen and the Christian Sociaists,” Political Science Quarterly, I, No. 2 (1886). A detailed
account of hissocialist ideasis J. F. C. Harrison, Quest for the New Moral World: Robert
Owen and the Owenites in Britain and America (New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons,
1969).

69. Henry J. Silverman (ed.), American Radical Thought: The Libertarian Tradition
(Lexington, Massachusetts: Heath, 1970), p. 148.

70. Charles Kingsley, Letters and Memories of his Life, 11, p. 250; cited by Harry W.
Laidler, A History of Socialist Thought (New Y ork: Crowell, 1933), p. 654.
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orthodoxy of his theology can be judged by a letter that he wrote to
Mauricein 1863 to describe hisnew discovery that “ souls secretetheir
bodies, assnailsdo shells. .. .” "t Maurice, in contrast, was devout, but
his language indicated that he was a universalist. “Every man is in
Christ; the condemnation of every man is that he will not own the
truth — he will not act asif it were true that except he were joined to
Christ he could not think, breathe, live asingle hour.” Every man, “as
man, isthe child of God. He does not need to become a child of God,
he needs only to recognize that he already isas such.” ” This confuses
the two forms of covenantal sonship: disinherited (Adamic) and
adoptive (Christian). Mauruce wrote to Kingdey in 1847 to criticize
himfor having inserted what Maurice regarded as* a sneer against the
idea of a Divine Bridegroom. . . . | fully defend your right to be
humorous, if by any words in your own mouth or any other you
weakened people's faith in this mystery, | should think you were
inflicting a degp wound on humanity.””® Where Kingsey was
concerned, such awarning wasted paper and ink.

Maurice and Kingsley were socialists in the post-1848 era.” The

71. Cited in William Irvine, Apes, Angdls, and Victorians: The Story of Darwin, Huxley,
and Evolution (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1955), p. 142.

72. Cited by Talbot W. Chalmers, “The Inaugural Address of Professor Briggs,” Pres-
byterian and Reformed Review, 11 (1891), p. 31.

73. Maurice to Kingsley, Dec. 10, 1847; The Life of Frederick Denison Maurice, edited
by Frederick Maurice, 2 vals. (New Y ork: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1884), |, pp. 446-47.

74. On their crucial influence in English socialism, see Laidler, History, pp. 652—62.
Laidler was Executive Director of the League for Industrial Democracy. In 1910, Laidler
became thefirst paid organizer of the Intercollegiate Socialist Society (ISS). The LID was
the successor (1921) of the ISS, founded in 1905 by such luminaries as novelists Jack
London and Upton Sinclair, lawyer Clarence Darrow (later of the Scopes “monkey trial”
fame), and the elderly Thomas Wentworth Higginson, one of the original Secret Six who
had financed John Brown in the years before the Civil War. Cf. Otto J. Scott, The Secret
Sx: John Brown and the Abolitionist Movement (New Y ork: Times Books, 1979). On the
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falled socialist revolutions of 1848 were a mgor turning point in
European thought and culture.” These simultaneous uprisings were
important for the subsequent development of a confrontational
Christian socialism.” Kingdey wrote to John Stuart Mill in 1869: “In
five-and-twenty years my ruling idea has been that which my friend
[Thomas H.] Huxley has set forth ascommon to him and Comte; that
‘the reconstruction of society on a scientific basisisnot only possible,
but the only political object much worth striving for.””

Beginning in the United States during the post-Civil War (1861—
65) era, the rise of the Social Gospel movement within Protestantism
led to afusion of liberal religion and socialism, or at least government
intervention into the economy. The general morality of socialismwas

ISS, see Rose Martin, Fabian Freaway: High Road to Socialisminthe U.SA., 1884-1966
(Chicago: Heritage Foundation, 1966), ch. 13. On the LID, see ibid., pp. 190-93; chaps.
15, 16.

75. On the European Revolutions of 1848, see Jean Sigmann, 1848: The Romantic and
Democratic Revolutionsin Europe (New Y ork: Harper & Row, [1970] 1979); Theodore S.
Hamerow, Restoration, Revol ution, Reaction: Economicsand Politicsin Germany, 1815—
1871 (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1958), Part 2; Frank Eyck (ed.),
The Revolutions of 1848-49 (New York: Barnes & Noble, 1972); Geoffrey Bruun (ed.),
Revol ution and Reaction, 1848-1852: A Mid-Century Watershed (Princeton, New Jersey:
Van Nostrand, 1958). Three primary source documents of great importance are Alexis de
Tocqueville, Recollections (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday, 1970); Karl Marx, “The
Class Struggles in France, 1848 to 1850" (1850), in Karl Marx and Frederick Engels,
Sdected Works, 3 vals. (Moscow: Progress Publishers, [1969] 1977), 1, pp. 206-99; Fred-
erick Engels, “Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Germany” (1852), ibid., 1, pp.
300-87. See Oscar J. Hammen, The Red ‘48ers: Karl Marx and Friedrich Engels (New
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1969).

76. CharlesE. Raven, Christian Socialism, Eighteen Forty-Eight to Eighteen Fifty-Four
(New York: Kelley, [1920] 1968).

77. Cited by Walter E. Houghton, The Victorian Frame of Mind, 1830-1870 (New
Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, [1957] 1964), p. 35n.
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defended in the name of Chrigtian morality.” The Socia Gospel
movement gathered momentum in the first third of the twentieth
century, effectively challenged only by the rise of officially non-poli-
tical neo-orthodoxy after the First World War and by neo-evangeli-
calism after the Second World War.” But both of these alternative
movements have incorporated many of the social gospel’s ideas
regarding “social justice,” i.e., State intervention. The leaders of both
groups have repeatedly embraced political liberalism.® Twentieth-
century political liberalism was addicted to humanism’'s messianic
dreams of salvation by civil law. Thisisthe socialists dream, too.

The Drifting Evangelicals

All socialist economic thought relies on aspecific view of civil law,
namely, that it is legitimate for the State to use its power to redis-
tribute wealth from richer residents to poorer residents. Thisview is
inescapably adenial of the requirements of Leviticus 19:15: “Y e shall
do no unrighteousness in judgment: thou shalt not respect the person
of the poor, nor honour the person of the mighty: but in righteousness
shalt thou judge thy neighbour.”® Socialism comesin many varieties:
utopian, Communist, Fabian, and Keynesian interventionist. In some

78. Charles Howard Hopkins, The Rise of the Social Gospel in American Protestantism,
1865-1915 (New Haven, Connecticut: Y ale University Press, 1940); cf. Singer, TheUnholy
Alliance. Singer’ sstudy picks up where Hopkins' leaves off. It tracesthe history of the Fed-
eral Council of Churches and its successor, the National Council of Churches.

79. American Fundamentalism collapsed as a social and intellectual force immediately
after the Scopes trial of 1925. George M. Marsden, Fundamentalism and American
Culture: The Shaping of Twentieth Century Evangelicalism, 1870-1925 (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1980), ch. 21.

80. The Christian Century and Christianity Today are the respective journalistic organs.

81. Chapter 14.
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periods of Western history, it has even come in the name of Jesus
Christ. Prior to the nineteenth century, however, such claims were
regarded by the church as heretical. No longer. There are severd
reasonsfor this, but the most important oneisthat few churchestoday
are willing to define heresy formally, and fewer ill are willing to
imposethe negativeinstitutional sanction of excommunication against
those who publicly uphold heresy. It is not merely that socialismisno
longer identified as heretical; it is that almost no belief is defined as
heretical.

Throughout the twentieth century, the evangelical churches were
progressively unwilling to make up their collective minds about much
of anything. They steadily abandoned the non-negotiable doctrines of
the past. When the spokesmen of the church of Jesus Christ no longer
believe that God created the earth in six 24-hour days, or that God
sent auniversal flood, or that hell isareal place, we should not expect
them to be able to decide in God’'s name between the hiblical
legitimacy of competing economic ideologies. J. Gresham Machen, a
Presbyterian seminary professor in the field of New Testament,
identified the theological problem in 1923: modernism, arival relig-
ion.®? For doing so, and doing it so effectively, he was savagely at-
tacked personally by his libera critics and was thrown out of the
Northern Presbyterian Churchin 1936, though of course not for theol-
ogical reasons, according to the hierarchy.®® No one is officially

82. J. Gresham Machen, Christianity and Liberalism (New Y ork: Macmillan, 1923). Re-
printed by William B. Eerdmans Co., Grand Rapids, Michigan.

83. Gary North, Crossed Fingers: How the Liberals Captured the Presbyterian Church
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1996), pp. 723, 726, 776—-78. | must
dissent from George M arsden’ sidentifi cati on of Machen as* the foremost spokesperson for
the fundamentalist coalition.” George M. Marsden, Understanding Fundamentalism and
Evangedlicalism(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1991), p. 182. Throughout hiscareer,
Machen remained a spokesman; the androgynous creatures known as “ spokespersons’
appeared on the scene quite late in the twentieth century.
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thrown out of the modern Protestant ministry for theological reasons;
only for bureaucratic reasons. By the 1970’s, modernism was trium-
phant in the mainline denominations and was nearly triumphant in all
but the smallest denominations.®

One by one, decade by decade, evangelical seminaries drifted into
theological liberalism and Barthianism.?® By the 1970’s, the neo-
evangelicals had become, in the perceptive phrase of Richard Quebe-
deaux, worldly evangelicals.®® Without an anchor — the ideal of an
infallible Bible and its permanent and universal relevance to every
society — there hasto be drift away from orthodox Christianity. There
is no neutrality in life.

Halfway House Theol ogy

84. The successful strategy of three dedicated conservative men to win back the 12-
million member Southern Baptist Convention, a strategy begun in the mid-1970’s, is the
one major exception to this process of infiltration. By 1991, the reconquest by the Bible-
believers was virtually complete in the Convention and had begun tentatively in the
Convention-sponsored seminaries and colleges. The “moderate” faction, as the press
invariably referstoit —ahard core of theological liberals surrounded by alarger group of
stand-patters and confrontation-avoiders — formed a new association in the spring of 1991.
It then faced the most terrifying of all prospects in the world of theological liberalism:
having to fund its own operations without the enormous financial contributions of the
traditionally complacent conservatives.

The other exception has been inconclusive: the conservatives' triumph in the Lutheran
Church, Missouri Synod, in the early 1970's. On the early successes of the conservative
wing, see Kurt E. Marquart, Anatomy of an Explosion: A Theological Analysis of the Mis-
souri Synod Conflict (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1977). The battle is
still going on.

85. The classic case is Fuller Theological Seminary in Pasadena, California. George
Marsden, Reforming Fundamentalism: Fuller Seminary and the New Evangelicalism
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1987).

86. Richard Quebedeaux, The Worldly Evangelicals (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1978).
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Neo-evangelical Protestantism is a halfway house theology, one
adopted by budding theological liberalsontheir way out of orthodoxy,
and by converts out of liberalism into orthodoxy, but mostly by the
former.®” Calvinist philosopher Ronald Nash should haveknownbetter
when he wrote in 1963 that “The charges implying that evangelicals
are perhaps half-hearted heretics, i.e., men who are beginning to drift
away from the basic centralities of the Christian faith, are totally
without support.”® On the contrary, far from being “crude
misrepresentations’ of the neo-evangelical position, as Nash termed
thecritics' accusations,® these accusations have proven, year by year,
decade by decade, to have been right on target. One by one, the neo-
evangelical leadersand ingtitutions of thelate 1950’ sand early 1960’ s
have steadily shown their true colors. They have steadily sold out the
faith, and more to the point, have sold out the donors whose funds
built the institutionsthat now pay the salaries of the neo-evangelicals.
When, at a 1989 meeting of amost 400 of these neo-evangelical
theologians, a voice vote confirming the existence of hell was called
for, the motion failed.*® The merest hint of “biblicism” has been
enough to gag them.**

87. The most rigorous criticism of the neo-evangelical movement that | have read is
Cornelius Van Til's 75-page, single-spaced essay, “The New Evangelicalism” (19607),
which he released in an uncopyrighted, mimeographed form to his students.

88. Ronald Nash, The New Evangdlicalism (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1963),
p. 155. It is not surprising that Eerdmans published this book, since Eerdmans was then
drifting toward what it is today: the most prominent of the borderline publishing houses —
neo-evangelical and neo-orthodox.

89. Idem.
90. World (June 3, 1989), p. 9.
91. A personal example: In 1983, | was invited by Robert Clouseto participatein afour-

way symposium-debate on the Bible and economics. This symposium was published by
InterVarsity Pressin 1984: Wealth and Poverty: Four Christian Views of Economics, edited
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Nash subsequently “atoned” for these*sins of youth.” He spent the
1980'sin avaiant attempt to call the “ outward-bound drifters’ of the
neo-evangelica movement back to conservatism — mora and
theological — though without visible effect. His later work may have
been beneficia in guiding afew of the “inward-bound drifters’ from
outside the movement toward the morally and economically produc-
tive shoresof free market economics.®” But hisearly negative response
against the critics of neo-evangelicalism was typical of what goes on
among academics: refusing to seewhat ishappening under their noses
until it istoo late to do anything effective about it, they attack anyone
who calls attention to the looming crisis. Then, when the disaster has
becomevisibleto almost everyone else, they either remain silent about
their earlier skeptical position or else they go around saying to
everyone who will listen — and few people will — “Golly, | wonder
how this happened.”

by Clouse. My essay led off the symposium, and | was my usual confrontational self in
strongly criticizing each of the other three authors: a“down on the farm” communal social-
ist, a Keynesian, and an advocate of socialist central planning. These were intellectually
bankrupt positions, both biblically and academically, and | said so as clearly as | could.
This, of course, isnot considered good form in American academia, althoughit is common
in British academia. Thenext year, InterVarsity pulled the book off the market, despite the
editor’ s opinion that it had been selling reasonably well. He expressed surprise to me that
it had been unceremoniously dumped at 25 cents per copy. (I had bought al of them.) He
had edited several other such symposiafor InterVarsity, and none of them had been pulled
off the market while still in print, he wrate to me. But | would have been astounded had
this one not been suppressed. Neo-evangelical intellectuals are not used to direct
confrontation from scholars who believe that the Bible is infallible and still judicially
binding today. Also, they do not want their more conservative followersto see just how far
they have drifted away from the authority of the Bible, asrevealed in its moral absolutes.

92. Ronald Nash, Social Justice and the Christian Church (Milford, Michigan: Mott
Media, 1983); Poverty and Wealth: The Christian Debate Over Capitalism (Westchester,
Illinois: Crossway, 1986); and Nash (ed.), Liberation Theology (Milford, Michigan: Mott
Media, 1984).
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Liberalismin Formerly Conservative Bastions

By 1980, if adenomination or ecclesiastical association had asem-
inary that was staffed by theologians rather than by pastors (meaning
virtually all seminaries), the worldview of modernism probably had
established at least a foothold in the denomination or convention.®
Thetenetsof theological liberalismand outright apostasy have almost
universally penetrated theleadership of themodern church, undermin-
ing the leaders confidence in the reliability of the biblical narratives.
This hasleft them philosophically and morally defenseless against the
tenetsof political liberalism, which have beenimported into the church
through the back door of the seminariesand officialy Christian liberal
artscolleges, al of them staffed by holders of advanced degrees from
humanist universities and certified by apostate academic accrediting
agencies.* Subordinating themselvesjudicialy to liberal humanistsin
the various academic accrediting agencies, the once-conservative
Christian academic ingtitutions have steadily taken on both the
institutional structure and the worldview of their accreditors.

By the 1970's, American evangelical colleges had become heavily
influenced by the liberal worldview.* By 1980, the leadership of the

93. “The IEA/ROPER Center Theology Faculty Survey,” This World, No. 1 (Summer
1982), pp. 28-108.

94. Theold rhetorical question—*“Can’t atheological conservative beapadlitical liberal ?’
— should be answered as follows: “Occasionally, we do hear of such people, since some
people areintellectually schizophrenic.” Not many people can rationally favor the modern
welfare State if they also firmly believe that Paul’ s words were inspired by God when he
wrote: “For even when we were with you, this we commanded you, that if any would not
work, neither should he eat” (Il Thess. 3:10). It is mainly Christian college professors and
seminary professors who hold such contradictory views.

95. For evidence of the theological drift toward liberalism within the major evangelical

colleges, see James Davison Hunter, Evangelicalism: The Coming Generation (University
of Chicago Press, 1987), pp. 165-80.
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American churches had become anti-capitalist.* This hostility to the
free market left church leaders vulnerable ideologically to the
overnight collapse of the Communists economies in late 1989 — or
more accurately, to the unexpected public admission by Communist
leaders in Eastern (Central) Europe and the USSR that their econo-
mies were bankrupt, accompanied by a plea for tens of billions of
additional dollarsin unsecured loans and outright gifts.*” The embar-
rassing setback suffered by their humanist peers and intellectua
models inevitably afflicted the neo-evangelicals and the liberation
theologians.

The Christian-Marxist Dialogue

The Social Gospel as an intellectual movement culminated in the
1960's, acentury after itscreation, with the attempt of Christian intel-
lectualsand Marxiststo establish anew dialogue. This attempt began
in earnest in 1965 with the Communist Party’s preliminary dialogues
with Roman Catholic intellectuals and priests.®® This was an obvious
Communist Party strategy by 1965, given the collapse of the conserv-
ative forces within Rome as a result of Vatican II’s four sessions

96. “Religious Teachings on Economics,” This World, No. 2 (Winter/Spring 1982), pp.
7-69.

97. Judy Shelton, The Coming Soviet Crash: Gorbachev's Desperate Pursuit of Credit
in Western Financial Markets (New Y ork: Free Press, 1989).

98. Santiago Alvarez, “Towards an Alliance of Communists and Cathalics,” World
Marxist Review, VIII (June 1965); Walter Hollitscer, “Dialogue Between Marxists and
Catholics,” ibid., VIII (August 1965); Kevin Devlin, “The Catholic-Communist
‘Dialogue’,” Problemsin Communism (May/June 1966); Charles Andras, “ The Christian-
Marxist Dialogue,” East Europe (March 1968).
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(1962-65), especidly in the fina year.* By 1965, Pope Paul VI
(Montini) had led the Roman Church into liberalism and had opened
the doorsto radicalism.'® Simultaneously, avant-garde Protestantsin
the United Stateswere going through the short-lived fad known asthe
death of God theology (1963-66).'** Then came the works of Jirgen
Moltmann, especially his Theology of Hope. The dialogue movement
escalated in the late 1960’s. Its character is well illustrated by one of
the self-professed Christians in this dialogue, Paul Oestreicher, who
began his essay on “Dialogue in Hope” with this stirring analysis:
“Anti-Communism, in its ideological form, is a social disease till
prevalent in many parts of the so-called free world. When it has the
cloak of the Christian crusader thrown around it, the disease becomes
virulent.”*® The Communists' intentions were not the creation of a
new fusion between Marxismand religion. Their goal wasthe capture
of the minds of leading churchmen. The creation of this Christian-
Marxist dialogue was high on the Communists' list of priorities. Even

99. See Maachi Martin, The Jesuits: The Society of Jesus and the Betrayal of the Church
(New York: Simon & Schuster Touchstone, 1988), Part Ill. On the immediate
transformation of the American Jesuit order, see Garry Wills, Bare Ruined Choirs: Doubt,
Prophecy and Radical Religion (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday, 1972), ch. 10.

100. Joaquin Saenz Arriaga, The New Post-Conciliar or Montinian Church (La Habra,
Cdlifornia: Lucidi, [1971] 1985). The author was a Jesuit priest, holding doctorates in
theology, canon law, and philosophy. For having written this book, he was
excommunicated, athough the translator says that this was done by a bishop without
jurisdiction who did not call atribunal to hear the case. The author died in 1976.

101. Radical theologian Thomas Dean uses autobiography to trace the dialogue
movement tothe death of God school: Dean, Post-Theistic Thinking: TheMarxist-Christian
Dialogue in Radical Perspective (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 1975), p. xi.
Dean was co-editor (with John C. Raines) of Marxism and Radical Religion: Essays
Toward a Revol utionary Humanism (Philadel phia: Temple University Press, 1970).

102. Paul Oestreicher, “Introduction: Dialogue in Hope,” in Oestreicher (ed.), The
Christian Marxist Dialogue: An International Symposium (New Y ork: Macmillan, 1969),

p. 1
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Herbert Aptheker, the old war-horse of American Communism, got
into the act, succeeding at long last in getting a mainstream publisher
to issue his manifesto.’®

The best symbol of the Party’s unilateral goal wasthe brief public
career of Roger Garaudy, the French Marxist theoretician.’** He was
the most prominent European Communist spokesman of the Marxist-
Christiandialogue. Hisbook, From Anathemato Dialogue: A Marxist
Challengeto the Christian Churches, published in Francein 1965 and
in the U.S. in 1966, may be said to have launched the dialogue
movement. He announced in 1968: “Without us, Communists, | fear
that your Christian love, marvelous though it is, will continue to be
ineffective; without you, Christians, our struggle risks again confine-
ment to a horizon without stars.”*® He co-authored a book with a
Jesuit philosopher, Quentin Lauer, A Christian Communist Dialogue
(1968). But when the Soviet Union invaded Czechodovakia in the
summer of 1968, Garaudy opposed the action. He was then expelled
from the French Communist Party. Only then, still a socidlist, did he
write about “the theoretical bankruptcy of the Soviet leaders,”'® the

103. Herbert Aptheker, The Urgency of Marxist-Christian Dialogue (New Y ork: Harper
& Row, 1970).

104. Roger Garaudy, Karl Marx: The Evolution of His Thought (New Y ork: International
Publishers, [1964] 1967). International Publishers is the primary Communist publishing
house in the U.S., which also publishes the Collected Works of Marx and Engels, alarge
set which was typeset in the now-defunct Soviet Union. Ironically, the Soviet Union
collapsed in 1991 before the Communists could get al of Marx’s works translated into
English and published.

105. Le Monde (May 5-11, 1966). Cited by Zbigniew Brzezinski, Between Two Ages:
America’s Rolein the Technotronic Era (New York: Viking, 1970), p. 87n.

106. Roger Garaudy, The Crisisin Communism: The Turning-Point of Socialism (New
York: Grove Press, [1969] 1970), p. 253.
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“crime against Czechoslovakia,” the Soviets “official lies,”**” and the
“impotence” of the French Communist Party because “it continuesto
consider asthe only valid socialist model one that would impose the
leadership of the Soviet Union.” 8 But, by then, no one was paying
much attention to him. His expulsion was not even mentioned by one
Lutheran student of Garaudy’ s works, despite the fact that his book
of praise appeared in 1974.'° His career asaprofessional Communist
was finished, and so was his usefulness in the dialogue. He made one
last effort in abook titled The Alternative Future: A Vision of Chris-
tian Marxism(1974).° Then he disappeared from public view. Here-
emerged asananti-Zionist Muslim, but, predictably, onewho opposed
all forms of fundamentalism, including Islamic.

So much for Communist dialogue. From the beginning, it had been
a dialogue between loyal Communists and disloyal Christians. Its
importance was in laying the foundations of the liberation theology
movement.

Self-Imposed Blindness asa Way of Life

The Soviet economy by 1989 had visibly reached “meltdown.”***
Eastern (Central) European Marxist economies had all been poverty-

107. Roger Garaudy, The Alternative Future: A Vision of Christian Marxism (New Y ork:
Simon & Schuster, [1972] 1974), p. 53.

108. Ibid., p. 145.

109. Russell B. Norris, God, Marx, and the Future: DialogueWth Roger Garaudy (Phil-
adelphia: Fortress Press, 1974). The book is not a dialogue with Garaudy; it is an insuf-
ferably boring book that reads like a doctoral dissertation, and a mediocre one at that.

110. New York: Simon & Schuster.

111. Paul Craig Roberts and Karen LaFollette, Metdown: Inside the Soviet Economy
(Washington, D.C.: Cato Institute, 1991).
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stricken and poverty-producing from the very beginning of Commun-
ist rule (the end of World War I1), but the West’ s mediaand academic
community had steadfastly refused to acknowledge this fact. Com-
munist rulers always relied on terror as a means of political control
over the citizenry,*? even using psychology as a means of terror.™3
The Soviet Union's economy was corrupt and always encouraged
corruption.™™* The Soviet judicial system was also corrupt.™ Soviet
society was based on extreme class divisions, with the favored few
living lives of luxury and the vast majority of peoplein poverty.*** The
Soviet economy aways was utterly irrational.™’ A few ex-
Communistsdefected and revealed thetruth.**® So did peoplewho had

112. Barrington Moore, Jr., Terror and Progress — USSR: Some Sources of Change and
Sability in the Soviet Dictatorship (New York: Harper Torchbooks, 1954).

113. Zhores M edvedev and Roy M edvedev, A Question of Madness (New Y ork: Vintage,
1971); Sidney Rich and Peter Reddaway, Psychiatric Terror: How Soviet Psychiatry Is
Used to Suppress Dissent (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1977).

114. Konstantin Simis, USSR: The Corrupt Society — the Secret World of Soviet Cap-
italism (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1982).

115. Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn, The Gulag Archipelago: An Experiment in Literary In-
vestigation, 3 vols. (New York: Harper & Row, 1974-78); Dina Kaminskaya, Final
Judgment: My Life as a Soviet Defense Attorney (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1982).

116. G. Warren Nutter, The Strange World of Ivan Ivanov (New Y ork: Morrow, 1969);
David K. Wills, KLASS How Russians Really Live (New York: St. Martins, 1985);
Michael Volensky, Nomenklatura: The Soviet Ruling Class (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday, 1984).

117. Leopold Tyrmand, The Rosa Luxemburg Contraceptives Cooperative: A Primer on
Soviet Civilization (New York: Macmillan, 1972).

118. Freda Utley, Lost Illusion (Philadel phia: Fireside Press, 1948); Wolfgang Leonard,
Child of the Revolution (Chicago: Regnery, 1967) — German edition, 1955.
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been put into Soviet concentration camps.™® So did journalists who
had been sationed there® But until Solzhenitsyn's Gulag
Archipelago, these reports were steadfastly ignored by alarge mgjor-
ity of the most influential Western intellectuals.'*

A few American economiststold the truth over the years, but they
were generaly ignored.*? All of this negative information had been
accessibleto American intellectuals from the beginning, but they self-
conscioudly refused to believeit until the Sovietsthemselves admitted
it in 1989.

When Western intellectuals journeyed to Communist nations, they
saw what they imagined to bewonderful sights, for they were political

119. A list of English-language titles by people who had been victims in Soviet con-
centration camps appears in Eugene Lyons, Worker’ s Paradise Lost: Fifty Years of Soviet
Communism: A Balance Sheet (New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 1967), pp. 333-34. This
literature has continued to grow: Alexander Dolgun, Alexander Dolgun’s Sory: An
American in the Gulag (New Y ork: Knopf, 1975); Vladimir Bukovsky, To Build a Castle
—My Lifeasa Dissenter (New York: Viking Press, 1977); Victor Herman, Coming Out of
Thelce: An Unexpected Life, 2nd ed. (Oklahoma City: Freedom Press, 1984). Coming Out
of the Iceis amovie based on this book.

120. Eugene Lyons, Assignment in Utopia (Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood Press,
[1937] 1971); Worker’s Paradise Lost, op. cit. Lyons' highly critical study of American
Communism, The Red Decade, published in 1941 by Bobbs-Merrill, immediatel y went out
of print and remained out of print until the conservative publishing firm Arlington House
reprinted it in 1971.

121. Solzhenitsyn won the Nobel Prizein Literature in 1970. This helped his later rev-
elations penetrate the intellectuals' consciousness.

122. Paul Craig Roberts, Alienation and the Soviet Economy: Toward a General Theory
of Marxian Alienation, Organizational Principles, and the Soviet Economy (Albuguerque:
University of New Mexico Press, 1971). Thisisaminor university press, and the author
was at the time a faculty member at the UNM. Cf. Marshal I. Goldman, USSRin Crisis:
The Failure of an Economic System (New Y ork: Norton, 1983).

1550



The Church vs. Socialism

pilgrims.*?® No better description of these pilgrims has ever been
penned than MalcolmMuggeridge' s, who wasanincreasingly disillus-
ioned correspondent in Moscow for England’ sliberal newspaper, The
Manchester Guardian, in the 1930's.

For resident foreign journalistsin Moscow the arrival of thedisting-
uished visitors was also a gala occasion, for a different reason. They
provided us with our best — almost our only — comic rdief. For
instance, when we heard [George Bernard] Shaw, accompanied by
Lady Astor (who was photographed cutting his hair), declare that he
was ddighted to find there was no food shortage in the USSR. Or
[Harold] Laski singing the praisesof Stalin’s new Soviet Constitution.
... | have never forgotten these visitors, or ceased to marvel at them,
at how they have gone on from strength to strength, continuing to
lighten our darkness, and to guide, counsd and instruct us; on
occasion, momentarily abashed, but always ready to pick themseves
up, put ontheir cardboard helmets, mount Rosinante, and go galloping
off on yet another foray on behalf of the down-trodden and oppressed.
They are unquestionably one of the wonders of the age, and | shall
treasuretill 1 die as a blessed memory the spectacle of them travelling
with radiant optimism through a famished countryside, wandering in
happy bands about squalid, over-crowded towns, listening with
unshakeable faith to the fatuous patter of carefully trained and
indoctrinated guides, repeating like schoolchildren a multiplication
table, the bogus statistics and mindless slogans endlessly intoned to
them. There, | would think, an earnest office-holder in some local
branch of the League of Nations Union, there a godly Quaker who
once had tea with Gandhi, there an inveigher against the Means Test
and the Blasphemy Laws, there a staunch upholder of free speech and

123. Paul Hollander, Political Pilgrims: Travels of Western Intellectuals to the Soviet
Union, China, and Cuba, 1928-1978 (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1981). Thisis
an old tradition: SylviaR. Margulies, The Pilgrimageto Russia: The Soviet Union and the
Treatment of Foreigners, 1924-1927 (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1968).
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human rights, there an indomitable preventer of crudty to animals;
there scarred and worthy veterans of a hundred battles for truth, free-
dom and justice — all, al chanting the praises of Stalin and his Dic-
tatorship of the Proletariat. It was as though a vegetarian society had
come out with a passionate plea for cannibalism, or Hitler had been
nominated posthumously for the Nobel Peace Prize.***

This phenomenon did not end in the 1930’s. It went on to the last
gasp of the Soviets economic deception. The long-term moral and
intellectual bankruptcy of the West’s intellectual leaders was finally
exposed in 1989 by the acknowledged economic bankruptcy and
tyranny of the Marxist regimes that the West had accepted as a valid
alternative to capitalism.’® No better example of thisintellectual self-
deception can be found than the case of Paul Samuelson, economics
professor (emeritus) at the Massachusetts | nstitute of Technology, the
first American to win Nobel Prizein economics(1970), former News-
week columnist, and the author of by far the most influential econo-
mics textbook of the post-war world (1948—present): three million
copies, 31 foreign languages.**® He announced in the 1989 edition of
his textbook: “The Soviet economy is proof that, contrary to what
many skeptics had earlier believed, asocialist command economy can
function and even thrive.”**

On January 1, 1990, Time Magazine featured a photo of

124. Malcolm Muggeridge, Chronicles of Wasted Time: Chronicle I: The Green Sick
(New York: Morrow, 1973), pp. 243-45.

125. Arch Puddington, Failed Utopias: Methods of Coer cionin Communi st Regimes (San
Francisco: Institute for Contemporary Studies, 1988).

126. Mark Skousen, Economicson Trial: Lies, Myths, and Realities (Homewood, lllinais:
Business One Irwin, 1991), p. 47.

127. Paul Samuelson and William Nordhaus, Economics, 13th ed. (New Y ork: McGraw-
Hill, 1989), p. 837; cited in Skousen, ibid., p. 208.
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Gorbachev onitscover, which announced: “Man of the Decade.” The
managing editor gushed: “Instead of naming Mikhail Gorbachev Man
of the Year for 1989, we decided to designate him Man of the
Decade. The only precedent for such a departure from the Y word
occurred at the end of 1949, when Winston Churchill was Time' sMan
of the Half-Century.” Gorbachev had been Time'sMan of theYear in
1987. While this award is given as a “news judgment,” said the
managing editor, the lengthy accompanying articles on Gorbachev
gave the game away: the political genius of Mikhail Gorbachev.
Michael Kramer announced confidently: “Whatever happens to
Gorbachev and hisrisky experiment, he already qualifiesasa political
genius, if only because he radiates a sense of purpose, motion,
decisiveness, and hope. . . .”*® But Gorbachev never had a plan, as
Kramer admitted in the opening paragraph, where he compared
Gorbachev with President Franklin Roosevelt, who lacked any anti-
Depression plan in 1933, but who was committed to government-
directed social experimentation. Planless, Gorbachev lurched fromone
disastrous policy to another, 1985 to 1991: the Chernobyl nuclear
power plant’s meltdown in 1986, a potential ecological disaster that
he had been warned about in advance but falled to dea with; the
Soviet military’ signominiousretreat from Afghanistan in February of
1989, which forever broke the Soviet Union’s mythology of military
invincibility; his refusal to support the Central European Communist
regimes, which led to their collapse in 1989; his bankrupting of the
economy, whose bankruptcy he openly admitted in 1989; and his
“genius’ in gaining the absolute hatred of the Russian people of all
persuasions. He was a headliner in 1989, all right: the world’s most
famous loser of the decade.

From August 19-21, 1991, acoup against Mikhail Gorbachev was

128. Michael Kramer, “The Gorbachev Touch,” Time (Jan. 1, 1990), p. 54.
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attempted by a handful of military leaders. It failed when the ring
leadersfailed to arrest BorisY eltsin, the head of the Russian Republic.
When Gorbachev returned to Moscow after a brief imprisonment in
his own gigantic dacha, he found that Yeltsin, his old rival, had
captured the reins of authority during his absence. Within months,
Y eltsin had replaced Gorbachev as the head of the USSR. Within a
year, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics was no more.*” It had
been replaced by a federation of independent states. From 1989 to
1992, the legitimacy of Marxist Communism disappeared inthe West.
Only a small but entrenched core of Western university professors —
defenders of lost causes — kept the faith. In Russia, the old Marxist
faith had faded years before, as Solzhenitsyn kept telling the West. It
was buried with the failed coup.

President Reagan, who oversaw the covert strategy that destroyed
the Soviet Union,**® never did make Time's “Man of the Year.”

Conclusion

Thepromotion of theideaof aBible-mandated, State-imposed soc-
ialism or communism was confined to heretical religious and social
movementsuntil the late nineteenth century. Thetheological justifica-
tionsfor private property have varied, but the vast majority of Chris-

129. In 1992, Gorbachev became the director of his own non-prdfit, internationally fin-
anced research institute, the Gorbachev Foundation, whose U.S. headquarters have been
located in the Presidio since 1993. The Presidio is a recently privatized U.S. military
fortress located for over two centuries in San Francisco. So, the man who had headed the
Soviet Union’s military empire was allowed in less than two years to set up shop in a
former U.S. Army base. In 1993, he was appointed director of the Green Cross, a
propaganda organization promoting world economic planning for the sake of the
environment.

130. Peter Schweitzer, Victory (New York: Atlantic Monthly Press, 1994).
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tian theologians who have written on the subject have regarded
private property as a God-given socia institution that is overwhelm-
ingly beneficial to society in a sinful world.

European socialist movements after 1848 began to influence radi-
cals inside the Roman Catholic Church, but the Church International
never did adopt socialism as an ided. It was only with the rise of
Darwinism, and specifically the statist variety of Darwinism,*** in the
late nineteenth century that leaders within Protestant churches began
to promote the idea of Christian socialism. It isworth noting that this
period coincided with the refusal of the conservative churches to
prosecute for heresy.™*

The collapse of Soviet Communismin 1989-91 has set back Chris-
tiansociaistsand welfare Stateadvocates. Without muchwarning, the
legitimacy of socialism as an ideal collapsed. Only by substituting
ecological and environmental concerns does socialism till appeal to
voters.'®

Thisdramatic changeinthe climate of intellectual opinion will have
its effect inside the churches. Christian socialism has visibly become
alame-duck position. It did not survive a full a century in American
Protestantism before it suffered a major setback because of events

131. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, [1982] 1987), pp. 297-318. Cf. Sidney Fine, Laissez Faire and the
General Welfare Sate: A Sudy of Conflict in American Thought, 1865-1901 (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press 1956), ch. 8.

132. Thetrial of Henry Preserved Smith in 1894 was the last successful prosecution of
the Presbyterian Church U.S.A. (northern) of aheretic. Therehad only been two successful
trials previously, 1870-1893. Union Theological Seminary (New Y ork) professor A. C.
McGiffert resigned from the Presbyterian ministry in 1900 to prevent another successful
trial. North, Crossed Fingers, ch. 5.

133. This was frankly admitted by the millionaire socialist-economist and best-selling

textbook author Robert Heilbroner: “Reflections: After Communism,” The New Yorker
(Sept. 10, 1990), pp. 99-100.

1555



Appendix D

across the ocean where fashionable Western intellectual trends had
long been set: in the Soviet Union. Socialism as an ideal will
eventually depart even from American theological seminaries —
decades after the USSR abandoned it, | imagine. Seminary professors
are too often the promoters of intellectual fads that liberal college
professors abandoned decades before. Seminary professors are very
dow learners, even among academicians.
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GREEK MYTHOLOGY: THEMYTH
OF CLASSICAL POLITICS

The great aim of the struggle for liberty has been equality beforethe
law.
F. A. Hayek!

Onelaw shall beto himthat is homeborn, and unto the stranger that
sojourneth among you (Ex. 12:49).

The heritage of the biblical covenantal ideal of equality before the
civil law made possible Western civilization. Thistradition entered the
West through the church. It did not come from Classical Greece. The
argument that it did is part of the myth that Classical civilizationisthe
foundation of Western liberty. It is one of the more successful myths
of the Renaissance and the Enlightenment.? Rushdoony identifies the
origin of the myth: “Greece: The Humanist’s Homeland.”* He begins
his chapter, “The Unity of the Polis,” with this crucial observation:
“The importance of Greek thought in Western history cannot be
understood by a reading of the works of specialists in the field,
because the prevailing approachis neither philosophical nor historical
but religious. . . . The mgjority of scholars turn to Greek culture, not

1. F. A. Hayek, The Constitution of Liberty (University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 85.

2. For adetailed study of the humanists continuing fascination with pagan Rome, see
Peter Bondanella, The Eternal City: Roman Images in the Modern World (Chapel Hill:
University of North Carolina Press, 1987).

3. R. J. Rushdoony, The One and the Many: Sudies in the Philosophy of Order and
Ultimacy (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1971] 1978), p. 63.
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for its own sake, but to find a heritage and a homeland to buttress
their anti-Christianity.”

A college textbook by F. Roy Willis is typical in its laudatory
assessment of the Greeks' legacy to the West: “ Athenswasan attitude
of mind and an achievement of the mind, a unique combination of the
physical and theintellectual. And Western civilization owesanimpor-
tant part of itscharacter, perhapsthefinest part, to its nourishment for
centuries from the Greek achievement that reached its height in
Athens.”*

What theintroductory level textbooksinvariably neglect to mention
is that Athenian male society, like Greek society generaly, was
favorable toward homosexuality, especially between older men and
young teenage boys.® Womenwereknown to complain about this, but
they had no legal standing. Classical civilization, Greek and Roman,
also practiced human sacrifice, afact knownto Lord Acton a century
ago.® This fact was systematically suppressed by the academic world
in his day, just asit istoday. Slavery was widespread in the classical
world, in contrast to the ancient Near East. This fact is downplayed
in the textbooks.

In assessing the legacy of the classical world, our model should be
Charles Norris Cochrane’'s Christianity and Classical Culture, not
Edith Hamilton's The Greek Way. We should take serioudy Otto

4. F. Roy Willis, Western Civilization: An Urban Perspective, 2 vals., 3rd ed..
(Lexington, Massachusetts: Heath, 1981), I, p. 53.

5. Hans Licht (pseud.), Sexual Lifein Ancient Greece, trans. J. H. Freese (New York:
AMS Press [1932] 1972), pp. 411-98; Robert Flaceliere, Love in Ancient Greece (New
York: Crown, [1960] 1962), ch. 3. There is today a scholarly journa called The
International Journal of Greek Love. It printsarticles on Greek homosexuality on aregular
basis.

6. John Emerich Edward Dalberg-Acton, “Human Sacrifice” (1863), Essaysin Religion,
Politics, and Morality, in Selected Writings of Lord Acton, 3 vals. (Indianapalis, Indiana:
LibertyClassics, 1988), 111, pp. 395-442.

1558



Greek Mythology: The Myth of Classical Politics

Scott’s suggestion: Christians should study Classical history and
culture, not inorder to exaggeratethevirtuesof Classical civilization,
but to understand why it collapsed.’

The Dual Philosophical L egacy of Greece

Thisisnot to say that there has been no legacy from Greece. There
have been two important philosophical aspects of this legacy: ration-
alismand irrationalism. Aswith al forms of humanism, thetwo arein
fact one: the inescapable dialecticism of al of autonomous man's
speculations.® One side is the legacy recorded in the textbooks; the
other has been recorded in obscure monographs. The textbooks
downplay the religious side of the Greeks by discussing the myths of
Olympus as if they were fairy tales that no influential Greek ever
believed. Thiswasin fact the case; thereislittle evidence that anyone
in authority took seriously the Olympian myths except as political
rituals. The Olympian gods were political creations: gods that the
families of a city-state might formally worship. Without formal
worship and collectively celebrated rites, there could be no civil law
in Classical civilization.®

Academic Blackout: Occult Greece

7. Otto Scott, “The Distortions of Classicism,” Chalcedon Report (Sept. 1992), p. 3.
8. Cornelius Van Til spent his career exposing this humanist dialecticism.

9. Fustel de Coulanges, The Ancient City: A Sudy on theReligion, Laws, and Institutions
of Greece and Rome (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday Anchor, [1864] 1955).
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What thetextbooksignoreamost entirely isthe other side of Greek
religion, the dark, fearful, awesome side: the gods of the underworld.
Both legacies were recovered by the Renaissance, but the occult side
of the Renaissance is also the province of obscure monographs —
though more of them today than existed in 1960. Since 1965, as the
West has been invaded by Eastern mysticism and popular occultism,
this neglected Greek legacy has begun to receive some academic
attention, but the full story is still not found in the introductory
textbooks, four decades later.

The supreme primary source of the rational side of the legacy is
Plato’ sversion of Socrates. While few people ever read Plato’ s mgjor
work, The Republic, and fewer still his other dialogues—which were
not dialogues but were in fact monologues thinly disguised as dia-
logues — the rationalist side of Socrates has become legendary. Not
many people know that Athens convicted Socrates of false religion —
his appeal to occult gods. “Socrates is guilty of crime, because he
does not believe in the gods recognised by the city, but introduces
strange supernatural beings; heis also guilty, because he corruptsthe
youth.” He was convicted by a mgjority of 60 votesin a jury of 501
men.’® Bury, the great historian of Greece, offered thishighly conven-
tional assessment of Socrates' legacy:

When the history of Greece was being directed by Pericles and
Cleon, Nicias and Lysander, men little dreamed either at Athens or
elsawhere that the interests of the world were far more deeply con-
cerned in the doings of one eccentric Athenian who held aloof from
public affairs. Thework of Pericles and Lysander affected afew gen-
erationsin asmall portion of the globe; but the spirit of that eccentric
Athenian wasto lay animpress, inddibleforever, upon the thought of
mankind. Theideas which we owe to Socrates are now so organically

10. J. B. Bury, A History of Greece (New York: Modern Library, [1913]), p. 565.
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apart of themind of civilised men, so familiar and commonplace, that
it is hard to appreciate the intellectual power which was required to
originate them. Socrates was the first champion of the supremacy of
theintellect as a court from which thereis no appeal; he was the first
to insist, without modification or compromise, that a man must order
his life by the guidance of his own intdlect, without any regard for
mandates of external authority or for the impulses of emotion, unless
his intdlectual [sic] approves. Socrates was thus a rebd against
authority as such; and he shrank from no consequences.™

This assessment is conventional but ultimately erroneous. It neg-
lects the irrationalist and mystical side of Socrates. He believed that
agod (daimon) had spokento himall of hisadult life, telling him what
to avoid.** Theconventional textbook assessment also places Socrates
inthe category of arebel against authority as such. To the extent that
Plato accurately reflected Socrates viewpoint, Socrates was not a
man at war against authority; he was a man in favor of displacing the
existing authority with a new tyranny so powerful that it involved
systematic lying, total State control over education, and communism
for political leaders. When philosopher Karl Popper devoted the first
volume of The Open Society and Its Enemies* to an analysis of Plato
as a mystic and a totalitarian, he did the academic world a great
service — one which gained him the lasting hostility of Plato’s many

11. 1bid., p. 561.

12. In the Apology 31, he said: “Y ou have heard me speak at sundry times and in divers
places of an oracle or sign which comes to me, and is the divinity which Meletusridicules
intheindictment. Thissign, whichisakind of voice, first began to cometo mewhen | was
achild; it always forbids but never commands me to do anything which | am going to do.
Thisiswhat deters me from being apolitician.” The Dial ogues of Plato, translated by B.
Jowett, 2 vals. (New York: Random House, [1892] 1937), I, p. 414.

13. Karl R. Popper, The Open Society and Its Enemies, 2 vals., 4th ed.(Princeton, New
Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1963). It was first published in 1943.
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modern disciples.

The textbooks are filled with the legacy of Greek rationalism.
Greek irrationalism is seldom mentioned, let alone emphasized.*
Studentsare given the stories of the Olympian gods. They are not told
that these gods were politically constructed composites of a darker
realm: gods of the underworld, the chthonic gods of Greece. These
animistic gods were believed to inhabit the fields of every household,
threatening hauntingsand revenge against any male head of household
who failed to maintain the proper rituals and sacrifices. A wife was
assigned the task of keeping the household hearth-altar burning, from
which we derive the phrase, “keep the homefiresburning.” The study
of these gods has been confined to academic speciaists — one might
call them eccentrics—in fields such asarcheology and art history. The
detailed researches of Cambridge University archeologist Jane Ellen
Harrison and her disciples in the early decades of the twentieth
century are known to very few historians.™® Some of these books
appeared in the United States only when University Books, a
publishing house specializing in reprints of scholarly materialsrelated
to the occult and the paranormal, and its adjunct Mystic Arts Book
Club, reprinted themin the early 1960’s."® Referencesto these extra-
ordinary materials rarely appear even in specialized monographs on
classical civilization.

Has this blackout been deliberate? Y es. Those scholars who have

14. An exception is the monograph by E. R. Dodds, The Greeks and the Irrational
(Berkeley and Los Angeles: University of California Press, 1951).

15. Jane Ellen Harrison, Prolegomena to the study of Greek Religion, 3rd ed. (Princeton,
New Jersey: Princeton University Press, [1922] 1991). Thefirst edition appeared in 1903.

16. Harrison, Epilogomena to the Sudy of Greek Religion (1921) and Themis: A Study
of theSocial Originsof Greek Religion (first edition, 1912; third, 1922), (New Y ork: Univ-
ersity Books, 1962). John Cuthbert Lawson, Modern Greek Folklore and Ancient Greek
Religion (New York: University Books, [1910] 1964).
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known the truth have generally kept their mouths shut. Consider
Werner Jaeger, author of the multi-volume masterpiece on Greek
education, Paideia. HughNibley, theremarkable M ormon scholar and
linguist, studied under him at the University of California at Berkeley
inthe 1930’s. In an autobiographical essay, Nibley tells of hisstudies
inHebrew and Arabic (he could learn anew languagein afew weeks).
“The most illustrious visiting scholar of the time was Werner Jaeger,
who favored me with long chats and frank revelations over the
teacups (my refusal to drink the stuff made an indelible impression on
him and his wife). Professor Jaeger knew very well, he told me, that
the Greeks were part of a wider Oriental complex, but he had to
bypass all that in his study of the Greek mind, because it tended to
disturb the neatness and balance of his great work on Greek
Education.”*” That “wider Oriental complex” was both mystical and
occult, as Jaeger well knew. It wasapowerful underground streamin
both Greek and Renaissance philosophy, and without which both
would have dried up.*® Thetwo traditions were united on one presup-
position: man isthe creator in history.

Academic Blackout: The Renaissance

A similar academic blackout has operated with respect to the Ren-
aissance’ srecovery of Greek culture. Therationa side of the Renais-
sance is the textbook account. Only since the mid-1960’s has the
occult sidebeenrediscovered. Themajor figureinthisreconsideration

17. Hugh W. Nibley, “An Intellectual Autobiography,” in Nibley on the Timely and the
Timeess: Classic Essays of Hugh W. Nibley, val. 1 (Religious Studies Center, Brigham
Y oung University, 1978), p. xxiii.

18. Thomas Moalnar, God and the Knowl edge of Reality (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1973).
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of the occult side of the Renaissance hasbeen FrancisY ates, who held
no academic position inthe British university system during her years
of publishing.™ Stephen M cK night’ s1989 monograph on Renaissance
thought is to the point: recent studies of the Renaissance have made
mandatory a reconsideration of the origins of modernity. Seculari-
zation, the main theme, must be complemented by its opposite,
sacralization. It was not just the secular tradition of Classical civiliza-
tion that Renaissance scholars revived; it was aso the magical-
mystical side. Professor McKnight writes: “1nadditionto the humanist
revival of the studia humanitatis, the Neoplatonists rediscovered the
priscatheologia. These materials, which wereregarded asthe earliest
and purist non-Christian revelations, led Ficino and hisfollowersto a
new understanding of human nature. Sacralizationisthetermused to
characterize this view of man as a terrestrial god capable of
controlling the natural world and perfecting society.”? None of this
was taught in my undergraduate daysinthe early 1960's, and it is still
not in the Western Civilization textbooks.

The Standard of Written Law

We come now to another representative example of conventional
scholarship’s assessment of the legacy of Greece. Bruno Leoni, a
professor of both legal theory and political science at the University

19. Her best-known work is Giordano Bruno and the Hermetic Tradition (New York:
Vintage, [1964] 1969). Cf. Yates, Theater of the World (University of Chicago Press,
1969); The Rosicrucian Enlightenment (New York: Methuen, 1986); The Occult
Philosophy in the Elizabethan Age (New Y ork: Methuen, 1983); Collected Essays, 3 vols.
(London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1984).

20. Stephen A. McKnight, Sacralizing the Secular: The Renaissance Origins of
Modernity (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1989), p. 109.
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of Pavia, offered this bit of Greek mythology: “The ideal of awritten
law, generally conceived and knowable by every citizen of the small
and glorioustowns scattered all along the coasts of the Mediterranean
Sea and inhabited by people of Greek descent, is one of the most
precious giftsthat the fathersof Western civilization have bequeathed
to their posterity.”* Hethen cited Aristotle as one source of thislegal
tradition.?

This is propaganda, not historical scholarship. First, there were
comparatively few citizens in any of those Greek towns. Classical
legal theory established separate legal orders for citizens, resident
aliens, women, and slaves. Only citizens — males who could lawfully
participate in the religious rites of the city — possessed legal rights.?
At least one-third of the population was composed of daves.? Thisis
avastly higher percentage than anything inthe ancient Near East.® In
al Greek and Roman establishments larger than the family, manual
labor was done by daves.®® The written law did not defend their
liberty. The principle of written law may have helped citizens, but it
gave little protection to the mgjority of residents.

21. Bruno Leoni, Freedom and the Law (Princeton, New Jersey: Van Nostrand, 1961),
pp. 73-74.

22. 1bid., p. 74.

23. On this paint, see Fustel, Ancient City, Bk. Ill, chaps. XI-XII. Leoni dismisses
Fustel’s observation on the Greek concept of freedom as being fundamentally different
from ours. Fustel has been “successfully revised in recent times,” Leoni says, but he offers
no footnotes to prove his point (p. 79).

24.M. 1. Finley, Ancient Savery and Modern Ideology (New Y ork: Viking, 1980), p. 80.
It was one-third in Athens: A. H. M. Jones, “Slavery in the Ancient World,” Economic
History Review, Second Series, IX (1956), p. 187.

25. Isaac Mendelsohn, Savery In the Ancient Near East (New Y ork: Oxford University
Press, 1949), p. 119.

26. Finley, Ancient Savery, p. 81.
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From the point of view of the daves, the Greeks' defeat of Darius
Persian army in 490 B.C. at the battle of Marathon was adisaster. So
was the defeat of Xerxes fleet at the battle of Salamisin 480. Libera-
tion from davery had been imminent. The textbooks never consider
this possibility. The Greeks are viewed as defenders of liberty and
culture; the Persians are seen as barbarian tyrants. But Persiaalowed
the Israglites to return to their land and worship God openly (Ezra,
Nehemiah). Christian students seldom connect the two accounts. It is
asif thePersansweretwo different societies: onetolerant (the biblical
account) and the other barbarian (the Greek version).

Second, the principle of a written body of law that is knowable to
all residents of a commonwealth had been the gift of God to Israel
over a millennium before Aristotle taught political philosophy to the
world-classconqueror Alexander the Great. God inscribed Hislaw on
tablets of stone — a graphic way of communicating the principle of
written law. The Mosaic law required that every seventh year the
entirelaw beread to the assembled nation: men, women, children, and
resident aliens (Deut. 31:10-13).%” To argue that Aristotle was the
source of thistradition in the West is nothing short of ludicrous. It is,
however, typica of humanist scholarship.

Written law in Greece, yes. Freedom? Not for many and not for
long. Political success in Athens was based on a man's ability as a
public speaker. Thisled to the rise of the Sophists, who sold the skills
of rhetoric to the highest bidders — the superlawyers of their day.
Historian Morton Smithwritesthat “ Athenianswerelitigious, and any
man might find himself compelled to argue for his fortune, if not his
life, before a court of several hundred of his fellow citizens. It was
necessary to speak for oneself, though a writer might be hired to

27. Gary North, Inheritanceand Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronony,
2nd electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginiaz Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), ch. 74.
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prepare the speech. By their studies of rhetoric, argument (whence
logic), and grammar, the sophists laid the basis of Greek higher edu-
cation, fromwhichwasto comethe mediaeval university program. By
their immediate teaching, however, they — intentionaly or unin-
tentionally — obscured the traditional patterns of Greek morality and
raised up a generation of skeptics prepared to argue for any action
which seemed to their own interest.”?® Otto Scott is even moreto the
point: “These sophistae (teachersof wisdom) taught young adults, for
the first time in history. They charged enormous sums. Protagoras
demanded 10,000 drachmas ($100,000 — or the equivalent of amod-
ern university [education]) for the education of a single pupil. The
Sophists introduced civilization’s first ‘enlightenment’ which quest-
ioned tradition, religion, morals and all values.”® In short, they were
the law school professors of their day: they undermined moral law.
The decline of traditional morality, accompanied by increasing
Athenian wealth and political power, led the city into a series of mili-
tary confrontationswith Sparta, culminatinginthe Peloponnesianwar,
beginning in 431 B.C., awar that Athenslost. It wasin this period of
defeat and despair that Athens executed Socratesin 399 B.C. He had
been perceived by many critics as a Sophist. They were essentialy
correct: hewas, infact, asophisticated diaectician who defended the
existenceahypothetical realm of absolute knowledge, but asoinsisted
that no one, including himself, had been able to enter it —a sophist’s
ploy if there ever was one. He was also a political authoritarian.® In
terms of his philosophical undermining of Greek religion, the
Athenians perception of Socrates was correct. He was guilty as

28. Morton Smith, The Ancient Greeks (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press,
1960), p. 72.

29. Otto Scott, “The Death of Socrates,” Chalcedon Report (Aug. 1991), p. 3.

30. Popper, Open Society, val. 1, The Spell of Plato.
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charged. (He was also a defender of pederasty with adolescents, but
that did not bother Athenians any more than it bothers his apologists
today.)*

Demythologizing the Greeks

War characterized Greek life as much as democracy and written
law. War was away of life, especially among the smaller city-states.®
This includes civil wars, which were frequent outside of Athens and
Sparta.** Then there was judicial and cultural inequality. The world-
renowned Classical historian Moses Finley writes: “In this society of
unequals, the elite who dominated all activities, political, military,
athletic, and cultural, constituted asingle group. . . . The acceptance
by ‘themany’ of this perpetual domination by ‘thefew’ isasignificant
fact in classica Greek history, even in Athens during its most
democratic period, from the time of Periclesto the time of Alexander
the Great.”*

Something else characterized Greek political life: the absolute
power of the State. There was no appeal beyond it. Finley has accur-
ately summarized the nature of Greek politics: “I1n political terms, the
power possessed by the community was total. That isto say, within
the limitsimposed by ‘rule of law’, however that was understood, and
by certain taboos in the fields of cult and sexual relations, the

31. Plato, Symposium, sections 181-82.

32. M. I. Finley, “Introduction,” The Legacy of Greece, edited by M. I. Finley (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, [1981] 1988), p. 15.

33. Finley, “Palitics and Palitical Theory,” ibid., p. 25.

34. Finley, “Introduction,” ibid., p. 15.
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sovereign body was unrestrictedly free in its decison-making. There
were areas or facets of human behaviour in which it normally did not
interfere, but that was only becauseit chose not to, or did not think to
do so0. There were no natural rights of the individual to inhibit action
by the state, no inalienable rights granted or sanctioned by a higher
authority. There was no higher authority.”*

The Legacy of Pericles

To prove his case for Greece as a major source of Western legad
theory, Leoni cited Pericles’ funeral oration of 430 B.C., which was
eloquent in its defense of the political freedom of Athenian citizens.®
This oration was wartime rhetoric from Athens senior politician,
delivered in the first year of the war with Sparta. This speech is
regarded as one of the classic documents in Western civilization. The
textbooks laud both Pericles and his speech (as reconstructed by
Thucydides). Rarely are students told what followed. A year after
Pericles gave his famous speech, a great plague hit maritime Athens,
though hardly at al in Sparta and the inland cities of the Pelopon-
nesian alliance,* and thisled to the destruction of Athenian civil relig-
ion and personal morality.® Pericles two sons died in the plague.

35. Finley, “Palitics,” ibid., pp. 26-27.
36. Leoni, Freedom and the Law, p. 78.
37. Bury, History of Greece, p. 390.

38. Thucydides wrate: “No one was eager to persevere in theideals of honour. . . . They
thought that it made no difference whether they worshipped God or not, as they saw all
alike perishing; no one expected to live to be brought totrial for his offences, but each felt
that afar severer sentence had been already passed upon them all and hung ever over their
heads, and before this fell it was only reasonable to enjoy life alittle.” Thucydides, The
History of the Peloponnesian War, edited in translation by Sir Richard Livingstone (New
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Athensthen sought peace with Sparta, which Spartarejected. Pericles
was suspended from his post and put on trial for aminor offense. He
was subsequently re-elected to the post, having eloquently defended
the necessity of empire, especially since the other city-statesregarded
it as immoral; it was too risky to quit now, he warned them. They
responded to his call, and Athens imperial war raged on. He died a
year later.* The war continued for the next 25 years. Sparta won.
Some Periclean legacy!

The rule of written Athenian law may have applied within the city,
but not beyond itsborders. Whenever it was regarded as necessary to
extend Athenian control, Atheniansruthlessly suppressed the liberties
of the lesser cities of the Athenian empire (the Delian League), which
lasted from 478 B.C., the year after the second Persian invasion was
repulsed by the allied city-states, until 404 B.C., when Athens was
defeated by Sparta. For example, under Pericles political leadership
in 454 B.C., Athens moved the League's treasury from Delos to the
Athenian Acropolis. Thiswasdoneinthename of arequired religious
payment to Athena, Athens' official goddess. Therecordsindicatethat
one-sixtieth of the funds collected were registered as paymentsto the
goddess.*® Some of these fundswere then siphoned off to help finance
Athens gigantic public works construction programs: the famous
statues and architectural glories of Periclean Athens. Bury admitted
that it was bad imperial politics for Athens to extract these funds,
however minimal, from the other cities in the league.** When

York: Oxford University Press, 1943), 11:53, p. 122.
39. Bury, History of Greece, p. 391.

40. J. K. Davies, Democracy and Classical Greece (Atlantic Highlands, New Jersey:
Humanities Press, 1978), p. 78.

41. Bury, History of Greece, p. 356.
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challenged by Thucydidesregarding thispolicy, Athensvotedto ostra-
cize Thucydides, thus ending any significant political opposition to
Pericles. The voterswere swayed by Pericles argument that the other
cities had nothing to say about it, just so long as Athens defended
them. The League's members supposedly had no right to interfere
with the allocation of these funds, however large or small.** No
accounting to the cities was necessary. In effect, this was a form of
forced tribute to Athens. Athens also forced the other cities to with-
draw their coinage and substitute Athenian coins.®® Athens sent
“Iinspectors,” established garrisons, and sent small colonies of Athen-
ians to the subject cities.* Y et Periclean Athens supposedly was the
source of the ideal of written civil law in the West. So said Professor
Leoni. He has not been alone in this opinion.

It was this growing Athenian empire that led Sparta into its own
confederation. The city-states of Greece deeply resented Athens
violations of their religious and legal autonomy. Historian David
Greene summarizesthe fundamental issueraised by Athenian tyranny:
“By what right had Athensvirtually obliterated the external autonomy
of the various states which had originally joined her League of Delos
against the menace of a recurrent Persian invasion? This was the
outspoken question or indignant charge put by every state outside the
Athenian sphere of influence. . . . Thereisno doubt that, in exercising
control over the external affairs of her confederate alies, Athenswas
outraging the accepted code of international Greek morality asit had

42. ldem.
43. Davies, pp. 87-88.

44. 1bid., pp. 88-90.
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existed from before the Persian wars.”*®

Thucydides explained the growth of the Athenian empire asakind
of natural or inevitable force rather than as one city’ sblatant grab for
centralized power, but his words did not make it so. His explanation
does, however, closdly fit the presuppositions of modern historians
and political theorists, who see the march of democracy and the rise
of a secular one-world State as intertwined events. They love Thu-
cydides. He seems so much like one of them.*® So does Thucydides
version of Pericles, who has become a kind of precursor to U.S.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt in the eyes of modern American
scholars. Greene' s description of Pericles deserves wider circulation:
“Y et the democracy whose dynamic was greed and fear and whose
might was the offspring of that greed and fear was held in check by a
single autocrat whose rule it accepted because he was not as other
men were. In this voluntary acquiescence of the vulgar, in this
submission to the statesman who neither flattered nor feared them but
who put heart into them or made them tremble with the witchcraft of
hisown aloof certainty. Thucydides may have seen the transcendence
of the materialism in which he believed. Here was power as it truth-
fully was, based on fear, pride, and greed, yet it touched something
too magical for measurement.”*’

The political reality undergirding Pericles’ rhetorical flourish did
not survive thefall of Athensto Sparta, and the fall of both to Mace-
doniaover thenext 75 years. Academic defendersof thisclassic Greek
mythology need to demonstrate the connection between (1) what a

45. David Greene, Greek Political Theory: The Image of Man in Thucydides and Plato
(University of Chicago Phoenix Book, [1950] 1965), p. 43. Originaly published as Man
in His Pride: A Study in the Political Philosophy of Thucydides and Plato.

46. He was no democrat; he preferred aligarchy. Ibid., pp. 54-55.

47. 1bid., p. 92.
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handful of Greek philosophers, mostly followers of Socrates, believed
about civil law in the fourth century B.C., during which “Greece's’
(Athens) relatively brief experiment with democracy was rapidly
fading, and (2) the historical reality of Greek law in the city-states.
The connection does exist, but it is publicly embarrassing for most
defenders of Greek democracy — politically incorrect, we might say.
Onething is certain: the Athenians of Socrates' day had very littlein
common with him and his students. Aristophanes comedy, The
Clouds, had Athenianshowling derisively at theanticsof Socratesand
members of his academy. They condemned him to death in 399 B.C.

Y et there was a crucial connection between Athenian politics and
Socratic political theory — something the textbooks aways fail to
mention. They shared a political opinion, as Finley has so accurately
pointed out: political man, irrespective of thedesires of the gods, can
dowhatever he can get away with.* Therewasno infalliblerevelation,
written or verbal, in Greek religion.” Political man therefore had to
fear other men, not the gods. Athens feared Socrates, whose com-
mitment to Athenian citizenship was so strong that he preferred
hemlock to exile.*® Thispresupposition of unbounded political author-
ity is what connects the Athenian Greeks with today’s disciples of
human autonomy and political salvation.

Modern textbooks fail to mention the following two facts. First, it
was not Socrates who persuaded the Greeks of this political world-
view; he merely shifted its basis of authority from political traditionto

48. Finley, “Politics and Palitical Theory,” pp. 23-24.
49. lbid., p. 24.

50. Contrary to Plato’'s immortal but second-hand account at the end of the Phaedo
dialogue, hemlock burns the mouth and abdomen. Nausea and vomiting are common.
Hemlock drinkers do not wax philosophical as they slowly fade away. See William B.
Ober, Boswell’s Clap and Other Essays (New York: Harper & Row, 1988), ch. 10; cited
by Otto Scott, “The Death of Socrates,” Chalcedon Report (Aug. 1991), p. 4.
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political philosophy. Second, authors fail to admit openly that their
textbooksarewrittenintermsof this same philosophy of autonomous
man, and usually also in terms of political salvation: the corporate
healing power of politics. All of the other supposed connections
between classical Greece and the modernworld —judicial, analytical,
or aesthetic—are either fanciful or else subordinate applications of the
presuppositional one: political man is autonomous, and man is
fundamentally political.

The Judicial Legacy

Leoni did not bother to show the Greek legal tradition was passed
along to the Christian West. Contrary to Leoni, the Greeks of Peri-
clean Athens left no judicial legacy to the West. Historian Joseph R.
Strayer writes: “But whatever their constitution, they did not develop
a legal tradition that persisted in the West. The Greeks were deeply
concerned with law, but since each small community had itsown laws,
taillored to fit the needs of that community, it was hard to develop
genera principles applicable to all of the Greek-ruled areas. By the
time that the Greeks had developed such principles, they had been
swallowed up by the Hellenistic monarchies, which, in turn, were
swallowed up by Rome.”**

Bury wrote much the same thing: contrary to Pericles’ funeral ora-
tion, Athens did not become the school of Greece until after the
collapse of the empire. Athens became influential through its philo-
sophers and through its new position as a clearing house of cosmo-
politaninfluences—in short, throughits Hellenism. Infact, heargued,

51. Joseph R. Strayer, “The Rule of Law,” in Aspects of American Liberty:
Philosophical, Historical, and Political (Philadelphiaz American Philosophical Society,
1977), p. 17.
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Athens had more influence through its theater than through anything
else.> |t was Hellenism, with its cosmopolitanism, that produced the
famed Athenian individualism. The Athenian’ s covenantal bond to his
city — his polis—had been broken. “The citizen of Athens has become
acitizen of the world.”*® That isto say, he had become no citizen at
al —no civic oath, no democratic sanctions, and no political or judicial
legacy to pass on to posterity. Instead, he and his peers, to the extent
that they left ajudicial legacy to thefuture, did so by abandoning their
inheritance fromthe past: thejudicial ideal of the polis. The politically
minded intellectuals among them — and there were fewer and fewer of
them as the fourth century progressed — adopted a new ideal.

Stoic Natural Law Theory

Thislater Hellenisticintellectual development was Stoic natural law
philosophy, which was the product of the collapse of the Greek city-
states. Natural law theory was not the foundation of Athenian
democratic politics. Stoic natural law theory was used to justify the
new world empires of Macedoniaand Rome. The Stoic concept of the
rule of universal law was exclusively philosophical, not judicia. The
foundation of Stoic philosophy was a denial of the Creator-creature
distinction. Its outlook was summed up by Epictetus. “When a man
has learnt to understand the government of the universe and has
realized that there is nothing so great or sovereign or all-inclusive as
this frame of things wherein man and God are united . . . why should

52. Bury, History of Greece, p. 560.

53. Ibid., p. 561.
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he not call himsalf a citizen of the universe and a son of God?">*

Stoicism offered no basis for political theory. Stoic man, as a
citizen of the universe, did not regard participation in politics as the
means of maintaining his universal citizenship. This citizenship was
granted to him by natural law. Wolin hasidentified the elitism of such
aview of citizenship, “akind of invisible church of rational beings.”*®
Wolin cites the Stoic emperor (and persecutor of the church),*® Mar-
cusAurelius, who defended theexistence of common reason, common
law, and common citizenship. This rational ideal became the foun-
dation for empire, a one-world State and one-State world: “For of
what other common political community will any one say that the
whole human race are members?’ >

Citing the same passage, C. N. Cochrane is even more forthright
regarding the pretensions of this absolute religion of reason: “1n point
of fact, it congtitutes an audacious anthropomorphism, akind of sky-
writing® which projects upon the cosmos amerely human rationality
andtrandatesit into an account of nature and of God.”*° Stoic natural
law theory was apagan attempt to restructure the universe in terms of
man’s reason. It was the antithesis of biblical law, which places man

54. Epictetus, Discourses, |:9; cited by Sheldon S. Woalin, Politicsand Vision: Continuity
and Innovation in Western Poalitical Thought (Boston: Little, Brown, 1960), p. 80.

55. Walin, Politics and Vision, p. 80.

56. Justin Martyr died under hisreign.

57. Idem.

58. An advertising device of the 1930’s and 1940’ sin which a small airplane, spewing
white smoke, would spell out wordsinthe sky. In the 1939 movie, TheWzard of Oz, there
is a scene where the witch sky-writes Dorothy in black smoke from her broom.

59. CharlesNorrisCochrane, Christianity and Classical Culture: A Study of Thought and

Action from Augustus to Augustine (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, [1944] 1957), p.
167. Reprinted by Liberty Press.
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under God’'s absolute sovereignty, mediated by His revealed law.
Stoicism's command was “follow nature.”® This means following
autonomous reason.®* In contrast, the Bible's command is “follow
God” by obeying His law. By following nature, Classical man found
himself divided, for nature was seen as an unstable combination of
chance and luck on the one hand and impersonal necessity and fate on
the other.®? He was trapped either by the non-politics of anarchy or
the submissive politics of passivity. In contrast, by following God by
obeying His law, Christian man attaches himself judicially (covenan-
tally) to the sovereign Creator of the universeinwhomthereis neither
chance nor impersonal fate. The politics of justice becomes both a
possibility and a moral imperative.

The Medieval Synthesis

TheWest deriveditscrucial judicial ideal of equality beforethe law
from the Bible. Much later, in medieval lega theory, Roman
jurisprudence (especialy in the writings of the twelfth-century canon
lawyers, the Decretists),® Aristotelian philosophy (especialy in
Aquinas. d. 1274), and Stoic natural law theory were added to justify
this biblical ideal. But Western legal theory today denies the origind
theological foundation which undergirded the explicitly biblical idea

60. lbid., p. 165.

61. Ibid., p. 166.

62. 1bid., pp. 158-59.

63. Brian Tierney, Religion, law, and the growth of constitutional thought, 1150-1650

(New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1982), ch. Il. They werecalled Decretistsbecause
they were commentators on Gratian' s Decretum(Concor d of Discor dant Canons, c. 1140).
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of equality before the law: specially revealed law.

Under the influence of Greek philosophy, especially Stoicism, and
Roman law, a new guild of Western legal theorists appeared in the
twelfth century. They were early academics. They moved from the
acceptance of customary tribal laws (civil) and penitentia law
(ecclesiastical) to the ideal of universal natura law in the guise of a
revival of Roman imperial law.** This judicial transformation was
accompanied by a parallel development among philosophers. an
attempted fusion of the Greek concept of autonomousreason and the
biblical ideal of God's revealed law. Scholasticism promised that
Classical wisdomwould be tamed by Christianity. But the conquest of
Classicism by Christianity was not to be; the reverse was increasingly
the case in intellectual affairs. Rationalist heresies invaded the
universities, and they could not beremoved.® Bolgar iscorrect: “Men
found that they could not simply sort out the good and the bad, to
treasure the former and discard the latter.” %

Scholasticism’s philosophical synthesis was inherently both epis-
temologically and ethically unstable, and from the fourteenth century
onward, it steadily disintegrated. Scholasticismleft the church vulner-
ableto William of Ockham’ snominalist dualism between reason (with
authority over the realm of civil affairs and science) and revelation
(with authority confined to the soul and the cloister).®” Professor Eta

64. Harold J. Berman, Law and Revolution: The Formation of the Western Legal
Tradition (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983).

65. Friedrich Heer, The Medieval World, 1100-1350 (New Y ork: World, [1961] 1962),
chaps. 9, 10.

66. R. R. Bolgar, The Classical Heritage and Its Beneficiaries: From the Carolingian
Age to the End of the Renaissance (New Y ork: Harper Torchbooks, [1954] 1964), p. 205.

67. Gordon Leff, Bradwardine and the Pelagians (New Y ork: Cambridge University
Press, 1957).
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Linnemann, aformer defender of the higher criticism of the Bible and
anew convert to thefaith, describes Scholasticism’ sattempted fusion
of theBibleand Greek philosophy: “ Scholasticismundertook ‘to bring
the new rational knowledge into agreement with the articles of faith’
— an effort which set the tone for all the theological exertions of the
High and Late Middle Ages. But it had made a weighty and fateful
decision! Instead of bearing in mind that all the treasures of wisdom
and knowledge lie hidden in Christ (Col. 2:3), it was assumed that
man requires the worldly wisdom of paganism right alongside God's
Word in order to make real intellectual progress. God’'s Word was
reduced to just one of two focal points for determining wisdom and
knowledge. The Bible came to be regarded as authoritative only in
those areas touching on redemption and the Christian life. Aristotle,
in contrast, became the source of all valid knowledge of the world,
that is, for the realm of natural sciences, social analysis, and so on.
From then on, in other words, God’s Word was no longer regarded
asreliablefor these areas of knowledge. Later, Aristotelian philosophy
would bereplaced by newly developed sciencesthat hastily blamed the
cosmological errors of Aristotle on God's Word.”%®

The Modern Savior State

Natural law theory became secularized inthe seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries. Fromthis secularized version of natural law theory in
the late eighteenth century the West’ s constitutional theory moved to
positive law: law as the voice of the sovereign People, as interpreted
by officials of the State. But positive law has long been regarded as

68. Eta Linnemann, Historical Criticismof the Bible: Methodology or |deology?, trans.
Robert W. Yarbrough (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1990), p. 24.
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sovereign only within national boundaries. Traces of natural law
theory have survived only in international law theory, which has few
agreed-upon sanctions and is seldom honored by the more powerful
nationswhen casesgo against them. International law had no common
agent of enforcement until the twentieth century. International order
istoday seen as an evolutionary development, not as the culmination
of fixed principles of natural law.®® The moral and institutional
demands of the internationalists are therefore unbounded and open-
ended.” President John F. Kennedy stated the following messianic
premises forthrightly in 1961 at the memorial service of Dag
Hammarskjold, thedeceased Secretary General of the United Nations:
“Political sovereignty is but a mockery without the means of meeting
poverty and illiteracy and disease. Self-determination is but a slogan

69. “International organization is a process; international organizations are
representative aspects of the phase of that process which has been reached at agiventime.”
InisL. Claude, Jr., Snords|nto Ploughshares: The Problemsand Progressof I nternational
Relations, 2nd ed. (New Y ork: Random House, 1959), p. 4.

70. The New World Order, incarnated judicially in the League of Nations and then the
United Nations, was proclaimed throughout the twentieth century by various humanists.
Thisinternational legal order has not been defended theoretically in terms of natural law
theory —which limits the State — but rather in terms of either the needs of man, which are
inherently unlimited, or national self-interest, which isleft undefined. Write two academic
defenders of the United Nations regarding the failure of the League of Nations: “Yet for a
decade and a half people throughout the world looked to the League as the instrument by
which it might be possible to establish peace and stability in the world and to assist
mankind in its uneven progress toward greater freedom and happiness.” Leland M.
Goodrich and Edvard Hambro, Charter of the United Nations: Commentary and
Documents, 2nd ed. (Boston: World Peace Foundation, 1949), p. 3. Peace and stability,
progressand happiness: these are unbounded goal s. Writes a prominent academic defender
of international political order: “International organizations exist simply because they are
needed; we belong to them simply because it serves our national interest to belong —and
because it would damage our national interest to remain aloof.” Richard N. Gardner, In
Pursuit of World Order: U.S Foreign Policy and I nternational Organizations (New Y ork:
Praeger, 1964), p. xi.
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if the future holds no hope.””™ The judicial link between political
sovereignty and positive sanctions of physical and intellectual healing
isexplicit in Kennedy’ s statement; unless the State can heal, it has no
legitimacy. The State must become a savior.

The issue is therefore final sovereignty. The international State
becomes King of kings. In the absence of a higher court, the final
earthly court of appeal necessarily must claim divine sovereignty, i.e.,
divine right: the final word beyond which there is no meaningful
earthly appeal in history. The world State becomes the voice of
authority. Today, this means the divine sovereignty of politics. This
has been the career of natural law theory in the West: from the divine
sovereignty of natural law to the divine sovereignty of politics — the
voice of the people. President George H. W. Bush announced to the
U.S. Congressin the fall of 1990:

A new partnership of nations has begun.

We stand today at a unique and extraordinary moment. The crisis
in the Persian Gulf, as grave asit is, also offers a rare opportunity to
move toward an historic period of cooperation. Out of these troubled
times, our fifth objective—anew world order —can emerge: anew era,
freer from the threat of terror, stronger in the pursuit of justice, and
more securein the quest for peace. An erain which the nations of the
world, east and west, north and south, can prosper and live in
harmony.

A hundred generations have searched for this eusive path to peace,
while a thousand wars raged across the span of human endeavor.
Today that new world is struggling to beborn. A world quite different
from the one we ve known. A world where the rule of law supplants
the rule of the jungle. A world in which nations recognize the shared

71. John F. Kennedy, “An Address to the United Nations” (Sept. 25, 1961), in The
United Sates and the United Nations, edited by Franz B. Gross (Norman: University of
Oklahoma Press, 1964), p. 283.
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responsibility for freedom and justice. A world where the strong
respect the rights of the weak.™

The messianic State becomes covenant-breaking man’s hoped-for
lord and savior. Whenever it appearsin history, the biblical concept of
freedom is put on the defensive. But the messianic State creates a
series of problems that are unsolvable, given the presuppositions of
autonomous man. Strayer has sketched some of the dilemmas of
modern salvational politics, from the Renaissance to today. We are
headed, he says, toward the breakdowninlaw, but inthe name of law.
“Asinthesixteenth century, the stateisintervening inareasthat it had
not touched before, but thistimeit isdoing so not because it seeksto
increase its power but because it istrying to satisfy its citizens. Asin
the sixteenth century, the new libertiesare not yet merged with the old
liberties, and it is difficult to reconcile the two. Is it proper, for
example, to interfere with the right of free speech in order to advance
the rights of minorities? The rule of law is threatened by the burdens
that we place uponthelaw. We expect the lawsto solve our problems
when we ourselves have not agreed on acceptable solutions. We
expect the laws to impose patterns of common responsibility for the
welfare of a society so complex that no one knows what those
patterns should be. We expect the laws to make us good, when the
most that thelaw can do isto makeit possible for usto seek the good.
Theresult iscomplication, confusion, uncertainty inunderstanding the
law, and intolerable delays in the administration of justice. This
situation invites, as it did in the sixteenth century, arbitrary
administrative decisions that by-pass ordinary legal procedures. It
would be ironic if the forces that led to the establishment of the rule
of law should be forces that lead to the breakdown of the law. But

72. “Text of President Bush's Address to Joint Sessions of Congress,” New York Times
(Sept. 12, 1990).

1582



Greek Mythology: The Myth of Classical Politics

history is full of such ironies, and no society can be sure that it will
escape them.”

One society can be sure of its ability to escape such destructive
dilemmas. a biblical covenant society that remains faithful to the
theological, moral, and judicial terms of the covenant. But modern
man does not want to consider this option. He prefers the historical
uncertainties and eternal certainties of a broken covenant.

Conclusion

Leoni argued that written civil law wasthe great legacy of Greece
to the modern world. What he really meant was a particular kind of
written civil law: written civil lawin the absence of written revelation
that is authoritative over civil law. He should have been more forth-
right. So should his humanist peers. Theideathat law can and should
be written down is quite ancient. The idea comes from a far more
fundamental idea, namely, that God has reveded Himself to His
people by means of law — first verbal, then written. God has spoken
an authoritative primary word; man should therefore speak a second-
ary wordthat isin covenantal conformity to God’ sprimary word. This
assertion was the judicial foundation of ancient Israel. This was
Israel’ s legacy to the Christian church, and this became the church’'s
legacy to the West.

This legacy was challenged at the beginning of the church by the
remnants of Classical Greece's essentially political legacy, but dis-
guised as autonomous, philosophically neutral rationalism: the politi-
cal autonomy of man and the primacy of politics. The Stoics aban-
doned this political faith, but only by seeking an escape from politics
in an era of Roman tyranny. They capitulated intellectually.

73. Strayer, “Rule of Law,” Aspects of American Liberty, p. 36.
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The war in history between the kingdom of God and the kingdom
of man is still being fought in terms of these rival creeds, these rival
views of written civil law. It isawar over the correct way of salva-
tion: through politics or grace. This war will continue until the final

judgment.
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THE COVENANTAL STRUCTURE
OF JUDGMENT

Ye shall do no unrighteousness in judgment: thou shalt not respect
the person of the poor, nor honour the person of the mighty: but in
righteousness shalt thou judge thy neighbour (Lev. 19:15).

We are called in this verse to exercise righteous judgment. This
means that God has given us standards of righteousness. All judges
are to be judged by the cosmic Judge of judges. We are required to
regard God as the final Judge. When we exercise judgment, whether
in the sense of self-government or in the sense of civil judgment, we
must bear in mind that God is watching and recording all that we do.
The creation of a righteous civil order is necessarily based on a
presumption of God asthefinal Judge. Theregection of thispresump-
tion leads inevitably to the destruction of the judicial foundations of
arighteous civil order.

Put another way, the ideal of civil theocracy — the public authority
of God's Bible-revealed law over the civil order —is an extension of
the doctrine of God's absolutely sovereign rule over history and
eternity. Thisiswhy secular man rejects biblical theocracy; he prefers
democracy: the rule of autonomous man. Thisis also why Christians
who reject civil theocracy as a judicia ideal generally reect the
Calvinist doctrine of the absolute sovereignty of God and increasingly
regject any strong emphasis in preaching on the doctrine of eterna
punishment.

The triumph of the Renaissance-Enlightenment ideal of autono-
mous man and autonomous politics has captured the minds of the vast
majority of Protestant Christians. They aretotally ashamed of theideal
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of civil theocracy and somewhat embarrassed by the doctrine of hell.*
Christ isacknowledged asKing of kings and Judge of judges, but only
in the world beyond the grave. Until then, they affirm, manis at least
partialy sovereign over history (“freewill”) and totally sovereign over
politics.

Religion and the Social Order

The social order isnot aproduct of thecivil order. It isthe product
of religion.? It is much broader than politics. But the social order must
be defended by law. This is why the civil order must be structurally
and judicially consistent with the social order. If such consistency is
lacking, there will be socia conflict, leading ultimately either to
tyranny or anarchy: theradical one or the radical many. Thereissuch

1. An example of the post-World War Il drift away from the Bible took place in May,
1989, at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, near Chicago, Illinois. Trinity, with assistance
from the National Association of Evangelicals, held a conference of 385 theologians,
Christian leaders, and laymen: “Evangelical Affirmations/89.” The goal of conference
organizers Carl F. H. Henry and Kenneth Kantzer was to devel op adocument defining the
word “evangelical.” See Evangdical Affirmations, edited by Kantzer and Packer (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Academie, 1990).

At this conference, adebate broke out over the doctrine of “ annihilationism,” alsoknown
as “conditionalism,” a doctrine held by Seventh-Day Adventists, Jehovah's Witnesses,
Christadel phians, etc. It teaches that there isonly annihilation for unregenerate sinnersin
eternity — no hell or lake of fire. Theologian J. I. Packer adamantly pressed the assembly
to adopt a statement affirming the traditional creedal position of eternal punishment, but
to no avail. The voice vote was split, but the chairman declared that those refusing to
include a positive statement (i.e., that hell exists) on such a negative idea (i.e., that God
torments covenant-breakers) had been in the majority. In the section of the book that lists
the evangelical affirmations, under “ Second Coming and Judgment,” there is no reference
tothelake of fire. It states merely that “ Unbelievers will be separated eternally from God”
(p. 36). For an account of this conference, see World (June 3, 1989), p. 9.

2. R. J. Rushdoony, Foundations of Social Order: Sudiesin the Creeds and Councils of
the Early Church (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1968] 1978).
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consistency inabiblical social order, whichrestsonthedoctrine of the
Trinity: the equal ultimacy of the one (the Godhead) and the many
(three Persons). Rushdoony writes of the Chalcedon creed (451
A.D.): “Thusthe equal ultimacy of the one and the many was further
defended. The truth about life was neither unity nor particularity,
neither social atomism nor totalitarianism, but rather the equal impor-
tance of both the one and the many. The Trinity, three persons, one
God, madeimpossibleany legitimate Christiantotalitarianismor atom-
ism: the one and the many are equally ultimate in the triune God.”?
Thisiswhy it isadenial of the biblical foundations of social order to
allow those who do not publicly affirm by formal oath the existence
of the God of the Bible to impose political and judicial sanctions on
those who do.*

To understand the true nature of any social order, we must under-
stand the covenantal structure of judgment. Because the hiblical
covenant hasfive parts, the structure of judgment isinfive parts. This
essay presents the biblical model that should be used to evaluate the
judicial orders of rival societies.

|. The Absolute Sovereignty of God in Judgment

God istranscendent. Heisnot an aspect of the creation. Heispres-
ent with it; Heisnot immanent or immersed init. Thisis point one of
the biblical covenant model: transcendence. God created the universe.
It is dependent on Him. God is the final Judge because God is the

3. R. J. Rushdoony, The One and the Many: Sudies in the Philosophy of Order and
Ultimacy (Fairfax, Virginia: Thoburn Press, [1971] 1978), p. 164.

4. Gary North, Palitical Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1989), ch. 2.
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Creator. Heis sovereign over creation because He produced creation
out of nothing. The autonomous power of His sovereign creative
word created al things. “Let there be. . . .” Therefore, the
autonomous power of His sovereign judicial word governsall things.
The denial in the West of God's six-day creation, beginning in the
eighteenth century, was followed decade by decade by a denial of
God’ slaw and sovereign judgeship. Thisdevelopment should surprise
no one. That neo-evangelical theologianswho never affirmed the six-
day creation are today equally unwilling to affirm the doctrine of hell
should also surprise no one.®

The structure of the creation reflects the very being of God: it is
both one and many.® The creationisdiverse, yet it is unified under the
sovereignty of one God. The creation was originally undeveloped,
though originally perfect.

The creation is sustained by God: the doctrine of providence.
Natureisnot impersonal. It istotally personal.” Men are to begin with
God as the foundation of their social theories.

I1. Constitutional Legitimacy

The second point of the biblical covenant model is hierarchy/
authority. God possesses lawful authority over man because God is
the Founder. He is the Founder of the covenant. He announces a
binding covenant in history. In political theory, we call this funda-

5. See footnote #1.

6. Rushdoony writes that “we have a temporal one and many in the created universe.”
Rushdoony, The One and the Many, p. 10.

7. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 1: “Cosmic Personalism.”
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mental covenant a constitution. The constitution setsforth the funda-
mental law of the society: point three of the biblical covenant model.
The covenant is, in the words of Meredith G. Kline, the treaty of the
great king.® This congtitution isthe legal foundation of all subsequent
legidation and judicia interpretation. It is the positive source of
legitimacy of all civil government.® It serves as a negative restraining
factor in the administration of civil justice.’® That is, it provides
judicial boundaries on State officials. It also provides the rules of
interpretation that must govern all of the courts and juriesin the land.
Theserulesof interpretation are two-fold. First, they aremoral: good
vs. evil. Second, they are procedural: predictable vs. unpredictable.
Theremust be consistency between thesetwo aspectsof thejudicia
rules, and there must be widespread confidence in this consistency if
people are to exercise self-government. On the one hand, if they
believe that the judicial system is predictable (formally rational) but
ethically corrupt, they will exercise self-government in ways that are
inconsistent with the stated goals of the social order. They will seek
ways to “beat the system” legally by using the formal rules of the
judicia system to achieve their own personal ends — ends that are in
conflict with the society’s stated ethical goals. A classic example of

8. Meredith G. Kline, The Treaty of the Great King: The Covenant Sructure of Deuter-
onomy (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1963).

9. According to Max Weber, “First, and in a positive sense, government must have a
legitimate basis for its own jurisdiction; amodern government exercisesits functionsas a
‘legitimate’ jurisdiction, which meanslegally that it isregarded asresting on authorization
by the constitutional norms of the state.” Max Weber, Economy and Society: An Outline
of Interpretive Sociology, edited by Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich (New York:
Bedminster Press, [1924] 1968), p. 644. Thisisthe English translation of thefourth edition
of Weber’s incomplete and posthumously published work, Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft.

10. Weber continues: “ Secondly, and in a negative sense, the limitations on the power of

the state by law and vested rights create those restraints upon itsfreedom of action towhich
it must adjust itself.” dem.
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thiswas Vladimir Bukovsky' s successful attempt in the early 1970’s,
asaprisoner inaSoviet concentration camp, to use the camps' formal
rulesof written protest to paralyzethe operation of the camp.** Onthe
other hand, if they perceive the legal system as ethical (substantively
rational) but judicialy unpredictable and arbitrary, they will be unable
to exercise self-government consistent with the stated goals of the
socia order. They will not trust the civil courts. They will not be able
to understand the operations of the judicial system and its behaviora
requirements for public order. They will not know what to expect
from fellow citizens, since everyoneisin the dark regarding what the
courts will or will not enforce. Conclusion: for the maintenance of
long-term social order, there has to be consistency between the fixed
ethical requirements for social order and the court system’s rules of
procedure. Biblical law aoneprovidesthejudicial foundationsof such
a consistent legal order. Secularism does not.* Biblical law must
provide legitimacy.

The issue of legitimacy is the most important aspect of social
theory, political theory, and legal theory. Everything hingesonit. A

11. Hetellsthis story in hisbook, To Build a Castle: My Lifeasa Dissident (New Y ork:
Viking, 1979), pp. 37—40. | summarize this incident in my book, Moses and Pharaoh:
Dominion Religion vs. Power Religion (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1985), pp. 288-90.

12. It was Max Weber’ sinsight, asthe premier humanistic social theorist of thetwentieth
century, that in modern secular society, thereisno consistency possibleinjudicial rational-
ism. Substantive (ethical) rationalismisin permanent and irreconcilabledial ectical tension
with formal (procedural) rationalism. Thisistrue not just in the legal order; it is equally
true of the economic order, he argued. On his dialectical legal theory, see Weber, “Formal
and Substantive Rationalization — Theocratic and Secular Law,” Economy and Society, pp.
809- 38. On the twin developments of capitalism and its relationship to a formal legal
order vs. socialism and its relationship to a substantive legal order, see Economy and
Society, pp. 100-7, 111, 224-25, 165, 856. On the whole question of Weber’s dialectical
analysis, see Gary North, “Max Weber: Rationalism, Irrationalism, and the Bureaucratic
Cage,” in North (ed.), Foundations of Christian Scholarship: Essaysin the Van Til Pers-
pective (Vallecito, California: Ross House Books, 1976), pp. 141-46.
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socia order cannot long exist without legitimacy: public confidence
that the order isin basic conformity to fundamental ethical principles.
Also needed is public confidence that right makes might, i.e., that
righteousness will triumph institutionally in the long run. There must
be widespread faith in the inherent rightness of the existing legal
framework of society, and therefore faith that the social order will
perseverethrough history asaresult of itsinherent rightness. In other
words, there must be faith in the covenantal coherence of the social
order: (1) asovereign force (personal or impersonal) guarantees that
if (2) those judicial agents who in history represent simultaneously
both the force and the citizenry are faithful to (3) the force’ srevealed
fundamental laws and norms, (4) bringing the State' s negative sanc-
tions against evil-doers, then there will be (5) long-term survival and
prosperity for those under the society's jurisdiction. Where any of
these aspects is lacking, or believed to be lacking, the social order
suffersadecline in legitimacy. So does the political order that repres-
entsit judicially.™® (Amillennialism teaches right makes impotence.)
This is why constitutional theory is central to both social and
political order. The constitution enunciates the covenantal principles
of the society. It isinescapably ajudicial document. Moses, asthe su-
preme representative agent, made a constitutional declaration in
Deuteronomy 4. This declaration presented the legal foundations of
|srael’ slegitimacy, both nationally and internationally (Deut. 4:1-10).

[11. The Establishment of L egal Boundaries

13. Communist societiesin Eastern (Central) Europe suffered a monumental and unpre-
cedentedly rapid (for peacetime) public breakdown inlate 1989, to alarge degree because
of the public’sloss of faith in all five aspects of the covenantal order. Power alone could
no longer maintain the Communist system. Might was visibly in conflict with right.
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A law necessarily excludes certain actions. It establishes mora
boundaries: point three of the biblical covenant model — ethics. The
biblical legidative model is the law which prohibited Adam’s access
tothetreeinthe garden: “No Trespassing!” When Adam violated this
boundary, God extended its boundaries: the edges of the garden. “So
he drove out the man; and he placed at the east of the garden of Eden
Cherubims, and a flaming sword which turned every way, to keep the
way of the tree of life” (Gen. 3:24). This boundary removed from
Adam the ability to transgress it without dying on the spot. Both of
these boundaries restricted Adam’ s legal sphere of action. The initial
boundary served as atest of his covenantal faithfulness. The second
onedid not, or at least not to the same degree. Thetree had no visible
negative sanction attached to it; the doorway to the garden did.

Asthe covenant-keeper maturesjudicialy, heis supposed to apply
the details of God’ srevealed law more self-conscioudly. Every areaof
life is to be brought progressively under covenant-keeping man’s
dominion. Why everything? Because of this inescapable fact: every-
thing we think or do apart from redeeming grace is under the reign of
sin. Therefore, everything we think or do isgoing to be judged at the
final judgment. Nothing in history is outside of God'’ sfinal judgment.
Not what wedo: “For God shall bring every work into judgment, with
every secret thing, whether it be good, or whether it be evil” (Eccl.
12:14). Not what we say: “But | say unto you, That every idle word
that men shall speak, they shall give account thereof in the day of
judgment” (Matt. 12:36). Not what we think: “But | say unto you,
That whosoever looketh on awomanto lust after her hath committed
adultery with her already in his heart” (Matt. 5:28).

But if everything is going to be judged by God at the end of time,
then everything is under His comprehensive law today. There cannot
be an infraction apart from a law against the act. Paul writes: “For |
wasalivewithout thelaw once: but whenthe commandment came, sin
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revived, and | died. And the commandment, which [was ordained] to
life, 1 found to be unto death. For sin, taking occasion by the
commandment, deceived me, and by it dew me. Whereforethe law is
holy, and the commandment holy, and just, and good” (Rom. 7:9—
12). God's law is inherently unbounded: geographically, psycholo-
gically, institutionaly. It appliesto all of life. Redemption isalso nec-
essarily unbounded, just as sinisunbounded apart from grace. God's
grace is comprehensive — surely as comprehensive as sin's present
reign.*

This presents a problem. God's law is concise. Life is infinitely
complex. The written law does not and cannot spell out every con-
ceivable application to every circumstancein history. Y et it appliesto
al of life. Thus, there will sometimes be a public action that appears
to transgressthelaw wheninfact it doesnot transgressit. Conversely,
some acts may look legal when they are not. How can we make sense
of this?

Gapless Law

To arguethat every thought, word, and deed of every personin his-
tory is under God's final sanctions is to argue that God's law is
gapless law. Nothing is outside it; everything is covered. Everything
isinsde the judicial boundaries established by God’ slaw. All actsare
necessarily judicial acts; they are therefore inescapably personal acts.
The law-order by which they are evaluated is equally personal. The

14. Gary North, “Comprehensive Redemption: A Theology for Social Action” (1981), in
North, Is the World Running Down? Crisis in the Christian Worldview (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1988), Appendix C; Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., The Great-
ness of the Great Commission: The Christian Enterprisein a Fallen World (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1990).
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law is binding on man because man is made in God’ s image.

For a secular view of law to match biblical law’s comprehensive
nature, it must assert the existence of an impersonal, uncreated, yet
fully developed system of generalized legal propostions. Weber
describesthe nature of thisassertion: “ According to present modes of
thought it represents an integration of all analytically derived legal
propositionsin such away that they constitutealogically clear, intern-
aly consistent, and, at least in theory, gapless system of rules, under
which, it isimplied, all conceivable fact situations must be capable of
being logically subsumed lest their order lack an effective guarantee.
Even today not every body of law (e.g., English law) claims that it
possessesthe features of asystem asdefined above and, of course, the
claim was even less frequently made by the legal systems of the past;
where it was put forward at all, the degree of logical abstraction was
often extremely low.”*®

Themodernformof thissystematization, he says, wasderived from
Roman law.*® When Roman law was revived in the late medieval era,
“it strengthened that tendency of the legal institutions themselves to
become more and more abstract, which had begun already with the
transformation of the Roman ius civile [civil law] into the law of the
Empire. As Ehrlich has properly emphasized, in order for themto be
received at all, the Roman legal institutions had to be cleansed of all
remnantsof national contextual association and to be elevated into the
sphere of the logically abstract; and Roman law itself had to be
absolutized asthe very embodiment of right reason. The six centuries
of Civil Law jurisprudence have produced exactly this result. At the
same time, the modes of legal thought were turned more and morein

15. Weber, Economy and Society, p. 656.

16. Idem. Weber did his earliest academic work in the field of Roman law.
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the direction of formal logic.”*’ Step by step, brilliant summaries of
the law were stripped of their context of specific cases and “raised to
the level of ultimate legal principles from which deductive arguments
wereto be derived.”*® A new ability was needed in order to apply this
abstract law: the ability to “construe” the situation in a logically
impeccable way.™ “In this way that conception of law which till
prevailstoday and which seesinlaw alogically consistent and gapless
complex of ‘norms waiting to be ‘applied’ became the decisive
conception for legal thought.”

To make plausible the existence of such alegal order, the logica
processes of the minds of judges have to be assumed to correspond on
a one-to-one basis with the acts of men. There must be no gaps:
within logic or between logic and the context of the specific act. That
this requires a messianic view of man — or at least mankind's human
judges — should be obvious. It means that the abstract principles of
law must be as exhaustive asthe contexts of al human action in every
period and region, and the judge’ s mind must be equally exhaustive.
That suchaview of universal, abstract law was closely associated with
therise of the Roman Empire should not be surprising. Messianic men
invariably attempt to establish messianic kingdoms. The assertion of
man’'s exhaustive knowledge leads to the assertion of man's
exhaustive authority, and vice versa.

There is also the problem of historical development. If the law is
gapless, how can there be change? We are back to the old antinomy
between Parmenides’ unchanging, comprehensivereasonand Heracli-

17. Ibid., p. 854.
18. Idem.
19. Ibid., p. 855.

20. Idem.
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tus ever-changing historical process. Long ago, Sir Henry Maine
pointed to the legal fiction of gapless English law.

With respect to that great portion of our legal system which is
enshrined in cases and recorded in law reports, we habitually employ
a double language and entertain, as it would appear, a double and
inconsistent set of ideas. When a group of facts come before an
English Court for adjudication, the whole course of the discussion
between the judge and the advocates assumes that no question is, or
can be, raised which will call for the application of any principles but
old ones, or of any distinctions but such as have long since been
allowed. It is taken absolutdy for granted that thereis somewhere a
rule of known law which will cover the facts of the dispute now
litigated, and that, if such a rule be not discovered, it is only that the
necessary patience, knowledge, or acumen is not forthcoming to detect
it. Yet the moment the judgment has been rendered and reported, we
dlide unconsciously or unavowedly into a new language and a new
train of thought. We now admit that the new decision has modified the
law. The rules applicable have, to use the very inaccurate expression
sometimes employed, become more dastic. In fact they have been
changed. A clear addition has been made to the precedents. . . . The
fact that the old rule has been repealed, and that a new one has
replaced it, dudes us. . . . %

It is al a convenient legal fiction. “We do not admit that our tri-
bunals legidate; we imply that they have never legidated; and yet we
maintain that the rules of English common law, with some assistance
fromthe Court of Chancery and from Parliament, are coextensivewith

21. Sir Henry Maine, Ancient Law: Its Connection with the Early History of Society and
its Relation to Modern Ideas (New York: Dorset, [1861] 1986), p. 26.

1596



The Covenantal Structure of Judgment

the complicated interests of modern society.”” There is no way
theoretically to reconcile the theory of gapless law and the reality of
historical development except by an appeal to the Creator as Law-
giver. Eventually, men reject what Maine calls a legal fiction. They
adopt other explanations for the reliability of the “fit” between civil
law and historical change: the sovereignty of the Parliament, or the
Supreme Court, or the vanguard of the proletariat. Such isthe fate of
any legal theory that does not begin with the doctrine of cosmic per-
sonalism: the doctrine of creation.”® The impersona laws of the
universe are said to produce the first true person in history: autono-
mous man.* Then man becomes the new god who legislates both
morality and reality.” Inlegal theory, thisleadsto theidea of the sov-
ereign lawvmaker: either as legidator or judge. The absolutely sover-
eignlaw-giver isimmanentized, and woe unto thosewho defy hiswill!
Thelaw-giver becomestotally arbitrary and highly personal. The only
remotely consistent theoretical aternative is the ideal modern law-
giver described by Weber: thejudgeas*® an automatoninto which legal
documents and fees are stuffed at the top in order that it may spill
forth the verdict at the bottom along with the reasons, read
mechanically from codified paragraphs. . . .”? From cosmic imper-
sonalismto judicial personalismand back to impersonalism: thisisthe
vicious circle of judicial humanism. Such isthe fate of any theory of
gapless law in an autonomous universe. The only secular alternative
is a theory of gap-filled law, which leads to the acceptance of the

22. 1bid., p. 27.

23. North, Dominion Covenant, ch. 1.

24. 1bid., Appendix A: “From Cosmic Purposel essness to Humanistic Sovereignty.”
25. North, Is the World Running Down, ch. 1.

26. Weber, Economy and Society, p. 979.
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inevitability of judicial arbitrariness. Someone must fill the gaps.
This leads us to the next question: Who will fill these gaps in the
civil law?

V. Fitting the Law and the Act

The jury or the judge must determine the closeness of the fit
between formal legidation and a public act. Thisis point four of the
biblical covenant model: sanctions. As| have said, written law cannot
be exhaustive. Jurors determine thisfit re-creatively; God determines
it creatively. Jurorsmust exercise judgment in God’ sname. They must
act representatively. They cannot act mechanicaly, for the law is not
mechanical. They cannot act “digitally,” asacomputer does, for man
thinks analogically: as a creature who images God.?” More to the
point, acomputer programisnot in danger of eternal damnation; man
is. Personalismisinescapableinal civil judgment. Thisstemsfromthe
fact that thereisan inescapable cosmic personalism in every aspect of
history. Everything is under the historical decree of God and the
absolute sovereignty of God.

How can men impose their judgments personaly yet judicialy?
How can they “make the fit” between God' s revealed law and a per-
son’'s public action? No event is identical to any other; no point in
history is identical to any other. Thus, establishing a “perfect fit”

27. One of the most impressive intellectual failuresin history was the attempt by mathe-
matical genius Alan Turing to specify the conditions of a digital mechanical logic that
would “think” as a human brain thinks. He died a suicide in 1954, although his
homosexuality also probably contributed to his psychological demise. A comprehensive
biography is Andrew Hodges' Alan Turing: The Enigma (New Y ork: Touchstone, [1983]
1984). See especialy Chapter 7. In debating with Turing, mathematician M. H. A.
Newman appealed to man’s analogical thinking in describing the role of imagination in
mathematics. Ibid., p. 451.
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between ever-changing history and God' sunchanging lega principles
isimpossible for acreature who is not omniscient. Judicial perfection
eludes man. Alternatively, no historical act or event is totally uncon-
nected with any other. There is no autonomy in the universe. The
decree of God and the revealed law of God tie all eventsinto acom-
mon history. How, then, can judges “make the fit” ?

Casuistry and Intuition

Casuigtry is the art of applying general law to specific cases.”®
Biblical casuistry declined rapidly in Protestant culturesafter 1700, as
rationalism spread into every area of life, especialy judicial life.*® Y et
no one can avoid casuistry. We live under law — either God's or
someone else’s. We apply general rules to specific circumstances all
day long. It isnever acase of “casuistry vs. no casuistry.” It isalways
a case of some system'’s casuistry.*® Rendering judgment is always
overwhelmingly an intuitive process, though grounded in some view
of law and action. We do not think about the relationship between law
and actionin every decison we makedaily. We act habitually. But our
habits are shaped by an implicit casuistry.

A covenant-keeping individual isrequired by Godto haveextensive
familiarity with the specific details of God's law. He must also gain
experience in making judgments in terms of this law. Judging begins
with self-judgment. Making judgments is similar to making bread,
making houses, or making anything else. Many of the skills— probably

28. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 99-104.

29. Thomas Wood, English Casuistical Divinity in the Seventeenth Century (London:
S.P.CK., 1952).

30. North, Tools of Dominion, pp. 763-67.
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most of them—aretoo complex to beverbalized or written down. For
example, there are no handbooks telling us how to ride a bicycle —
safety requirements, yes, but not the actua skills. The skilled
craftsman is in a position to exercise his skills in a way that an
unskilled craftsman cannot, even though the unskilled craftsman may
have read alot of books on the topic, and the skilled craftsman may
beilliterate. There are no handbooksthat show people how to become
professional craftsmen or athletes, as distinguished from amateurs.
These unique differentiating degrees of skill can be gained over long
periods of practice. They cannot be measured except by actual per-
formance. Similarly with juries: in fitting a specific law to the actual
public act that is being brought into consideration by the jury, the
jurorsmust exerciseaninformed intuition in order to declareaperson
guilty or not guilty. This skill is not formally obtained in daily life, yet
juries do their work effectively. How? Because Western civilization
was originally Christian, and centuries of preaching on judicia Bible
texts helped to transfer the fundamentals of biblical judicial intuition
—wisdomin its widest sense —to large numbers of people. By apply-
ing God'’s law in the family and the church, we are to become more
skilled in serving as covenantally faithful civil jurors. Thisisthe art of
biblical casuistry.

Men must rely on intuition in order to make righteous judgments
—casuistical judgments. I ntuition cannot berationally specified. There
are creaturely limits on man's thinking and his language. There will
never be a limitless creature. Only the Creator is limitless. Never-
theless, we can describe the effects of intuition’s operations. We can
glimpse it by looking at where it isn’'t. Intuition is that undefinable
areain between semi-fixed habit and action, between judicial law and
action, between mora principle and action — an area that cannot be
specified logically or verbally. Why not? Because we cannot specify
every step in any logical procedure or “chain of reasoning.” The log-
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ical chain is not made up of discrete, interconnected “links.” The
“links’ are not in fact interconnected, one to another. The chain of
logic is not really achain; it is a series of discrete, identifiable logical
“markers’ that we are capable of recognizing and manipulating, and
which we assume are connected by inconceivably small units of logic
that we cannot specify. These supposedly infinitesmal units we
believe “fill in the gaps’ between our leaps of reasoning, point to
point. We havefaith that thereisacontinuum linking the small mental
steps that we can identify and connect analogically. The mathe-
matician assumes that the structure of the arithmetical continuum is
that of “beads on astring, but without the string.”*! He assumes what
he cannot really prove or describe. So does the humanist legal theor-
ist. There is continuity in life. This includes judicia life: law and
action. Thisiswhat makes predictable law enforcement possible. The
guestion is: What is the basis of this continuity? The Calvinist says:
“The comprehensive decree of an omniscient, absolutely sovereign
God.” The humanist answers: “The evolving intuition of the hypo-
thetical mind of sovereign collective man in an evolving universe.”#

There is also discontinuity in life. Each actionisto some degree —
ascientifically unmeasurabl e degree — different from any other. This
means that there is a discontinuity between actions. Also, each law is
unique. This means that there is a discontinuity between laws. The
“gap” between our discontinuous actions, as well as the “gap”
between discontinuous laws, is the area that we must judge intui-
tionally. For civil laws to judge the actions of individuals, there must
be a “fit”: a comparative absence of gaps. The smaller the gap, the

31. Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen, The Entropy Law and the Economic Process (Cam-
bridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1971), p. 65. See his discussion of the
continuum, time, being and becoming, mind, and “simple infinity”: pp. 64—76.

32. The Arminian does not answer, since he does not bother himself with such “un-
spiritual” academic questions.
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more predictable the judgment. Thelarger the gap, the more power is
transferred to the State: arbitrary law enforcement. It isthejury’ stask
to decide behind closed doors and then publicly declare whether a
particular judicia gap is sufficiently small to authorize a conviction.
(It is also the American jury’ stask to determine the legitimacy of
the law under which the State hasbrought its case, although American
judges no longer instruct juries on this point and have not since the
late nineteenth century. In fact, judges sometimes instruct jurors
falsely, telling them that ajury has no right to judge the law, alie that
jurors tend to believe.® Judges rarely allow defense attorneys to tell
thisto juries at any point in the proceedings.® A defense attorney can
be held in contempt of court for ignoring the judge's instruction to
himto ceaseinforming thejury of its Constitutional right to determine
the legitimacy of any law. What was originally known as jury
nullification — the common law authority of juries to nullify the
application of alaw in specific court cases — has been transformed to
mean theright of judgesto nullify the authority of juriesin defiance of
common law.** Excessive authority has thereby been transferred
illegitimately to legidators, prosecutors, and judges. This process has

33. In acommon law jury room, no one can tell the jury what to do. It is as autonomous
legally as the U.S. Supreme Court.

34. The closing statement of Paul Newman in the movie, The Verdict, in which he
remindsthejury of itsright to consider the legitimacy of the law, was highly dramatic and
altogether fictional . No judge woul d have permitted himto continue. Thejudge would have
instructed the jury to disregard Newman's remarks, not because they were false but
because they were true.

35. In a Texas county courtroom in which | had been called as part of alarge group to be
a candidate to serve on a jury, the judge asked each prospective juror to stand up if he or
she believed that a jury has the right to decide the law as well asthe facts. He threatened
to dismiss any juror who stood up. | refused to stand up because he had no moral authority
before God to make such aninquiry. Any American juror hastheright toremainsilent until
he gets into the jury room, and he then has the right to “hang” the jury — no verdict —if he
believes that alaw isimmoral or unconstitutional. The juror is sovereign, not the judge.
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accompanied and intensified the centralization of political power.)

Casuistry and Biblical Wisdom

Knowledge is a scarce economic resource. That isto say, at zero
price there is more demand for it than the supply of it. Many, many
errorsin economic and social analysisrest on an unstated assumption
that accurate knowledge is a zero-price resource.* On the contrary,
it isexpensive. Thisis why the advent of the computer and low-cost
data storage, retrieval, and transmission has been a monumental
breakthrough in men’s pursuit of wealth. Management theorist Peter
Drucker — arguably America’'s most insightful observer of trends,
19392005 — has written: “The greatest challenge of the computer
industry isto learn how to build information bases, not databases.”*’
He s correct about something else, a secular adaptation of what the
Bible announced in Solomon’s day: “Today, the real and controlling
resource and absolutely decisive factor of productionisneither capital
nor land nor labor. It is knowledge.”*®

But we need more than knowledge; we need wisdom. Wisdom is
grounded in the ethics of the word of God. We need more than tech-

36. Thomas Sowell, Knowledge and Decisions (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1981). | regard
thisbook asthe single most important work in political economy of my generation. It shows
the importance in so may different areas of the idea that there is a price for knowledge.
Solomon’s injunction, “get wisdom,” is not a zero-price injunction. “Wisdom is the
principal thing; therefore get wisdom: and with all thy getting get understanding” (Prov.
4:7). “How much better isit to get wisdom than gold! and to get understanding rather to be
chosen than silver!” (Prov. 16:16). “Wherefore is there a price in the hand of afool to get
wisdom, seeing he hath no heart to it?" (Prov. 17:16).

37. " According to Peter Drucker,” ASAP [As Soon As Possible] (March 29, 1993), p. 90.

38. Ibid., p. 94.
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niques to convert the computer’s digitally stored data into man’s
analogically interpretedinformation. Drucker comments: “Weneed an
economic theory that puts knowledge into the center of the wealth-
producing process. ” ¥ The Austriantheory of entrepreneurship comes
closest to performing thistask. (Drucker was an Austrian economist,
but not an Austrian School economist.) Y et even the Austrian theory
of entrepreneurship, most notably Israel Kirzner’'s extension of it,
places nonrational insight — Kant’s noumenal realm — at the heart of
the economic process. This noumenalism has become self-conscious
irrationalism in the writings of G. L. S. Shackle and Ludwig Lach-
mann.”> We need a breakthrough in man’s ethical knowledge to
accompany the technological breakthrough in digitally stored data-
into-information. We need biblical casuistry — the application of
biblical law to historical circumstances— and we need God’ sgraceto
conform our thoughts and actions to what we know to betrue. If we
do not get this, and on awidespread basis, then we face God' swrath
inhistory: fromthose to whom much knowledge has been given much
is expected (Luke 12:47-48).

Judicial Review

Because the constitution is the source of legitimacy for all subse-
guent legidlation, there is no escape fromthelegal principle known as
judicial review: point four of the biblical covenant model.** Someone
in the hierarchy must announce the legitimacy or illegitimacy of

39. Idem.
40. North, Tools of Dominion, pp. 1123-31.

41. North, Palitical Polytheism, ch. 10.

1604



The Covenantal Structure of Judgment

specific pieces of legidation and aso the legitimacy of the decisions
of lower courts. Someone must act astheinterpreter of the principles
set forth as fundamental law in the constitution. There is no escape
from final jJudgment after history, nor is there escape from the prin-
ciple of judicia review in history.

The Founder has chosen a representative agent in history. This
delegated agent is man. Man alone is made in God'simage. Heisa
true, personal reflection of God. Thisiswhy heisthe agent to whom
God has delegated legitimate sovereignty. Incalling Adamto serve as
judge, God called a perfect man in history to serve as His agent. But
that perfect man wasimmature. Thismeans, among other things, that
he was judicially immature. He had only one law that he had been
giveninorder to serveasarestraint against him. That law wasthat he
could not eat from aparticular tree. God set alegal boundary around
that tree. In order to gain maturity, Adam had to learn self-
government under God. He needed time in order to mature judicialy.
He needed obedience to mature judicially. He needed experience to
mature judicialy. Obedience is a product of self-government under
God. Experience to some extent must be based on one’s learning the
principles of judging othersin one’s capacity as a judge. Adam was
put at the head of a household. He was given authority to exercise
judgment in history over others. There can be no development of
judicial maturity in history without holding some kind of office. This
is why the church requires that elders in the church must be lawful
rulers over their families (I Tim. 3:4-5).%

There is only one fina judgment. There is only one final court of
appeal. But both of these are outside of history. Thus, any judicial
spokesmanin history cannot be absolutely sovereign. Hisword cannot

42. Gary North, Hierarchy and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on First Timothy
(West Fork, Arkansas: Institute for Christian Economics, 2002), ch. 4.
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be final. No single earthly court can legitimately command absolute
obedience. Thisis why the biblical doctrine of judicia review, being
Trinitarian and therefore plural — family, church (local, regiondl,
national, international), and State (local, regional, national, and
international) — does not lead to the creation of absolute civil govern-
ment. The decision of any supreme court can be appealed to the
courtsin the other lawfully sovereign realms. The decision of afinal
supreme court should be capable of being overruled by acombination
of thelegidative and executive powers. Whenever man seeksto create
aningtitutionally unified earthly court that possesses a final word on
the law, he acts messianically. The quest for a single supreme world
court beyond which no appeal is legal, like the quest for a single
national supreme court beyond which no appeal islegal, isamessianic
quest: the quest for perfect justice® It inevitably leads to a
widespread disrespect for law and subsequent evasion, tyranny,
revolution, and judicial breakdown.

V. Judicial Precedentsand Legal Predictability

If the court is not to become arbitrary in its judicial pronounce-
ments, it must be under restraints. Restraintsincludethefollowing: (1)
the clarity and generality of the constitution; (2) the clarity and
constitutional consistency of the written statutes; (3) the irreversible
sovereignty of the jury in deciding innocence; (4) thethreat of judicial
review. But there is another restraint, one which is especially impor-
tant in common-law countries. legal precedent. Judicial decisonsare
supposed to be cumulative and consistent. They are supposed to pro-

43. Macklin Fleming, The Price of Perfect Justice: The Adver se Consequences of Current
Legal Doctrine on the American Courtroom (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1974).
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vide information to litigants regarding the ways in which courts have
applied the law to specific past cases.

Because the Anglo-American common law systemis primarily law
based on judicial precedents by judges, it is sometimes called judge-
made law.* Selecting from judicial precedents becomes a disguised
means of legidating. No one has stated this more forcefully (and
perhaps cynically) than the great English legal historian, A. V. Dicey.
“But the appeal to precedent in the law courts merely is a useful fic-
tion by whichjudicial decision concealsitstransformationinto judicial
legidation; and a fiction is none the less a fiction because it has
emerged from the Courtsinto thefield of politics or of history. Here,
then, the astuteness of lawyers has imposed upon the simplicity of
historians.”* Thisfiction was maintained for many centuriesin Great
Britain and the United States. Write Murphy and Pritchett: “It wasnot
until well into the nineteenth century that either the British Parliament
or the American Congress began to pass many statutes dealing with
the everyday affairsof privatecitizens.”* It took centuries before Par-
liament dealt with such mattersastrespass, property, wills, contracts,
and obligations between employers and employees.*’

It was assumed by the founders and practitioners of the common
law that the law, while not gapless, could be determined by judges by
a careful study of past decisions. The “fit” between a general legal
principle and the specific case could be filled in by precedents stem-
ming fromsimilar cases. In other words, history hascontinuity. There

44. Walter F. Murphy and C. Herman Pritchett, Courts, Judges, and Politics: An Intro-
duction to the Judicial Process, 2nd ed. (New Y ork: Random House, 1974), p. 5.

45. A. V. Dicey, Introduction to the Sudy of the Law of the Constitution, 8th ed. (Indian-
apolis, Indiana: LibertyClassics, [1915] 1982), p. cxxxvii.

46. Murphy and Pritchett, Courts, p. 5.

47. Ibid., p. 6.
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is an evolutionary development over time: law becomes more precise
and more predictable as cases pile up. The assumption, of course, is
that the pile of cases is itself coherent, at least in the aggregate. The
judge can therefore make judicially significant connections between
the facts of the case before him and the results of many similar cases
inthe past. The past casesare assumed to be consistent. They are pre-
sumed to be an orderly pile, not chaos in the brickyard. But modern
thought affirms only chaos in the brickyard.® The orderliness of the
pile is now assumed to be the product of the judge’s mind; there is
supposedly no inherent order inthefactsthemselves. Judicial factsare
regarded as no more coherent than any other facts. Any perceived
coherence is the product of the human mind. This has made an
epistemological jumble of legal precedents. They serve as amodel of
Heraclitus' dictum: everything flows. But where?

Time and Eternity

We find here amanifestation of an ancient philosophical antinomy:
factsvs. logic. Common law formally clingsto the lega fiction of the
autonomous relevance of historical fact. Civil law, meaning Roman
law, clingsto thelegal fiction of the autonomous comprehensive mind
of the statute writer. The war between the two conceptsisastotal as
thewar between Heraclitus concept that “al isflux” and Parmenides
concept that “all isfixed logic.” It is the war between timeless logic
and changing history. This is one of the continuing themes in the
apologetics of CorneliusVan Til. AsVan Til askswith respect to the
relationship betweentimelessprinciplesand historical flux: “How then
could you expect that time should suddenly be able and willing to

48. Bernard K. Forscher, “Chaos in the Brickyard,” Science (Oct. 18, 1963), p. 339.
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submit to the ways of eternity? On the other hand, how could you
expect that Eternity should suddenly feel at home whentaken into the
realm of time? Far easier could you bring under one roof an old
bachelor and an old maid, both of them accustomed to a life of
abstraction from one another, and expect that they would get along in
harmony. . . 7°* Common law vs. Roman law: it is the age-old hum-
anist epistemological war between the flowing stream and the ice
cube.* Either theriver freezes, ceasing to flow, or theice cube melts,
ceasing to exist as a separate entity.

At the heart of Roman civil law was the belief that “law was pre-
cisely what that termmeant, asystem, closed, self-contained, and self-
sustained, a neatly ordered body of principles hierarchically arranged,
with the less fundamental principles logically deduced from the more
fundamental. Any judicia tampering with this system, even if only a
charitable effort to ease the law’ s commandsin a particular case, was
bound to do more harm than good in the long run by destroying the
intellectual integrity of the entire corpus.”** But the threat to such a
“corpus’ isrigor mortis: unchanging bodies are dead. How can the
fixed principles of law be made relevant in history? How can an
unchanging hierarchy of hypothetically rational, gaplesslaw beapplied
in ever-more predictable and ever-more ethical ways to a
hypothetically gapless river of ceaseless, judicially undifferentiated
change? Secularism provides no consistent answer.

Secular legal theory cannot solve the problem of judicial intruders
and defenders. The Roman law statute-makers resented the intrusion
of the judges. The common law judges in turn resented the intrusion

49. Cornelius Van Til, A Survey of Christian Epistemology, val. Il of In Defense of
Biblical Christianity (Den Dulk Foundation, 1969), p. 41.

50. Van Til’sice cube analogy is found in ibid., p. 35.

51. Murphy and Pritchett, Courts, p. 4.
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of the statute-makers. According to legal historian Lawrence Fried-
man, “For along time, the proud judges looked at statutes with great
suspicion. Statutes were unwelcome intrusions on the law, and were
treated accordingly. In Continental law, all law (intheory) iscontained
in the codes. In common law many basic rules of law are found
nowhere but in the recorded opinions of the judges.”

Sanctification

The biblical solution to this dilemma is the doctrine of sanctifica-
tion: definitive, progressive, and final. There is not only definitive
sanctification in history — the morally perfect life, death, resurrection,
and ascension of Jesus Christ —thereisalso progressive sanctification:
the increasing conformity of individuals and collectives to the fixed,
gapless legal order established by the Creator. Through the judicial
maturation of covenant-keeping men, empowered by the Holy Spirit,
society progressively conforms itself to the judicia requirements of
God. What Paul said of the individual applies also to collectives.

For we are saved by hope: but hope that is seen is not hope: for what
aman seeth, why doth he yet hopefor? But if wehopefor that we see
not, then do we with patience wait for it. Likewise the Spirit also
hel peth our infirmities: for we know not what weshould pray for aswe
ought: but the Spirit itsef maketh intercession for us with groanings
which cannot be uttered. And he that searcheth the hearts knoweth
what is the mind of the Spirit, because he maketh intercession for the
saints according to thewill of God. And we know that all things work
together for good to them that love God, to them who are the called

52. Lawrence M. Friedman, A History of American Law (New York: Simon & Schuster,
1973), pp. 17-18.
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according to his purpose. For whom he did foreknow, he aso did
predestinate to be confor med to the image of his Son, that he might
be the firstborn among many brethren. Moreover whom he did
predestinate, them he also called: and whom he called, them he also
justified: and whom hejustified, them he also glorified. What shall we
then say to these things? If God befor us, who can be against us? He
that spared not his own Son, but delivered him up for usall, how shall
he not with him also fredy give us all things? Who shall lay any thing
to the charge of God's dect? It is God that justifieth. Who is he that
condemneth? It is Christ that died, yea rather, that is risen again, who
is even at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for us
(Rom. 8:24-34).

Thebiblical view of civil law isthat legidators may lawfully change
existing statutes, and courtsmay lawfully alter the body of precedents,
but only if such nullification or modification is necessary to make an
existing law or custom conformto the requirements of God’ srevealed
law. Covenant-breaking formal rationalism — predictable evil laws —
isnot avalid substitute for biblical law. Neither isalegal system based
formally on biblical law in which judges have the authority to refuse
to apply it. The institutional hope, then, isfor juries to be composed
of well-informed, covenant-keeping people. We call suchacivil order
atheocracy.*

Conclusion

Rendering civil or ecclesiastical judgment is a covenantal act. It
rests on the doctrine of creation and the doctrine of man asthe image
of God. Man is capable of thinking God’s thoughts after Him. This

53. North, Palitical Polytheism, ch. 2.
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makes it possible for men to establish connection among: (1) general
principles of biblical law (the Ten Commandments), (2) the biblical
caselaws, (3) judicial precedents, (4) assessing historical actsthat are
suspected of being crimes, and (5) restitution/restoration.

The theory of gaplesslaw is correct, but only when applied to the
mind of God. He aoneis omniscient, which isthe underlying presup-
position of atheory of gaplesslaw. To think analogoudly to God, men
must use intuition that isthe product of two things: their study of the
Bible-revealed law of God and their experiencein applying God' slaw
to specificjudicial casesinvolving public acts. Thisiswhy only judicial
covenant-keepers, meaning church members, are allowed by God to
serve as civil judges in a formally covenanted holy commonwealth.
This is why theocracy — the rule of God — has political implications.
Thecitizenisajudge. He must render civil judgment. Only covenant-
keepers are alowed to do this in a covenant-keeping society. Any
theory of citizenship that deniesthisis necessarily also atheory of civil
justice that denies the continuing authority of God’s Bible-revealed
civil law in the New Testament era

Christian legal theory is equally at war with common law and
Roman law. Common law theory assumesthat coherence will emerge
fromalong string of judicial precedents: the sovereignty of judgesin
history. Roman law theory assumes that coherence isimposed by the
statute-makers. the sovereignty of legidators in history. Neither
assumptioniscorrect. Coherencein lega affairsin history beginswith
God' s omniscience and ends with God’ s final judgment. Without the
assumption of an omniscient God who imposes His ongoing
judgments over time and eternity, autonomous man’ s hope for coher-
ence and justice cannot be progressively realized. Without access to
the God' s constitution of liberty — His written revelation in the Bible
—mankind will not escape bondage to tyrants.
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RUSHDOONY ON
“HYBRIDIZATION":

FROM GENETIC SEPARATION
TO RACIAL SEPARATION

For the scripture saith, Whosoever believeth on him shall not be
ashamed. For thereis no difference between the Jew and the Greek:
for the same Lord over all isrich unto all that call upon him. For
whosoever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall be saved (Rom.
10:11-13).

The New Covenant announces the restoration of the original judi-
cial unity of covenant-keeping mankind. Under the New Covenant, the
Mosaic barriers between Jew and Greek are erased forever (Acts 10).
The unity of Trinitarian confession erasesthe judicial relevance of all
other cultural and racia diversities among covenant-keepers. The
unity of Trinitarian confession is the fundamental unity of the
redeemed in history, for it will be their fundamental unity in eternity.

Thereisagreat divide separating men: conflicting confessions. Men
are either covenant-keepers or covenant-breakers. This division
extends into eternity. All other disunities are secondary to this one:
rival confessions regarding the person and work of Jesus Christ.

Men seek other formsof unity besides Trinitarian confession. There
arerival confessionsregarding religion, politics, language, and culture.
But the most powerful of all rival unities through the ages is racial
unity. Thisunity isdeclared asprimary againand againin history. Skin
of different colors, hair of different types, eyesdifferently shaped: here
are the building blocks of racialist social theories. Even the attraction
between the sexes — a powerful biological drive — is said to be
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secondary to the importance of race. Interracial marriages are called
“mongrelization,” asif men were animals.

Christianity subordinatessexual bonding to confession. Racismsub-
ordinates sexual bonding to race. The Christianinsiststhat aconfusion
of parental confessions places the children in eternal jeopardy. The
racialist ingists that a confusion of parental races places the children
outside the bounds of acceptable society: the half-breed as cultural
nomad. TheChristian announcesaconfessional covenant. Theraciaist
announces a blood covenant. The Christian denies the legitimacy of a
blood covenant, save one: thejudicial covenant based on Christ’ sshed
blood. The racialist may hedge hislanguage in an attempt to make his
blood covenant sound acceptable in a world of confessional
covenants, or more important in modern times, political covenants.
But the appeal of theracialist’ sblood covenant continuesthrough the
ages, while other covenants rise and fall, save one variety:
confessional covenants.

It is strategically crucial today for Christian Reconstructionists to
affirmthis principle of confessional covenantalism because of Recon-

54. The theology of the 1960's racist cult leader Wesley A. Swift is typical of this
outlook. He wrote that “mankind violated the courses of divine law, by mongrelizing his
races. . ..” Swift, IntheBeginning God, p. 1. Sermon, Feb. 5, 1967, published by the New
Christian Crusade Church, Hollywood, California. The Mongolian race, he said, appeared
660,000 years ago; the Negro race appeared 73,000 years ago; and the white race appeared
7,400 years ago. Swift, God' sCall to Race (Hollywood, California: New Christian Crusade
Church, n.d.), p. 2. “ After thefall of Lucifer, theareas of retrogression have generally been
marked by their integration and mongrelization. The Negroid is one of the lowest species
on the face of the earth, because he fell the furthest, and because, when he came to earth
under the Luciferian design, he was used for the mongrelization of the ancient Asiaticsand
theinterference with other races.” 1bid., p. 5. Then what of the great flood in which all but
one family perished? Swift's answer: there was no universal flood. Lots of other races
survived thelocal flood in Noah’sday. “ There weren't any Negroesinvolved intheflood.”
Swift, Were All the People of the Earth Drowned in the Flood? (Hollywood, California:
New Christian Crusade Church, n.d.), p. 25. Swift’s covenant was aracial covenant: “We
think, when peopl e understand these things, they will understand their divineresponsibility
which is to preserve their race and to carry out the directions of God.” Idem.
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structionism’s commitment to biblical law. The other movement simi-
larly committed to biblical law is the Identity-Destiny-British Israel
movement. These groups believe that white Anglo-Americansarethe
biological heirs of the 10 lost tribes of Isragl, and this supposedly
genetic covenant isstill binding: thejudicial basisfor honoring biblical
law today. Thus, these groupsaretied to theideaof ablood covenant.
In the more radical Identity groups, such as the white supremacist
Aryans, thisblood covenantalism can turn violent against members of
other races, especially Jews and blacks. In the first mgjor academic
study of the Identity movement, Michael Barkun correctly separates
Reconstruction from Identity, but then offers a warning:

The theme of Bible-centered law cannot be left before examining
one final dement: the striking resemblance between the concept of
Bible-centered law in British-Isradlism and Christian Identity, on the
onehand, and its counterpart among somecontemporary evangelicals,
on the other. These so-called “ Reconstructionists’ are part of the
dominion theology movement that urges the reconstruction of society
onChristianlinesprior to the Second Coming. The Reconstructionists,
including such figures as Rousas John Rushdoony, David Chilton, and
Gary DeMar, consider biblical law binding and wish to see American
law recast in biblical terms. There is, however, no evidence of any
connection between the small but influential Reconstructionist
movement and the British-Isragl or Identity groups considered here.
Indeed, there is no evidence that ether is even aware of the other.>®
WhereBritish-Isradismdrew legal inferencesfromitsclaim of Israd-

55. This is incorrect. Rushdoony and | have relied on the work of a British Israelite,
Curtis C. Ewing, with respect to the structure of the sabbath week of Mosaic Israel. R. J.
Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press, 1973), pp.
134, 511, 830n. Ewingwoul d occasionally attend conferences where Rushdoony or | would
speak. He, like Rushdoony, kept the dietary laws. Rushdoony repeatedly cites the work of
Howard B. Rand, Digest of theDivine Law (Merrimac, Massachusetts: Destiny Publishers,
1943). See Institutes, pp. 57, 106, 228, 528n.
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ite ancestry, Reconstructionism reflects a quite different Calvinist
tradition transmitted through Dutch Reformed scholars and insti-
tutions. Nonethdess, should Reconstructionism expand beyond its
currently small coterie, it may create a climate of opinion from which
similar Christian Identity doctrines will inadvertently benefit. Since
Reconstructionist leaders are trained intellectual s (something Identity
figuresarecertainly not), therigor of their approach may confer ahalo
of respectability on all ideas of Bible-centered law, including
Identity’ s, despite the latter’ s completely separate origins.®

| take this warning very serioudly. All traces of racist blood cov-
enantalism in Christian Reconstruction must be forthrightly rejected
on the basis of confessional covenantalism. This is my goal in this

essay.

What Isa Hybrid?

INn1967, Rushdoony wrote: “Inview of the complexity of the prob-
lem of defining species, the problem of hybrids is correspondingly
difficult. The phenomenonisreal, but what isit?. . . Doesthe present
state of knowledge permit the extensive theorizing so prevalent on
every side of theissue?’>” He made agood point. The whole question
of hybrids and species was scientifically unresolved. He quoted an
evolutionist, Irving W. Kornbloch, inwhat Rushdoony described as“a
very careful and conscientious survey of what is called ‘ The Role of
Hybridizationin Evolution’ but isactually asurvey of hybridization as

56. Michael Barkun, Religion and the Racist Right: The Originsof the Christian | dentity
Movement (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1994), pp. 208-9.

57. R. J. Rushdoony, The Mythol ogy of Science (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press, 1967),
p. 119.
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such. . ..” Kornbloch had written: “If hybridization playsonly a minor
rolein evolution, assome maintain, it isvery strange indeed that there
are so many vigorous, fertile hybrids in existence today, and more
being found each year by those who earnestly search for them.”
Rushdoony’ sreply was narrowly focused: “To ‘prove’ hybridsisone
thing, to ‘prove’ evolution is another.” His point was well-taken: the
two are not obviously the same.

Then Rushdoony went on to say something that he did not attempt
to prove: anattempted neutralization of Kornbloch’ sassertion of ben-
eficial hybrids. “Kornbloch has only demonstrated, in terms of aparti-
cular approach, that hybrids exist. More than that, he has not
shown.”*® Perhaps; | have not read Kornbloch’s book. But Rush-
doony’ sfinal retort wassimply rhetorical agnosticism: “Doesthepres-
ent state of knowledge permit the extensive theorizing so prevalent on
every side of the issue?’

Six yearslater, all of hispreviousagnosticismregarding hybrids had
departed, athough there had been no significant breakthrough in
scientific evidence regarding the evils of most hybrids, asfar as Rush-
doony ever suggested in print. He elevated hybridization in society to
the status of covenanta evil, making its eradication a foundationa
principlein his social theory. In doing so, he moved from covenantal-
ismto racism, as we shall see.

L eviticus 19:19: Case L aw of Separation

In Chapter 17, | provided an explanation of the case law against the
interbreeding of cattle, mixing seedsin the samefield, and not wearing
clothing made of a linen-wool mixture (Lev. 19:19). | identified the

58. Idem.
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underlying principle: temporary separation. | explained the first two
prohibitions in terms of the mandatory separation of the tribes in
Israel, and the third prohibition in terms of separating priestly status
from non-priestly status. There had to be a policy of active separation
of cattle breeds because of the normal tendency for cattle to
interbreed. Thismeansthat the law had nothing to do with eliminating
hybrids. The offspring of two breeds of cattle are not sterile. Thiswas
the reason why they had to be separated.

Rushdoony explained Leviticus19:19intermsof abiblical principle
that there must be no hybridsin society. He discussed thisversein a
section hetitled “Hybridization and Law.” *® He concluded the section
with this assertion: “Third, hybridization and unequal yoking involve
a fundamental disrespect for God’s handiwork which leads to futile
experimentation, such asorgantransplants, whichrepresent sterileand
limited gains in some areas, and a basic loss of moral perspective in
every area.” ® Given the fact that Greg Bahnsen was given at least an
extra decade and a half of life and productivity because of a pig's
valve that was sown into his heart, this conclusion by Rushdoony
certainly needs exegetical evidence.®

Unnatural Union

With respect to mixed fabrics, Rushdoony said, “To bring diverse

59. R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press,
1973), pp. 253-62.

60. lbid., p. 262.
61. Bahnsen's physician told him that the same sort of congenital heart defect that
afflicted him had been invariably fatal a decade before Bahnsen received his first heart

operation. There had been no known treatment. Bahnsen died theyear after thefirst edition
of Boundaries and Dominion (1994) was published.
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things together in an unnatural union isto despise the order of God's
creation.”®® This principle of interpretation — unnatural union — does
not stem from Leviticus 19:19, nor is applicable to the passage. Such
an interpretation reverses the meaning of the prohibition against the
mixing of the seeds. What is normal within a local speciesis genetic
mixing. Genetic separation within a speciesis abnormal: the result of
environmental separation. Inthe case of the prohibition against mixing
breeds of cattle or mixing crops in a field, the primary issue in
Leviticus 19:19 was symbolic of the mandatory but unnatura pres-
ervation of the separate tribes of Israel until Shiloh came, the prom-
ised Seed. This is why this temporary prohibition ended when the
promised Seed came, overcoming the judicia separation among
|srael’ s tribes, and also between Jew and Greek, bond and free, male
and female (Gal. 3:28). Within the confessional covenant of Trinitar-
ianism, such separation is no longer mandated by God.

To theextent that Rushdoony’scomment applies only to the prohi-
bition regarding mixed fibers, we need to remember that clothing itself
is unnatural. Clothing does not grow on trees or sheep. It is manu-
factured. Thejudicial issue of the third prohibition of Leviticus 19:19
was never the “unnatural” mixing of fabrics; all fabrics are unnatural.
The issue was exclusively symbolic and ritualistic. The prohibition
against wearing mixed wool-linen clothing had to do with priestly
sacrifices and priestly clothing in a nation of priests. Wool makes
people retain sweat on their bodies; linen does not. Thus, ritually
speaking, the two fibers were at cross purposes. They are no longer
at cross purposes because the New Covenant has abolished animal
sacrifices. Priests today are not told by God what kind of fabric to
wear. Sweat is no longer a matter of ritual importance. The new
priesthood is clothed in Christ as aresult of baptism (Gal. 3:27).

62. Ibid., p. 87.
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The Question of Sterility

Rushdoony’ sentire subsectionistitled, “Hybridizationand Law.” %
In commenting on Leviticus 19:19, he reproduced a lengthy extract
fromEllicott’ scommentary, most of whichwasdevoted to aconsider-
ation of genetic mixing. Only one sentence refers to mixing wool and
linen. Rushdoony said that the hybrid comes at great costs — sterility
—“and thereby violates God' s creation ordinance.” ® Heidentified the
prohibition against genetic mixing within a species as a creation
ordinance rather than a temporary ordinance governing national
Israel. Then he added that “the commandments clearly require a
respect for God's creation.”®

There never was any such creation ordinance, as Jacob’'s experi-
ment in miraculous breeding indicates. Jacob’ sagreement with Laban
allowed Jacob to obtain ownership of those sheep and goatsthat were
born in his herds (Gen. 30:33). He used rods to separate his animals
from Laban's, and those conceived before the rods were stronger
animals, although they were multi-colored and visibly less desirable.
Laban wound up with feeble animals; Jacob with stronger (Gen. 30:
42). There is no question that Jacob established a system of genetic
manipulation. He allowed God to do the work, but he actively inter-
vened in order to let God do the work: “And Jacob did separate the
lambs, and set the faces of the flocks toward the ringstraked, and all
the brown in the flock of Laban; and he put his own flocks by
themselves, and put them not unto Laban’s cattle” (Gen. 30:40). The
Hebrew word translated cattle here can be trandlated as flock, herd,

63. Ibid., p. 253.
64. Ibid., p. 255.

65. Idem.
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stock, or possession. It was not limited to bovines.

Rushdoony was arguing that within a species, sexua mixing isun-
natural andistherefore prohibited by biblical law. Hisargument makes
no sense. First, what did he mean, “unnatural”? What is natura is
interbreeding within a species. What is unnatural is separation.
Second, if “hybridization” normally produces sterility, thenit surely is
a case of theological overkill to present the prohibition of hybridi-
zation as a fundamental principle of biblical law. Why would biblical
law place the supposed principle of anti-hybridization into a position
of importance if most hybrids are impotent? Hybrids are hardly a
threat to social order. They cannot maintain their own uniqueness
down through the generations. Their heirs lose any original unique
characteristics as they interbreed. If anything, most hybrids become
weaker over time: lessableto competeinanatural environment. Their
fruitsare usually consumer goods, not long-term capital goods. Third,
the scientific definition of a speciesisthat cross-breeding is possible
and normal among itsmembersif they residein the same environment.
Rushdoony’s assumption of the normality of genetic separation in
nature isincorrect. The oppositeistrue. Genetic separation in nature,
meaning the development of new breedswithin aspecies, is produced
by the interplay of reproduction and local environmental changes.®
Species do not evolve, but local variants of a species can change in
response to environmental changes. One such environmental change
is technology: men's development of specialized breeding
techniques.®’

66. The ability of insects to adapt to pesticides is an example. A plant species’ ability to
devel op resistance to blight is another.

67. Walter E. Lammerts, a pioneer in the Scientific Creation movement, was a highly
successful breeder of roses. Hisroses won numerousinternational prizes. Lammerts, “ The
Scientific Creationist Movement in the United States: A Personal Account,” Journal of
Christian Reconstruction, | (Summer 1974).
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Hybrids themselves were of no concern to the Mosaic law. What
was of concern was the active scientific process of interbreeding
inside the boundaries of Isragl. The prohibition against interbreeding
was a prohibition against the production of newer, more productive
breeds within the boundaries of Isragl. The Israglites could lawfully
import new breeds, but then they had to keep them separate from the
existing onesin the land. Interbreeding was lawful outside of Isragl’s
boundaries. There was never any creation ordinance against inter-
breeding.

Here is one additional piece of evidence that is worth noting: the
mule. Thisisthe classic animal hybrid: the normally sterile product of
horse and donkey. It is a very strong work animal. It was used as a
military animal in ancient Israel (I Chron. 12:40).% Its presencein the
household of the kings (Il Sam. 13:29; | Kings 10:25) and the
presence of 245 mules among those who returned to Jerusalem from
Medo-Persia (Ezr. 2:66) indicate that there was never any creation
ordinance against hybrids. If there had been, Ezra and Nehemiah
would have kept such beasts out of the land when they returned to
rebuild. Mules could be imported, even though it was not legal to
breed horses and donkeysto produce them. The deliberate mixing of
seeds was illegal, not the offspring as such. The judicial issue was
representational, not biological: tribal separationinMosaic | sragl until
the promised Seed came. Confessional unity in Mosaic Israel was
subordinated to tribal unity only until this messianic prophecy was
fulfilled. Considered from the point of the confessionalism of pre-
Mosaic and post-Mosaic law, the law against the mixing of seedswas
abnormal, i.e., not representative.

68. It was still being used during the American Civil War (1861-65): an important beast
of burden for military transport.
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The Lure of Racism

Rushdoony’s mistake regarding the importance of a law against
“hybridization” isnot someminor exegetical dip, nor istheapplication
he makes with it. His identification of Leviticus 19:19 as a law
prohibiting genetic intermixtures can produce serioustheological and
judicial consequences. It can lead directly to racism. Rushdoony’s
analysis and subsequent applications of Leviticus 19:19 are sufficient
proof.

When applied to humanity, Rushdoony’'s argument is the once-
familiar segregationist argument against racial mixing—*“themongreli-
zation of the whiterace,” asit is sometimes described.®® Rushdoony
did not resort to such crass language, but his interpretation of
Leviticus 19:19 ingists that genetic separateness within a species is
both normal in nature and universally required by biblical law. The
man-imposed exceptions to this supposedly normal and normative
process of sexual separation have been outlawed by God, he insisted.
Man supposedly must not attempt to produce hybrids — a creation
ordinance that is permanent in history.

Rushdoony did not hesitate to apply this exclusionary principle to
inter-racial marriages. First, he wrote that “St. Paul referred to the
broader meaning of these laws against hybridization, and against yok-
ing an ox and an ass to a plow (Deut. 22:10), in Il Corinthians 6:
14.” Broader meaning of the seed laws, yes; judicial specifics, no.
Paul wrote: “Be ye not unequally yoked with unbelievers. for what
fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? and what com-
munion hath light with darkness?’ The issue here is faith. Christian

69. Such language is now confined to neo-Nazi cults, racist cults, and some of the more
aggressive branches of British Israelism.

70. Rushdoony, Institutes, p. 256.
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faith overcomes all other divisions, including the Mosaic seed laws.
(Note: Deuteronomy 22:10 immediately precedes a parallel verse to
Leviticus 19:19¢ — no mixing of wool and linen —indicating that Lev-
iticus 19:19c refers to covenantal -confessional separation, not tribal
separation.) Second, Rushdoony wrote: “ But Deuteronomy 22:10 not
only forbids unequal religious yoking by inference, and as a case law,
but also unequal yoking generaly. . . . The burden of the law is thus
againstinter-religious, inter-racial, and inter-cultural marriages, inthat
they normally go against the very community which marriage is
designed to establish.” * Note his asserted equivalents: inter-religious
marriages and inter-racial or inter-cultural marriages. He was not
speaking here merely of civil law; he was speaking of biblical law in
general.

The shift in his argument is both subtle and significant. He was not
arguing that inter-racial marriages do not produce children. Such
unions are not biologically sterile. Then are inter-cultural marriages
geneticaly sterile? He did not argue that they are. So what has
“hybridization” got to do with either type of marriage? Geneticaly
speaking, not athing. Rushdoony shifted his argument from genetics
torace and culture. He moved froma case law of the Bible regarding
cattle, planting, and clothing to a racial-cultural application. He in-
vented alegal category of “hybridization” in order to apply it to inter-
racial and inter-cultural marriages. What he was saying is that such
marriages are covenantally sterile. The problem is, thisis a denial of
the New Testament doctrine of the gospel’ s power to break down the
wall separating Jew from Greek, bond from free. His theology of
sterility mixed a false interpretation of a case law with traditional
hostility to “inferior races.”

Thestandard of unequal covenantal yoking unquestionably applies

71. 1bid., pp. 256-57.
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to marriage. Rushdoony was correct on this point: Paul makes this
clear in Il Corinthians 6:14. This Pauline prohibition is universaly
believed by orthodox Bible commentators to apply to marriage
covenant. Almost all commentators believe that it aso appliesto the
church government, although expositorsin the Erastian, State church
tradition may choose to downplay this. Christian Reconstruction
teaches that this biblical principle of covenantal separation must also
apply to civil government: not in Christians' dropping out of political
life, which is pietism’s recommended solution to the “unequally
yoked” dilemmain civil government, but in the eventual exclusion of
non-Christians from the franchise and from all public offices, after a
nationisoverwhelmingly Christianinitspublic confession. (Lateinhis
career, Rushdoony began to deny in public the obvious civil applica-
tion of the “no unequal yoking” covenantal principle, preferring
instead to defend traditional political pluralism’santi-Trinitarian U.S.
Constitutional settlement.)™

The judicia standard involved in the biblical concept of “yoking”
is exclusively covenantal: public confession of Trinitarian faith, local
church membership, theregular celebration of the Lord’ s Supper, and
public obedience to God's law. For a Christian to deny salvation
through faith in Jesus Christ is apostasy. To refuse to join the local
church is an assertion of one's judicial autonomy. To refuse to cele-
brate the Lord s Supper is self-excommunication. To deny the law of
Godisantinomian. A Christian should not marry anyonewho isremiss
in any of these four areas. To be remiss in any of them is to break
covenant with God. But marrying a Christian from another race or
another culture is not covenant-breaking.

72. Seehisexplicit denial of theocratic paliticsin the transcript of hisnationally tel evised
interview with Bill Moyers, “ God and Palitics: On Earth asit Isin Heaven,” Public Affairs
Television (Dec. 23, 1987). MOYERS: “Is that the kind of society, where Christianity is
the official religion, like it wasin Armenia?” RUSHDOONY: “No.” (Transcript, p. 7.)

1625



Appendix G

This principle of covenantal discrimination applies to each of the
three institutional covenants: church, State, and family. “Equal yok-
ing” means a public commitment of all covenantal participantsto the
Athanasian creed or some other Trinitarian creedal statement, as well
as church membership. Thejudicial issueisfaithfulnessto the coven-
antal oath. “Equal yoking” is strictly a judicial concept. “Unequal
yoking” is therefore also strictly a judicial concept; as such, it has
nothing to do with race or culture: in family, church, or State.” It has
nothing to do with community standards except to the extent that
these derivative standards are confessionally Trinitarian — a product
of the covenant.

The Marriage Covenant

Marriage is a covenant; it is governed by God's law. Rushdoony
accepted this view of Christian marriage and used it to develop a
theological defense of divorce based on the Mosaic law.™ The view
of marriage as a lawful covenant established by oath between two
individuals under God’s authority leads to a significant conclusion:
unless we abandon the Bible' s identification of marriage as a coven-
ant, we cannot legitimately say that “normally” marriages are this or

73. Obviously, if two people cannot speak the same language, they may have future
marital problems. This is not a valid covenantal objection to their marriage. The
presumption is, one or both will learn the other’ s language. Thisis also true of churches.
Members of churches cannot lawfully be excluded from the Lord’ s Supper because of a
language barrier. Should a person be excluded from citizenship because of a language
barrier? No. But he will have trouble being elected to public office. He can be barred from
voting on the basis of functional illiteracy in the language on the ballot, but states that
require secret ballots — only one person per booth at a time — can and should provide
translations on the ballot for major linguistic groups.

74. Rushdoony, Institutes, pp. 401-15.
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that inajudicial sense. Marriagesare either legal or illegal; thereisno
criterion of “normality” in a covenant bond except whatever is
mandated by God’s law. In the case of marriage, the law isindeed a
creation ordinance (Gen. 1:26-28). To the extent that man’s laws
interferewith thishiblical covenantal principle, the marriage covenant
becomesinescapably antinomian and perhaps even pagan. Rushdoony
fully understood this, which iswhy he attributed “ creation ordinance”
status to the principle of genetic separation in Leviticus 19:19, and
then moved to cultural and racial applications. He sought to transform
community opinionsregarding raceinto ajudicially binding category.

Marriageisacovenant under God. A covenant isinescapably judic-
ial.” Marriage is established by abinding oath.” Therefore, by apply-
ing any judicial criterion, including a supposed creation ordinance, to
the question of the lawfulness of a marriage necessarily elevates this
criterion to covenantal status. Rushdoony made it clear what this
supposedly hiblical criterion is: anything that goes “against the very
community which [marriage, citizenship, or church membership] is
designed to establish.” Once this confessionally empty judicial
criterion — community preference — is applied to one covenantal
institution, we cannot easily restrict it to that institution. Community
preference, once elevated to a fundamental judicial ideal, breaks all
covenantal boundaries. Thus, if Rushdoony were consistent in his
discussion of marriage asthe basisof community and the community’ s
preferences as judicialy sovereign, he would have to apply this
principle of “what the community wants’ to the covenants of church
and the State. His overall covenantal theology rejects the lawfulness
of such community intervention. Thisindicatesthat hisview of hybrids

75. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. ( Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, [1987]1992), ch. 3.

76. 1bid., ch. 8.
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and race was anti-covenantal.

Compulsory Segregation vs. Biblical Law

Hebeganwriting Institutesof Biblical Lawinthelate 1960’ s, when
the civil rights movement inthe United Stateswasin itsradical phase.
The word “integration” at that time had a very specific frame of
reference: racial. Federal courts and troops had been forcing the
racially segregated South to integrate its public institutions from the
late 1950’ sthrough the 1960’ s. Rushdoony broadly defined “ enforced
integration” as any attempt by a higher judicial agency to overrule
local community preferences. Hewrote: “ Unequal yoking meansmore
than marriage. In society at large it means the enforced integration of
various elements which are not congenia.””” To say that southern
whitesegregationistsand black integrationistswere uncongenial inthe
1960’s is putting it mildly. Lynching™ of blacks by white mobs of
varying sizesand motivations had been afamiliar practiceinthe South
for over acentury: imposing the negative sanction of death apart from
a civil trial. Prior to the Civil War, abolitionists had been lynched,
sometimesin Northern states. In New Y ork City’ sweek of anti-draft
riots (July 13-17, 1863), at least eleven blacks were murdered out of
at least 105 people who died.” After the Civil War, lynchings took

77. Rushdoony, Institutes, p. 257.

78. Named after Virginia judge Charles Lynch, who convicted and hanged Loyalists
during the American Revolution. Walter F. White, Ropeand Faggot: A Biography of Judge
Lynch (Salem, New Hampshire: Ayer, [1929] 1969).

79. Iver Bernstein, The New York City Draft Riots: Their Sgnificance for American

Society and Politics in the Age of the Civil War (New York: Oxford University Press,
1990), p. 282 (blacks murdered), p. 5 (total deaths of 105).
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place in the Midwest and West, though rarely in the Northeast; over
80 percent of the victims were white.®* The largest percentage of
lynchings took place in the South; by 1900, the phenomenon was
confined to the South. Far more black males were lynched in the
South than before the Civil War. Before the war, most blacks were
owned and came under legal protection. Lynching became a socialy
acceptable community practice in the post-Civil War South. One
estimate places the number of lynchings in the South, 1880-1930, at
almost 4,000: over 700 whites and over 3,200 blacks.®* In 1880, 32
percent of the victims were white; in 1930, only 9 percent were.®
Sometimesaccompanying lynchingswereactsof torture, burning, and
even dismemberment, especially when mobs were large.®® Lynchings
were rituals.® Judicially, there were few risks to these murderers.
Trias for people accused of lynching blacks were rare in the South;
convictions were virtually nonexistent. While the “strange fruit”# of
black men hanging on trees steadily disappeared after the 1930’ sand
was amost gone by the 1950’s, the lynching mentality still existed
among the die-hard white segregationists.

Thefact is, onracia matters (as on davery matters prior to 1865),
the South’s community standards for civil justice for blacks were

80. W. Fitzhugh Brundage, Lynching in the New South: Georgia and Virginia,
18801930 (Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1993), p. 8.

81. Monroe Work (ed.), The Negro Yearbook: An Annual Encyclopedia of the Negro,
1931-1932 (Tuskegee, Alabama: Negro Year Book Publishing, 1931), p. 293; cited in
idem.

82. Idem.

83. 1bid., p. 42.

84. 1bid., ch. 2.

85. The title of a 1939 song made famous in the North and infamous in the South by
black blues singer Billie Holiday.
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radically unbiblical: (1) denying the legal basis of lave marriages; (2)
denying legal protectionfor thedave; and (3) no system of guaranteed
redemption.®® Thus, Rushdoony’s critical comment on davery in
genera appliesto Southern davery: “Modern man seeksto avoid the
yokes of community life in Christ, and he falls under the heavy yoke
of the state.”®" In this case, the State in question was local; neither
state governments nor the national government had the means of
enforcing justice in the American South prior to 1930. Local police
forces and sheriffs enforced the law.® The local ingtitutions of civil
government in the South were sometimes tyrannical toward freed
blacksafter 1865. Themost blatant judicial formsof thislocal tyranny
were abolished by the U. S. Supreme Court and Federal marshalsand
Federa troops, 1954—70. When Southern blacks once again got the
right to vote,® local politicians in the South “felt the heat,” and
therefore “saw the light.” They changed. When Southern blacks
imposed the sanction of the vote, they were not trying to make
Southern politicians better people; they were merely making them
more responsive to a significant new political pressure group. The
underlying covenantal issue was political sanctions, not political sal-
vation, although the rhetoric of salvation was commonly employed by
civil rights reformers.

Rushdoony attempted to skirt the covenantal issue by an appeal to
judicia neutrality: neither a pro-segregation nor a pro-integration
judicial standard. This line of argument is an implicit denial of his

86. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1990), pp. 232-44.

87. R. J. Rushdoony, Law and Society, vol. 2 of Institutes of Biblical Law (Vallecito,
Californiac Ross House, 1982), p. 69.

88. Brundage, Lynching, p. 161.

89. They possessed this right during Reconstruction, 1865-1877.
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fundamental philosophical premise, namely, that there can be no neu-
traity. But in racial matters, he insisted, there can be such neutrality
judicidly. In 1971, he wrote:

Let us consider one aspect of that [class] conflict, theracial situation.
The attempts to force integration and to force segregation by law are
very old. With Assyria, forcibleintegration was a policy of state. All
theseattemptsfailed whenthesocial conditions militated against them.
If two peoples were relatively equal and rdigiously congenial,
integration quickly followed, despiteall legal obstacles. Wherethedif-
ferences were marked, neither opportunity nor law was ableto bridge
the gap. Nether legalized integration nor segregation accomplish
anything morethan to aggravateasituation. Tointroducethestateinto
an area of personal, religious, and moral decision is to abdicate the
harmony of classes for a statist imposition. If a person or if a people
areinferior, nothing can compe their rise; if they haveapotential, why
prevent their development? Where there are rdigious and social
reasons against mixed marriages, nothing can further such marriages
as long as the faith and the society are strong. If these factors are
invalid or disappear through disbelief, nothing can prevent integration
in the short or long run.*

Thisline of reasoning isbasically the same asthe one Gamaliel took
with respect to the civil suppression of the Jerusalem church by the
Jerusalem rabbinical council. If the church is of God, he said, it will
flourish despite persecution; if it is not, then it will fail (Acts 5:
34-39). It was an argument for toleration based onjudicial inaction.
But this argument departed from the Mosaic law’s mandatory civil
sanctions against a call to false public worship (Deut. 13). Gamalidl,
in hiscall for civil neutrality, necessarily called the Jewish authorities

90. Chalcedon Report #68 (April 1971). Reprinted in Rushdoony, The Roots of Recon-
struction (Vallecito, California: Ross House, 1991), p. 746.
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to abandon Moses, for hedid not call themto accept Jesus' testimony
in the name of Moses, which Jesus had done (John 5:45-46). Hiscall
for religious toleration was not merely a call based on a theory of
religious neutrality; it was a call to abandon the Mosaic law. We
should not interpret either argument for State inaction—Rushdoony’s
or Gamaliel’s — as judicialy neutral. They are not neutra; they are
accomodationist.

In Rushdoony's case, he had only two choices. (1) come out
against Federal laws against state laws that enforced segregation, or
(2) comeout infavor of Federal laws—and Federal troops—enforcing
lawsthat abolished statelawsthat enforced integration. Therewasno
third choice. Either state laws enforcing segregation would be
enforced or they would not be. By denying the legality of state laws
enforcing segregation, the Federal government’s position was not
inherently integrationist; rather, it was for social voluntarism — what
Rushdoony said he believed in. Peoplein the South would be allowed
to marry whomever they pleased without statelawsprohibiting thison
the basis of race. But Rushdoony did not call for support of such
Federal legidationand Supreme Court interpretations. Heopposedthe
civil rights movement, as hiswritings fromthe erareveal. In 1966, he
guoted favorably the words of Lyndon Johnson in 1948: “The civil
rights program, about which you have heard so much, is afarce and
asham. .. aneffort to set up apolice state inthe guise of liberty. | am
opposed to that program. | fought it inthe Congress. It isthe province
of the state to runitsown elections.”** Johnson was substituting state
judicial sovereignty for Federal judicial sovereignty, i.e., the
sovereignty of segregationist states in the South. He was promoting
the view that negative political sanctions imposed by black voters
would not be brought against white segregationist politicians like

91. Chalcedon Report No. 5 (Feb. 1, 1966), in Roots of Reconstruction, p. 551.
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himself. When his political base changed — from U.S. Senator from
Texas to President of the United States (1964—1969) — his view of
sovereignty changed. He became an advocate of civil rights. Rush-
doony criticized thelater Johnson by quoting the earlier Johnson. But
indoing so, he necessarily came down against Federal lawsabolishing
segregation.

What if alocal civil government has previoudly introduced a restric-
tive marital standard? What if it has made illegal al inter-racia
marriages? What should a higher civil court do? Nothing? Then it
accepts the local court’s compulsory segregationist standard. It has
not acted in ajudicially neutral manner, for there is no judicialy neu-
tral manner. Should the higher court declare thelaw unconstitutional ?
Then it necessarily interferes with regional community standards.
There is no escape from some judicial standard. There is no judicial
neutrality.

Let usget thispoint clear: civil government-enforced racial segre-
gation is biblically illegitimate. The State should not dictate to any-
one that he must not marry someone, except in cases of incest or a
previous marriage. A higher court must declare as invalid any local
law that forbids marriages on the basis of race. This is a biblically
mandatory restriction on any local community’ s authority to legidate
laws governing the racial aspects of marriage. Thisis not acivil vote
for or against inter-racial marriages; it is a civil vote of “no confi-
dence” withrespect to the State' sauthority to compel decisionsinthis
area of life.

Theissue hereiscovenantal. Rushdoony knew this, and thisfact led
him to modify his doctrine of community preferences to this extent:
“The effects of integration have too often been studied only by
proponents and opponentsof integration. Unfortunately, both believe
that enforced integration is possible. From the days of the Assyrians,
who moved nations and peoples about to homogenize their empire, to
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the 20th century, such attempts have been failures. People do not
inter-marry unless acommon faith, culture, and standard brings them
together. Then, they cannot bekept apart.” % But if thisistrue of mar-
riage, then there can be no valid civil or ecclesiastical law against
inter-racial marriagesif the partnerssharethe same confession of faith,
no matter what local community standards happen to be — the
opposite of what he arguesin the Institutes of Biblical Law.

There is a fundamental schizophrenia in Rushdoony’s doctrine of
the marriage covenant specifically and covenantalism generaly. This
schizophrenia stemmed in part from an incorrect interpretation of the
Mosaic laws prohibiting genetic mixing. Thisled himto elevate com-
munity racial standards over biblical law in the name of a creation
ordinance that never was.

Standards for Exclusion

What criteria determine which group is excluded from what cov-
enantal organization? Rushdoony had already made his view plain:
community standards. Let me quote him again: “The burden of the
law isthus against inter-religious, inter-racial, and inter-cultural mar-
riages, in that they normally go against the very community which
marriage is designed to establish.”% But there are also church com-
munities and political communities. Are they also autonomous from
biblical law? Can they lawfully ignore a creation ordinance? Racism
spreads. The concern of Rushdoony’s analysis here is not with a
specific biblical limit on State authority. His analysis rests on an all-
inclusive principle: a creation ordinance. He announced the existence

92. Chalcedon Report #74 (October 1971); Rooats, p. 769.

93. Rushdoony, Institutes, p. 257.
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of acreation ordinancein order to justify aview of marriage based on
community standards of order and propriety. Rushdoony’ s assertion
of the existence of a creation ordinance of genetic separation led him
to embrace in principle the humanistic theory of society that he else-
where opposes so eloquently: John Dewey's view of community
standards and community authority.**

In Chrigt, the only valid standards for judicial exclusion in a for-
mally covenanted church, State, or family are: (1) denying the Trin-
itarian faith (or oath) and (2) repeatedly breaking God' slaw asaway
of life. Race is not a valid standard for covenantal exclusion, and
wherever race becomes such a means of exclusion within any organi-
zationthat isbound by acommon confession of faith, it works against
theideal of thebiblical covenant. Thereisno earthly court-enforceable
biblical law against personal separation from othersoutside of church,
but there can be no valid judicial exclusion of any race from the rights
and obligations of the ecclesiastical covenant. Any program of
enforced racia segregation within acovenantal institutionisjudicialy
evil. Annulling such a program by higher law within that covenantal
hierarchy isnot itself aprogram of enforced racial integration. Rather,
it is merely prohibiting a judicia evil: State-enforced racid
segregation.®

It istruethe national government inthe United States has abolished

94. On Dewey, see R. J. Rushdoony, The Messianic Character of American Education:
Sudies in the History of the Philosophy of Education (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press,
1963), ch. 15.

95. This should not be understood as alegitimation of laws requiring businesses to serve
peopleor hire employees irrespective of race. Economic discrimination is not acovenantal
act. If a business decides to hire or not to hire people of a certain race, the State should
remain silent. Civil laws prohibiting economic discrimination inevitably become laws
mandating quotas. Bureaucrats, if they are to berestrained in their quest for power, must
be provided with written numerical ratios as guidelines to determine whether or not racial
(or other) discrimination is taking place. This means quotas.
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state laws prohibiting inter-racial marriages. This is not the same as
forcing racially different individuals to marry. To confuse the two is
amonumental confusion. It is a confusion based on racism.

Judicial Review

Thebiblical judicial issue of race in the United Statesin the 1960's
was not enforced integration, whatever the humanistic judicial issue
was. The hiblical issue was this: illegally enforced racial exclusion
fromthevoting booth, i.e., accessto civil covenant sanctions. Blacks
werebeing kept from exercising their legitimate civil right of imposing
civil covenant sanctions on civil rulers. They were being excluded by
state and local laws from participating in a republican civil rite of
covenantal renewal. The civil rights movement was judicially a civil
ritesmovement. Senator Lyndon Johnson understood thisin 1948. He
affirmed his commitment to keep blacks away from thisrite of coven-
ant renewal — the imposition of civil sanctions.

The State has neither the authority nor the power to make meninto
better people. It cannot lawfully or successfully force people to have
warm feelings toward their neighbors. But the State does have the
God-given authority to impose sanctions against certain evil acts. For
example, if alower branch of civil government is excluding people
from the civil franchise or from accessto civil institutions on the basis
of anything except their lack of a covenantal profession of allegiance
or their legal status as criminals in prison, a higher civil court has the
obligation to annul that exclusion. Such a judicial annulment is not
inherently an example of forced integration, although it can beand has
been an aspect of alarger program of forced integration. Rather, it is
the judicial annulment of a covenantally illegal law that forcibly
excludes people from the legitimate office of citizen — those who
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impose sanctions in the voting booth. The American South enforced
such illegitimate laws for aimost a century, 1877—1970. The national
government, for political reasons, went along with this illegal
covenantal exclusion. This cooperation between national and local
civil governments ended in the decade of the 1960's.

The national government’s application of new civil sanctions did
change millions of white people’'s minds in the South, 1957-1970,
unlike the application of far more rigorous military sanctions during
Reconstruction, 1865—77. No oneinthe Southtoday publicly laments
theannulment of thevarious“JmCrow” segregation laws; theclimate
of opinion has changed.® Jim Crow laws have gonetheway of chattel
davery, but these lawswere no less enthusiasticaly affirmed by white
Christiansin the South, 1890-1960. But the overall climate of moral
and political opinion among the non-Christian, university-educated
elite of the South regarding thelocusof political sovereignty —Federal
rather than state — had steadily changed during the twentieth century.
Thus, the specific climate of opinion regarding segregation shifted
rapidly, 1957-1970, when Federa sanctions were imposed. What the
North's military governments of the Reconstruction era had not
accomplished, 1865-76, humanistic public education, nationaly
marketed textbooks, college education, theological liberalism, and
President Johnson’s Civil Rights Act of 1964 did accomplish.

Rushdoony’s misidentification of the judicial annulment of illegal
racial segregation in public institutions as necessarily a product of
“enforced integration” is a variation of a similar error on his part:
identifying the Supreme Court’ s covenantal obligation to strike down

96. C. Vann Woodward, The Strange Career of Jim Crow, 3rd ed. (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1974); 1. A. Newby, Jim Crow's Defense: Anti-Negro Thought in
America, 1900-1930 (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, 1965). Cf. Charles
S. Mangum, Jr., The Legal Satus of the Negro (Chapel Hill: University of North Caralina
Press, 1940).
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bad or unconstitutional laws as an illegitimate attempt to make men
good. That is, he rejected a court’s decision to refuse to enforce a
morally bad law or unconstitutional law becausethiswould mean that
the court is attempting to make men good. He wrote: “Second, we
must remember that the Constitution can make no man nor nation
good; it isnot amoral code.”?” He confused the biblically legitimate
concept of judicia review — annulling bad laws — with biblically
illegitimate messianic acts of State healing: salvation by law. A mes-
sianic view of civil law isat odds with the fundamental legal position
of the Bible, which presents the State as God’ s monopolistic agency
for the coercive suppression of public evil.*® But if we reject the prin-
ciple of judicial review in the name of anti-messianism, we are left
without any means of judicial appeal (Ex. 18). If the mere annulment
of a bad law is discussed as if it were inherently a case of imposing
positive civil sanctions (which biblical law rejects), then there cannot
be lawful judicial review. This would go far in destroying the judic-
iary.*

The same principle of judicia review appliesto hierarchical church
courts. Anylocal churchthat excludespeoplefrommembershiponthe
basis of race must be disciplined by its denomination or association.
The local church must be excluded from the larger fellowship for its
practice of unjustly excluding people fromthelocal fellowship. It does

97. R. J. Rushdoony, “ The United States Constitution,” Journal of Christian Reconstruc-
tion, XII (1988), p. 22. For adiscussion of Rushdoony' s confusion on this distinction, see
Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1989), pp. 687-91.

98. Chapter 16: “The State’ s Monopaly of Vengeance.”
99. Thisdoes not mean that decisions by the courts should not be appeal ed to acombined
review of the executiveand legislative branches. See North, Political Polytheism, pp. 502—

13. There should be no single institution that possesses final jurisdiction in history. Every
doctrine of divine right challenges God as the only final court of appeal.
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not matter what the local church’s “community” thinks. The issue is
quitesmple: What arethejudicial terms of God’ scovenant? They are
never racial in the New Covenant. They were never racial in the Old
Covenant, either. For example, the excluson of Ammonites and
Moabites from citizenship for 10 generations (Deut. 23:3) was jud-
icially based on the origin of both those nations in Lot’s drunken
incest with his daughters (Gen. 19:31-38). The descendants of bas-
tardswere also excluded for 10 generations (Deut. 23:2). The coven-
antal issue herewasnot race; it was covenantal rebellion. Biblical laws
of exclusion are confessional and moral.

Sovereignty: From the Bible to the Community

Leviticus 19:19 commanded the Israglites to keep their breeds of
cattle separated. This meant that they could not lawfully breed their
cattle systematically. Thelaw also required them to keep the seeds of
different crops separate from each other in any given field. Finaly,
they could not wear cloth of alinen-wool mixture.

Thesefirst two lawsspoke of separation: separating the confession-
aly identical and culturally similar tribes of Israel. The third law
required themto avoid clothing that symbolically testified to equality
between priest and non-priest. None of this had anything to do with
a prohibition of hybrids. None of this had anything to do with the
separation of races and cultures. Thishad to do, first, with separating
similar tribesuntil Christ, the promised Seed, camein history. Second,
it had to do with the separation of God's priestly nation from non-
priestly nations.

Rushdoony invented a supposed creation ordinance of hybridiza-
tion. Then heapplied thismythological judicial principleto inter-racial
marriages — marriages between partners who may share the same
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covenantal confession. He identified local community standards of
order as the standards that must govern marriages. This transfers
sovereignty over the marriage covenant from God' s law to the local
community. This new sovereignty, which Rushdoony offered in the
name of biblical law, cannot easily be restricted to the marriage cov-
enant: unless there is some higher biblical principle to stop it, the
doctrine of community sovereignty moves into church and State. We
have seen where this leads: to humanism, both right-wing (Scottish
Enlightenment Whiggery) and left-wing (totalitarianism).

Rushdoony invoked a creation ordinance. What higher principleis
there than a creation ordinance? It is more fundamental than Mosaic
law. Only aNew Testament law possesses greater authority. Thereis
such alaw — no separation between Jew and Greek, free and bond —
but Rushdoony ignored it. He wanted to keep superior races and
inferior races separate until such time as local community standards
approve of covenantal bonding, i.e., marriage under the authority of
the local community’s judicially autonomous covenant. Any appeal
beyond this authority — whether to biblical covenant theology or the
U.S. Supreme Court —Rushdoony rejected as marks of integrationism
inthe 1960’ sand 1970’'s. He never publicly abandoned this position.

Rushdoony concluded his discussion with these words: “Hybridi-
zation is an attempt to deny the validity of law. Its pendty is an
enforced sterility. In every area, where man seeks potentiality by a
denia of God's law, the penalty remains the same, limited gains and
long-range sterility.”*® He moved from a biological phenomenon to
a socia metaphor. He took this metaphor very serioudy — judicialy
serioudly. His defense of biblical law therefore suffers.

100. Rushdoony, Institutes, p. 262.
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Conclusion

Rushdoony’s defense of a non-existent creation ordinance is a
classicexample of what Van Til identified as circular reasoning. Rush-
doony’s discussion of hybridization begins with a presupposition:
genetic sterility ismorally evil and therefore biblically prohibited. Y et
the Bible says nothing about this sterility aspect of animal or plant
breeding. It prohibits the mixing of seeds in one field, but it does not
identify sterility as the reason for the prohibition. To make his case,
Rushdoony had to ignore the fact that Israel brought mules — genet-
icaly sterile —into the land after the exile (Ezr. 2:66).

Thenhemoved fromgenetic sterility, which hecalled hybridization,
to socia sterility. His argument implicitly assumes that certain
practices he disapproved of are socialy “sterile.” These practices
included inter-racial marriages between “inferior” and “superior”
races, as defined by local community standards. He also rejected all
organ transplants.*™ To make this case, he invented a creation ordin-
ance that never existed — a law against hybridization — and then he
transplanted this theological construct to practices he did not per-
sonally approve of. He was implying that the supposed creational
prohibition against biological mixtures is the symbol of a prohibition
against certain kinds of inter-racial marriages, among other practices.
Such marriages must await community approval before they can
become covenantally valid. He thereby subordinated the marriage
covenant to community opinion. Thisis humanism, pure and simple.
It is John Dewey disguised as John Calvin: community over confes-
sion. If taken serioudly, it could all too easily become Martin Bormann
disguised as Martin Luther: race over reformation.

101. Thereisalingering suspicion in my mind that he began with certain views on race
and went looking for a biblical reason to justify them.
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This kind of biblical exposition is, as Rushdoony derisively called
it elsawhere, elsegesis: reading into the text of Scripture thingswhich
the expositor dearly wantsthetext to say, despitethefact that the text
says nothing of the kind. It is surely not exegesis. deriving from the
text the message God wishes to communicate. That there are racial
differencesamong menisobvious, an aspect of theworldwidedivision
of labor (Gen. 11; | Cor. 12). But there is only one difference that
matters covenantally in church, family, or State: theological confes-
sion. Hereisthe great dividing line. Rushdoony’ s discussions of biol-
ogical hybrids and race relations have obscured this covenantal line of
demarcation.

There was never a creation ordinance against hybrids. There was
atemporary Mosaic seed law that symbolized the prohibition against
marriagesthat crossed tribal boundariesinsdeMosaic Isragl. Thislaw
ended forever with the coming of the New Covenant and the fall of
Jerusalemin A.D. 70. Therewasno tribal inheritance to be preserved
in Israel once the promised Seed had come. There was no tribal
systemin Isragl after A.D. 70.
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MALTHUSIANISM
VS. COVENANTALISM

And God blessed them, and God said unto them, Be fruitful, and
multiply, and replenish the earth, and subdueit: and have dominion
over the fish of the sea, and over the fow of the air, and over every
living thing that moveth upon the earth (Gen. 1:28).

That in blessing | will bless thee, and in multiplying | will multiply
thy seed asthe stars of the heaven, and as the sand which isupon the
sea shore; and thy seed shall possess the gate of his enemies (Gen.
22:17).

And thou saidst, | will surely do thee good, and make thy seed asthe
sand of the sea, which cannot be numbered for multitude (Gen. 32:
12).

The messageis clear: the primary blessing in history is an expand-
ing population of covenant-keepers. Man’ sdominionassignment from
God mandates population growth. God's covenantal promise to
Abraham involved a multiplication of his heirs. World dominion and
population growth are linked.*

Thisfactisno longer taken seriously by most Protestant Christians.
It is, however, taken very serioudly by the zero population growth
movement, which sees man as the cancer of the world. Man's dom-
inion over nature is seen as the ultimate threat to nature. Bill McKib-
ben has stated this theology well: “We have deprived nature of its
independence, and that isfatal to its meaning. Nature’ sindependence

1. Gary North, Mosesand Pharaoh: Dominion Religion vs. Power Religion (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1985), ch. 1.
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is its meaning; without it there is nothing but us.”? Nothing but man:
this is blasphemy in the minds of modern pantheists and nature-
worshippers.

Nature's meaning, like al meaning, is provided by God and His
decree. Manisto represent Godinhistory. Through covenant-keeping
men, nature receives its God-given meaning. This is why population
growth of covenant-keeping menisso important. Manisto fill nature,
thereby subduing it: for God’s glory, in His name, and by His law.
Such a view of man and nature is horrifying to modern, covenant-
breaking man.

There is another factor to consider: the fixed number of demons.
Satan's demonic followers constitute a numerically fixed host: no
reproduction. Angels do not reproduce (Matt. 22:30). Therefore, as
human covenant-keepers grow in numbers, the ratio of demons to
covenant-keepersfalls. The ability of Satan’ shost to influence events
also falls. Like jugglers who try to juggle an ever-increasing number
of oranges, so is Satan’s host. The same is true of his earthly imita-
tors, who adopt centralized economic planning astheir meansof pros-
perity and control —aboveall, control. AsBritish philosopher and rad-
ical Bertrand Russell openly admitted in 1923, “Socialism, especialy
international socialism, is only possible as a stable system if the
populationis stationary or nearly so. A slow increase might be coped
with by improvements in agricultural methods, but a rapid increase
must in the end reduce the whole population to penury, and would be
almost certain to cause wars.”?

2. Bill McKibben, The End of Nature (New Y ork: Random House, 1989), p. 58.

3. Bertrand Russell, The Prospects of Industrial Civilization, 2nd ed. (London: George
Allen & Unwin, [1923] 1959), p. 273.
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The Legacy of Malthus

The legacy of Malthus — or at least the Malthus of 1798 — is till
with us. He altered his thesis decisively after 1798, abandoning his
scientifically unsupported rhetoric of ageometrically increasing human
population bounded by arithmetical increases in food. His disciples,
however, still cling to the myths of the original edition of his Essay on
Population.*

Rev. Malthus was not committed to the Bible's message of the
blessings of large families (Psalm 127) and the goal of population
growth for covenant-keeping societies (Gen. 15:5). He was an oppo-
nent of what would be called the economics of growth. He contrasted
Adam Smith’swealth of nations with what he called the happiness of
nations, especialy the laboring classes.® He was concerned with
improving what today is called the quality of life, which he, like his
disciples, contrasted with “mere” economic growth. He defined econ-
omic growth in terms of an increase in the supply of things. Had he
defined economic growth as “an increase in the number of choices at
the same price asearlier,” he would have had to modify his suggested
contrast between the quality of life and economic growth.

Malthus worried greatly about population growth, not for what it
supposedly will do to disrupt the environment, but because of the fam-
ines and wars that a growing population supposedly must producein
a finite world. He worried about the fate of man, not the fate of
nature. While he would have agreed with thetitle of the 1972 book by
Campbell and Wade, Society and Environment: The Coming Collis-
ion, his concern was with the environment’ s effects on society, not

4. Thomas Robert Malthus, An Essay on the Principleof Population (New Y ork: Penguin
Books, [1798] 1982).

5. Ibid., ch. XVI.
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society’ s effects on the environment.

The Green movement, the ecology movement, and the zero-popu-
lation growth movement are united in their commitment to the Mal-
thusian mythology regarding the necessity for populationcontrol. But,
unlike Malthus, they want the Stateto impose theserestraints, includ-
ing abortion.

Thefundamental dividing issue between the biblical view of growth
and the anti-growth movement’s view of growth is eschatological.
The Bible predictsthe end of the world. Timeisinescapably bounded.
The Bible affirmsthe moral legitimacy of growthin history, but it also
affirmsthat history isbounded. Thosewho reject the biblical doctrine
of the final judgment at the end of time offer a rival scenario:
unbounded time and bounded growth. They understand that we
cannot have unbounded time and unbounded growth inafinite world.
They prefer a worldview based on unbounded time. They are not
committed to overcoming the environmental limits to growth. They
are committed to overcoming the eschatological limitsto time. Given
the biblical doctrine of the post-judgment lake of fire (Rev. 20: 9-10),
this is understandable.

Christians who do not recognize the existence of this underlying
eschatological dispute have been swept into the anti-growth move-
ment by the power of its promoters' rhetoric, not by the logic of their
arguments. It is time to consider not only the arguments of the anti-
growth movement, but also its hidden agenda: €litist, coercive power
over the decisions of the vast mgjority of producers, better known as
consumers.

TheFirst Edition’s Slogan

Malthus concernover man’ sgrowing population beganinthegen-
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eration when the growth of England’s population became visible to
socia analysts. One of the most famous phrasesin the history of eco-
nomics is the statement in the first edition of Rev. Thomas Robert®
Malthus Essay on the Principle of Population (1798): “Population,
whenunchecked, increasesinageometrical ratio. Subsistenceincreas-
esonly in an arithmetical ratio.”” On the basis of these two supposed
laws of nature, he concluded: “By that law of our nature which makes
food necessary to the life of man, the effects of these two unequal
powers must be kept equal. This implies a strong and constantly
operating check on population fromthe difficulty of subsistence. This
difficulty must fall somewhere and must necessarily be severely felt by
alarge portion of mankind.”® What is not generally known by those
who cite Malthus famous statement about comparative rates of
growth, mankind vs. food supplies, is that he removed this scientific-
sounding statement from later editions of his essay. He later
recognized that it could not be supported by the evidence, and in fact
was refuted by the evidence.

Like Marx and Engels Communist Manifesto (1848), Malthus
most famous work was initially published anonymously.® Malthus
wrote it as a reaction to some of the more optimistic speculations of
severa Enlightenment and utopian thinkers. In the lengthy original
title of his essay, he specifically identified the Marquis de Condorcet
and the egdlitarian William Godwin, the poet Shelly’ s father-in-law.
His father, Daniel Malthus, was enamored of Godwin’s thesis; Mal-

6. He was not called Thomas; he called himself Thomas Robert or T. Robert: William
Petersen, Malthus (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1979), p. 21.

7. Malthus, Population, p. 71.
8. Idem.

9. Antony Flew, “Introduction,” ibid., p. 9.
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thus wrote his essay to show why he renounced both egalitarianism
and the doctrine of inevitable historical progress.’

Malthus was born in 1766 and died in 1834, the year that Cyrus
McCormick perfected his mechanical reaper, which led to the huge
increase of grain production in the American Midwest. In 1798, the
year of the Essay, Jenner introduced vaccination against smallpox.™
S0, we seein Malthus' day the foundations of both an increase of life
expectancy and an increase in food production. Both processes have
continued unabated.

Over population?

Condorcet had raised the specter of overpopulationinhisbook, the
Picture of the Progress of the Human Mind [ Spirit] (1795), written
in 1794 while he was in hiding from Robespierre’s Terror, and pub-
lished the year after the deaths of both Condorcet and Robespierre.'
He believed in inevitable progress, but he recognized that there are
limits to growth. There would come atime “when the increase in the
number of men [surpasses] that of their means,” with the result that
therewill bea“decreasein prosperity and population.”** What was his
solution? The increase of progress in science and the arts. Mankind

10. Ibid., pp. 9-10.

11. Petersen, Malthus, p. 2.

12. Condorcet died a suicide. He poisoned himself with jimson weed the night he was
arrested and put into prison. Thiswas the account provided by hisfriend André Morellet,

Mémoiresinédits del’ Abbé Morédllet del’ Académie Francaise, 10th ed. (Paris: Ladvocat,
1822), ch. 24; cited in Petersen, Malthus, p. 41.

13. Cited by Robert Nisbet, History of the Idea of Progress (New Y ork: Basic Books,
1980), p. 212.
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will learn that “if they have obligationstowards beingswho are yet to
come into the world, they do not consist in giving them existence
only, but happiness; . . . ” There are limits on population, but these
can be reached without that “premature destruction, so contrary to
nature, and to social prosperity, of a portion of the beings who have
received life.”** This, as Nisbet points out, is fairly close to the con-
clusion that Malthus was to reach in later editions of his essay.™
Godwin was a true utopian. He, too, recognized the problem of
overpopulation. His solution, stated in Political Justice (1793), was
to speculate that, in the future, mankind as a species will eventually
attain immortality in thisworld, after which men will ceaseto procre-
ate.”® That is, men will become like the angels. Christianity has always
taught this regarding man's post-resurrection condition, but the
theologians' expositions did not invoke either evolution or the idea of
the perfectibility of man in history. Despite being the target of
Malthus' essay, Godwinwrote himaglowing letter that congratulated
Malthus, but he reasserted his faith that men would use their reason
to supply amoral check on population growth. In subsequent editions
of the Essay, Malthus gave full recognition to these moral checks.”
In subsequent editions, he moved from biological pessimismto akind
of moral optimism. Nisbet writes: “Wefind Malthusthe pessimist suc-
ceeded by Malthusthe social democrat and believer intheforthcoming
improvement in the human condition.”*® But it isthisMalthus of 1798
who is remembered. It is that Malthus who is revered by the zero

14. 1dem.
15. Idem.
16. 1bid., p. 214.
17. 1bid., p. 217.

18. Ibid., p. 218.
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population growth cultists.

Concern over the expansion of human population was common
among writers in the two decades that preceded the publication of
Malthus' essay. In 1781, the Abbé Theodore Augustin Mann read a
memoir to the academicians of Brussels. He raised the question of
population stability. He concluded that there can be no famine-free
stable equilibrium between human population and the food supply
because environmental limits will eventually thwart good morals.
“This equilibrium is evidently impossible among a people with good
morals, because population naturally increasesinanindefinite progres-
sion, while the means of subsistence are necessarily limited by the
s0il.”*® The limits of the physical environment are greater than the
expansionary power of population growth, which he saw as the out-
come of good morals. The Venetian monk Giammaria Orteswrote a
major study on population, Riflessione sulla Populazione delle Naz -
oni per rapporto all’Economia Nazionale (1790). He, too, argued
that human numbers seem to expand geometrically, while the goods
necessary to sustain life expand more dowly. There is a conflict
between man and nature.

The Darwinian Application

Darwin'stheory of evolution by natural selectionrestson Malthus
observation on the growth of species. Independently of each other,
Alfred Russel Wallace and Charles Darwin had accepted Malthus
thesis about population growth, namely, that a species will grow in

19. Cited by Charles Emil Stangeland, Pre-Malthusian Doctrines of Population: A Sudy
intheHistory of Economic Theory (New Y ork: Augustus M. Kelley, [1904] 1966), p. 323.

20. Ibid., p. 336.
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number until itsmembersruninto anenvironmental barrier. They both
concluded that a species survives when its members possess special
characteristicsthat enable more of themto survive. The more progeny
issued by a particular pair in a species, the greater the likelihood that
one of these progeny will possess the specific characteristics required
for survival. It was Malthus' thesis that led them both to invent their
mutually announced theory of evolution through natural selection.®
Wallace made the connectionin 1858 while he was suffering afever.?
Darwin claimed later to have read Malthus original 1798 essay in
1838. He, too, said that it led to his discovery of evolution through
natural selection.?

One of the oddities of intellectual history is that Marx rejected
Malthus,* yet enthusiastically accepted Darwin.® Marx saw Malthus
astoo pessimistic regarding the future of mankind. He was not alone
in his assessment. The debate between demographic optimists (anti-

21. They co-authored an essay, “On the Tendency of Species to form Varieties. . . .”
Linnean Society Papers (1858); reprinted in Darwin: A Norton Critical Edition, edited by
Philip Appleman (New Y ork: Norton, 1970), pp. 83-97. Darwin cited Malthus: p. 83. On
the Darwin-Wallace discovery, see Arnold C. Brackman, A Ddlicate Arrangement: The
Srange Case of Charles Darwin and Alfred Russel Wallace (New York: Times Books,
1980).

22. Alfred Russel Wallace, My Life, 2 vals. (New York: Dodd, Mead, 1905), I, pp.
361-62.

23. Gertrude Himmelfarb, Darwin and the Darwinian Revolution (Glouchester, Mass-
achusetts: Peter Smith, [1959] 1967), p. 66.

24. Ronald L. Meek (ed.), Marx and Engel's on the Popul ation Bomb, rev. ed. (Palo Alto,
California Ramparts, 1971).

25. Marx to Engels: Dec. 19, 1860; Marx to Lasalle: Jan. 16, 1861. Karl Marx and Fred-
rick Engels, Collected Works, vol. 41 (Maoscow: Progress Publishers, 1985), pp. 232, 246—
247. In 1866, Marx switched his allegiance to a crackpot ethnologist and racist, Pierre
Trémaux. Marx to Engels: Aug. 7, 1866. Engels dismissed Trémauix. Engelsto Marx: Oct.
2, 1866. Cited in Nathaniel Weyl, Karl Marx: Racist (New Rochelle, New Y ork: Arlington
House, 1979), p. 72.
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Malthus) and pessmists (neo-Malthusians) raged throughout the
nineteenth century.” It escalated rapidly after the mid-1960’s. People
ask: Can society escape the “Malthusian” disaster of famine?

The Debate Continues

Concernover populationgrowthescalated inthe 1960’ s, especially
after the counter-culture movement appeared around 1965. A major
news magazinein the United Statesannouncedin 1965: “TheWorld's
Biggest Problem.” It asked: “How can the world feed all its people,
at the rate the population is growing?'# This article had been
preceded by “World Choice: Limit Population or Face Famine.”#
Even National Review, then the most influential conservativeintellec-
tual magazine in the United States, got on the bandwagon in 1965.%

In 1968, Dr. Paul Ehrlich’s best-selling book, The Population
Bomb, was published. Init, Ehrlich, a Stanford University professor
of biology, warned: “The battle to feed al of humanity isover. Inthe
1970's the world will undergo famines — hundreds of millions of
people are going to starve to death in spite of any crash programs
embarked upon now. At thislate date nothing can prevent a substan-
tial increaseintheworld deathrate. . . .”* A far better estimate of the

26. E. P. Hutchinson, The Population Debate: The Development of Conflicting Theories
up to 1900 (New Y ork: Houghton Mifflin, 1967).

27. U.S. News and World Report (Oct. 4, 1965).
28. 1bid. (June 14, 1965).
29. “The Population Explosion,” Special Article Section (July 27, 1965).

30. Paul Ehrlich, “Prologue,” The Population Bomb (New York: Ballantine, [1968]
1970).
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threat of worldwide famine was made in 1969 by Harvard University
nutritionist Jean Meyer, who predicted that “food may at some time
(20 or 30 years from now) be removed atogether as alimiting factor
in population.”** Meyer's viewpoint received very little publicity,
although it was to prove correct within a decade.

The predicted famines did not occur in the 1970’s or the 1980’s.
What did occur was a surplus of food. The apocalyptic criticsin 1965
should have paid more attention to the statistics of food production.
After 1950, worldwide grain production increased steadily. From
1950 through 1975, thisincrease wasin the range of 25 percent to 40
percent per capita.® In the less developed countries (excluding Com-
munist China), the increase was in the 13 percent range. Between
1950 and 1980, the world' s supply of arable land grew by more than
20 percent, and it grew even faster in the less developed countries.
From 1967 to 1977, the world’ sirrigated acreage grew by more than
25 percent.® The price of seed, fertilizer, pesticides, and farm equip-
ment also dropped in this period, in some cases by as much as half.*
In the 1980's, grain farmers all over the world suffered economic
losses as a result of overproduction. While these trends may not be
permanent, they did create atremendous public relations problem for
the heralded famine-predictors of the counter-culture era (1965-70).

What also occurred was a dramatic fall of birth rates in undevel-

31. Jean Meyer, “Toward a Non-Malthusian Population Policy,” Columbia Forum
(Summer 1969), p. 5. Thisis published by Columbia University.

32. The United States Department of Agriculture estimated 40 percent; the United
Nations Food and Agriculture Organization estimated less than 30 percent.

33. All of thesefiguresarefound in Nick Eberstadt, “ Hunger and Ideol ogy,” Commentary
(July 1981), p. 43.

34. 1bid., pp. 43-44.
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oped nations: a contraceptive revolution.®* In 1979, Ehrlich referred
back to his book and others like it that had prophesied rising birth
ratesinthe 1970's. “But we were all dead wrong.” * He till held that
acrisiswas coming: perhaps famine, or a pandemic, or nuclear war.*’
In 1980, he made a$1,000 bet with University of Maryland economist
Julian Simon over the future price of five metals— abet on the limits
to growth. Simon predicted that prices would be lower. He proved
correct; Ehrlich paid off the bet in 1990. He could easily afford to pay
off; in that same year, he was granted a $345,000 MacArthur
Foundation Prize and half of the $240,000 Craford Prize, the
ecologists version of the Nobel Prize.® Simon was unknown to the
general public.* The media were overwhelmingly supportive of the
apocalyptics. Rival viewpointsonthe population question, despitethe
overwhelming evidence, received little attention from the major opin-
ion-makers. Theopinion-makerswerestrongly opposed to population
growth because they were strongly pro-abortion. The apocalyptics
seemed to provide scientific evidence for alooming catastrophe. This
reinforced the legalization of abortion in 1973 (Roe v. Wade).

In 1942, Warren Thompson warned of the declinein the birth rate
inWestern Europe and itscolonies, 1890-1940. “It isthe most impor-

35. Steven W. Sinding and Sheldon J. Segal, “ Birth-Rate News,” New York Times (Dec.
19, 1991).

36. Paul R. Ehrlich and Anne H. Ehrlich, “What Happened to the Population Bomb?’
Human Behavior (Jan. 1979), p. 88.

37. Ibid., p. 92.

38. John Tierney, “Betting the Planet,” New York Times Magazine (Dec. 2, 1990), pp.
52-53. Gold was in the $350/0z range.

39. Their debate went back to the original Earth Day in 1970, when, at a faculty party,

Simon tossed a drink in Ehrlich’'s face. He called Ehrlich the author of work that lacked
substance or scholarship. Ibid., p. 53.
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tant demographic change of our time.”* This declinein birth ratesin
the West has generally continued, although inthe early 1990’s, it was
reversed in the United States.** By the late 1980's, there was no
Western European nation except Ireland* with a birth rate anywhere
near 2.1 children per family — the family replacement rate.*®* Had
Islamic birth rates been excluded, the birth rate figures would have
been much lower in several nations. West Germany’s birth rate had
fallen so low by the late 1970’ s that the German population will die
out in the year 2500 if the same birth rate is maintained.* (There will
be plenty of Muslims, especially Turks, to replace them.) By the late
1980's, a new warning was being sounded: European life spans were
lengthening, birth rates were dropping, and government retirement
programs were facing alooming crisis: too many recipients, too few
taxpaying workers.” Yet the apocalyptics continue to warn of an
impending explosion, a population bomb.

40. Warren S. Thompson, Population Problems , 3rd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill,
1942), p. 188.

41. By 1992, the U.S. birth rate had climbed to 2.05 children per family, up from 1.8 in
1987, much tothe surprise of popul ation forecasters. LucindaHarper, “ Census Bureau Lifts
Population Forecast, Citing Fertility, Immigration, Longevity,” Wall Street Journal (Dec.
4,1992).

42. Ireland in this period experienced arising population: 1.5 percent per year. “Irish
Economy Dips After Big Decade,” New York Times (Dec. 25, 1981). It is the one West
European nation with young people visible.

43. This includes both southern and northern Europe: “ The Missing Children,” The
Economist (Aug. 3, 1991).

44. John Vinocur, “West Germans, Birth Down, Ponder Future, or Lack of It,” New York
Times (April 28, 1978).

45. “ Grappling With the Graying of Europe,” Business Week (March 13, 1989).
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Global 2000

In 1980, aPresidential Commission reported to the President of the
United States on the impending crises. Unlike most reports from
Presidential commissions, this three-volume report received world-
wide publicity. It wastitled, Global 2000 Report to the President, but
became known simply as Global 2000. It was a deeply political doc-
ument. It was also a classic Malthusian document, meaning the 1798
Malthus, not the more mature Malthus. It warned on page 1:

If present trends continue, theworld in 2000 will be more crowded,
more polluted, less stable ecologically, and more vulnerable to
disruption than the world we live in now. Serious stresses involving
population, resources, and environment are clearly visible ahead.
Despite greater material output, the world's people will be poorer in
many ways than they are today.

For hundreds of millions of the desperately poor, the outlook for
food and other necessities of lifewill be no better. For many it will be
worse. Barring revolutionary advances in technology, life for most
peopleon earth will bemore precariousin 2000 thaniit is now — unless
the nations of the world act decisively to alter current trends.

Nothing likethishappened. Two commentsarerelevant here. First,
there has been no revolutionary technological development, for
example, along the lines of nanotechnology, where molecule-sized
mechanical assemblers put together atoms and molecules in order to
produce organic as well as inorganic substances in almost limitless
guantities. This development, if it comes, will at last force a drastic
revision of the legacy of Malthus. It looks technologically feasible
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sometime beforethe year 2070, but it has not happened yet.*® Second,
“the nationsof theworld” —read: national governments— poured tens
of billions of dollars worth of aid into the third world in the 1980’s,
but in the handful of isolated socialist economies of Africa, things
nevertheless grew worse.*” Outside of these tiny socialist economies,
which were aso suffering from civil war, the predicted food crises did
not take place.

This absence of crises was predicted by a group of scholarsin a
book published in 1984: The Resourceful Earth.*® Thisbook received
very little attention from the press. Its editors offered another scenar-
io: “If present trends continue, the world in 2000 will be less cronded
(thoughmore populated), lesspolluted, more stableecologically, and
less vulnerable to resource-supply disruption than the world we live
innow. Stressesinvolving population, resources, and environment will
be less in the future than now . . . The world’s people will be richer
in most ways than they aretoday . . . The outlook for food and other
necessities of life will be better . . . life for most people on earth will
be less precarious economically than it is now.”* This prediction
came true for all but North Korea and Cuba..

The Malthusian apocalyptics in 1980 dismissed as irrelevant two
centuries of economic and technological progress. 1780-1980. They
alsoignored earlier periodsof population growthin European history.
Economic historian Karl Helleiner writes:

46. Erik K. Drexler, Engines of Creation (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday Anchor,
1986); K. Eric Drexler and Chris Peterson, Unbounding the Future: The Nanotechnol ogy
Revolution (New York: Morrow, 1991).

47. See below, “Foreign Aid: Government to Government.”

48. Julian L. Simon and Herman Kahn (eds.), The Resourceful Earth: A Response to
Global 2000 (London: Basil Blackwell, 1984).

49. Simon and Kahn, “Introduction,” ibid., pp. 1-2. Elipses are in the original.
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The opinion, still widdy hdd, that before the eighteenth century,
Europe s population, though subject to violent short-run fluctuations,
remained stationary over long periods, or was growing only impercep-
tibly, is, | believe, no longer tenable. There is sufficient evidence to
indicate that those oscillations were superimposed on clearly recog-
nizable “long waves.” At least two periods of secular increase can be
tolerably well identified in the demographic history of medieval and
early modern Europe, thefirst extending from about the middle of the
deventh to the end of the thirteenth, the second from the middle of the
fifteenth to the end of the sixteenth, century. . . . In this sense the
demogr aphic devel opment of the eighteenth century was not unique.
What was unprecedented about it was thefact that the secular upward
movement started from a higher level, and that it was ableto maintain,
and for sometime even increase, its momentum. Population growthin
the e ghteenth and nineteenth centuries, unlikethat of previous epochs,
was not terminated or reversed by catastrophe.®

Something changed after 1750. Theworld experienced what Adam
Smith taught in The Wealth of Nations (1776): economic freedom

produces rapid, long-term growth.
Economic freedom is necessary but not sufficient to produce long-

term population growth. A religious worldview favorable to large

families must accompany economic liberty. Men must believe what
David wrote so long ago: “Asarrows are in the hand of amighty man;
so are children of the youth. Happy isthe man that hath his quiver full

of them: they shall not be ashamed, but they shall speak with the
enemiesin the gate” (Ps. 127:4-5). Theissue hereisworld dominion
under God. This faith has faded rapidly in the humanist West. With

falling birth rates among the populations of the industrialized world,

50. K. F. Helleiner, “The Vital Revolution Reconsidered,” inD. V. Glassand D. E. C.

Eversley (eds.), Population in History (London: Arnold, 1965), p. 86.
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rates of population growth are headed lower.®® When third-world
nations industrialize, they aimost certainly — a very dangerous phrase
in demographics — will experience the same thing. (We must always
add: unless people changetheir mindsand then changetheir behavior.)

The Malthusians aways talk about the burden of more mouths to
feed. They never talk about the economic benefits of more hands to
work and more minds to think creatively beginning two decades
later.>® They ignore the long-term capital returns from a 15-year or
20-year capital investment in morality and education. That is, they are
present-oriented and therefore lower-class social theorists.> Sadly,
vocal Christian intellectuals in the late twentieth century joined the
camp of the Mathusians.

The Specter of Hunger Is Himself Very Thin

Are many people facing famine today? If so, what is the proper
solution?1f not, why are so many Western intellectuals convinced that
famine isimminent? How could a supposedly serious pair of scholars
have written a book in 1967 titled, Famine — 1975!?* The famine
never appeared. Instead, food prices fell. Per capita consumption of

51. An “echo effect” can persist for several generations: despite birth rates below the
family replacement rate of 2.1 birthsper family, total popul ation continuesto grow because
of high birth rates in the past. A rising number of marriages produces arising population
even though family size decreases.

52. Julian Simon, The Ultimate Resour ce (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University
Press, 1981).

53. Class position is best understood in terms of time perspective, not money. See
Edward Banfield, The Unheavenly City (Boston: Little, Brown, 1971), ch. 3.

54. William and Paul Paddock, Famine—1975! America’s Decision: Who Wil Survive?
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1967).
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food rose. Yet the myth of looming food shortages continues to be
believed. From 1798 until the present, Malthus' predictionshave been
refuted by the facts, decade after decade. The West has experienced
agrowing population with increasing per capitaconsumption of food.
Y et the myth still flourishesin the West. That starvation is possiblein
a mgor war is quite possible. The question is: If we avoid such a
major war, isafamineinevitable? The apocalyptics answer: yes. This
answer has been proven incorrect for over two centuries, but
generation after generation of apocalyptics learn nothing from the
evidence. Theirsisareligiousworldview, imperviousto the historical
record.It isalso an anti-biblical worldview, opposed to the dominion
covenant.

An Age of Hunger?

Consider the anti-free market book written by apolitically left-wing
evangelical historian, Ronald J. Sider: Rich Christians in an Age of
Hunger (1977).% This book was very popular among college-age
Protestant evangelicals and neo-evangelical college professors for
severd years until the Ingtitute for Christian Economics hired David
Chilton to write Productive Christiansin an Age of Guilt-Manipula-
tors (1981). After that, Sider’s name and influence faded rapidly.*

55. Co-published by the neo-evangelical Protestant Inter-Varsity Press and the liberal
Roman Catholic Paulist Press.

56. A second edition was of Rich Christians was published by Inter-Varsity in 1984, one
which promised on the cover to respond to Sider’s critics. Inside, there was no reference
to David Chilton’s refutation, or to a dozen other published critics. Sider simply
stonewalled; his influence began to disappear aimost immediately. He rapidly fell out of
favor with his left-wing evangelical supporters when he came out publicly against both
abortion and homosexuality in themid-1980' s. Thethird edition of Rich Christians (Waco:
Word, 1990) also made no reference to Chilton. Neither did the fourth edition in 1997.
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The collapse of Communism in the late 1980's buried what little
remained of hisreputation asasocial theorist — afate shared by many
of his humanist peers. It was not that most of them changed their
minds after 1989. Rather, the public started laughing at them. This
drove them into a snit of silence. Finaly, in 1997, the fourth edition
appeared. Init, Sider reversed many of hisold opinions, adopted some
of Chilton’s conclusions, toned down hisrhetoric, but still refused to
mention Chilton or his book.>” By then it was two decades too late.
Hisoriginal errorshad become conventional thinking for ageneration
of academic neo-evangelicals.

Let usbeginwith Sider’ sinitial assumption: our present age of hun-
ger. The fact is, no era in man’s history has been described more
inaccurately as an age of hunger than the erain which Sider wrote his
book. The near-universal conquest of hunger for most of theworld’s
population, except those people caught in civil wars in backward
African nations,*® had been achieved by 1977. The 1980’ s accelerated
thisconquest. Like so many other academic jeremiads of thetwentieth
century, Sider’s came after the supposed crisis had very nearly been
solved™ — solved by free-market, profit-driven agriculture.

The extraordinary productivity of modern capitalist agriculture
stands as atestimony to the possibilities for urbanization and suburb-
anization. Men prefer to livein cities and towns when they can afford
to leave the farm. The division of labor — social, economic, intellec-
tual, cultural — that urban life promotes makes almost inevitable net

57. Gary North, Inheritanceand Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronony,
electronic edition (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1999), Appendix F:
“The Re-Education of Ronald J. Sider.”

58. And, in the 1990’s, in civil-war torn regions of former Communist domination in
Europe and Asia.

59. “The owl of Minervaflies only at dusk.” — Hegel.
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out-migration from exclusively rural areas. This is exactly what the
jubilee land laws promoted. The nineteenth and twentieth centuries
have seen this development as never before in man’'s post-Babel
history.®

Famine: Gover nment-Produced

What about the supposedly near-starvation conditions of the polit-
ically designated third world?* The poorest nations on earthin 1983,
the economies of sub-Sahara Africa, were producing on average 90
percent of the caloriesthey needed. Thethree poorest nationsonearth
—Mali, Ghana, and Chad — produced two-thirds of the needed calor-
ies.?? The common characteristic of these African nationsisthat their
governmentshave placed controlsonfarmers: heavy taxation, controls
against private exporting of crops, price controls on agricultural
products, and government monopoly purchases at prices well below
world market prices. Thisobservationwas made by English economist

60. For evidence from the United States, see Jack Lissinger, Regions of Opportunity
(New York: Times Books, 1986), Part 1.

61. The concept of the “third world” is uniquely political. It refers to those nations that
seek government-to-government foreign aid. P. T. Bauer writes: “The Third World is the
creation of foreign aid: without foreign aid there is no Third World. The concept of an
underdevel oped world eventual ly to becomethe Third World wasinvented after the Second
World War. It did not exist before then. From its inception, the unifying characteristic has
been that the Third World is in practice the aggregate of countries whose governments
demand and receive Western aid. In all other ways the unity or uniformity is purefiction.”
Bauer, Equality, the Third World and Economic Delusion (Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 1981), p. 87.

62. The World Bank, World Devel opment Report 1986 (New Y ork and Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1986), pp. 234-35, Table 28; cited in E. Calvin Beisner, Prospects for
Growth: ABiblical View of Population, Resources, and the Future (Westchester, Illinois:
Crossway, 1990), p. 127.
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Peter T. Bauer two decades before Sider’s book appeared.®® Bauer
was one of the foremost economic theorists in the area of economic
development; he was elevated to the House of Lords for hiswork in
thefield. (Hedied in 2002.) A century before Sider’ sbook appeared,
Cornelius Walford had identified the same causes of famine in history
that Bauer identified: (1) the prevention of cultivation and the willful
destruction of crops, (2) defective agriculture caused by the
communistic control of land; (3) governmenta interference by
regulation or taxation; (4) currency restrictions, including debasing of
coins.®

Sider ignored all this or else was unaware of it in 1977. By 1984,
he was no longer unaware of it, for Chilton had presented Bauer’s
evidence and supporting academic evidence.*® Nevertheless, Sider’s
second edition in 1984 refused to respond to Chilton’s line-by-line
critique, despitethefact that the new edition’ scover promised that the
he would respond to his critics. He never mentioned a word about
Chilton, Bauer, or Walford. This was not scholarship; this was naive
socidlist propaganda disguised as caring Christian scholarship.

In animportant 1981 article, economist Nick Eberstadt noted that
four myths contribute to our failure to dea with the intellectua

63. P. T. Bauer, Economic Analysis and Policy in Under-Devel oped Countries (Durham,
North Carolina: Duke University Commonwealth-Studies Center, published by Duke
University Press and Cambridge University Press, 1957), pp. 83-84. Bauer published a
detailed study of these government marketing boards as early as 1954: West African Trade:
A Study of Competition, Oligopoly and Monopoly in a Changing Economy (New Y ork:
Augustus M. Kelley, [1954] 1963), Part 5.

64. Cited in E. Parmalee Prentice, Hunger and History: The Influence of Hunger on
Human History (New Y ork: Harper & Bros., 1939), p. 4.

65. David Chilton, Productive Christians in an Age of Guilt-Manipulators: A Biblical
Response to Ronald J. Sder, 2nd ed. ( Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1982), pp. 127-31, 134-35, and especially 139, where he cites Walford's four causes of
famine.
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problem of hunger, the myths of (1) widespread and growing hunger;
(2) growing and inevitable agricultural scarcity; (3) ominous food
deficits; (4) the superiority of socialist agriculture. He then went onto
provide statisticsto refute each of these four myths.®® Sider promoted
the first three myths and implicitly promoted the fourth by his attack
on profit-seeking agriculture.

The worst famine in modern history, the Chinese famine of 1959—
62, was caused by Mao’ s Great Leap Forward policies. avast scheme
of government-directed production. As many as 30 million people
died as aresult of this program. “Even as their policies were causing
millions of their citizensto starve,” Eberstadt writes, “ China sleaders
denied that there was a crisis, refused all offers of international aid,
and exported food.”® In the late 1960’s and early 1970's, a million
ethnic Ibosdied inaNigerian famine. Thiswasgovernment policy: the
|lamic Nigerians were trying to eliminate the rebellious Ibos. Similar
government policies led to famines in Ethiopia, East Timor, and
Cambodia.® Hunger is not the product of population growth, the
West’'s meat consumption, or the failure of modern agriculture. The
problem is sociaist economics. Sider and his intellectual peers are
making this problem worse. The problem is not rich Christiansin an
age of hunger. The problemisisolated socialist economiesin an age
of capitalist prosperity.

Foreign Aid: Government to Gover nment

66. Nick Eberstadt, “Hunger and Ideology,” Commentary (July 1981). Eberstadt was at
the time avisiting fellow at Harvard University's Center for Population Studies.

67. Eberstadt, “ Famine, Development, & Foreign Aid,” Commentary (March 1985), p.
26.

68. Ibid., pp. 20-21.
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Did the West do nothing while third-world residents starved?
Hardly. In 1982, the Organization of Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) estimated that the West sent about $18 billion
to third-world countries. In addition, multilateral development
agencies (government operated) provided an additional $8 billion. To
that was added government and private investment and lending. The
total, according to the OECD, was in the $80 hillion range. In one
year! These capital flows began in the early 1950's. From 1956 to
1982, the West sent $670 hillion in aid (OECD estimate). 1n 1985
prices, thiswas over $1.5 trillion. Three-quarters of this money came
from governments. Add to this the money sent from 1982 to 1985
plus the money sent in the first half of the 1950’s, and the total is $2
trillion. How much wealth did this represent? The combined value of
all farmsin the United States and all stocks listed on the New York
Stock Exchangein 1985. ® But this enormoustransfer of wealth was
insufficient to stop the famines in sub-Sahara Africa, and so it was
equally insufficient to stop the critics of capitalism, who called for
more compulsory aid and more sacrifices by Western taxpayers. This
pointsto aconclusionthat Bauer had made decades earlier, but which
is unacceptable to modern statists: the primary shortage of capital in
backward societies is moral capital, meaning people’s attitudes and
beliefs.” This crucial form of capital cannot be provided by govern-
ment handouts.”

Did the recipient governments use this money to strengthen agri-

69. Ibid., p. 28.

70. P. T. Bauer, Dissent on Devel opment (Cambridge, M assachusetts: Harvard University
Press, 1972), pp. 78-79.

71. Gary North, “Free Market Capitalism,” in Robert Clouse (ed.), Wealth & Poverty:

Four Christian Views of Economics (Downers Grove, lllinois: InterVarsity Press, 1984),
pp. 27-65.
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culture?Not often. Politicians and bureaucrats wanted to bypass agri-
culture in order to become leaders of industrial nations. Industrial
nations have more prestige and more modern weaponry. Third-world
economic planning programs deliberately starved the agricultural sec-
tor. In Peru and Mexico, less than 10 percent of gross national prod-
uct was produced by farming in 1980, half of Germany’s rate in the
1930's. Ecuador’s percentage in 1984 was smaller than Holland’ s in
1950. Bolivia's rate was less than Greece's in 1984, yet Greece is
considered adeveloped nation. Senegal, inthe midst of the continuing
Sahel famine, in 1984 produced at the same level of Japan in 1950.%
The problemis not lack of foreign aid. The problem is the misuse of
this aid by recipient politicians and bureaucrats.

Other Ignored Factors

One of the familiar arguments of the semi-vegetarian social critics
of capitalist agriculture is that Westerners eat too much meat. If we
just ate more vegetables, the freed-up food resources could feed the
starving masses of the world. That isto say, if we ate less meat, our
governments could tax the money we saved by eating soybeans and
then send surplus soybeansto Africa(or wherever). | call thisoutlook
soybean socialism.

Soybean Socialism

Sider’s comments are typical. Notice his use of the pronouns we
and our. “Undoubtedly the most striking measure of the gap between

72. Eberstadt, “Famine, Development & Foreign Aid,” p. 29.
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rich and poor isfood consumption. . . . U.S. citizens consume almost
fivetimesas much grain per person as do the peoplein the developing
countries. The major reason for this glaring difference is that we eat
most of our grain indirectly — via grain-fed livestock and fowl.”"
What these guilt-manipulating critics alwaysfail to mentionisthat the
recipient nations suffer from a far worse situation: their animals eat
huge quantities of grain, yet they escape a similar fate at the hands of
man.

The sad fact isthis: animalsin under-developed countries consume
vast quantities of poorly stored food, especially grains. | have covered
thisin Moses and Pharaoh,” but some of the facts are worth repeat-
ing. The “sacred cows’ of India eat a lot of grain, but nobody eats
them. Estimates of the number of such cowsin India range between
175 million to over 200 million. They eat enough grain to feed 1.2
billion people. Robert Sassone wrotein 1972: “Thismeansthat India
produced enough food, so that if you moved the cows out, you could
moveeverybody infromthecontinentsof Antarctica, Australia, Africa
and Europe. You could also move in everybody from most of the
other nationsin the world. Then all those people could eat better than
the people of India eat today.”” India's rats also eat. In the early
1970's, rats and cows together consumed half of India s agricultural
output.” It would have taken atrain 3,000 miles long to haul all the
grain eaten by ratsin India each year.”” Rats in other nations are also

73. Sider, Rich Christians, p. 42.

74. North, Moses and Pharaoh, pp. 341-42.

75. Robert L. Sassone, Handbook on Population, 2nd ed. (Author, 1972), p. 53.
76. Robert M. Bleiberg, “Down a Rathole,” Barron’s (Aug. 11, 1975), p. 7.

77. The estimate of Dr. Max Milner of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. “ Over
40% of the World's Food Is Lost to Pests,” Washington Post (March 6, 1977).
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big eaters. In one year, rats in the Philippines consumed over half the
cornand 90 percent of therice crop.” Isthisthe fault of the “monop-
olitic” West?

The Green Revolution

Then there is the “green revolution” that transformed Asian agri-
cultureinthe 1960’ s. That revolution iscontinuing. Norman Borlaug,
who won the Nobel Prize in 1970 for his high-yield dwarf wheat that
rescued Asia from famine, in 1992 announced a program to save
Africafrom famine. With agrant provided by aprivate Japanese phil-
anthropist, Borlaug's program was tried on 150,000 African farms.
The results were spectacular: yield increases of 2.5 to one, 1986—
1992. Even after civil war ended hiswork in the Sudan, the Sudanese
still harvested 800,000 tons of wheat, up from 160,000 in 1986.
Former U.S. President Jmmy Carter, himself afarmer, told the World
Bank in 1992: “Dr. Borlaug’'s system works. I’ ve been on the farms.
I’ve seen it work.” Y et Sider in 1977 dismissed the green revolution
as a temporary phenomenon because “fantastic population growth
almost matched increased agricultural productivity. When droughts
and floods struck in 1971 and 1972, hunger returned.”®

A major problem with Sider’ s book isthat he regarded short-term
statisticsproduced by ideologically motivated pleadersasaconvenient
substitute for both economic theory and detailed historical research.
In the second edition, herefused to respond to thefirst edition’ s many

78. ldem.

79. Richard Critchfield, “ Bring the Green Revolution to Africa,” New York Times (Sept.
14, 1992).

80. Sider, Rich Christians, p. 17.
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errors pointed out in Chilton’s Productive Christians. The third
edition (1990) failed to respond to Chilton’s third edition, which
refuted Sider’ ssecond edition line by line. Thereisno massstarvation
in the world, but there is a vast market for guilt among intellectuals.
Findly, in 1997, he gave up onthe entire 20-year project. He accepted
much of what Chilton had said. But he never mentioned Chilton once
in any of the last three editions.®

Capitalist Guilt or Liberal Guilt?

Who is to blame for all this alleged starvation? Rich people in the
West, said Sider in 1977. “Tragicaly, rising affluencein North Amer-
ica, Europe, Russia[!!!] and Japan had also tripled the cost of grain
for export in the same short period.”® What is Sider’ s solution to the
“problem” of the North American “monopoly” over food? “A new
food policy now is one way to avoid such a dangerous situation. The
constantly growing demand for food must stop — or at least dow
down dramatically. That means reduced affluence in the rich nations
and population control everywhere.”®

Sider’ sanalysisrestsimplicitly onwhat Misescalled the Montaigne
dogma: an increase in one person’s wealth always comes from a
decrease in another person’s wealth.#* Such a view is opposed to the
biblical idea that God rewards covenant-keeping societies, in part so

81. Gary North, Inheritanceand Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronony,
2nd electronic edition (Harrisinburg, Virginiaz Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), Appendix F: “ The Economic Re-Education of Ronald J. Sider.”

82. Sider, Rich Christians, p. 17 .
83. Ibid., p. 214. This statement is missing in the 1984 edition.

84. Ludwig von Mises, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics (New Haven, Connec-
ticut: Yale University Press, 1949), p. 660.
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that other societies will praise God and adopt God's laws (Deut.
4:5-8), thereby spreading wealth across the globe. Sider wants the
West to feed theworld’ s starving poor. But when he says “the West,”
he means Western governments. He means charity by compulsion —
the destruction of charity.

Western governments have done enough damage already. The
series of faminesthat beganinthe Sahel region of Africainthe 1970's
were caused by ill-advised government foreign aid projects from the
West. The Sahel region comprises about a fifth of the land area of
Africa, stretching east to west, just south of the Sahara: from
Mauritania on the west coast through Mali, Niger, Chad, the Sudan,
and partsof Ethiopiaand Somalia. The West’ s project managers sank
deep water wellsin order to increase the water supply for agriculture.
The nomads of the region then abandoned centuries-old wandering
routes and settled close to the wells. The result should have been
predicted but wasn't: the nomads animals overgrazed the areas near
the wells, multiplied rapidly, thus bringing regiona famine. Mean-
while, the world development organizations continued to sink more
wells, spreading the famine.®

The magjority of the cases of starvation today are in sub-Sahara
Africa, north of South Africa. Very few people live there—fewer than
ahundred million, with the AIDS plague rapidly spreading acrossthe
lower part of the that incontinent continent. How could therest of the
world be fed by the food supposedly forfeited by these people? Civil
war is a mgjor cause — perhaps the mgjor cause — of starvation in
Africa. The opposing military forces steal most of the food sent to
civilians by foreign charities and civil governments. In December,
1992, the United States government sent 30,000 of its military troops

85. Claire Sterling, “ The Making of the Sub-Saharan Wasteland,” Atlantic Monthly (May
1974).
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into Somalia, under the authority of a United Nations task force, in
order to stop the civil war from curtailing civilian food supplies sent
by the West. The U.S. government implicitly acknowledged the
source of the famine in Somalia: civil war, not the Montaigne dogma.

The West’s consumption of food has had nothing to do with the
agricultural crisis of sub-Sahara Africa. Poorly designed Western
government foreign aid programs and domestic civil wars are the pri-
mary causes. Socialist agriculture, demonism, and God'’s curses are
also relevant. What socialist criticsrefuse to consider isthat socialism
always produces low agricultural output. What humanists refuse to
consider isthat God brings terrible negative sanctions on those who
worship demons. What Christianintellectualsrefuseto consider isthat
they should avoid becoming apologistsfor propagandafromsocialists
and humanists.

There is no evidence that population growth today threatens per
capitafood consumption. Whether or not famine occurswill be decid-
ed by economic policy and the ability of civil governmentsto provide
conditions of peace, where trade can take place without threat of
violence. The world is not facing famine. The growth of free market
institutions around the world has lowered the price of food, and has
therefore lowered the percentage of people’ sincomes spent on food.
What creates famine are such factors as government-imposed price
cellings on food, government controls over agricultural production,
government restrictionson food distribution, and civil war. Wherethe
free market flourishes, people do not starve. Rather, the market for
weight-loss programs expands.

The New Tower of Babd

From at least the time when the late eighteenth-century French
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pornographer and communist propagandist Restif de la Breton wrote
The Year 2000, the year 2000 has been the focus of humanism’'s
eschatological concern.® The goal of the socialists and humanists has
been to engineer a new world order, arival of the new world order
established by Jesus Christ.

One of the means of gaining public acceptance for the humanists
political new world order has been an appeal to the need to protect the
environment, which is by nature international: moving fluids (air and
water). These moving fluids can easily be used as“free” dump sitesby
those seeking to transfer private costs to others. (The other major
appeal has been to disarmament.)

In 1970, a wave of excitement swept academia: Earth Day. This
celebration was organized politically. Rallies were held across the
United States and the world. This took place within weeks of the
visble end of the counter-culture movement, which had begun
between 1964 and 1965. This had been an era of cultural rebellion,
intellectual transformation, sexual license, occultism, drugs, anti-war
riots, and an economic boom which ended only with the recession of
1969-1970.%" For six years, waves of protest swept the United States
and the world. They ended one month after Earth Day: at Kent State
University in Ohio, where a National Guard unit shot and killed
severa students during a protest. Within weeks, the public manifes-
tations of the counter-culture’'s revolutionary phase ended. But the
world was no longer the same; much of the counter-culture had been
permanently institutionalized and commercialized.

One American author more than any other gave an account of this
movement: Theodore Roszak. In 1969, his book appeared, The Mak-

86. Robert A. Nisbet, “The Year 2000 and All That,” Commentary (June 1968).

87. Gary North, Unholy Spirits: Occultism and New Age Humanism (Ft. Worth, Texas:
Dominion Press, 1986), pp. 6-11.
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ing of a Counter Culture.® It pictured amovement based on a philo-
sophical rejection of the boundaries of Western rationality, morals,
and behavior: beyond technocracy. Threeyearslater, hewrote Where
the Wasteland Ends.® Thetitle of the second book is significant. The
wasteland motif is significant. He returned once again to the contrast
between two deeply religious symbols: the garden and the wasteland.
Thewasteland, he wrote, iswhat technology produces. It isthe civili-
zation of the machine.

The Establishment’s New World Order

In between the publication of these two books, another author
wrote an essay. He wrote it for the most influential journal in the
world, Foreign Affairs, the official publication of the Council on For-
eign Relations.® Hewroteit for the April 1970 issue: Earth Day. The
author was George Kennan, one of the six “wise men” who shaped
U.S. foreign policy fromthe Great Depression of the 1930’ sthrough
the 1980's.”"' Kennan was the author of another article for Foreign
Affairs, a 1946 anonymous essay that set forth the policy of contain-
ment: containing the Soviet Union geographically, a boundary strat-
egy. Thiswas the most influential and famous article on U.S. foreign

88. Theodore Roszak, The Making of a Counter Culture: Reflections on the Technocratic
Society and Its Youthful Opposition (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday, 1969).

89. Roszak, Where the Wasteland Ends: Politics and Transcendence in Postindustrial
Society (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday, 1972).

90. On the influence of the C.F.R. and its parallel organizations throughout the Anglo-
American world, see Carroll Quigley, Tragedy and Hope: A History of the World in Our
Time (New York: Macmillan, 1966), pp. 950-55.

91. They were Dean Acheson, Charles Bohlen, Averill Harriman, George Kennan, Robert

Lovett, and John J. McCloy. Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, TheWise Men: Six Friends
and the World They Made (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986).
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policy written in the twentieth century. He died in 2005 at age 101.

Kennan's 1970 article wastitled, “To Prevent aWorld Wasteland:
A Proposal.” This essay represented the assimilation of the counter
culture's environmental vision by the masters of the technocratic
Establishment. The Establishment’s intellectuals had been ready and
willing from the beginning to harness the pent-up forces of the revolt
against the Establishment. They sought to re-channel these protests
into rent-seeking, bureaucracy-expanding efforts to reduce human
freedom. The State would be the beneficiary; those who controlled
accessto the most powerful positions within the State would benefit.
The ultimate State is international.

Kennan began his observations with a quotation from the Secre-
tary-General of the United Nations Organization, U Thant: “For the
first time in the history of mankind, there is arising a crisis of world-
wide proportionsinvolving developed and developing countries alike
—the crisis of human environment. . . . It is becoming apparent that if
current trends continue, the future of life on earth could be endan-
gered.”® Kennan observed that environmental problems normally
become a concern first “within national boundaries. . . .” He immed-
iately shifted hisdiscussionto theinternational questions:. polluted air,
contaminated coastal waters, and wildlife.”® These phenomenaare not
respectersof national boundaries. Asit isin the Book of Leviticus, so
is it in Foreign Affairs: a question of boundaries. Kennan wanted
these boundaries extended beyond nations.

Kennan called for the creation of “a body fortified by extensive
scientific expertise” which will be able to measure the adequacy of “a
considerable body of international arrangements’ that deal with the

92. George Kennan, “To Prevent a World Wasteland: A Proposal,” Foreign Affairs,
XLVIII (April 1970), p. 401.

93. Idem.
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environment. So far, he insisted, “it is evident that present activities
have not halted or reversed environmental deterioration.” Thereisno
reason to suppose that they will stop.* He described the featuresthat
thisnew co-ordinating body must have: (1) facilitiesfor the collection
and dissemination of information (i.e., tools of control and propa-
ganda); (2) co-ordination of “research and operational activities’; (3)
the establishment of international standardsin environmental matters,
purely advisory; (4) international action governing the high seas, outer
space, the Arctic and Antarctic, and the stratosphere.® This fourth
requirement “consists smply of the establishment and enforcement of
suitable rules for all human activities conducted in these media.”* In
short, if aman breathestheair, swimsinthe seg, fliesinto outer space,
or dwells on the ice caps, he isto be governed in all his activities by
suitable rules. Kennan's proposal is messianic.

Messianic programs require messianic enforcers. Kennan's prog-
ram is no exception. “ Someone, after al, must decide at some point
what is tolerable and permissible here and what is not; and since this
is an area in which no sovereign government can make these deter-
minations, some international authority must ultimately do so.”*
There must be an international treaty or convention. “But for this
there will have to be some suitable center of initiation, not to mention
theinstrument of enforcement which at alater point will haveto come
into the picture.” %

Kennan called for a non-governmental agency of experts that can

94. 1bid., p. 402.
95. Ibid., pp. 404-5.
96. Ibid., p. 405.
97. Idem.

98. Ibid., p. 406.
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impose negative sanctions with civil authority. It must be a govern-
ment beyond civil government and the boundaries of civil government.
“Thisentity, while naturally requiring the initiative of governmentsfor
its inception and their continued interest for its support, would have
to be onein which the substantive decisionswould betaken not onthe
basis of compromise among governmental representatives but on the
basis of collaboration among scholars, scientists, experts, and perhaps
aso something in the nature of environmental statesmen and
diplomats — but true international servants, bound by no national or
political mandate, by nothing, in fact, other than dedication to the
work at hand.”%

Russian Socialism

In January, 1994, a nationally circulated newspaper insert maga-
zine, Parade, ran athree-pageinterview with Mikhail Gorbachev, the
deposed ruler of the Soviet Union (1991), who immediately became
the head of an environmentalist organization called the Green Cross.
This worn-out Communist war horse was proclaiming the Kennanist
line in preference to the Leninist line. Collectivist that he was, his
enemy was till the same: the American consumer, who hastoo much
wedlth.

If we re going to protect the planet’s ecology, we re going to need
to find alternatives to the consumerist dream that is attracting the
world. Otherwise, how will we conserve our resources, and how will
we avoid setting people against each other when resources are
depleted? . . .

Americamust be an exampleto theworld. America should do what

99. Ibid., pp. 409-10.
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we have done — that is, to abandon any attempt to impose a certain
maodel on other peoples. If wejust say, “ Xerox the American way and
standard of living,” then we must answer the question, “What do we
do about thefact that 260 million peoplein America use 40 percent of
theworld’ s energy resources, and the 5 billion peoplein therest of the
world use what’ s left?” America must be the teacher of democracy to
the world, but not the advertiser of the consumer society. It is
unreglistic for the rest of the world to reach the American living
standard. The world can’t support that. Even now, only one third of
the world's population is provided for adequatdy. We should,
therefore develop other models.'®

He called for “a new consciousness based on environmental jus-
tice.” ™ Thereisno blueprint, but there must be action. A new evolu-
tionisupon us. “Thereisno clear answer, except that the old ideolo-
giesin our civilization must give way to the new challenges of our
civilization. The growing environmental movement must be avehicle
for that.” 12

What isworth noting isthat only afew weeks before, on November
28, 1993, the New York Times “Op Ed” page published an essay by
Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn in which he proclaimed an amost identical
thesis. The article was titled, “To Tame Savage Capitalism.” If any
person was responsible for destroying the reputation of Soviet
Communism in the Wegt, it was he. His three-volume study, The
Gulag Archipelago, chronicled the terrorism of Soviet Communism
from Lenin to the 1960's, and he was generally believed by Western
intellectuals, who had rejected similar reports for over half acentury.

100. Colin Greer, “The Well-Being of the World Isat Stake,” Parade Magazine (Jan. 23,
1994), pp. 5, 6.

101. 1bid., p. 6.

102. Idem.
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Hewas exiled from the USSR in 1974. The critic of the Soviet Union
has also been the critic of Western capitalism. He now joins hands —
or at least propaganda efforts — with Mr. Gorbachev, the protegé of
Mr. Andropov, the former head of the KGB, the Soviet secret police
that Solzhenitsyn despised.

Inhisessay, Solzhenitsyn decried the spiritual vacuumintheformer
Soviet Union, a vacuum that capitalism cannot fill. This has been a
continuing theme in his writings: the failure of secularism, East and
West.’® The West is now in trouble. It now faces “environmental
ruin” and “the global population explosion.” The third world consti-
tutes four-fifths of mankind, and will soon constitute five-sixths. It is
“drowning in poverty and misery,” and it will soon “step forward with
an ever-growing list of demands to the advanced nations.” He, too,
rejected the growth model of Western capitalism. “The time is
urgently upon us to limit our wants.” He attacked the United States
without naming it for having resisted the demands of the 1992 Earth
Summit in Rio de Janeiro. He did not mention what these demands
were: to reduce industrial carbon dioxide emissions by government
edictsin order to reduce global warming.

There are four magor problems here. First, there is no clear-cut
scientific evidence of globa warming. When the temperature changes
of theworld’ soceans areincluded in the analysis, thereisno evidence
of directional change, 1890 to 1990. The evidence that temperatures
have increased comes from temperature measurements taken at sites
in or near cities, where temperatures have increased. In any case, the
increase in carbon dioxide emissions accelerated after World War 1,

103. A. Solzhenitsyn, “The World Split Apart,” his 1978 lecture to the graduating class
of Harvard University, in Solzhenitsyn at Harvard (Washington, D.C.: Ethics and Public
Palicy Center, 1980), c. 3.
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but temperatures have not risen since then.!® Second, the major

sources of carbon dioxide emissions are natural, most notably from
termites, which contribute some 14 billion tons of carbon dioxide per
year, compared to mankind’ s supposed output of five billiontons—in
an atmosphere of five quadrillion tons. Mankind’ s contribution isless
than one millionth of the total atmosphere.’®® Third, there is no
evidence that global warming is a bad thing. Plant life grows much
faster in a high carbon dioxide environment.'® (Scientific creationists
have argued since 1961 that such environmental conditions probably
existed under the pre-Flood canopy, when men’s life spans were far
longer.)* Fourth, it would be bad economicsto invest heavily in anti-
global warming technologies today when far cheaper technical
solutions are likely to appear long before the supposed problem gets
worse.'® (As for atmospheric ozone, there was no increase or
decrease, 1978 to 1991.)*®

In 1977, Ballantine Books, a popular paperback book company in
theU.S., published The Weather Conspiracy: The Coming of the New
Ice Age. The book began with this warning: “There is growing con-

104. Wilfred Beckerman and Jesse Malkin, “How much does global warming matter?’
The Public Interest (Winter 1994), p. 4.

105. Peter Sawyer, Green Hoax Effect (Wodonga, Victoria, Australia: Groupacumen,
1990), p. 20.

106. Research findings on this subject are available from Dr. Arthur Robinson, Oregon
Institute of Science & Medicine, P. O. Box 1429, Cave Junction, Oregon.

107. Henry M. Morris and John C. Whitcomb, The Genesis Flood: The Biblical Record
and Its Sientific Implications (Philadelphia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1961), pp.
404-405.

108. Beckerman and Malkin, pp. 13-16.

109. Chart, Access to Energy, 21 (Nov. 1993), [p. 4]. See also Rogelio A. Maduro and

Ralf Schauerhammer, The Holes in the Ozone Scare (Washington, D.C.: 21st Century
Science Associates, 1992).
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sensus among leading climatologists that the world is undergoing a
cooling trend” (p. 5). But there was no temperature evidence for this
frightening scenario, either.

Like Gorbachev, Solzhenitsyn repeated the oft-quoted statistic that
the U.S. isahuge consumer of theworld’ sresources. Gorbachev used
the 40 percent figure; Solzhenitsyn used 50 percent. Neither figureis
accurate. The U.S. share of world output/consumption has fallen
dowly but steadily as other nations have increased their output and
hence their consumption of resources. In 1989, the U.S. share of
world output was in the range of 26 percent.*° Thisinformation was
available to the authorsin 1993.

Solzhenitsyn complained: “When aconference of the aarmed peo-
ples of the earth convenes in the face of unquestioned and imminent
threat to the planet’s environment, a mighty power, one consuming
not much less than half the earth’s currently available resources and
emitting half its pollution, insists, because of its own present-day
interests, on lowering the demands of a sensible international agree-
ment, as though it did not itself live on the same earth. Then other
leading countries shirk from fulfilling even these reduced demands.
Thus, in the economic race, we are poisoning ourselves.” We must
therefore “learn to limit firmly our desires and demands, to subordin-
ate our interests to moral criteria,” or else “humankind” will “simply
be torn apart, asthe worst aspects of human nature bare their teeth.”

Herecommended no economic blueprint. Solzhenitsyn hasresisted
offering an economic blueprint —which he sees as Western and hence

110. Satistical Abstract of theUnited States, 1993 (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department
of Commerce, Government Printing Office, 1993), Table 1388: Gross National Product in
Current and Constant (1989) Dollars. Some 60 nations are compared with the U.S. There
are other, smaller nations not listed in the table whose output would add to the total. This
would reduce the U.S. share. Exchange rate correlations are complex; it may be that the
actual shareof U.S. productivity isunderestimated, thereby making the U.S. share of world
production higher.
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unspiritual —throughout hiscareer. But heisopposed to capitalism.*™

He has long opposed industrial growth and the ideal of economic
progress.*? He has cried out against the supposed depletion of econ-
omic resources.™® He warned years ago against imminent Malthusian
disaster: “. . . in all cases the population will be overtaken by mass
destruction in the first decades of the twenty-first century. . . .”*** He
did predict in 1974 that the creative West would eventually “set about
the necessary reconstruction.”**® But he offered no blueprint for this
reconstruction, any morethan Gorbachev did two decadeslater. Both
men perceive capitalism as morally bankrupt despite — or perhaps
because of — its enormous economic success. They damn it asimmor-
al, but they propose nothing to replace it. This opens the door to the
creation of a socialistic New World Order in the name of third world
poverty, environmental ethics, and overcoming the population explos-
ion. This means a larger, more powerful State with the international
authority to bring sanctions against those nations and individuals who
violatethe new ethical order. Themild socialist (Solzhenitsyn) and the
mild Communist (Gorbachev) arestrongly opposed to thefreemarket.
In this, they are not alone.

The Escalating War Against Christian Society

111. On Sol zhenitsyn’s anti-capitalist economic views, see Mark W. Hendrickson, The
Titan and the Marketplace: The Economic Thought of Alexander Sol zhenitsyn (unpublished
Ph.D. dissertation, International College, 1981), written under Hans Sennhol z.

112. Solzhenitsyn, Letter to the Soviet Leaders (New Y ork: Harper & Row, 1974), p. 22.

113. Ibid., p. 23.

114. Idem.

115. Idem.
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Shortly before he died, Professor Arthur Selwyn Miller of George
Washington University completed the manuscript of a book, The
Secret Constitution and the Need for Constitutional Change. It had
been financed by the Rockefeller Foundation.*® He argued that the
United States is governed by two constitutions, one formal and the
other secret.**” The U.S. has always had an elite form of government,
he said; “tiny minorities’ make the basic decisions.**® This constitu-
tional dualism is now leading to a constitutional crisis, he said. We
must now restructure the U.S. Constitution in order to gain consis-
tency betweenthetwo systems, heinsisted. But how can thisbe done?
“Extraordinary conditions demand extraordinary, even unique,
remedies.”**® These remedies include the following: enforced stabili-
zation of population;'® the restructuring of the economy;*#* the elim-
ination of thethreat of nuclear war;*? the redefining of national secur-
ity as protection against “environmental degradation throughout the
world” ;' the equitabledistribution of material resources.*®* All of this

116. Arthur S. Miller, The Secret Constitution and the Need for Constitutional Change
(Westport, Connecticut: Greenwood, 1989), p. ix.

117. Ibid., p. 2.

118. Ibid., p. 3. The most detailed treatment of this minority control is found in Philip
H. Burch, Jr., Elites in American History, 3 vals. (New York: Holmes & Meyer, 1981).
Miller relied on this study: p. 3.

119. Ibid., p. 135.

120. Ibid., p. 81.

121. Ibid., p. 84.

122. Ibid., p. 86.

123. Idem.

124. |dem.
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will require the abandonment of Christianity:

The Biblical admonition that mankind should have dominion over
everything that moves upon the earth (as well as matter that does not
move, such as plants and minerals) must be replaced with a view that
humanity has an inescapable “oneness’ with nature and the natural
world, and must act accordingly. Dominion under the tenets of Judeo-
Christian theology has long been employed as a justification for
relentless exploitation of the riches of the planet. This will have to be
supplanted by an instruction, divine or otherwise, that humans must
protect all of nature' s creatures, large and small.

Thefinite nature of the planet Earth and its natural resources must
be recognized. There are limits to growth. Anyone who thinks that
economic growth can continue indefinitdy, says Professor Kenneth
Boulding, is either a madman or an economist.*®

Miller called for a Planetary Congtitutional Convention.'® (This
was not anew idea; asimilar call was made for similar official reasons
in1974.)*#" “Theworld isspinning out of control. Chaos masquerades
asorder. Thereisademonstrable destructive logic to human systems.
Already the terrible reactions to crises, near and far, are appearing.”
He listed crime, racism, famines, terrorism, and religious wars.'?®

125. 1bid., pp. 86-87.
126. Ibid., p. 73.

127. Alfred L. Webre and Philip H. Liss, The Age of Cataclysm (New Y ork: Capricorn
Books, G. P. Putnam’s Sons, [1974] 1975). This book was based on New Age religion:
Edgar Cayce's predictions. Part 11, ch. 3. The book included sections on Survival and
Regeneration (Part 111) and The Future World Society (Part 1V). This section included the
following chapters: Chaos, Millennium, The Federalist Party, A New Constitution, and
Global Society.

128. Miller, Secret Constitution, p. 72.
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“Population cannot be brought under control, peace cannot be
assured, pollutionisnot controlled, and poverty iseverywhere. These
situations signify a societal nervous breakdown.”**°

The rhetoric continued to escalate. In 1991, the year before Earth
Summit in Rio, the Trilateral Commission, headed by David Rocke-
feller, published a book through Oxford University Press. Beyond
Interdependence: The Meshing of the World's Economy and the
Earth’s Ecology.’® The authors end their book with this rhetorical
warning: “The Earth Summit will likely be the last chance for the
world, in this century at least, to serioudy address and arrest the ac-
celerating environmental threats to economic development, national
security, and human survival. It will certainly be the last mgjor chance
for the present generation of leaders and decision-makers to fulfill
their basic obligationsto their peers, today’ s youth, and future gener-
ations’ (p. 128). Thisisthe covenantal language of inheritance: point
five of the biblical covenant model.**

The questionisthis: Doesthisrhetoric reflect the magnitude of the
crisis? In the past, it has not. What about today?

Rhetoric and Reality

Kennan, Gorbachev, and Miller used therhetoric of crisisto further
their dlitist political design. The humanists' apocalyptic rhetoric of
inescapable crisis begins with the idea of absolute limits to growth.

129. 1bid., pp. 72-73.

130. By Jm MacNeill, Pieter Winsemius, and Taizo Yakushiji, who obviously
represented thethreeblocs of the Trilateral Commission: North America, Europe, and Asia.

131. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, [1987] 1992), ch. 5.
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Thereisno doubt that there arelimitsto growth; the fundamental limit
isGod'sfinal judgment. There are historical limits, t0o.** Thisiswhy
there are prices. But to say that there are determinate limitsto growth
is very different from saying that any committee knows what and
where these limits are, when they will call a halt to growth, and how
society should operate after such limits are reached.

All talk about “spaceship earth” is specious and politically motiva
ted.™* It invokes a military-bureaucratic metaphor — a spaceship —to
describe the decentralized decision-making of men and the unplanned
operations of nature.** Echoing Barbara Ward, Gorbachev used the
now-commonplace imagery: Planet Earth and its crew.™* But the
symbol of a spaceship necessarily invokes the image of a captain.
Denying the biblical doctrine of a sovereign, transcendent God — the
ultimate captain —the socialist must identify other candidatesfor cap-
tainship. Onething is sure: those officersin the control room must be
limited in number. They constitute an €lite. All rule is hierarchical:
either top-down (Ex. 1) or bottom-up (Ex. 18). But without acaptain,
the morethat power iscentralized, the greater the rewardsfor gaining
absolute personal control, and the greater the risks of personal failure
to do so. The worst will get on top.**

132. Gary North, “The Theology of the Exponential Curve,” The Freeman (May 1970);
reprinted in North, An Introduction to Christian Economics (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig
Press, 1973), ch. 8.

133. Barbara Ward, Spaceship Earth (New York: Columbia University Press, 1966);
Garrett Hardin, Exploring New Ethics of Survival: The Voyage of the Spaceship Beagle
(Batimore, Maryland: Penguin, 1973).

134. Gary North, “The Mythology of Spaceship Earth,” The Freeman (Nov. 1969);
reprinted in North, Introduction to Christian Economics, ch. 23.

135. Parade (Jan. 23, 1994), p. 5.

136. F. A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom (University of Chicago Press, 1944), ch. 10:
“Why the Worst Get on Top.”
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Inaworld inwhich many pricesfall**’ —aworld of expanding prod-
uctivity, especially inagriculture—the economist must discussrelative
prices, not absolute limits to growth. There are limits at the margin:
| must give up thisin order to obtain that. But most of theselimitsare
temporary.*® At some price, they can be overcome. The question is:
At what price? The other question is. Who pays it? Economist
Jacqueline Kasun writes, “The doomsday literature of limits is shot
through with the conceit of absolute capacity, whichisaliento econo-
mics. . . . Inthelifeboat, human beings are pure burdens, straining the
capacity of the boat.”**

Theworld isalmost empty. Fly acrossany of it and look down. The
population apocalyptics of today are like those late Renaissance-era
Roman Catholic scientists who refused to look into Galileo’s
telescope. Sitting next to us on a cross-country flight, the population
apocalyptics offer us the same challenge that Groucho Marx offered
when caught in the act in afamous scene: “Are you going to believe
me or your own eyes?’ They will see it when they believe it. As yet,
they do not believe it. But hardly anyone believes them any more.

Propaganda and Reality After 1960

The propaganda of “spaceship earth” escalated in the 1960's. An
early example was The Population Explosion and Christian Respon-

137. Assumption: a fixed money supply.

138. The main exception is energy: specifically, the supply of dil. Kenneth Deffeyes,
Hubbert’s Peak: The Impending World Oil Shortage (Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton
University Press, 2002). Hubbert's peak is the prediction by aShell Qil geologist in the
1950's, M. King Hubbert, regarding the peak output of ail: before 2010.

139. Jacqueline Kasun, The War Against Population: The Economics and |deology of
Population Control (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1988), p. 32.
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sibility, published in 1960.**° From 1965 on, book titles heralded an
age of limits — not the traditiona limits but absolute limits. Our
Depleted Society,*** Too Many Americans,*** Famine— 1975! Amer-
ica’s Decision: Who Will SQurvive?® The Costs of Economic
Growth,'** The Biological Time Bomb,** The Limits to Growth (a
best-seller),*® The No-Growth Society,**” The Overdeveloped Na-
tions.**® In 1972, a Presidential commission headed by John D.
Rockefeller 111, along-time promoter of zero population growth,**
was issued: Population and the American Future.**

What was going on during the same period? By 1980, only about
two percent of theworld’ s population wasthreatened with dangerous
hunger.>! What about the incursion of the cities on agricultural land?
Mythical. From 1950 to 1960, there was an increase of 9 percent in

140. By Richard M. Fagley (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1960).
141. By Seymour Melman (Holt Rinehart and Winston, 1965).

142. By Lincoln H. Day and Alice Taylor Day (New York: Delta, 1965).
143. By William and Paul Paddock (Baoston: Little, Brown, 1967).

144. By Ezra J. Mishan (New York: Praeger, 1967).

145. By Gordon Rattray Taylor (New Y ork: New American Library, 1968.

146. By Donella H. Meadows, Dennis L. Meadows, Jorgen Randers, and William W.
Behrens |1l (New Y ork: Universe Books, 1972).

147. Edited by Mancur Olson and Hans H. Landsberg (New Y ork: Norton, 1973).
148. By Leopold Kohr (New York: Schocken, 1977).

149. John Ensor Harr and Peter J. Johnson, The Rockefeller Century (New Y ork: Charles
Scribner’ s Sons, 1988), ch. 23.

150. New York: New American Library, 1972.

151. Eberstadt, “Hunger and Ideology,” Commentary (July 1981), p. 43.
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total arable land in the 87 countries studied, nations constituting 73
percent of the world's total land area. There was an additional 6
percent rise in permanent, arable cropland worldwide, 1963 to 1977,
a United Nations study concluded. By 1980 in the United States,
under four percent of the nation’s total land area was used for urban
purposes.™ In short, the rhetoric of imminent crisiswas contradicted
by the reality of per capita economic growth.

Consider theyear 1971. TheU.S. had increased crop production by
13 percent over 1970. Canada had harvested over 50 percent more
wheat. India’ soutput was so great that it had asurplus of eight million
tons of grain. India gave Bangladesh 10 percent of its surplus and
averted a famine there.™ India’'s food production outstripped its
population growth after 1948. Even so, if they had daughtered all of
their non-productive sacred cowsin 1971, India' s farmers could feed
at least 1.2 hillion extra people.**

Overcrowding? In 1970, all the people on earth and their homes
and local parks could have fit on 15 percent of the land area of the
United States. If these four billion people had been willing to live in
the same density of population that they accepted in New Y ork City,
the entire world’s population would have fit in the state of Mon-
tana.> (But they would not have enjoyed the winters.) It would have
been possible to fit everyone on earth inside the U.S. with the same
density of population that prevailed in the state of New Jersey: 1,000

152. Julian Simon, “Worldwide, Land for Agriculturelsincreasing, Actually,” New York
Times (Oct. 7, 1980); cited by Kasun, War Against Population, p. 37.

153. Sassone, Handbook on Population, pp. 51, 52.

154. 1bid., p. 53. Inthe 1970's, Indiatripled its food production by adopting free markets
in agriculture. Science (Aug. 3, 1984), p. 463.

155. 1bid., p. 98.
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persons per square mile. It is worth noting that the politicians of
New Jersey have named it the Garden State.

Ethicsand Life Style

Thetwentieth-century West exported the means of increasing poor
people’ slives. The food problem has been overcome repeatedly since
the late eighteenth century. In many backward regions, birth rates
remained high, death rates fell, and populations increased. But birth
rates fall as wealth increases, people moveto the cities, and families
net economic costs of rearing young children rise. Human behavior
changes. This was a universal demographic experience in the twen-
tieth century.

Thoseenvironmental deterministswho haverecognized that people
do changetheir reproductive behavior have shifted the argument from
population growthto style of life. The dowdown isinsufficient. More
isneeded —moreof less. Lessismore. “ Small isbeautiful,” announced
Buddhist, non-theistic social theorist E. F. Schumacher,™” and
humanistsresponded enthusiastically. Arnold Nashwrote: “Theinitia
issue is the kind of life that we want to live on this earth as distinct
from the number of people who are to live this life.”**®* He warned
about an overcrowded earth which will bring *“overwhelming chaos
through the entire world in our social life. . . .” We were told that

156. 1bid., p. 100.

157. E. F. Schumacher, Small IsBeautiful: Economicsasif People Mattered (New Y ork:
Harper Colophon, [1973] 1975).

158. Arnold S. Nash, “Food, Population and Man' s Environment,” in Ronald H. Preston

(ed.), Technology and Social Justice (Valley Forge, Pennsylvania: Judson Press, 1971), p.
326.
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overcrowding in cities produces rising crime. The whole world may
well be headed in the direction of Calcutta, “where more than half a
million people eat, deep, live, and die with no home other than the
streets. . . .”™ The critics never ask this question: Iswhat happensin
a Hindu society representative of what must happen in a Christian,
pro-growth society?

The problem with the city is not overcrowding as such; it is the
widespread loss of faith that takes placein cities. Theimpersonality of
the modern city raises the cost of policing crime; self-discipline
becomesmoreimportant. Thelossof faith producesevil consequences
faster, since the costs of detection and policing are higher. But the
problem is the loss of faith. It is the loss of faith and those
communities that grow out of faith.**® The medieval city was a cov-
enantal association, based on common participation in the Lord’'s
Supper.*®* The modern city is not.

The problem is not, as Nash and many other commentators have
insisted, man’ sgrowing control over nature. Nash bringsthiscovenant
lawsuit against dominion man: “What man hasbeen doing in upsetting
so violently the world's natural ecology is smply a prolongation of
what he has been doing from the very dawn of his history. He has

159. 1bid., p. 327.

160. Jane Jacobs’ criticisms of modern city planning are on target: the devastation of
urban planning that destroys older neighborhoods. See especially her Death and Life of
Great American Cities (New Y ork: Random House, 1971). On the economic viability of
cities, see Jacobs, The Economy of Cities (New Y ork: Random House, 1969); Cities and
the Wealth of Nations: Principles of Economic Life (New Y ork: Random House, 1984).

161. Max Weber, Economy and Society: An Outline of I nterpretive Sociology, edited by
Guenther Roth and Claus Wittich (New Y ork: Bedminster Press, 1968), p. 1247. Thiswas
part of Weber’s incomplete Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft, written shortly before his death
in 1920.
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been trying to change the world of nature.”** Man is polluting the
world. He is poisoning the atmosphere.®®* “Mineral shortages will
soon emerge.” *** And so on. Society and Environment: The Coming
Collision announced the title of a 1972 collection of essays.'® The
End of Nature warned Bill McKibben's book title in 1989. Man the
destroyer is destroying the natural world.

Step by step, the theology of the critics of economic growth has
become more clear: radical humanism in an alliance with a new
pantheism-animism. We are, in the words of Berit Kjos, Under the
Soell of Mother Earth.'®® The literature of eco-animismis large and
growing.™’ In June, 1992, the largest gathering of world leaders and
mediarepresentativessincethefounding of the United NationsOrgan-
ization in 1945 met in Rio de Janeiro for the Earth Summit. Every-
thing is moving toward a new Tower of Babel, al in the name of a
common cause: to save the earth from man’s productivity.

But where hasthis productivity comefrom? The ethical cause-and-
effect relationship announced by God in His law is the answer. The
growth of mankind’s per capita productivity has come as a blessing
from God in response to a growing willingness on the part of various
societies to conform outwardly to His laws of private property and

162. Nash, “Food,” p. 327.

163. Ibid., pp. 327-28.

164. Ibid., p. 328.

165. Edited by Rex R. Campbell and Jerry L. Wade (Boston: Allyn and Bacon).

166. Victor Books, 1992.

167. Norman Myers (ed.), Gaia: An Atlas of Planet Management (New Y ork: Doubleday
Anchor, 1984); Frank Barnaby (ed.), The Gaia Peace Atlas (New Y ork: Doubleday, 1988);
Judith Plant (ed.), Healing the Wounds: The Promise of Ecofeminism (Philadel phia: New

Society Pubs., 1989); AnuradhaVittachi, Earth Conference One: Sharing a Vision for Our
Planet (Boston: New Science Library of Shambala, 1989).
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personal responsibility. Understand, this has not been merely agrowth
in productivity matching the increased numbers of men; it has been a
system of increasing wealth per individual. The postive economic
sanctions listed in Deuteronomy 28:1-14 have been experienced by
the West for over two centuries. The power of our own hands has not
produced this wealth (Deut. 8:17).'¢

Conclusion

The ultimate resource in history is not man; on this point, Simonis
wrong.*® It isalso not the good earth, asthe eco-animists argue. The
ultimate resource is the God of the covenant. But it takes God's
grace, both special and common, to makethisultimate resource avail-
able to covenant-breakers. This gift of grace involves mankind's
ethical transformation: the willingness and ahility of large numbers of
people to obey God. “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and
that not of yourselves: it isthe gift of God: Not of works, lest any man
should boast. For we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus
unto good works, which God hath before ordained that we should
walk in them” (Eph. 2:8-10).

Society today suffers not from overpopulation but from overregu-
lation. We suffer not from a growing scarcity of resources but froma
growing scarcity of freedom. Freedom does not come at zero price.
In this sense, it is not natural. It isthe product of accurate economic
thinking and moral self-restraint. When Malthus wrote of moral self-

168. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on
Deuteronomy, 2nd electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginiaz Dominion Educational
Ministries, Inc., [1999] 2003), ch. 21.

169. Simon, Ultimate Resource.
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restraint he had in mind was sexual activity. The moral self-restraint
we need today is political restraint.

Thelure of Malthus' incomparably inaccurate prediction regarding
the overexpansion of human populationinrelation to food has blinded
generations of pessmists and economic plannersto thetruth. What is
the truth? This. economic liberty, when coupled with future-
orientation of the part of many members of society, can and does
lead to less hunger, less poverty, and more choices. Maximum
economic growth is achieved when large numbers of people in a
society voluntarily adopt the following worldview:

1. Faiththat thisworld is not random, that it is governed by
permanent moral principles (i.e., a non-Confucian, non-
pragmatic ethic).

2. Commitment to serving consumers as the highest authority
(i.e., few government regulations passed in order to favor
producers: anti-mercantilism).

3. Anpalitical commitment to uphold predictablecivil laws that
defend private ownership (“ Thou shalt not steal”).

4.  Areadinesstocompetewithall comers, i.e., openentry into
the marketplace (anti-licensure, anti-bureaucracy).

5. Future orientation: optimistic people who are ready to
invest (deferred consumption).

It is not the State's job to create widespread future-orientation; it
is also not the State's job to subsidize the activities of others. The
State’ sjobs is to bring negative sanctions against those who commit
public evil. It isto defend the rights of owners over their property —
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owners' rights, not “property rights.”

The problem for underdeveloped nations is not that they have
receivedtoo littleeconomic aid fromWesterngovernmentsbut far too
much. They have adopted the false ideas of three or more generations
of Western intellectuals who do not believe that individuals can and
should regulate their own affairs, bear their own burdens, and reap
their own rewards. Instead, the critics of freedom regard the State as
a sovereign agent that possesses sufficient knowledge and sufficient
creativity to produce wealth for all. What the State has done is to
impoverish those who havefew economic reservesto make up for the
disastrous decisions of government economic planners.

Theworld does not need fewer people; it needsfewer bureaucrats.
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CONSPIRACY, FORGERY,
AND HIGHER CRITICISM

For we have not followed cunningly devised fables. . . . (I Peter
1:16a).

| make an assumption when | come to the text of any biblical pas-
sage: it is consistent with all the other passages. | agree with Jesus:
Scripture cannot be broken (John 10:35b). This distinguishes my
approach from the higher criticism of the Bible, which assumes that
there is no unity in the Bible, that every text will be found to contra-
dict at least one other text, and that even within chapters, an astute
criticcanfindlotsof inconsistencies. Having identified these supposed
inconsistencies, thetraditional higher critic then attributesthemto the
supposed fact that different authorswrote the book, with long periods
of time separating them. He makes this assumption regarding the
Bible: “Different human authors = irreconcilable statements.” He
transfersamethodological assumptionfromtheworld of literary criti-
cism to the word of God, where it does not apply. He does this
because he assumes that the Bible is just another book.! He assumes
this, in turn, because he does not want to hear the consistent testi-
mony of the God who brings final judgment against covenant-
breakers. To stop hisearsfrom hearing God’ stestimony, hefillsthem
with noise: academic incoherence.

What marks the arguments of traditional higher critics is an
incoherence born of extraordinary precision. The higher critics of the
Bible have sharpened their intellectual tools so precisely that thetools

1. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), Appendix C: “The Hoax of Higher Criticism.”
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are useful only for splitting academic hairs.

As with any other discipline, higher critics are marked by differ-
ences in skill. There are varying degrees of precision and complexity
intheir arguments. Few scholarsin the Anglo-American tradition can
match the precision and complexity of the average German scholar.
The average German higher critic could identify at least two authors
in the words, “Mary had a little lamb; its fleece was white as snow.”
If giventenureinamajor state-supported university, teaching no more
than three graduate studentsin asingle four-hour seminar each week,
he could, over 10 or 15 years, write an entire volume on “Deutero
Mary.” Then a least five other German scholars would write a
minimum of one book each refuting the first scholar, showing that
more than two Marys were involved. The average Anglo-American
critic cannot do this. Heis not up to the challenge. To identify Deut-
ero Mary, he would need an additional text: “And everywhere that
Mary went, the lamb was sure to go.”

Traditional higher critics base their case on the supposed incoher-
ence—theological, judicial, and moral — of the Bible' stexts. Whenwe
read the convoluted, unsubstantiated, jargon-filled, verbally consti-
pated essays and books by higher critics, we get the impression that
higher critics assume that the biblical texts are as incoherent as
previous higher criticswere—that isto say, monumentally incoherent.
Higher critics spend at least as much time refuting previous higher
critics as they do in explaining how and why the Bible's texts are
supposedly jumbled. Traditional higher criticismis composed of layer
upon layer of jumbled arguments, not reaching to heaven, like the
Tower of Babel, but rather like layers found in an archeological dig:
each level has been razed aimost completely (but not quite) in order
to provide a new foundation for the next critic's reputation. For a
critique of the whole procedure, and aso the paganism of the univ-
ersity systemthat hasfostered it, see the marvelous book by aformer
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higher critic, EtaLinnemann, Historical Criticism of the Bible: Meth-
odology or Ideology? (1990).

Professor Hartley’s I nsight

The conservative Bible scholar is expected by his academic peers
to genuflect whenever hevisitsthe ever-expanding mausoleumknown
asthe temple of higher criticism. He is expected to visit it whenever
he writes an introduction to a Bible commentary, even if he only
passes through briefly. A good example of this obligatory respect for
the spiritually dead is found in John Hartley’s 1992 commentary on
Leviticus. Hartley' shibliography givestheimpressionthat he hasread
everything ever written on Leviticus, evenin Italian.

In the book’s Introduction, he includes a seven-page section in
small print on “Author and Origin.” Guess what? “Views about the
authorship and the origin of the Book of Leviticus vary widely.” No
kidding! He attributes this situation to two factors: (1) the “sparsity
of materials available for reconstructing a history of Israglite worship
andthepriesthood,” and (2) “ divergent methodologiesfor interpreting
ancient texts.”? Thisis a scholarly, respectful way of saying: “There
simply aren’t enough documented facts to arrive at an unambiguous
conclusion, so every covenant-breaking professor of Old Testament
‘literature’ who can read Hebrew, German, and English (let alone
Italian) can safely propose any goofy theory he can dream up in his
attempt to advance his academic career. If published — and in the arid
field of Old Testament studies, it probably will be — the theory will
have an academic half-life of about five years.”

2. John E. Hartley, Leviticus, vol. 4 of Word Bible Commentary (Dallas, Texas: Word
Books, 1992), p. Xxxv.
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After surveying dozens of speculative, factually inconclusive, and
mutually contradictory theoriesabout who wrote Leviticusand when,
Professor Hartley givesus hisconclusion. Braceyourself. He saysthat
the authors and revisers of Leviticus, whoever they may have been,
and whenever they may have lived, surely influenced the Israglite
community. But, he hastens to add, we need to recognize that the
| sraelite community surely influenced the authors and revisers. Speci-
fically, he says that the text of Leviticus had an important role in
“forming the ancient | sraelite community.” Nevertheless, higher criti-
cism has provided us with “great benefits’ by revealing to us “the
significant role that the community had in shaping and interpreting the
text. .. ."3

What does all this mean? It means that Professor Hartley, in order
to cover his backside from carping academic critics, is till relying on
his fading notes from a lecture on “Circular Social Causdlity in a
Linear World” that he scribbled down long ago in some introductory
sociology course. (I could be wrong, of course. | suffer from, as he
putsit, “a sparsity of materials.”)

How Did the Forgers Do It?

Hartley's positive view of the legacy of higher criticism is mis-
placed. The higher critics' theory of mutual interaction between text
and community makes no sense. It assumes that many (if not all)
specific texts were repeatedly revised in terms of later community
standards. We need to think critically about such an assumption. First,
everyone acknowledges that the Old Testament contains the only
surviving written documents that record the history of I sragl in detail

3. 1bid., p. xliii.
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from the exodus through the prophets. These texts survived only
because the Jews werereligiousin their intense desire to preservethe
textsfromerror. Copyists have long been governed by elaborate rules
to preservefaithful copies. Evenin our own day, the Orthodox Jewish
community supports such work, despite the existence of photocopies,
CD-ROM drives, and “write once-read many” magnetic memories.
Working six hoursaday, five daysaweek, aprofessional scribetakes
ayear and a half to copy 248 parchment sheets of the Torah (Genesis
through Deuteronomy): almost two thousand hours. A newly certified
scribe works hard to complete five lines an hour.*

Second, the higher criticsexpect usto believethat later scribessuc-
cessfully tampered with these texts— not just once, but many times—
over many centuries. Third, they want us to believe that nobody out-
side the continuing conspiracy ever caught on. This is a conspiracy
view of history that dwarfsall other examples of the genre. Somehow,
al those painstakingly transcribed scrolls that were in the Israglite
community disappeared, leaving only the fake one, only to be super-
seded by later fakes. Like the evolutionist’s theory of a mutant gene
that somehow makes one member of acomplex species uniquely fit to
survive — in the face of the huge odds against positive mutation — so
is the higher critics theory of the corrupted text: generation after
generation, text after text, the forgeries survived and prospered for a
time, re-shaping Israglite culture, only to be completely replaced by
other forgeries.

Princeton Seminary’s Robert Dick Wilson was one of the most
skilled scholars of the Old Testament in his day. He had a reading
knowledge of some 45 languages. Despite hisacademic reputation, he
occasionaly indulged in sarcasm, even in his professional writing.

4. Betsy Thatcher, “Special project: Scribe writing Torah Scroll,” Milwaukee Sentinel
(Dec. 26, 1990).
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(Too bad this practiceisout of styleintoday’ s Bible-believing acade-
miccircles; it would liven up thingsconsiderably.) Wilson wrote of the
Mosaic law:

.. . the critics have undertaken the difficult task of proving that these
laws constitute a series of forgeries, extending over a period of about
500 years, committed by more than seventeen different persons, all
reformers of thehighest ethical standardsand all devoted to the service
of Jehovah, the God of truth. Besides mirabledictu, theforgerieswere
all successful inthat prophets, priests, Levites, kings, and people, were
all alike induced to receive them as genuine and to adopt them as
obligatory, as soon as they were made known to them. The Jews and
the Samaritans, the Phariseesand the Sadducees, the Rabbis, Aristeas,
Josephus, Philo, Christ and the Apostles, all accepted the combined
works as of real Mosaic authorship. But no amount of camouflage
could deceive the critical eyes of the German professors and their
scholars (all of whom agreewith them; hencethephrase, “ All scholars
are agreed’). To them the imperfections of the codes and ther
disagreements, yes, even the particular half century inwhich each law
was promulgated, are as clear as the spots on the sun, if only you will
look throughtheir glasses, and are not blinded by prejudice occasioned
by faith in Jehovah, or Christ, or by the rules of evidence®

Wilson indulged in ridicule. And why not? As Augustine wrote in
The City of God (XV111:40), ridiculeis an appropriate response when
dealing with ridiculous ideas. He was referring to the pagan theory
that the world is much older than 6,000 years — a theory that most
seminary professors and Christian college professors today take so
serioudly that they refuseto discussthe six-day creation, either in class
or in print. This has been true for over a century. Even though the

5. Robert Dick Wilson, A Scientific Investigation of the Old Testament (Chicago: Moody
Press, [1926] 1959), pp. 39-40.
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Westminster Confession of Faith specifiesthat theworld was created
in six days (1V:1), both Charles Hodge and his son A. A. Hodge
rejected this doctrine despite their affirmation of the Confession, an
untenable position that received consderable attention from the
Presbyterian Church’s theological liberals and biblical higher critics.®
Hodge, Sr., wrote: “The Church has been forced more than once to
alter her interpretation of the Bible to accommodate the discoveries
of science. But this has been done without any violence to the
Scriptures or in any degree impairing their authority.”” He stated that
the geological time scaleis*unquestionable,” revealing “a process of
divinely regulated development consuming vast periods of time.”®
While the Bible' s account “isinfallibly true,” we must recognize that
“it was not designed either to prevent or take the place of a scientific
interpretation of all existing phenomena, and of all traces of the past
history of the world which God allows men to discover.”®

In Search of the Missing Original Texts

To provethat later scribes (i.e., forgers) (1) inserted new material
into copiesof thereceived judicial texts, and (2) thisnew material was
consistent with the respective dominant worldview of each scribe’'s
era, the higher critic needs information about the judicial and

6. On Charles Hodge's age-day theory, see his Systematic Theology (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, [1871]), I, p. 570. On A. A. Hodgge' s open rejection of the Confession
in the name of uniformitarian geology, see his book, The Confession of Faith (Edinburgh:
Banner of Truth Trust, [1869] 1992), pp. 82-83.

7. Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology, I, p. 573.

8. lbid,, I, p. 82.

9. Ibid., I, p. 83.
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theological content of these successive worldviews. The problem s,
such detailed information is available today only in the Old Testa-
ment’s historical passages. But these texts, too, are thought to have
been corrupted by later copyists. So, whereisthe fixed standard — the
“autograph,” asit were — by which a higher critic can evaluate which
corruption came during which era? If ajudicial text was corrupted by
ascribe, but the historical record of the scribe’s erawas itself subse-
quently corrupted, how can the higher critic prove that a particular
law was inserted by a particular scribe-forger at a particular point in
|srael’ shistory? In other words, how can the critic prove that the text
influenced the community, while the community influenced the text?
Where is the untampered-with evidence? Where is the fixed textual
standard that is necessary in order to identify which revison was
made during which era?

No fixed textua standard exists today. If it did, it would be the
long-denied “ autograph” —theoriginal biblical text to which defenders
of biblical inerrancy have appealed for over a century. Denying the
theory of aflawlessautograph written down by a God-inspired scribe,
each higher critic has been free to promote this or that law as the
product of thisor that much later scribe. But the critics do not agree
on which laws were inserted when. Conclusion: without a fixed
textual standard for the Pentateuch, and without uncorrupted histori-
cal texts, higher critics cannot identify which worldview assuredly
belongs to which era, and therefore which era sworldview led to the
forging of which specific legal text. But they pretend that they can.
Anyone who openly challenges this pretension in public will probably
not be alowed to graduate from the prestige institutions of the aca-
demic world, all of which are controlled by the pretenders. Then the
absence of such graduates will be presented by the pretenders as
evidence that all serious (degree-holding) scholars agree with the
pretension. They employ circular certification to validatetheir theory
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of circular causation: text and community.

Copyists' Known Errors Were Deliberately Preserved

Let mestateunequivocaly: thereareerrorsinthe surviving biblical
texts. That isto say, the textsthat have survived are not so perfect as
the autographs were. Put another way, the transcribers were not
guided by God in the same way and to the same degree that the orig-
inal authors were. Let me state the obvious: those scholars who
defend the infallibility of the original texts of the Bible do not defend
the infallibility of the subsequent copyists.’’ If they were to defend
suchaposition, they would be denying the uniquenessof the originally
infallible Bible. This would defeat their purpose, i.e., to defend the
unigue revelation of God in the Bible: one scribe per revelation.

The existence of obviouserrorsinthe Bible testifiesto the extraor-
dinary faithfulness of the transcribers. Consider one exceedingly ob-
vious contradiction: “Jehoiachin was eighteen years old when he
began to reign, and he reigned in Jerusalem three months. And his
mother’ snamewas Nehushta, the daughter of Elnathan of Jerusalem”
(I Ki. 24:8). “ Jehoiachin was eight years old when he began to reign,
and hereigned three monthsand ten daysin Jerusalem: and he did that
whichwasevil inthesight of the LORD” (Il Chron. 36:9). Eight years
old or eighteen? What copyist could ignore this discrepancy? But his
job was not to correct the text, presumably by changing eight to

10. On this point, the Westminster Confession is misleading: “The Old Testament in
Hebrew (which was the native language of the people of God of old), and the New Test-
ament in Greek (which, at the time of the writing of it, was most generally known among
the nations), beingimmediately inspired by God, and, by Hissingular care and providence,
kept purein all ages, are therefore authentical; so as, in al controversies of religion, the
Church isfinaly to appeal unto them.” WCF, 1:8 (emphasis added).
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eighteenin Il Chronicles 36:9. He let the error in Second Chronicles
stand, visible to all.

The defense of the inerrancy of the original written revelation
should not also be a defense of the God-sustained perfection of every
succeeding copyist. The miracle took place once per text, and only
once. Mistakes then followed. That an early mistake would be
retained, given the fanatical dedication of the Jewish scribes, ishardly
surprising. What ought to be very surprising is the conclusion of the
critics, namely, that later copies could have been successfully rework-
ed, except at one point in Israel’s history: the discovery of asingle
copy of the law during Josiah’sreign (11 Ki. 22). A secondary oppor-
tunity existed at thereturnto Jerusalem under Nehemiah (Neh. 8), but
this would not have solved the problem of the many texts left behind
in Babylon, where a mgjority of |sraglites remained.

The Mysterious Disappearance of All Previous Copies

The higher critics, had they not overplayed their hand very early,
might haveretained theillusion of credibility if they had confined their
theory of scribal re-writing to Josiah’s era. But once the theory of
successiveforgeriesisinvoked, the old questionraisesitshead: Where
did all the previous copies go after a successful forger plied his
trade? The higher critics deride inerrancy’s theory of the missing
autographs. Far more preposterousisthe higher critics' theory of the
instantly disappearing rival texts whenever aforgery was perpetrated
by some editor or team of editors. In the higher critics' socia evolu-
tionary theory of the “textual survival of the fittest,” the forgeries
somehow gained dominance, while the older copies all “died out asa
species.” Aswith Darwin’ s missing links between species, the textual
“missing links” remain missing. We are expected to believe that all
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of the older copies in many synagogues and households somehow
perished, but the single forgery and its copies survived, just aswe are
expected to believe that asingle prehistoric reptile triumphed over all
of its scaly competitors within the particular species because it had a
partially developed feather — not sufficiently developed to make it
airborne, however —instead of aclaw.' (“Takethis,” cried the mutant
lizard as he smashed his opponent with his feather in their life-and-
death battle for accessto afemale. “And that!”)

The defender of the inerrant original texts admits that the perfect
original copies disappeared very early. Then how did the common
Masoretic Hebrew text become dominant? Why are the number of its
internal discrepancies so limited? More important, why aren’t there
hundreds of competing versions with competing errors? Why did one
version of imperfect copies survive, and almost al other flawed vers-
ions disappear? The only reasonable answer is this: the major errors
must have occurred very early in the copying history of any given
text. After that, competing new copies that failed to correspond with
existing copies were burned or otherwise destroyed, as traditional
Judaism’ srulesof copying require. That acopyist’serror could occur
shortly after the original appeared is conceivable. That a single late
forgery could have replaced all the earlier versionsis far less believ-
able. Thelonger that an existing common text had been available, with
its familiar errors, the less likely that any recently modified version
could have triumphed so completely that all the older versions
disappeared. The larger the number of successive forgeries required
by the theory, and the longer the time period in which these totally
successful forgeries took place, the less believable the theory is,
except to men who prefer noise to God' s judicial word in history.

11. Vic Lockman, Link Lizard Defeats Evolution, a children’s cartoon tract that has yet
to be answered by tenured university evolutionists.
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Relativism Eatsts Own Children

| ask: Of what possible intellectual benefit isany theory of mutually
reinforcing historical causation —text and revision — that is based on
the shifting sands of higher criticism? The higher critics have no
agreed-upon methodology — no hermeneutic — to resolve their own
endless disputes. This is one reason why Professor Reventlow was
correct in 1980 when he wrote: “Any attentive observer will note a
considerable decline in the significance of biblical study within the
general framework of Protestant theology asit is practised in univer-
sities and church colleges and as it affects the work of local church
communities. . . . [H]istorical criticismand exegesishave cometo take
very much aback place.” The “vanishing role of biblical study in the
wider context of theology isafailure of exegetesto reflect adequately
on their methodology and the presuppositions, shaped by their view
of the world, which they bring to their work.”*? Meanwhile, the unity
of theology has collapsed; its inner center has disappeared.** And no
wonder: relying on the presumption of textua disunity promoted by
higher criticism, liberal theology could not maintain its own unity.

Thisiswhy there has been ashift of opinion occurring within theol-
ogical liberalism since about 1960: a growing readiness to accept
instances of thematic unity inthe Bible’ stexts. Today’s more innova-
tive liberals search for literary unity in biblical texts, even though they
do not regard literary unity as evidence of divine authorship. The
critics still deny the Bible's theological unity, for theological unity
pointsto an unchanging and judgmental God. Literary unity isbecom-
ing acceptable, for it supposedly points to anonymous authors with a

12. Henning Graf Reventlow, The Authority of the Bible and the Rise of the Modern
World (London: SCM Press, [1980] 1984), p. 1.

13. Idem.
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taste for great literature, which isall that the critics want the Bible to
be. The literary criticism of the Bible, which originaly launched the
literary criticism of secular texts, has now come full circle: modern
critics of secular literature have brought to the Bible their practice of
discovering common themes in literature. The emphasis today is
increasingly on unity rather than diversity. The newer criticsare still
mora relativists, but at least they percelve some coherence in the
world of literature. They have seen where absolute textual relativism
was headed — into literary chaos — and some of them have turned
back. (The literary “deconstructionists’ have not.)™

American church historian Edwin Scott Gaustad haswell described
the relativistic worldview that undergirded the higher critics early in
the twentieth century: “Everything had a history, even dogma, asthe
German Protestant Adolph Harnack had shown. Very little, if any-
thing, was ‘the same yesterday, today, and forever.” Very little, if
anything, had been believed ‘by all men, dways, everywhere.” Very
little, if anything, escaped the captivity of itsown culture, therelativity
of its own terminology, the perceptua limitations of its own advo-
cates.” *® This relativism almost completely eroded the few remaining
traces of methodological unity and coherence in the academic disci-
pline of higher criticism. Thisiswhat has caused the reactionin recent
years. About al that remained of traditional higher criticism by 1960
was the practitioners faith in the possibility of gaining academic
tenure with their arcane skills. Frankly, they all sounded incoherent.
But academic reputations are made by developing new approaches.

14. Harold Bloom, et al., Deconstruction and Criticism (New Y ork: Continuum, 1979);
Mark C. Taylor (ed.), Deconstruction in Context: Literature and Philosophy (University
of Chicago Press, 1986).

15. Edwin Scott Gaustad, “ Did the Fundamentalists Win?’" in Mary Douglas and Steven

Tipton (eds.), Religion and America: Spiritual Life in a Secular Age (Boston: Beacon,
1983), p. 171.
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S0, to distinguishthemselvesfromtheir incoherent competitors, some
of the newer generation of critics came to a radical conclusion: the
Bible' s texts do show traces of coherence!

In 1957, Old Testament scholar Edward J. Y oung pointed to the
epistemological problem of his generation of higher critics: “Further-
more, if fallible human writers have given us a Bible that is fallible,
how are we ourselves, who most certainly arefalible, to detect inthe
Bible what is error and what is not?. . . How shall we evaluate the
God of Scripture? How do we know whether we can separate the
wheat from the chaff in the Biblical teaching about God? The answer
isthat we smply cannot do so. . . . How then can we judge the Scrip-
ture? Judge the Scripture we cannot; we are left in a hopeless scep-
ticism.”*® This has become true of the higher critics: they have been
left without hope by their own skepticism. All that the best of them
have today is a sense of satisfaction for having discovered continuity
in aliterary theme or two.

Thediscipline of biblical higher criticismis smoke and mirrorswith
footnotes. This has been visible to any intelligent observer for over a
century. Yet still we find a smoke-inhaling commentator who is
stumbling around in higher criticism’ shall of mirrors. Professor Hart-
ley doffs his cap to “the great benefits’ of the work of higher critics.
He genuflects at the mausoleum of dead theories of multiple Penta-
teuchal authorship. He sings a brief hymn of praise to the circular
sociology of knowledge: textsinfluencing culture, culture influencing
texts. The spirit of higher criticism has him by the throat, yet he tries
to sing its praises. We need a generation of Bible expositors who are
not fooled by this nonsense.

16. Edward J. Young, Thy Word Is Truth: Some Thoughts on the Biblical Doctrine of
Inspiration (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1957), p. 76.
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One God, One Author, Once

| have worked with the texts from Genesis through Deuteronomy
from 1973 to 2006. | have found exactly what | assumed from the
beginning: the texts are part of a coherent whole. This unity exists
because a coherent God revealed these texts to one inspired man,
Moses. What has impressed me as | have worked through the Penta-
teuch ishow the economic laws of God are part of an integrated judi-
cial and theological system. Theeconomicsof the Pentateuch, Genesis
through Deuteronomy, makes sense as a unit. This judicial unity
enablesthe reader to make sense of the individual texts. The evidence
continues to build: the law of God is not a patchwork of texts that
were added and later modified by many anonymous authors over the
centuriesinavain attempt to provide unity to an otherwise incoherent
collection of mutually contradictory principles. In other words, the
Bible was not written by successive teams of higher critics. Thisis
difficult for higher critics to believe.

What has impressed me is the judicial unity of the Pentateuch’s
structure. | regard thereligion of traditional higher criticismasatheo-
logy too fantastic for a careful reader to believe without a gigantic
leap of nonrational faith. How could such unity have been achieved by
aseriesof authors, each with adifferent outlook, each with adifferent
agenda, each in a different historical era, over many centuries? How
did they produce, retroactively, adocument whichissupposedto have
been written by one man anywhere fromfive centuriesto amillennium
earlier, depending on which text was written by which anonymous
author, and when? Here is E, the Elohist, rewriting J, the Jehovist (or
was it the other way around?), only to be followed by D, the
Deuteronomist, who adds his two shekels' worth. Finaly P, the
priestly redactor, shows up, who in the 1920’ s had been regarded by
critical scholars asthefirst Elohist, but by 1943 was believed to have
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served as the Pentateuch’s final copy editor.'’

How did these four forgers do it? How did they hide their identi-
ties? How did all the other minor rewrite specialists hide their identi-
ties? How was the judicial unity of the variant texts preserved? More
to the point, why did generations of | sraelitesfail to spot the jumbled
nature of the Pentateuch’s original legal order — the disunity that
later rewriters somehow overcame? What | have found in the five
books of Moses is economic unity. How did it get there? Equally
worth asking, why do today’ s higher critics— academic layer 19?27?
33? — refuse to acknowledge this remarkable economic unity? They
are so busy identifying the supposed linguistic variations of the layers
of textsthat they cannot see the structural unity of the judicial order
—not just aliterary theme or two — presented in these texts.

Conclusion

Higher criticsof the Bible have proposed atheory of biblical textual
disunity. Their motivation has always been judicial: to escape the
biblical doctrine of final judgment and the correlative doctrine of each
individual’s persona responsibility before God in terms of God's
special revelation. From the beginning, they have opposed the biblical
concept of fixed ethical standards.

Their strategy of denial has always rested on the techniques and
premises of literary criticism. This tradition began in the mid-seven-
teenth century, as Reventlow’s detailed study of the early history of
English higher criticismindicates. It accelerated during thefirst half of
the nineteenth century, even in conservative Calvinistic circlesin the

17. Oswald T. Allis, The Five Books of Moses (Philadel phia: Presbyterian and Reformed,
[1943] 1949), Introduction.
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United States.’® The acceptance of higher criticism was made far
easier after 1859 as aresult of Darwin’s theory of evolution through
natural selection: the surviva of the fittest (texts). After 1875, the
spread of higher criticism was unstoppable, despite a*“guilty” verdict
in 1893 in the most famous heresy trial of the nineteenth century, the
Briggs case.’® Evolutionism is modern man’s most widely shared
aternative to fixed law: in social theory, legal theory, biology, geol-
ogy, and ultimately cosmology. But cosmology really is primary:
covenant-breaking man’s denial of God's final judgment.

Evolutionary process when applied to the Bible mandates a theory
of progressiverewrites of thetextsof Scripture. Thistheory mandates
a conspiracy theory of monumental proportions. The details of the
operationsof thisconspiracy arerarely discussed in public. Thetheory
isnever called aconspiracy theory, for conspiracy theoriesare amost
always officially out of favor in academic circles, but it isaconspiracy
theory.

Thismulti-stage conspiracy theory proclaimsthe successiverewrit-
ing of the holy texts by numerous anonymous forgers. Successful
forgers were not caught or even perceived. Unsuccessful ones, if any,
have also left no traces. Each successful forger suppressed al traces
of every previoudly forged copy of the holy texts. Each forger had a
specific goal in mind: to rewrite the past in terms of the his goals for
hissocial order and legal order. Without aconvenient Orwellian mem-
ory hole, these forgers were somehow able periodicaly to re-
centralize Israel’s civil and priestly orders, suppress al riva judicial
positions and all earlier texts, publish their new texts, get them

18. Jerry Wayne Brown, TheRiseof Biblical Criticismin America, 1800-1870: The New
England Scholars (Middletown, Connecticut: Wesleyan University Press, 1969), ch. 6.

19. Mark Stephen Massa, S.J., Charles Augustus Briggs and the Crisis of Historical
Criticism (Minneapalis, Minnesota: Fortress Press, 1990).

1711



Appendix |

accepted as supernaturally binding by the entire social order, and then
de-centralize the socia order once again, as required by the law’s
tribal order. Improbable? At least.

This improbability has not fazed the higher critics. Furthermore,
this conspiracy theory is academically untouchable: no fundamental
criticismof its presuppositions, methodology, or conclusionsistoler-
ated. Thereareno prominent dissenterswithin the academic commun-
ity. The scholarly world has swallowed this conspiracy theory to the
same degree, and for the same reasons, that it has swallowed evolu-
tionism. But while Darwinism’'s missing biological links perished
completely through natural causes, leaving no traces, higher criti-
cism’' smissing textual linkswere actually ferreted out and suppressed
by an unknown number of conspirators. The successful operations of
these | sraglite conspirators are as improbable as the theory is univer-
sally accepted.

Biblical higher criticism is never identified as a conspiracy theory.
What more could anyone ask of a conspiracy theory? Paraphrasing
Saddam Hussein’s late 1990 pre-war rhetoric, higher criticism of the
Bibleisthe mother of al conspiracy theories. It beganin Eden: “Hath
God said?’
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CRITICSOF THE FIVE-POINT
COVENANT MODEL

In analyzing now the nature of Biblical law, it isimportant to note
first that, for the Bible, lawisrevdation. . .. Thelawis the revela-
tion of God and His righteousness. . . .The second characteristic of
Biblical lawisthat it is a treaty or covenant. Kline has shown that
the form of the giving of the law, the language of the text, the
historical prologue, the requirement of exclusive commitment to the
suzerain, God, the pronouncement of imprecations and benedictions,
and much more, all point to the fact that the law is a treaty estab-
lished by God with His people. . . . The third characteristic of the
Biblical law or covenant is that it constitutes a plan for dominion
under God.

R. J. Rushdoony (1973)*

Rushdoony began The Institutes of Biblical Law by explaining
biblical law in terms of a preliminary but undeveloped model of the
biblical covenant: the first three of the five points. He cited as auth-
oritative Meredith G. Kline' s discussion of the parallels between the
Mosaic law and the pagan suzerainty treaties of the second millennium
B.C. But, having introduced a preliminary covenant model into this,
his most authoritative and comprehensive work, he failed to pursue
this insight. Ray Sutton did. In That You May Prosper (1987), he
extended Kline's insights to demonstrate the Bible' s comprehensive
theonomic foundation. Kline does not approve of this theonomic
application — or any other theonomic application — and has remained

1. R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press,
1973), pp. 6, 7, 8.
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silent for two decadesregarding Sutton’ sbook. Thisisnot surprising.
Kline' s premier opponent in the theonomy movement, Greg Bahnsen,
did not appreciate works built on Kline's insights, and he remained
unconvinced by Sutton’s application. This is also not surprising.
Because the development of the five-point model came out of Tyler,
and because it places so much emphasis on the institutional church,
Rushdoony remained silent. This, too, wasnot surprising. Thishasleft
me as the main promoter of Sutton’s thesis.

The Necessity for Systematic Theology

CharlesHodge' sre-writeof Francis Turretin’ sseventeenth-century
theology? in the early 1870’ s will no longer suffice, assuming that it
ever did. His system was a Protestant version of Roman Catholic
Scholastic categories. It included theology proper (God), anthro-
pology (man), hamartiology (sin), Christ (Christology), soteriology
(redemption), ecclesiology (church), and eschatology (last things).
There is nothing innately incorrect about these categories, but they
were derived from Scholastic philosophy, not the texts of Scripture.
Francis Landley Patton, who served as president of Princeton Semin-
ary, 1902 to 1914, was not exaggerating when hereferred to Turretin
asthe Thomas Aquinas of Protestantism.® That was the problem: with
Turretin and Old Princeton.

The Protestant church needs a systematic theology. It does not
have one today. Such a systematic theology must incorporate the

2. Francis Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, 4 vals. (Phillipsburg, New Jersey:
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1992-97).

3. Cited by Jack B. Rogers and Donald K. McKim, The Authority and Inter pretation of
the Bible: An Historical Approach (New York: Harper & Row, 1979), p. 281.
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insights of biblical theology, i.e., the study of the uses and
development of biblical symbolism (rhetoric) from Geness to
Revelation. In other words, systematic theology must incorporatethe
work of Geerhardus Vos and his disciples.* At the same time, the
speculationsof Vos' disciples must be brought under the discipline of
the judicia theology of the Bible. Those who follow Vos have been
what economist F. A. Hayek has called “puzzlers’ and “muddlers.”®
There is more to theology than solving curious puzzles. Ecologists
insist that we cannot change just one thing. The pieces of the biblical
puzzle arepart of asystematic whole. Y ou cannot restructure just one
piece.

Theology demands structure. There can be no theology without
theological structure. It may be a hidden or implicit structure, but
there will alwaysbe astructure. A Bible-affirming theology must pro-
claim a biblically derived structure. In contrast, modern critics of
orthodox theology deny the existence of any consistent structure. For
example, liberal higher criticism denies the theological unity of the
Bible.® Therise of dialectical theology, especially Barthianism,” inthe
twentieth century has made it all the more imperative that Christians
proclaim a Bible-based theological system. Barthians deny that the
Bible provides us with propositional truth; the Bible is supposedly is

4. Geerhardus Vos, Biblical Theology — Old and New Testaments (Edinburgh: Banner of
Truth Trust, [1948] 1992). Vos taught at Princeton Theological Seminary from 1892 to
1932.

5. F. A. Hayek, “Two Types of Mind” (1975), in Hayek, New Sudies in Philosophy,
Politics, Economics and the History of Ideas (University of Chicago Press, 1978), ch. 4.

6. Appendix .

7. Cornélius Van Til, The New Modernism: An Appraisal of the Theology of Barth and
Brunner (Philadel phia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1947); Van Til, Christianity and Barth-
ianism (Philadel phia: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1962). Presbyterian & Reformed is now
located in Phillipsburg, New Jersey.
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a“witnessto God’' sword,” not God' sword itself. Rushdoony has put
it well: “There can be no systematic theology if the God of Scripture
is not a coherent unity, and if His word is not a coherent whole.”®
Christians must respond to alegations of the Bible's disunity or
incompleteness by affirming what the Bible says of itself: it is the
authoritative source of propositional truth, suitable for doctrine,
reproof, and correction, for it isinspired by God (I Tim. 3:16). It is
not sufficient to defend the faith with some muddle-headed variant of
“No creed but Christ, no law but love.”

What should be the structural principle undergirding systematic
theology? It ismy contention that a biblical systematic theology must
be based on the covenant: that which binds God and man. Covenant
theology revealswho God is: the transcendent yet immanent Creator.
It revealswho man is. made in theimage of God; under God and over
nature, and now ethically fallen. It speaks of God'slaw, God' s judg-
ments, and the future. It is a comprehensive framework under which
the fundamental doctrines of the faith are subsumed. It is, above all,
ajudicial framework.

Such a systematic theology has yet to be written, for traditional
covenant theologians have yet to present a systematic biblical cov-
enant model. Without a covenant structure or model, thereisno cov-
enant theology. There can of course be atheology that for tradition’s
sakeiscalled “covenant theology,” but it will just be Calvinism’sfive
points accompanied by the endless droning of the equivalent of aNew
Age mantra: “ Covenant theology, covenant theology, covenant theo-
logy. . ..” What traditional covenant theologians need is a demons-
trable, biblically derived definition of “ covenant.” They needto answer
these questions: What isacovenant? How do werecognizeit? Where

8. R. J. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, 2 vols. (Vallecito, California: Ross House,
1994), 1, p. 67. He wrote this chapter in 1979. The entire manuscript was completed in
1984.
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isit found in the texts of Scripture? What are its categories that are
found in every occurrence of a covenant in the Bible? Covenant
theologians have remained mute or incoherent regarding answers to
these obvious questions for well over three centuries.’

Calvinists, while publicly affirming covenant theology, have for
over three centuries substituted other conceptual frameworksfor sys-
tematic theology. Their six loci represent one attempt to define and
explain the Calvinist faith. Another isknown asthefive points of Cal-
vinism.

The Five Points of Calvinism

Thereis no doubt that Calvinists have long accepted as theologic-
ally legitimate (though not ecclesiastically binding in their form asfive
points) the Synod of Dort’s famous five points of Calvinism. They
would reject any assertion that these five pointsdo not, in fact, define
their position. No anti-Calvinist critic would be foolish enough to
make such an assertion, since everyone loves a good whipping boy,
which the five points appear to be in the eyes of Arminians and hum-
anists. Some good Calvinist may ask, as Leonard Coppes has asked,
“Are five points enough?’*° but no one pays much attention. The
better informed within Calvinist circleswill even point out that all five
points were developed in the early seventeenth century in response to
the five points of Arminianism, Jacobus Arminius Trojan Horse gift

9. For an example of this lack of definition, see Louis Berkhof, Systematic Theology
(Edinburgh: Banner of Truth Trust, [1949] 1963), p. 213. For my analysis, see“ Publisher’s
Preface (1992),” in Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed.
(Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, [1987] 1992), pp. Xiv—Xv.

10. Leonard J. Coppes, Are Five Points Enough? The Ten Points of Calvinism (M anassas,
Virginia: Reformation Educational Foundation, 1980).
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to Protestant theology: the five points of Arminianism. What are
Calvinism’s five points? In English, these:

1. Tota depravity of man

2. Unconditional eection by God

3. Limited atonement (particular redemption)
4. Irresistible grace

5. Perseverance of the saints

The acronym in Englishis TULIP, a Dutch-associated flower.

Calvinists are quite content to proclaim these points. The TULIP
acronym helps them remember exactly what they believe that disting-
uishes them from their rivals. But then along comes Sutton, with his
five-point model. “No, no,” the Calvinist criticscry. “His structure is
imposed onthe Bible!” So, let us consider Sutton’ sfive points, but in
adifferent order:

1. Total depravity/Ethics (man’'s)

2. Unconditional election/Oath (God's)

3. Limited atonement/Hierarchy (representation)
4. Irresistible grace/ Transcendence

5. Perseverance of the saints/Succession

To which the Calvinist criticsreply (if at al): “Oh. A structure. A
model. Five points. Hmmmm. Interesting. Yes, | see your point. In
fact, | seefive points. But. . . . But thisprovesnothing. Nothing!” The
fact that Sutton’s model precisely fits all five points of Calvinismis
dismissed as irrelevant. More than this: it is dismissed as proof that
Sutton’ smodel isjust too simple, just too universal, just too easy, just
too good to be true. It therefore cannot be true. The Calvinist critics
casually dismiss the huge theological benefit to them of the existence
of a rigoroudly tight fit between the two five-point models. What
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benefit? If Sutton’s model is based on the exegesis of specific biblical
texts, then the structure of the five points of Calvinism can be shown
to be covenantal. Thismakesthefive points of Calvinismstructurally
biblical, not just abstracts of five structurally digointed theological
conclusions.

Thereis no single text anywhere in the Bible that teaches the five
points of Calvinism. Calvinists know that their beloved five points
were derived from a number of different Bible texts, none connected
structurally to the others (they suppose), none exhibiting a self-con-
tained structure in itself (they suppose). The five points of Calvinism
are regarded by their defenders as a system — not one derived struc-
turaly from the texts, however, but deduced from many texts and
then imposed on theology as a whole. This theological imposition —
thistheologica “Procrustean bed” —is regarded aslegitimate by Cal-
vinists. Why? Because they readily admit that their five-point system
isnot derived from any biblical text. This obvious apologetic weak-
ness is regarded by them as Calvinism's pre-eminent strength!

Then | came along using Sutton’s discovery* and announced in
effect: “Look, brethren, hereit isat long last: an exegetical defense of
our beloved five points. The structure of Calvinism’ sfive-point model
really is derived from the structure of God's word &fter al. Before
Sutton, we had no proof of thiswonderful fact, but now we do.” Are
they happy? Of course not. They much prefer to admit that
Calvinism’ sfive points are not found in any particular text. Then they
insist that thisfact makestheir five points more reliable than Sutton’s
five points, which are found in many, many texts. It isavery strange
business, this movement called Calvinism.

Traditional covenant theologians defend a deduced theological
system that they claimis biblical, yet they are without a precise cov-

11. North, “Publisher’s Preface (1992),” That You May Prosper, 1992 edition, p. xvi.
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enant model. They deeply resent and resist Sutton’ sfusing of Calvin-
ism and the biblical covenant. Why? Two reasons. First, Sutton’'s
model proclaimsnot only predestination (point one), but ecclesiastical
hierarchy (point two), theonomy (point three), the Lord’s Supper as
an act of covenant renewal (point four), and postmillennialism (point
five). One or more of the final four doctrines will bring howls of
protest from amost any Calvinist defender of predestination, i.e.,
point one, God' s absolute sovereignty. Second, Sutton discovered it
first, and he was outside of academia at the time he discovered it.
“Not discovered here’ is the academician’s reason for automatically
rejecting any new idea or discovery.

The Four Points of Christian Reconstruction

Within the world of Calvinism has arisen an even more precise,
even more theologically rigorous subset: Christian Reconstruction.
TheReconstructionistsalso haveamodel that distinguishesthemfrom
everyone else. They are proud of it. It has four points:

1. Predestination'?

2. Theonomic ethics

3. Presuppositional apologetics (Van Til)
4. Postmillennialism®

12. Rejected by would-be Arminian Reconstructionists.

13. Rejected by premillennial and amillennial theonomists, who sharply distinguish
Christian Reconstruction from theonomy. There are very few of these peopl e, and none has
offered atheological defense of hissystem. See, for example, Peter Burden-Teh, “ Theono-
mic and Historic Premillennialism,” Calvinism Today (Jan. 1994), and my response,
“Eschatology and Social Theory,” Christianity and Society (April 1994). Address: P. O.
Box 1, Whitby, North Yorkshire, England.
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The two rival camps — Tyler and Vallecito — were agreed on all
four. But there is one additiona point: the doctrine of the covenant
itself, i.e., the five-point model. Where doesiit fit? It is point two ina
revised Reconstructionist outline.

1. Predestination/transcendence

2. Covenant/hierarchies: church,* State, family
3. Theonomy/ethics

4. Presuppositionalism/judgment

5. Postmillennialism/inheritance

The offensive point is point two: hierarchy. Among some Christian
Reconstructionists, arejection of the doctrine of the church’ sauthor-
ity iscommon. Some theonomists want independent churches. Some
want none, i.e., none with any judicial authority to excommunicate.
They seeclearly where Sutton’ sfive pointslead: toward ahierarchical
church authority that brings lawful judgmentsin history, just as John
Calvin insisted®™ (point two: hierarchy/representation). This also
impliesthat churches should offer frequent (weekly) communion, just
as John Calvin insisted™ (point four: oath/sanctions). It means em-
ploying young child communion, retarded member communion, and
Alzheimer’s victims communion as a means of covenant renewal

14. With the church as primary or central, not the family: the major point of conflict
between Tyler and Vallecito. See Appendix B: “Rushdoony on the Tithe: A Critique.”

15. Calvin did not like the word “hierarchy.” John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian
Religion (1559), IV:iv:4. But his doctrine of infant baptism rested on adoctrine of judicial
representation by parents. lbid., 1V:xvi:7, 17-20. He believed in a similar judicial
representation in church government. He defended the office of bishop if the bishop is
under the judicial authority of the assembly. That is, he defended episcopacy while
rejecting prelacy (rule by sovereign bishops). 1bid., 1V:xi:6.

16. Ibid., IV:xvii:44.
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(point four).*” This view of the Lord’'s Supper is not acceptable to
most Presbyterian Reconstructionists. They are quite content to
accept the five points of Calvinism plus four points of Christian
Reconstruction. They have not rushed to embrace Sutton’s thesis.
They arewilling to adopt theological models, but only so long asthese
models are not presented as biblically authoritative.

A Biblical Structurefor Biblical Theology

One of the problems | face in promoting the five-point covenant
model is this: its theologically conservative critics do not like the
thought that there isan authoritative model for theology that was dis-
covered thislatein church history. Thereisan innate suspicion among
Reformed theologians that theological innovations are generally
dangerous. | respect thisattitude, but only asaninitial presupposition.
| agree: major theological innovations should be considered guilty
until proven innocent. Even small innovations are suspect. The camel
of heresy has repeatedly pushed its way into the tent of orthodoxy
with small innovations. Nevertheless, each suggested innovation must
be examined in terms of the Bible. The church does discover new
biblical facts. There has been progress in church history. There has
been progressin the development of the confessions and creeds of the
church. The church does not still rely exclusively on the Apostles
Creed.

| have stated the case for the five-point model very strongly. | have

17. If young children are not allowed to take communi on because they do not understand
its theological ramifications, what about retarded adults and people suffering from
Alzheimer’s disease? But if the latter may lawfully take communion, on what basis are
young children excluded? Age? But what non-Baptist Calvinist church identifies age as
such as the legal boundary between participation and exclusion?

1722



Critics of the Five-Point Covenant Model

argued that it isamajor integrating themeinthe Bible. The five-point
model, | have argued, isthe integrating model for understanding cov-
enantal law and covenantal relationships. Therefore, to the extent that
the biblical theme of covenantalism is essential to some passage, the
judicial aspectsof one' sinterpretation of thispassage must beexplor-
ed initialy in terms of the five-point model. Not every passage in
Scripture is visibly covenantal, but alot more are covenanta than is
admitted by non-covenant theologians.

Thefact that non-covenant theologians should reject my sweeping
use of the five-point model is understandable. They refuse to accept
theideathat the covenant isamajor themein Scripture. What bothers
me is that so many professed defenders of covenant theology reject
the applicability of the five-point model beyond the Book of Deuter-
onomy. Meredith G. Kline, an early promoter of the Deuteronomy
model in his book, Treaty of the Great King (1963), ignores it with
respect to the New Covenant, the Decalogue, and a great deal more.
Not only do covenant theologians reject the five-point model, they
refuse to consider the evidence of its wide applicability in those texts
of Scripturethat Suttonexamined in hismonthly newsletter, Covenant
Renewal, 1987-1993. The critics are either unfamiliar with this
newdletter or pretend that it never existed.

That the five pointsfit Deuteronomy was not arevolutionary obser-
vation late in the twentieth century. What was rejected, and rejected
strongly, was any suggestion that the structure of Deuteronomy is
relevant for anything beyond Deuteronomy. | amshowing, commentary
by commentary, that the same five-point model that structures
Deuteronomy also structures the Pentateuch itself. The five books of
Moses, in their very arrangement, reflect the five points of the coven-
ant. When | say reflect, | mean governed by. This is another way of
saying that the Pentateuchal model is the archetype. Deuteronomy’s
structure is a subordinate application of this archetype. The same is
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true of the structure of Leviticus and Exodus.

It is not wrong to look for governing structures in the texts of the
Bible. It is not automatically heretical or ill-informed to announce the
discovery of atheme or structure in numerous texts. To discover and
expound such patterns is one of the tasks of the discipline known as
biblical theology. It istruethat | cannot go to aversein Scripture that
says:. “Lo, thoufindeth thefive-point model of Deuteronomy asointhe
structure of the five books of Moses.” Writing biblical theology is not
that easy. Try reading the works of Geerhardus Vosiif you doubt me.
But Vos was amaster of the Scriptures, and it is a serious mistake to
dismiss his methodology.”® Had the other Princeton theologians
understood what Vos was doing, and had they used his insights to
restructure their late-nineteenth-century version of Turretin's seven-
teenth-century Protestant Scholasticism,*® they might better have
resisted the forces of theological liberalism that captured Princeton
Seminary in 1929. Presbyterian liberals after 1875 used an imported
version of biblical theology — higher criticism — to undermine men’'s
confidence in traditional Calvinist orthodoxy.”

Then Came Fisher

Critics of the broad use of the five-point model now have a mgjor

18. A good introduction is Redemptive History and Biblical Interpretation: The Shorter
Writings of Geerhardus Vos, edited by Richard B. Gaffin (Phillipsburg, New Jersey:
Presbyterian and Reformed, 1980).

19. Hodge' s Systematic Theology (1871-73) was adopted by Princeton because by that
time, American students could no longer read Latin well enough to read Turretin.

20. Gary North, Crossed Fingers: How the Liberals Captured the Presbyterian Church
(Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1996), pp. 160-63.
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problem: Milton Fisher’s Foreword to the 1992 edition of That You
May Prosper. Dr. Fisher at the time was without doubt the most
thoroughly credentialed Bible-believing Old Testament scholar in the
United States, and probably anywhere. He received his Ph.D. in
Mediterranean studies from Brandeis University, written under the
legendary CyrusH. Gordon, and anM.A. from JohnsHopkinsinorien-
tal studies, completed under the equally legendary W. F. Albright. Dr.
Fisher wrote the following:

The book you now hold in your hand is doubtless the clearest expo-
sition of Bible-as-covenant (that is, Bible as meant to be understood)
that you' ve ever read. That’s because the author has spelled out in no
uncertain terms the implications of historic reformational covenant
theology in thelight of current scholarship. . . . Its commanding logic
demands your interaction with the flow of reasoning and its often
surprisingly fresh suggestions will prove a stimulus and assistance to
your formation of judgments of your own. . . . Freshinsightsinto God's
Word are sureto be gained, to say the least, through Sutton’s work. |
found it to be so, after nearly half a century of serious study and
teaching of the Bible. Thinking through this book will enable you to
focus upon and relate by covenantal principlescertain detail swhichyou
have ether overlooked or found puzzling. . . . So, arevived interest and
excitement in Bible study isan assured byproduct of reading this book.

When you read criticisms raised by “Deuteronomy only!” critics,
keep thisquestion in the back of your mind: “How did poor old Milton
Fisher get takeninso completely by suchamideading, overstated book
as Sutton's?’ Then ask yourself this question: “Or it is possible —
indeed, highly probable — that the critic, in this case at least, does not
know what he's talking about?’
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Sola Scriptura

Anyone who believes that the acids of modernity have not seeped
into the temple, let alone the gates of the city, need only consider the
implicit relativism of many who today present themselves as the
defenders of Sola Scriptura. They do exactly what the modernists did
in their capture of the mainline denominations in the early twentieth
century. Themodernistsalso dismissed all creeds, confessions, and bib-
lically derived models as convenient theories without binding
theological, judicial, or ecclesiastical authority. The modernists sought
to escape three things: the judicial authority of the churches, the
theological boundaries of orthodoxy, and negative church sanctions.
They were successful inthisattempt. They inherited the conservatives
theological and financial legacies, denomination by denomination.
(They did not, however, escape the sovereignty of God, Hisauthority,
Histheological standards, and Hiseternal sanctions. Aseach modernist
has crossed the biological boundary of death, he hasbeen disinherited.)

Consider the Calvinist. If Calvinism’sfive points are just one more
convenient but non-binding classification schemeamong many, inwhat
way are they theologically binding? Merely on the basis of personal
taste? To most people, al five of Calvinism's points taste rotten. If
theology is symphonic,? what if someone wants to hum a new tune?
What if the tune is really catchy? This is the question of theological
standards (point three).

If Calvinism's five points are not textually derived, and if their
“mere” theological status—their status asatheological model — makes
them institutionally non-binding, how can anyone logically justify the
establishment of a Calvinist church in terms of the five points? The

21. Vern S. Poythress, Symphonic Theology: The Validity of Multiple Perspectivesin
Theology (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan, 1987).
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guestion, “Are there more than five points?’ can far more easly
become: “Are there fewer than five points?’

What Calvinists need isatextually binding and theologically binding
structure. And now we have it. But Calvinists do not want it.

Rejecting The Evidence

Thereisinescapable evidencein Deuteronomy of afive-point struc-
ture.? This is my starting point for any discussion of Sutton’s five
points. | ask, not altogether rhetorically: “Well, Mr. Calvinist Critic,
which biblical book is structured in terms of the five points of Calvin-
ism? Also, Mr. Theonomist Critic, which biblical text reveals the four
points of Christian Reconstructionism?’ The answer to both questions
is none. Worse, the defenders of the “many theological models, but
none with any binding authority” thesis like it this way. It somehow
comforts them to know that what they believe with all their heartsin
actually only amental construct: a convenient but judicially disposable
theory, without a single book or text in the Bible that reveds its
outline. Conclusion: if Sutton had only the Book of Deuteronomy, he
would still be one book ahead of al of his critics except Meredith G.
Kline, who hasremained prudently mute on thethesisof That You May
Prosper, despite its appendix on his theology.?

Countering the Critics

22. Deuteronomy 1:1-5; 1:6-4:49; 5-26; 27-30; 31-34. Cf. Gary North, Inheritanceand
Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronomy, 2nd el ectronic edition (Harrison-
burg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [1999] 2003).

23. Appendix 7: “Meredith G. Kline: Yes and No.”
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In 1986, a year prior to the publication of That You May Prosper,
| decided to undermine the legitimacy of what | knew would become
the standard criticism of Sutton’ sthesis: “Deuteronomy only!” | hired
Sutton to write a monthly newdetter, Covenant Renewal. Each issue
discussed a specific biblical passage or text that is structured in terms
of the five-point model. Each newdletter was the equivalent of 18
double-spaced typed pages. Thefirst issue appeared in January, 1987.
Only in the spring of 1993 did he cease writing it on aregular basis
because of hisdutiesaspresident of Philadelphia T heological Seminary,
the seminary of the Reformed Episcopal Church.?* There were over
seventy issues of Sutton’s newsdletter, more than 1,200 double-spaced
typed pages of evidence. This effort cost ICE a great deal of money:
tens of thousands of dollars. Why did | CE go to thisexpense? Answer:
to remove forever the legitimacy of the “Deuteronomy only!”
argument.

The existence of Covenant Renewal has not silenced Sutton’ s many
“Deuteronomy only” critics, nor did | expect it to. But these critics
have systematically falled to mention the existence of Covenant
Renewal. This deliberate silence has fooled most of their victimized
followers, but it has aso condemned these critics before God (ninth
commandment: bearing false witness). This surely was worth ICE’s
money. (All of the issues are on-line at www.freebooks.com.)

My publishing strategy has now led to another kind of criticism. It
goes as follows: “Y es, Sutton’s model fits all kinds of passages. This
provesthat it cannot possibly be biblical. It isjust too convenient. It is
just too good to betrue. It istherefore an invention of man. The more
passages it fits, the more clearly it has to be a counterfeit.” | call this
the “one size can't fit all, unlessit is stretched out of shape” criticism,

24. Sutton will tell anyone that the academic approval of That You May Prosper is what
led to his presidency. He was awarded the Th.D. from the Central School of Religion in
England in 1988, and this led to his new job.
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also called the“too good to betrue” criticism. But it representsamajor
retreat from the “Deuteronomy only” criticism.

Thesecriticshave astrategy, onedescribed by Van Til inafine anal-
ogy. They stand in front of what they regard as a bottomless pit. Each
one holds a large shovel. “Throw any fact you like a us!” So we do.
One critic after another takes hisshovel and tossesthe most recent fact
over his shoulder into the pit. “Now throw us another. We dare you!
We double-dog dare you!” This can go on for years, as | hope to
prove. It is expensive to keep tossing the facts at them, but as the
defenders age, those shovelswill become increasingly heavy for them.
They will also find that their brighter disciples are decreasingly impres-
sed with this unproductive defensive strategy. The fact is, thereareno
bottomless pitsin life. Evenif there were, there is more to the defense
of a position than shoveling facts into a pit. Those who adopt this
strategy never moveforward. Their discipleseventually concludethere
ismoreto theology than bottomless pits, and moreto eschatology than
stationary shoveling. There is, in the final analysis, the Great
Commission.®

These critics never respond to specific presentations with specific
refutations; they just shovel each new fact over their collective shoul-
ders. Thisisregarded asfirst-rate scholarship by today’ s seminary fac-
ulties. Thisis why Christianity can be so easily dismissed by its critics
asthefaith of old women of both sexes. Christians are not taken ser-
iousy because most of them do not take ideas serioudy. Calvinists
always had one thing going for them within the Church International:
they were Protestantism’'s scholars. No longer. The academic neo-
evangelicals have replaced them. But these neo-evangelicals are def-
enders of theological mush — heavily footnoted mush. This leaves

25. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., The Greatness of the Great Commission: The Christian
Enterprisein a Fallen World (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1990).
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modern evangelical Protestantism asintellectually paralyzed aslsragl’s
army was before Goliath. But when Sutton, like David, arrived from
the pastoral hinterlandsbearing hisfive stones, thearmy’ sofficerswere
deeply resentful. They ill are.

It is not sufficient to be a defender if a battle goes on indefinitely.
The offense eventually wins. The longer the battle continues, the truer
the old dogan: “Thebest defenseisagood offense.” It doeslittle good
for acritic to rglect Sutton’sthesis unless he has a better oneto put in
itsplace. All the critics—the “Deuteronomy only!” criticsand the® One
size can't fit al!” critics— are united in this confession: “All theories
are equal, but one is more equal than others: our rejection of Sutton’s
five points.”

Theassumption of thecriticsisthat God hasno integrated covenan-
tal structure in His mind; at least, His revelation does not reveal such
a structure. God’s mind supposedly operates without an identifiable
pattern with respect to covenant theology: so the covenant theologians
insist. When Sutton presents many passages in the Bible that conform
to thefive-point model, the criticsautomatically dismisshisdiscoveries
as man-made “eisegesis’: reading a structure into the text. They are
insistent: “ Covenant theology hasno biblically authoritative structure!”
This, it should be pointed out, is exactly what myriads of critics of
covenant theology have maintained for about three centuries.

Biblical Analogical Reasoning

Thetheoretical questionisthis: If man’ smind isanalogousto God's,
thinking God'’ s thoughts after Him, then if man does not receive these
patterns from God’ s mind, how can man be said to be made in God's
image? If we cannot find intellectually and judicialy binding patterns
inthe Bible, how can we render judgment in terms of God'’ spriorities?
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Arewestuck with Barth’ sdialectical god: wholly concealed yet wholly
revealed? Or has God revealed Himself clearly to creatures who are
morally and judicially bound to speak His word in a creaturely but
covenantally faithful manner?

In 1978, Rushdoony wrote: “The canon or rule of life and faith is
either from God or from man. It iseither the canon of covenant law, or
it isthe canon of man’sword as law.” % A year later, he published an
essay denying the existence of any underlying master (humanist)
principle. He insisted: “The quest for a master principle is in essence
anti-Biblical and isdestructive of Christianity.”#’ It isworth noting that
he used afive-point argument in his attempt to prove this. Each of his
fivepointsconformsto one of the biblical covenant model’ sfive points,
afact Sutton noted in 1987.% Sutton’ scriticsface the dilemmaof every
covenant theologian who denies that God’'s covenant has a fixed
structure: without a structure, there can be no covenant.

If you do not have atheological model, you do not have aprinciple
of biblical interpretation: a hermeneutic. Christians need a hermen-
eutic. The question is: What should it be? Theological liberals have
one: “The Old Testament, but, above al, the Book of Leviticus, is
judicidly irrelevant.” The problem is, most evangelicals share this
opinion of the Old Testament, and especially of Leviticus.

The Substitution of Rhetoric for Evidence

26. R. J. Rushdoony, Infallibility: An Inescapable Concept (Vallecito, California: Ross
House, 1978), p. 26; Systematic Theology, p. 23.

27. Rushdoony, Necessity for Systematic Theology, p. 62; Systematic Theology, p. 108.

28. Ray R. Sutton, “ The Inescapability of aMaster Principle,” Covenant Renewal, | (June
1987). Rushdoony’s essay is titled, “ The Search for a Master Principle,” ch. 16.
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My arguments and evidence regarding the broad applicability of the
five-point Pentateuchal model are rarely commented on by critics
except indirectly. | would put it even more strongly: the specifics of
what | have written are never commented on; the blackout strategy is
inforce. Thosefew criticswho seemto understand what | have written
are universally unwilling to go into print with the specifics of their case
against my arguments, as well as Sutton’'s text-by-text evidence.
Instead, they resort to rhetoric, and miseading rhetoric at that.

Let usconsider arepresentative case of thisrhetorical strategy. Rev.
Andrew Sandlin, at thetime a Christian Reconstructionist, wtote of my
broad application of the Pentateuchal-covenantal model: “What is
objectionable about thisinsistenceisthat, like scholastic dispensation-
alism, five-point covenantalism when applied as a textual and theolo-
gical construct is not exegeticaly derived. To extrapolate from Deut-
eronomy’s patent covenantal structure to the view that Sutton's
version thereof ‘must serve as the necessary classification scheme for
all orthodox Christian theology’ is unwarrantable inasmuch asit is an
implicit denial of the reformation principle of Sola Scriptura. To the
Reformers Scripture itself is the ultimate authority; and when useful
biblical models we develop begin to supersede the Scriptures them-
selves* asthe necessary classification schemefor all orthodox Christian
theology,” wecomedangeroudy closeto acrypto-Catholicisminwhich
the word of man competes with and dominates the word of God.”#

| was the target of his rhetoric. He called my exposition on the
covenant an example of “overrefinement” and “confusion.”* When a
biblical scholar’ s exposition is not exegetically derived, is overrefined,
and is confused, it must be deeply flawed. The accuser presumably has

29. Andrew Sandlin, “Reservations on Tyler Reconstructionism,” Calvinism Today, Il
(April 1992), p. 23.

30. Ibid., p. 24.
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considerableevidenceto support hischarges. Unfortunately, inthecase
of the most vociferous of my critics, they never do. They insst; they do
not attempt to prove. They employ rhetoric; they do not offer evidence.

Sandlin also said that “North’'s insistence introduces sectarianism
into reconstruction.”*! He then compared me with militant fundamen-
talist Bob Jones Il —which | find amusing, but Bob Jones |11 would
not. (BJIll and | had a lengthy exchange of hogtile letters in the late
1970’ sregarding the definition of fundamentalism). Nevertheless, his
accusation regarding my concern about sectarianism was not off the
mark. | amindeed doing my best to make the five points of the biblical
covenant model adefining feature of Christian Reconstruction: specifi-
cally, point two of the five points (not just four) of Christian Recon-
struction. Once again, these five points are: (1) the absolute sover-
eignty of the Trinitarian Creator God (Calvinism-Augustinianism); (2)
the covenant itself, whichisgoverned by thefive points; (3) biblical law
(theonomy); (4) Van Til’ spresuppositional apologetic method; and (5)
postmillennialism. The earlier version — points 1, 3, 4, and 5 — was
what Rushdoony and | pioneered from 1973 on.** | have broken with
Rushdoony on his refusal to add point two: the covenant. My
explanation for his refusal to adopt it is this: he rgjects it because it
pointsdirectly to binding church hierarchy — the kind of authority that
Calvindefendedin Book IV of The Institutes.® Sandlin at thetimewas
in Rushdoony’s camp. He recognized what | am trying to do, but he

31 Ibid., p. 23.

32. | exclude Bahnsen here because Bahnsen has always argued that theonomy (biblical
law) is not connected theologically with postmillennialism. Rushdoony and | have argued
that the two are linked theologically. Since 1986, | have argued that point four of the cov-
enant model — sanctions — supplies this link: covenant-breakers will get weaker as God's
kingdom unfolds, while covenant-keepers will become more influential. Bahnsen called
himself atheonomist; herarely if ever described himself as a Christian Reconstructionist.

33. See Appendix B.
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misinterpreted my intent. | am not trying to sectarianize Christian
Reconstruction. | am trying to show that Rushdoony’s version of the
position — anti-church to the core and therefore anti-covenantal —was
deeply sectarian. | adhere to the traditional doctrine of the church and
the sacraments; he has forthrightly rejected both. | am therefore dis-
tancing myself from Rushdoony’ s sectarianism. Sandlin was unwilling
to acknowledge Rushdoony’s sectarianism, and he responded by
tarring me with that brush.

Thefact is, if the church at large never adopts either of our versions
of Christian Reconstruction, or some development thereof, both camps
will remain sectarian. Because | am a churchman, | can freely admit
this. Because Rushdoony wasn't, he could not. Sandlin announced:
“Reconstruction does not rest upon—and never hasrested on—eccles-
iastical polity.”* Thisisindeed true of Rushdoony’s version, which is
why it is sectarian. But if by polity Sandlin means participating in the
Lord’ sSupper asalocal church member under theauthority of elders,
then Reconstructionism doesindeed rest on ecclesiastical polity. Rush-
doony stopped taking the Lord's Supper for over two decades,; he
refused to join a local church for the same period.* This is what
separates my version of Christian Reconstruction from his.

Rhetorical Flourishes

Sandlin used very strong language to dismiss my position on the
covenant, athough | think “crypto-Catholicism” is choice, however
off-target. We right-wing Americans of the 1950's era used to use

34. Ibid., p. 24.

35. Gary North, Tithing and the Church (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics,
1994), ch. 10.
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“crypto-Communist” for similar rhetorical purposes. (Theliberasnever
used “crypto-fascist.” They just shouted “Y ou fascist!” and let it go at
that. They had no subtlety, no class.) But to say that alarge portion of
a Christian expositor’s life's work — not to mention his enormous
publishing expenses—isnot exegetically grounded isadirect challenge
either to his moral integrity or hisintellectual capability. He is either a
knave or an incompetent. While it is legitimate to make such a
challenge on occasion, since the academic evangelical world today is
filled aimost to overflowing with theological knavesand incompetents,
the accusation should always be supported by detailed, textually based
evidence. | recommend David Chilton’s book, Productive Christians
in an Age of Guilt-Manipulators, as a representative model of how
such a challenge should be presented. But thisis what my published
criticsnever offer. Thisiswhat annoys me. It leadsmeto do thingsthat
are considered unchristianin my day (though not Luther’ sand Calvin's
day, and surely not in Cromwell’ sday), such as calling attention to the
critics naked backsides. It is now Sandlin’s turn.

Sandlin was temporarily a theonomist of the Vallecito variety. |
single himout, not because | have anything against him personally, but
because he was the first writer | have come across who has been
willing to take me onin print regarding my broad use of the five-point
covenant model.*® Also, here was someone who employed rhetoric —
which | sincerely do appreciate — though unfortunately at the expense
of both logic and evidence. In a single passage, readers are terrorized
withtwo traditional bogeymen: dispensationalism(whichusesamodel)
and Catholicism (which also uses a model). Let me suggest another
traditional model: the five points of Calvinism. That model, surely, is
alot closer in structure to the five-point covenant model. Moreto the

36. My critics tend to avoid interacting with mein print. Perhaps they recognize the old,
pre-Internet rule: “Don’'t get into a public confrontation with someone who orders ink by
the barrel.”
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point, the five points of Calvinism are in fact an application in the area
of “theology proper” of the much broader five points of covenantalism.
Whatever objections Sandlin had against my broad use of the five
points of covenantalism should also be applied to the five points of
Calvinism.

While no Calvinist daresto say that the five points of Calvinismare
superior to Scripture, al of them say these five points are superior to
the five points of Arminianism, which is where they came from in the
first place. The Synod of Dort (1618-19) offered them in response to
Arminius five points. The Calvinist says to the Arminian, “My five
points are better than your five points.” | am indeed saying to the
world, “Sutton’ sfive points of the covenant are better — more exeget-
ically derived — than Calvinism’s five points.” The Pentateuch is not
structured in terms of the five points of Calvinism. Neither is Deuter-
onomy. Neither is Leviticus. Neither is Exodus.

Had Sandlin challenged me to defend my assertion regarding the
superiority of Sutton’s five points to the five points of Calvinism —
which are a subset of the covenant’s five points — | would have no
objection. That is what theological debate is all about. | would then
engage himin a printed debate. | launched this debate when | decided
to begin publishing Covenant Renewal months before That You May
Prosper appeared. The ICE spent a lot of money publishing Sutton’s
Covenant Renewal. My objection to Sandlin is that he used excessive
rhetoricin order to imply that | have advocated heretical nonsense, i.e.,
his suggestion that my recommended theological model supersedes
Scripture in the same way that dispensationalism’s model is assumed
by its adherents to do, or Catholicism's models. If | believed such a
thing about theological models, | would indeed be a Roman Catholic
in my hermeneutic. In short, he was not content to challenge me
regarding my detailed defense of the covenant’ sfive pointsagainst rival
classification schemes regarding structure of the biblical covenant and
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itsapplicationsin covenantal matters. He madeit sound asthough | am
opposed to Sola Scriptura. For rhetorical purposes, the man
deliberately misrepresented me.

At the most, his article was read by only a few hundred people. |
respond here only because his rhetorical flourishes are representative
of abroader classof contemporary would-betheological debate: verbal
assault without theological interaction.

Beforel reply indetail, | raisethefollowing pair of not-quite rhetor-
ical questions. First, are the creeds of the Christian church judicialy
binding as confessional models for church membership, i.e., member-
ship inacovenantal institution? Second, are confessional statements of
specific denominations judicially binding as confessional models for
ordination to the ministries of the church? If Sandlin says yes to both
guestions, thereby placing himself within the orthodox tradition of the
Christian church, his rhetorical assault on my broad use of Sutton’s
five-point backfires on him. He has now acknowledged that there can
be judicially binding statements of faith — theological models, to use
another word — that are under the authority of the Bible and over the
church. That is to say, these theological models are covenantally
binding. On the other hand, if he says no, he thereby places himself in
the antinomian camp, with its constant claim: “No creed but the Bible,
no law but love!” The logic of his own critique escaped Sandlin. This
is always the risk of adopting strong rhetoric.

| presumethat he affirmsthat the creeds and confessions are coven-
antally binding as ecclesiastical statements. But this is only the begin-
ning. A creed is a brief statement of persona faith. It begins with
credo, “I believe.” But are there examplesin the Bible of theologically
binding structures of belief that are more than accurate summaries of
certain theological conclusions? Put differently: Does the Bible itself
present structured summariesof correct belief —summarieswhosevery
structures govern the revelation of God in the Scriptures? Put differ-
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ently till: Are the very structures of certain biblical passages them-
selves binding as representative systems of belief? Finally, are theolo-
gical constructs sometimes actual biblical constructs?

Models: An Inescapable Concept

Sandlin implied that some systems of doctrine are autonomous cre-
ations of error-filled men who have sought to make these theological
constructssuperior to Scripture. This, hesaid, violatesthe Reformation
principle of Sola Scriptura. On this point, he was quite correct. To
which | reply: “So what? What has this traditional Protestant obser-
vation got to do with me?’ The only answer supported by hisarticle’'s
evidenceisthis: not athing. But hisrhetorical implication wasthat this
criticismof theological systems has everything to do with me. What he
implied, but refused to prove from my writings or my use of evidence,
isthat | have elevated the five-point covenant model above the Bible.
Hewrote: “To the Reformers Scripture itself isthe ultimate authority;,
and when useful biblical models we develop begin to supersede the
Scriptures themselves as ‘the necessary classification scheme for all
orthodox Christian theology’” —the quoted phrase is mine—"“we come
dangeroudly close to a crypto-Catholicism in which the word of man
competes with and dominates the word of God.”*” He said “we come
dangeroudly close”; what he means is “North comes dangeroudly
close”

He accepted the use of “useful biblical models.” Herejected the use
of modelsthat “supersede the Scriptures themselves.” | ask two ques-
tions. First, can there be useful biblical models that are not mandated
by the Scripture? | see no judicially binding usefulness in any theo-
logical model that is not mandated by the Scriptures. Some literary

37. Sandlin, “Reservations,” Calvinism Today, p. 23.
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model may be interesting or curious in a Vos-like sense, but in
discussing the covenant, we must limit ourselvesto judicially binding
models. Second, arethere theological modelsthat go beyond theream
of pragmatism — mere usefulness — to become judicialy binding on
men’ s consciences? | havein mind the doctrines of the Trinity and the
substitutionary atonement of Jesus Christ on Calvary. If so, then we
should describe these biblical models — not merely “useful biblical
models’ — as being inherent in the very revelation of the Bible. To
describe themin thisway isnot the same as saying that they “ supersede
the Scriptures themselves.” Their authority is equal to the Scriptures
because they are inseparable from the Scriptures. Or are the Jews
correct intheir insistence that the Trinity isaNew Testament addition
— a theological construct of men, one not grounded in God's
authoritative self-revelation?

| am arguing that inherent in the very structuring of God's self-
revelation in the texts of Scripture there are models. It is simply not
true that every model or structure that atheologian (or anyone else)
brings to the study of the Bible must always and inevitably be an
autonomously derived construct that he seeksto impose on the Bible.
Thereare constructsthat were from the beginning imposed by God on
the texts of Scripture. Thisis because it isimpossible for men to think
apart frommodels. We cannot know everything exhaustively —amajor
themein Van Til' s system. We cannot relate every fact in the universe
to every other fact. We therefore require accurate models in order to
integrate the limited knowledge we have. These models must “do
justice” — point four of the covenant model — to the facts. But where
should we obtain such theologically authoritative models? The answer
ought to be obvious: in the Bible.

It is our task to think God’s thought after Him as creatures. God
communicates to us as creatures, Hisrevelation is structured in terms
of modelsthat we can understand and employ in rendering theological
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judgments. For instance, God announced ten commandments, not
eleven or nine. Accurate theological models are themselves hiblically
structured revelations from God. These models can be grammatical,
theological, or symbolic. We cannot think apart from such structures.
Our minds were created to think thisway. The universe is also struc-
tured to match the structures of our minds. If this were not so, there
could not be modern science. The astounding structure we call mathe-
maticswould not coincide with the regularities of the external world.®

Thereisakind of conservative theological relativism that says, or at
least implicitly assumes, that all theological structuresarethe creations
of men’s minds; none is imbedded in the texts or the structure of the
Bible. This assumption is fatal to orthodoxy. It assumes man’'s
legitimate autonomy. It says, in good Kantian fashion, that thereisno
inherent order inthe “thing-in-itself” (inthiscase, the Bible), and even
if there were, man could not know this order directly. Thus, al of our
knowledge of the Bible is properly ordered by man’'s categorical
structure of thought. We bring order to the Bible. We bring different
orders. What we have here is symphonic theology. All tunes are equal
(but some are more equal than others).

This assumption of the non-ordered nature of both the Bible and
creationiswrong. Man can know the revelation of God covenantally,
and God holds each man eternally responsible for the proper though
subordinate understanding of it. This revelation is both general (the
universe) and special (theBible). TheBible' srevelation has precedence
over general revelation. Wearerequiredto structureour understanding
of general revelation in terms of the structure of biblical revelation.
Thisisthe meaning of Van Til’s presuppositionalism. Thisiswhy it is
rejected: it places our knowledge of reality under the authority of the

38. Eugene P. Wigner, “ The Unreasonabl e Effectiveness of Mathematics in the Natural
Sciences,” Communications on Pure and Applied Mathematics, X1l (1960), pp. 1-14.
Wigner won the Nobel Prize in physics.
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Bible. But if Van Til is correct, then we cannot avoid this conclusion:
the Bible provides integrating structures for human thought. Put
differently, it offersblueprints. These blueprintsgoverntheology. This
means that our theological models must be derived from the inherent
structure—models— of the Bibleitself. The only theological symphony
we are allowed to play isthe one provided by the Bible itself. We are
not to bring theological modelsto the Biblefromoutside the Bible. But
this means that we must go to the Bible in search of authoritative
models. Models are an inescapable concept. It is never a question of
models vs. no models. It is always a question of which models. This
should be obvious to any follower of Van Til.

With respect to the five-point covenant model, | say without any
reservation that this model — this structure — is far more visible in the
texts of the Bible than the Trinity is. Thisis not to say that it is more
important because it is more visible. Belief in the five-point model is
not on the same level as belief in the Trinity in terms of eternal conse-
guences. The structure of God' scovenantal relationshipsto manisnot
of the same consequence as God's eternal relationship with Himself:
the aseity of God. We need God; He does not need us. But | am saying
that in God’'s decision to reveal Himself to fallen man by means of
written revelation, God has seen fit to reveal the structure of His cov-
enantal relationship to maninthe actua structure of numeroustexts of
Scripture. He has not done this with equal clarity when revealing His
Trinitarian nature. | have seen attempts to find the Trinity in the
structure of Scripture. | have not been impressed, and neither have
most theologians through the ages.

| have not read thisfive-point structureinto Scripture. God put into
Scripture, and | am merely reading Scripture. In contrast, Sandlin has
read it out of Scripture. It isthere, but he refuses to admit this. Seeing,
he will not see.
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The Question of Exegesis

Sandlin misused his rhetorical giftsto suggest that my broad use of
the five-point covenant model is illegitimate because it is not exeget-
ically derived. He did not say that my exegesis is erroneous. That
would have required direct citations from my writings and specific
discussions of my errors. That would also have meant interacting with
me and with the Bible. Hislanguage can be interpreted asimplying that
| have not attempted to derive my conclusions from the Bible. He was
also very careful to avoid any mention of the (then) more than five
years of specific applications of this model presented in Sutton's
newdletter. He did not refer to my Preface to The Snai Strategy: The
Economics of the Ten Commandments, which shows that the Ten
Commandments are structured into two parallel setsof thefive points:
one priestly, the other kingly. He did not refer to my commentariesto
show that the Pentateuch is structured this way. | have been arguing
thissince 1987, beginning with my General Introduction in the revised
edition of The Dominion Covenant: Genesis. He told his readers that
my thesisis not exegetically derived, and then he remained silent about
my lengthy exegetical defenses of my thesis.

| should be used to this sort of rhetoric by now. | should be, but |
amnot. | cannot seemto get used to it. | amascholar and a Christian,
and thissort of thing is considered abreach of integrity in both worlds.
There is aso the question of the Ninth Commandment. We are not to
bear false witness. If you say that a Christian scholar has not rested his
case on the Bible, when he has said repeatedly that his system doesrest
on the Bible, you have amoral obligation to present some evidence. If
you do not have room to prove your case in one place, you (or some-
one reliable) should already have presented the case elsewhere. But
Sandlinrefused to do this. Heauthoritatively dismissed my work onthe
structure of the covenant as non-exegetical, and then went on to
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another topic: an attack on James Jordan. | have previously called this
approach to theological debate hit-and-run scholarship: you drive
over the targeted victim from behind and then speed away into the
night.

He announced, without offering any evidence, that the five-point
covenant model, if applied beyond Deuteronomy, is the theological
equivalent of dispensationalism and Catholicism because it is not exe-
getically based. Therefore, he implied rhetorically, defenders of the
covenant model implicitly assume that this model is superior to the
Bible. But such an assumption isadenial of Sola Scriptura. Sandlin’s
argument rests completely on an assumption: that my broad use of the
model is not exegetically based. His “proof” of this statement is his
refusal to acknowledge the existence of Covenant Renewal and every-
thing | have published on the five-point model.

My point from 1986 on — my blatantly obvious point — is not that
Sutton’s classification scheme is above Scripture. | am arguing two
very different things. First, and most important, Sutton’s proposed
model isinfact derived from the structure that was built into the Bible
by God — not above the Bible, but in the Bible. Deuteronomy reflects
it, not because only Deuteronomy reflectsit, but because Deuteronomy
reflects the Pentateuch, which is structured by the five-point model.
Second, and far lessimportant, | have argued that the five-point cov-
enant model isawholelot better, and awhole lot more exegetical, than
traditional Scholastic Calvinism's (i.e., Turretin's) loci.

If Sandlinisincapable of challenging me theologically on these two
points, he should keep his rhetorical flourishes to himself. Rhetoric is
not avalid substitute for theological disquisition and detailed, compre-
hensive exegesis. Not to put too fine apoint to it: one half of asingle
brief essay is not a valid substitute for a mgjor text in theology (That
You May Prosper), six years of newdetters, and a growing shelf of
Bible commentaries.

1743



Appendix J

Sandlin vs. Biblical Theology

Having said all this, let me make one last observation about the
professed concern of Sandlin regarding the supposed lack of exegetical
support for my broad application of the five-point model. What | have
argued, and what Sutton also argued, is that theology must be both
systematic and biblical, i.e., dogmatic and exegetical. Orthodox theol-
ogy must acknowledgethehistorical development of God’ srevelation,
Genesis to Revelation, as well as affirm the doctrinal constancy in
God'’ sprogressive revelation, which undergirded and shaped thisreve-
lation. Why must both be affirmed? Because man isan historical creat-
ure. Mankind developsin wisdom and knowledge, and thiswill contin-
uein eternity. God isinfinite; manisnot. Therefore, our knowledge of
God will grow for al eternity. Because | smultaneoudly defend the
ideaof fixed, unchangeable truth in the mind of God and theideaof the
finitude of man, | defend both systematic theology (fixed theological
categories) and hiblical theology (progressive revelation in the Bible).
Thereisequal ultimacy here: fixed truth inthe mind of God and God's
progressive revelation to mankind. Once the canon of Scripture was
closed, man's systematic theology could not remain absolutely fixed
because man’s knowledge of God cannot remain constant. Finite man
cannot comprehend — encompass — an infinite God. There has been
progress theologicaly in history precisely because the church has
moved forward to maturity.

Sandlin clearly distrusts biblical theology as a separate academic
discipline. He is far more enamored with Turretin’s Scholastic theo-
logical system than he is with modern biblical theology, which is more
closely tied to the exposition and exegesis of specific texts than post-
Turretin systematic theology has ever been. He defends Turretin and
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attacks biblical theology: “The shift from adogmatic and confessional
theology of Turretin’ ssort to apurely exegetical and biblical theology,
however, tends to result in heterodoxy. . . .”* What did he mean,
“purely exegetical”? He did not say. Is there something suspicious
about exegetical theology? Isn't his formal criticism of my use of the
five points the fact that my theology is not exegetical? Could it be that
his real objection to my use of the five-point Pentateuchal-covenantal
model has more to do with my rejection of Turretin’s system asajudi-
cialy binding model than with my supposed lack of exegetical evi-
dence?

Surely exegetical and biblical theology did not shift to heterodoxy
inthehandsof GeerhardusV os. Furthermore, historically speaking, the
Princetonians defense of their only dightly modified Turretinian
theology collapsed under the weight of Kant, Darwin, and modernism
early in the twentieth century, if not before. Van Til was correct: the
Princetonians’ attempt to tie Calvinism to rationalism—in Princeton’s
case, Scottish common sense rationalism — was doomed to failure, as
areall attemptsto unite Jerusalem and Athens. The categories (loci) of
Turretin's covenant theology were established in response the
categoriesof Roman Catholic Scholasticism, not intermsof theBible's
actual covenant structure. They could not survive the collapse of
Catholic Scholasticism. In fact, they collapsed first.** By “collapsed,”
| do not mean that they became incorrect. | mean that they became
irrelevant to the culture around them, including the American
Presbyterian Church itsdlf. This is the fate of every theological con-
struct grounded in man's logical categories rather than in explicitly

39. Andrew Sandlin, “Review of Institutes of Elenctic Theology, by Francis Turretin,”
Christianity and Society, IV (April 1994), p. 30. Thisis the re-named Calvinism Today.

40. | would date the beginning of the collapse of Rome’ s Scholasticism with Pope John
XX (1958-1963); the demolition was completed by his successor, Paul VI.
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biblical categories.

What Sutton and | have argued is that biblical theology should be
governed by biblically revealed theological categories. Only the Bible
is smultaneously unchanging and relevant to history. Therefore, only
the Bible’'s categories are reliable as fixed theological standards to
govern the exegetical insights derived from biblical theology. Biblical
theol ogy should always be structured by biblical categories. Thefive-
point covenant model is by far the most comprehensive biblical struc-
ture, for it issimultaneoudly creational, judicial, and eschatological. It,
not Protestant Scholasticism’s seven loci, should govern the presen-
tation of the Trinity, the atonement, and other explicitly revelational
concepts. Inthetask of providing ajudicial framework to biblical theo-
logy, the five points of the covenant have far greater Scriptural author-
ity than Scholastic Calvinism’'s seven loci. The five points are actually
found inthetextsof Scripture. The Scholastic loci arefound only inthe
minds of theologians. This does not maketheloci incorrect, but it does
make them less reliable, long term, than the covenant’ s five points, in
developing a covenant theology. The seven loci are mental constructs
that are derived from passages in Scripture, but they are never found
as aunit in Scripture. The seven loci are the imposition of alogically
contrived structure over the texts of Scripture, not a structure present
in the texts themselves.

What | perceived in 1994, after | had read Sandlin’s 1994 defense
of Turretin, is that his 1992 public criticism regarding my supposed
lack of exegesis may have been more rhetorically motivated than | had
suspected. | am calling for the adoption of a Bible-revealed structure
to govern hiblical theology. Sandlin did not really want biblical theo-
logy at al. Hedid not trust it. He wanted good, old fashioned, rational-
istic, seventeenth-century Calvinism. Towhich | respond: “We' vebeen
down that road already. It leadsto a dead end.”

Without both biblical theology and systematic theology, we will not
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recover lost ground. Both must be developed in terms of the Bible.
Biblical theology must always be governed by the terms of systematic
theology inorder to keep biblical theologiansfromflying into the“wild
blue yonder” through unrestrained interpretive maximalism. But the
governing categories of systematic theology should not be the cate-
goriesof seventeenth-century Protestant Scholasticism. Thecategories
of systematic theology must be explicitly biblical, including the actual
structure of thetexts. Thereiscircularity here, but of a biblical kind.*

Inany case, the Sandlin of 1992 isno more. A year after he went off
the payroll of Chalcedon, in December, 2002, he publicly cast off the
restrictive shackles of the Christian Reconstruction movement (CRM).
He wrote a farewell piece for the Razormouth site: “Saying goodbye
to Christian Reconstructionism.” He wrote: “So, | say farewell to the
CRM, and my spirit isnot * Good riddance,” but rather, ‘ Thanksfor the
memories.””** But this was not enough to satisfy him. One year later,
on December 16, 2003, he posted an essay on Razormouth. He criti-
cized John MacArthur’'s statement that the central doctrine of the
gospel is salvation by faith aone. No, no, no, said Sandlin. “The main
issue of the New Testament is not justification by faith alone (vita
though it is) but rather, as Oscar Cullmann demonstrates, the Lordship
of therisen, ruling Savior, Jesus of Nazareth. MacArthur’ sview, under
the sincere attempt to preserve a gracious soteriology, truncates the

41. On biblical circular reasoning, see Cornelius Van Til, A Survey of Christian Epis-
temology, volume 11 of In Defense of Biblical Christianity (Den Dulk Foundation, 1969),
p. 12.

42. P. Andrew Sandlin, “ Saying Goodbye to Christian Reconstructionism,” Razor-
mouth (Dec. 10, 2002). The site has removed most of its articles. It is now posted here:

http://www.garynorth.com/SandlinFarewell.pdf
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Biblical picture of thework of Christ.”* Oscar Cullmann?Oscar Cull-

L utheran theologian who spent hiscareer inthe ecumenical movement.
The World Council of Churches issued this obituary in 1999:

Everything marked Cullmann out for ecumenical commitment; hecame
from Strasbourg, the city of the Reformation figure Martin Bucer, he
was bilingual and he was passionate about the “essence’ of the
Christian faith. He became involved in interconfessional talks as early
as the 1920s. Without repudiating his L utheran background, he taught
for many years at the Reformed Faculty in Basle. After the Second
World War his teaching activities extended to Paris and Rome. The
timespent at theWaldensian Faculty in Rome gave himthe opportunity
to make many Roman Catholic contacts. His uncomplicated, salvation
history-oriented theology was also well-received in Rome. His book
“Peter — Disciple, Apostle, Martyr” (1952) paved the way for an
objective discussion on a sensitive subject in reations between the
confessions. At a time when contacts at the highest level were unusual,
hewas received by the Popes Pius X11, John X XI11, and aboveall, Paul
V1. Karl Barth used to say teasingly, “ Oscar, on your gravestoneit will
say ‘‘Herelies the adviser to three Popes’”. Tease he might, but years
later, when times had changed, Barth himsdf made a high-profile visit
to Rome. Cullmannwas personally invited as an observer to the Second
Vatican Council and his voice was heeded by many. His conversations
with Paul VI gave rise to the plan for an ecumenical institute in
Jerusalem.*

He was the twentieth-century neo-orthodox theologian (1902—1999)

43. Sandlin, “The Biblical Perspective on Paul.” Thisis now posted on Sandlin’s site:
http://www.christiancul ture.com/cgi-local /npublisher/viewnews.cgi ?category=3& id=107
1562873 Or go to http://snipurl.com/cullmann

44, http://www.wcc-coe.org/wed/ news/ press/99/03pre.html
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of whom Cornelius Van Til warned in 1970:

If evangdlical Christianstakea second look at Cullmann, they will see
that heworksin thelineof Bultmann and of Barth rather thanintheline
of Luther and Calvin. Cullmann has in common with both Bultmann
and Barth, the assumption of human autonomy as it has found its
modern expression in Kant. This assumption of human autonomy
resultsin an absol ute dualism between theworld of scienceastheworld
of abstract impersonal law, and the world of faith as the world of
wholly unknown and wholly non-rational forces. This second world is
called the world of the noumenal by Kant and the world of person-to-
person confrontation by his theological followers. By the powers of
sheer postulation and assertion the second world is then placed above
the first. The meeting point of the two worlds is called the Christ.
Somehow this Christ is supposed to be moreintelligible than the Christ
of Chalcedon!® . . .

A recently written article on The Relevance of Redemptive History
gives some evangdical Christians occasion to remark that Cullmannis
now, more obviously than before, on the side of the Evangdlicalsin the
Great Debate Today. However, theframework of Cullmann’s thinking
remainsthesamethroughout hiswritings. Itisbecauseof hisessentially
post-Kantian framework of thought that Cullmann finds it possible to
be as “ecumenical” as he is. His sympathy with Roman Catholic
thinking springs from the fact that in it, as well as in his own post-
Kantian views, theideas of human autonomy, of abstract logic, and of
brute contingent factuality, have a controlling place.*®

To add insult to injury, in Sandlin’s December 22 posting, “Biblio-

45. Cornelius Van Til, The Great Debate Today (Nutley, New Jersey: Presbyterian and
Reformed, 1970), pp. 39-40.

46. 1bid., pp. 41-42.
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phile’'sY ear-End Top Ten Favorite Books Read in 2003,” we find this
at the top of the (alphabetical) list: “Barth, Karl. Evangelical Theol-
ogy: An Introduction.” | ask: What in the name of orthodoxy has any-
thing written by Karl Barth contributed to Sandlin’s thinking? Has he
not read and understood Van Til’s The New Modernism (1947) or
Christianity and Barthianism (1962)? This book recommendation
came from a man who had written one year earlier, “1’ve been identi-
fied by some on the left and even some on the right as R. J. Rush-
doony’sintellectual (if not institutional) heir, but | neither deserve nor
desirethat mantle.”*” Not quite: the left-right sourcesthat helinked to
did not mention hisintellectual heirship. They noted — inaccurately —
that he was the head of Chalcedon. He was not. Still, just like Julius
Caesar in Shakespeare's play, he refused the crown, even though
(unlike Caesar) only he offered it. Given where he has headed since
then, | think this was wise.

Conclusion

The Book of Deuteronomy is structured in terms of a five-point
model. Meridith Kline's Treaty of the Great King (1963) makes this
clear. But this same five-point biblical structure is visible in far more
passages in the Book of Leviticus than in Deuteronomy. Not only is
Leviticus structured in terms of the covenant model, the five-point
structure appears again and again in its subsections.”® So, those critics
who say “Deuteronomy only!” have another large problem to add to
their Exodus problem: the Leviticus problem. Thiswill not faze them,

47. Sandlin, “Saying goodbye to Christian Reconstructionism.”

48. James Jordan, Covenant Sequencein Leviticus (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian
Economics, 1989).
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of course. They will still carry on about the non-existence of this five-
point pattern except in Deuteronomy. But anyone who has read this
commentary, plus Tools of Dominion and The Snai Srategy, will
expect more proof than the repeated assurances of critics who stead-
fastly refuse to comment on anything that Sutton and | have written
since 1987, or onwhat Gary DeMar*® and George Grant* wrotein the
Biblical Blueprints series, or on what Ken Gentry wrotein 1990 in The
Greatness of the Great Commission, which is structured by the five-
point model.

Rhetoric is not a legitimate substitute for textua analysis, and the
“Deuteronomy only!” critics have offered nothing so far except rhet-
oric. They do not respond to the evidence. Their pit isfilling up. | con-
clude that it is now up to the “it’s too good to be true, because we
seem to find it everywhere’ critics to defend the camp of traditional
covenant theology against acovenant theology withatextually derived
structure. If there is one thing that traditional covenant theologians
cannot tolerate it is atextually derived theological structure.

| have said it before, and | shall say it again: the voca critics of
Christian Reconstruction have a moral obligation to produce detailed
Bible commentariesthat show why mineareincorrect. These commen-
taries must also demonstrate what is correct, both theologicaly and in
terms of applying the Bible to the modern world. The critics no doubt
prefer to confine their efforts to aan occasional negative book review
in some small-circulation magazine, but such protests are not
substitutesfor the hard and expensivework of producing commentaries
and comprehensive treatises built on commentaries. A three-page

49. Gary DeMar, Ruler of the Nations (Ft. Worth:, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), which
is structured by the five-point model..

50. George Grant, The Changing of the Guard (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987),
which is structured by the five-point model.
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negative review is little more than awail: “1 just don't like this, and
neither should anybody else!” Wailing against God’ slaw in the face of
an encroaching humanist civilization is an exercise in futility. Without
an explicitly biblical alternative to God’ slaw, such wailing constitutes
asurrender to humanism.

What | say hereabout the critics of Christian Reconstruction applies
equally well to those Reconstructionists who deny the five-point cov-
enant model. Thefour pointsof Christian Reconstruction are not found
in any passage in Scripture. The five points are. Repeatedly.

End of Commentary
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pig valve, 1616
Theonomy, 1394
Balaam, 298
Ballou, Adin, 1536
ban, 159n, 1311, 1366, 1403
Banfidd, Edward, 772—73
bankruptcy laws, 81
baptism
atonement &, 135-36
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bishops (medieval), 1530 bond, 522, 541, 1061-62, 1157
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penalty, 925-27 security, 1152
pluralism, 861-65, 927, 929, two kinds, 1144, 1146-47,

942 1149-50, 1152
polytheism, 928 under adliens, 1216-18
restitution, 927 wages, 1151-53, 1216
treason against God, 86162 boot camp, 6, 14

blemish (sacrifices), 50 Borlaug, Norman, 1666

1785



I ndex

bottomless pit, 1725-26 cultural, 399-403

boxing, 184 death, 430-31, 902
boundaries deception (neutrality), 376
Achan, 1402 defensive, 637
Adam, 264, 1590 denial of, 407
alien ground, 5 dietary laws, 891-92

altar, 174, 852, 856

animals, 726, 736

Ark of the Covenant, 429-30,
1327

authority, 645

behavior, 1238

blood, 721-29

blueprints, 622

bondservice, 114647

boxing ring, 184

Boundaries and Dominion, X,
XH=Xi11, XXXIV—=XXXV

Calvary, 130-32
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church, 1460-61
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covenantal, 284

Creator/creature, 3-5

1786

discontinuity, 289

double tithe, 33940

economic (Israd), 56

exclusion, 558-59, 562—63,
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God' s name, 777-78, 83940

grace, 267

guardians, 43, 294

heart, 394

heaven/history, 307
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oath, 336-37, 542, 571-72

priest (wine), 384
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Canaan
boundary, 761, 1247
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quarantine, 428

righteous poor, 1126

Rushdoony on, 485-86

social insurance, 1123

standards, 515-16

State &, 516

subsidy to evil, 485-86

tithe & , 1468

unconditional, 495-5-1
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Chrysostom, 1525
circular reasoning, 1639
circumcision
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incorporation, 758
holiness, 754

inheritance, 754, 885, 897
meaning, 846

oath sign, 154

Passover &, 1147
priestly, 1440
regeneration, 721
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sustaining, 1233

weather, 1244

common law, 39, 347, 427,

1486, 1594, 1600, 16047,
1610

commercial spirit, 1526



communalism, 200
communion meal, 269
Communism, 244-45, 1544-46
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conscience, 1132, 1239
conspiracy theory, 1708-9
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confessional, 1612

conflict, 445, 447
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covenant renewal

contractualismvs., 194, 205,
693-95

church, 156

ethics, 42

Lord's Supper, 113, 1438
peace offering, 108-9
progressive, 156

public acts, 187, 188n
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leaven as evil, 1513

mantra, 1713

political pluralismvs., 359
rival categories, 195
Rushdoony abandoned, 1484
davery, 1205

systematic theology vs., 1714
textually derived, 1748
theocratic republicanism (OT),
186

Turretin, 1742

covenantalism

Bible passages, 1720
blood, 1614-15

1797

creation, 1697-98
forbidden treg, 279-80
hermeneutic, 111
judicial ideal, 687
Malthusianism vs., Appendix
H
national, 190
social theory, 532-35
State unfettered, 230
creation ordinance, 1638
creationism, 535, 621
Creator/creature distinction,
3-5, 309
credit, 1128
creeds, 118, 227, 1582, 1719,
1723,1734
crime, 468
criminals
adoption, 1169
citizenship, 116364
jubilee, 1164
lifetime servitude, 1158
price of, 1156, 1158
davery, 1155
Cromwell, Oliver, 1412-13
crop rotation, 747
cross-boundary laws
list, 1386-88
New Covenant, 438, 1370,
1373
Nineveh, 1233
population growth, 1269



I ndex

warfare, 1079
Crossman, Richard, 845n
crucifixion, 262
Cullmann, Oscar, 1744-46
cults, 820
cultural evolution, 29-30
culture, 30, 324, 402, 1108-10
curses

assault, 571, 577

Cain, 461

ground, 28586, 742-43

leprosy, 41011

Darwin, Charles, 1648-49,
1378
Darwinism, 58n, 194
Dathan, 638
daughters, 724
David, 725, 935, 1159-60, 1405
day of atonement, 382, 98790,
995
day of reckoning, 66
deaf, 544, 571-72, 57677
death, 7-8, 49-50, 420, 422,
932, 1311, 1315
debt
avoidance, 551
bankruptcy, 81
business, 1039
cancdlation, 961
charitable, 1091 (see
charitable loans)
collateral, 967, 1039, 1144~
46

1798

communal, 1091, 1099-1100
deferred, 546
division of labor, 550, 575
employers or employee, 545,
548-52
forgiveness, 64, 70-71, 945
hermits, 551
hierarchical, 6367
huge, 52
inescapable concept, 548-52
jubilee, 945
kinsman-redeemer, 1091-96
limits (temporal), 1148
mercy, 70-71
prison, 546
release, 966
sabbath year, 960-61
servitude, 1217
stewardship, 6566
threat of, 96667
to God, 546, 550
trespass, 11
walled cities, 1100-1
decadence, 940
deception, 335-36
Decretists, 1576
deep ecology, 590, 1025n
deflation, 1137
deism, 315
Ddian League, 1569-70
democracy, 171, 655
demographics, 1002-11
dependence, 527-28
depravity, 52, 256



design, 195
Deuteronomy
inheritance, xlvi
five points, 1720, 1724, 1747
“only,” 1722, 1725, 174748
point five, xlvi
devotion
adoption, 1313-14
hormah, 1310
holiness, 1365
land, 1349
sanctification vs., 1311-13,
1315
dave, 1309
vow, 1311
Dewey, John, 1633
diaconate, 1392
diamonds, 819n
diaspora, 457
Dicey, A. V., 688, 1604-5
dietary laws
Abraham, 887, 893
annulment, 893
blood, 286
boundaries, 891-92, 1381
covenantal separation, 887—
89
cultural break, 887
Esther, 889
Great Commission, 895
health, 895
Jesus, 892
jubilee laws &, 892
land laws, 445, 886, 891

Index

1799

meats, 286

nature/grace, 286-87
Noah, 886

Passover &, 890
Rushdoony, 894-96, 1422
separation, 886-95
temporary, 891-93
vegetables, 286
wilderness, 890-91

discontinuity

actions, 1599

Canaan, 446, 754

Egypt, 446

judicial, 716-17
hermeneutic, 1394, 1397-98
rapture, 1492-95

sacrifice, 243-55

theology, xxix

unleaven, 87, 1034

discrimination, 558-61, 1386
disinheritance

Christians, 876

corporate, 151
covenant-breakers, 865
covenantal death, 420, 1315
excommunication, 918, 1440
Isradl, 108990

land, 1024

lessee, 1353

mankind, 150

means (3), 1315

rebdlious sons, 1349
sacrilege, 1408

dispensationalism



I ndex

abortion, XxXXi—xxxiii
dilemma, xxvii—xxxiv
kingdom, 133-35
leaven, 132m 149192
rapture, 123, 128, 134, 1492—
96, 1499
short books, xi
social ethics, xxix
social theory, xlii
divineright, 1435, 1445, 1454,
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wefare, 257-58
economists, 77
economy, 480, 622
Eden, 484, 1007
Edershem, Alfred, 91
Edsd, 1043n
education, 490, 615
Edward VII, 213-16
egalitarianism, 1011-15, 1117—-
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emigration, 815-16, 1008, 1180,
1182, 1284

empire, 455, 987

enclosure movement, 712-13
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bottom-up, 542
chain of command, 309, 311
competition, 991-92
courts, 694, 697
covenantal, 67-68, 147, 309
debt, 63-67
denia, 311

Index

1811

Exodus, xli
gleaning, 494-95
God' s authority, 429-30
governments, 825
grace, 990-91
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hermeneutic, 1703
seventeenth century, 1707
successive forgeries, 1702
unity vs. diversity, 1704
highways, 675n
Hill, P. J., 823
Hinduism, 307
Hirsch, Fred, 1276
Hirsch, Samson R., 85n, 99,
418,
770, 1355
history, 288, 307, 1286



Hitler, Adolph, 316n, 375n
Hobbes, Thomas, 199
Hodge, A. A., 1698
Hodge, Charles, 1194, 1698
Hoehner, Harold, 123
holiness
boundaries, xliv=xlv, 1
circumcision, 754
conquest, 1031-32
degrees, 294-95
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jubilee, 1031, 1034, 1017
land, 472
leaven, 106
legal, 1471
Levites, 1487
Leviticus, 7
marriage, 1
meal, 472
national, 881
priestly, 7-9, 294, 1325
Promised Land, 1031-32
righteousness, 611
sacrifice &, 42-43
separation, 437, 720, 880
social, 1471
walk (Jerusalem), 14-15
wine &, 388
withdrawal, 2
worship, xliv

I ndex

1812

holy army, 1314, 14034
holy commonweslth, 171, 828
holy grail, 281
Holy Land, 656-57
holy of holies, 177, 282, 295
Holy Spirit, 354
holy things, 265, 324-25
holy war, 160, 1080n, 1102,
1105, 1158-61, 1165, 1314,
1400-6
homes, 412-16, 418,
1096-1110
homosexuality, xviii—xix, xxiii,
21920
honey, 87, 105
Hoover, J. Edgar, 208n, 209
Hopedale community, 1536
hormah, 158-59, 1310, 1365,
14034, 1415
Horowitz, George, 457-58
horses, 14
House, H. Wayne, xxx
houses (see homes)
Huyghe, Patrick, 30-31
human rights, 678-79, 700
human sacrifice, 1557
humanism
authority, 4
autonomy, 179
closed system, 307-8
cosmic impersonalism, 179
dualism, 313
ethics, 206
hdl &, 1206



intolerance, 871-72
pietist alliance, 191
Renaissance, 199-200
war with, 97
Humanist Manifesto |1, 313
hunger, 1269-71, 1685
Hunt, Dave, xxvii
Hutt, W. H., 57n
hybrids, 737-38, 1619
hymns, 3
hypnotism, 673n

I, Pencil, 137-38

ice cube analogy, 1606—7

Ice, Thomas, xxx

| dentity Movement, 1613-14

idols, 1

illegitimacy (see bastardy)

immigration, 817, 1110, 1023

imperialism, 697

impersonalism, 179, 198, 223

impurity, 7

imputation, 136, 1045, 1048,
1050

incense, 47

inclusion, 562, 568, 1370, 1377

income, 1049-51, 1064

index number, 798

India, 1665, 1685

individualism
atomism, 189-93
Enlightenment, 230
epistemology, 147
microeconomics, 534

Index

1813

Renaissance, 200
right-wing Enlightenment,
2034
palitical theory, 2001
social theory, 532
Industrial Revolution, 70510
inequality, 590, 594, 613, 615,
1017-18, 1034
inescapable concepts
boundaries,, 53, 60
casuistry, 1597
covenant modd, 194
hierarchy, 991
intolerance, 869—73
leaven, 1515
master principle, 1728
modds, 1735-38
sacramentalism, 1452
sacrifice, 41
stewardship, 57
davery, 1205
infant mortality, 603
information, 810, 1282
informers, 1168n
inheritance
adoption, 950
baptism, 742
church, 1489
circumcision, 754, 885, 897
Christians, 131
collateral, 1145
conquest, 997
corporate execution, 1089
covenantal, 885



daughters, 724

Deuteronomy, xlvi

Egypt, 727

enforcement, 1241

entail, 1026

eschatological, 1284-85

foreigners, 1003

freemen, 1150-51, 1196,
1241

immigrants, 1032

Israd, 724, 950

jubilee, 1101

land, 906, 102425, 1089,
128489

laws, 906—7

Levites, 907

loss of, 450

New Covenant, 728

priesthood, 907, 1346-53

priesthood s land, 1385

primogeniture, 1026, 1183

reparation offering, liii

I ndex

innovation, 708-10
intdlectuals, 245-46
intercession, 353-54
Intercollegiate Socialist Society,
1537n
interdependence, 52728
interest
bonds &, 1068
commercial loans, 1138
definition, 548
forfeited, 56566
prohibited, 1119
rent &, 1060-66
time &, 1048, 106364,
1223,
1135-36
universal category, 1136
wages, 54748
internationalism, 697-98
interposition, 168-69
interrogation, 337
intolerance, 869—73

rest, 999 intuition, 802—7, 1598-99
sacrifice, 263 inventory (promises), 522, 527
sanctuary, 1145 invisible hand, 536
seed laws, 1380 Irag, 486n
separation &, 880-900 Isaac, 400
Shiloh, 720 Islam, 126n, 930n
daves, 1175 Israd
universal, 1065 angd of death, 160
walled cities, 1101-2 army, 15, 159-60
initiation, 319 bankrupt, 70
injustice, 8002, 816 boot camp, 6, 14

inner cities, 502 boundaries, 5-6, 294-95,

1814



897, 925, 948, 987, 1368
calendars, 986
circumcision, 459
commerce, 23-26
confessional unity, 19, 1285,

1620
covenantal status, 907
disinheritance, 950
Eden, 6
emigration, 1008, 1180, 1182
execution, 1090
empire, 987
final purging, 776
garden of Eden, 6
genaocide, 442
headquarters, 6
holiness, 1020, 1368
home base, 1026
inheritance, 724
interbreeding, 1620
limits, 1284-85
lost tribes, 1613-14
marching, 17
modern, 971
people, 186
“primitive,” XXV—Xxvi
sanctified, 178
sanctioning agent, 160
sanctuary, 816-17
separation, 723
State of, 971-72, 1351
theocratic republic, 170-71,

186
tribes, 1617

Index

1815

urbanization, 22, 24, 37-38,

1006-7, 1010

Jacob, 85, 1618
Jaeger, Werner, 1562
Japanese pottery, 30
jealousy, 788
jealousy ordeal, 85
Jenner, Edward, 1646
Jephthah, 1313-16
Jeremiah, 957n, 1077

Jericho, 159-60, 757, 763, 1404

Jeroboam, 1408-10, 1444
Jerusalem, 24, 266, 1368-69
Jesuits, 1530-31

Jesus

abolitionist, 1022, 1167-70,

1198
adoption, 116669
ascension, 124, 286-87
atonement, 135
blemish-freg, 51, 55
debts paid, 6869
defense costs, 354
dietary laws, 892
divorce, 1398
family, 157, 1424
fig tree, 76667
high priest, 430-31, 729,
1202, 139192, 1410,
1472-73
inheritance, 748
Israd’ s boundaries, 893
jubilee, 501, 1186



judge, 460
kingdom, 1349-50
kinsman-redeemer, 71, 589
lamb, 51
legal substitute, 1512
liberation, 1198, 1202
liberator, 36
lordship, 1169
ministry, 765
not guilty, 659
parable of the talents, 1463
Passover lamb, 766
peace, 1313
perfect humanity, 4
priesthood, 300
prophet, 962
resurrection, 124, 430
sacrifice, 55, 356, 852-53
second Adam, 1410
spew, 441, 443
witness, 443
Jethro, 633, 63840
Jim Crow laws, 1635
Joab, 660
jobs, viii
Johnson, Lyndon, 163031
Jonah, 6-7, 158, 168, 646
Jonathan, 168, 650
Jordan, James
biblical law, 719
clothing, 740n
congregation defined, 165
five sections, 44
grace, 11

I ndex

1816

kingdom grant, 11

Paul’ s conversion, 1351
priestly nation, 1400

vows, 1307-8

while burnt offering, 49-50

Joseph, 1200

Josephus, 776
Joshua, xliv, 996-97

Josiah, 863
jubilee, 296

aliens, 950, 951

annulled, 501, 508, 1186-89,
1204

atonement, 1030

bondservice, 114243, 1151

bribery, 1358

capitalization (wages), 1151—
53

citizenship, 987

civil caendar, 987

coherent, 949

conquest, 489, 99697, 1002

conspiracy, 1339

corporate law, 1241

covenhants, 948

criminals, 1089n, 1154-56,
1164

crucifixion, 1168

culturally defensive, 1109

debt limits, 946, 1148

debt repudiation, 945

demographics, 1002-11

dietary laws, 892

egalitarianism, 1011-15,



1117-18

emigration, 948, 1008

empire, 987

enforcement, 1058-60, 1068,
1178, 1241

farm size, 21

final year, 1168

foreigners, 1003

freemanship, 1201, 1213,
1241

fulfilled, 972—73, 1011-22,
1186

fundamental principle, 1015—
17

genocide, 946, 979, 998-999

gleaning, 495

God's ownership, 984

grace, 1244

holiness, 949-50, 1017, 1031,
1034

inequality, 1034

inheritance &, 987, 1002-3,
1161

judicial context, 946

kinsman-redeemer, 1114

land laws, 482, 945, 1382

leasehold, 955-56, 1002,
1066, 1121

legal rights, 1241

Levites, 946, 947, 951, 1033

Levitical cities, 951, 1114

liberation, 1186

meaning, 947-49

miracle year, 1073-75

Index

1817

modd, 1241

monitors, 969

oppression &, 1057-60

original title, 946

Paul’s ministry, 1168

plot size, 947, 948, 998-99,
1203

political decentralization, 947

population growth, 947, 948

priesthood, 1358

sabbath law, 953-54

sanctuary, 1020-23

Sider on, 1012-15

slavery, 950, 1012, 1022,
1103, 1165, 1180,

1195-98

temporary law, 1114

timing, 98687

tribal contral, 947

triple crop, 1073—77, 1083,
1084, 1382

urbanization, 1006—7

walled cities, 946, 948, 1096,
1110

wealth-distribution, 94546,
1013

Judah, 19, 725

Judaism, 457, 647, 851, 1696
Judas, 55n, 298n

“judge not,” 664—66

judges

agents of God, 582
authority, 652
casuistry, 1597-1600



hierarchy, 694
local, 63940
ministerial authority, 582
number in Israd, 640
payment, 911-14
salaried, 912
sdf-interest, 909
judgment
appesals, 650
corporate, 192
covenantal structure, 1583—
1610
eye, 665-66
final, 1590
initiative, 806—7
intuition, 1598
jury, 665
local courts, 649
personalism, 1596
righteous, 664—66
sanctions, 588
sdf-, 1597
voice of authority, 6680069
judicial precedents, 16046
judicial review, 16024, 1634—
37
Jung, Carl, 315n
Jupiter, 730
jury
analogical judgment, 1596—
1600
Athens, 656
biblical, 657-58
boundary, 661

I ndex

1818

experience, 1598

Europe, 654

final judgment, 635
fundamental agency, 653-55
freedom, 663

lower cost, 669—70
nullification, 1600

justice

alcohol vs. 4034
autonomy vs., 1610
biblical, 617
climate &, 1251
cost, 344-45
covenant law, 394
immigration, 814-17
impartial, 593, 61314,
1244,

1251
imperfect, 662
inequality of results, 613-17
intercession modd, 353-55
lines, 639, 646
many courts, 643
Moses, 638-39
perfect, 343-44, 353, 833
personal, 588
plea bargaining, 66668
predictable, 639, 1244-45
scale, 798, 828
Sider’ s view, 593-96
swift, 661
symbol, 797
unmerited gift, 1244
weights, 797-98



justification, 50, 135-36

Kant, | mmanual, 310-11, 315
karma, 307
Kasun, Jacqudine, 1683
Kdler, Timothy, 492n, 112829
Kdlogg, S. H., 9056
Kennan, George, 1671-73
Kennedy, John F., 209-10,
936n, 1579
Keppd, Alice (Mrs.), 214
Kerensky, Alexander, 1256
Kettering, Charles, 644n
Keynes, John Maynard, 595n
Keynesianism, 618
keys of the kingdom, 144546,
1487-88
King, Martin Luther, 207-9,
212-13
kingdom
boundaries, 130, 138, 399—
400
charity &, 1468
church &, 1466—75
comprehensive, 1468
continuity, 134, 1491-1515
definition, 323
delegation, 242
dominion, 1452
enclosing, 323-24
eschatology &, 134-36, 172n
expansion, 400-3, 14680069
fundamentalism, 400

geography, 458

Index

1819

grant, 9, 11
international, 698
land grant, 10-11
leaven, 132, 1495-96
Leviticus, 9-10
narrowly defined, 323
polytheism &, 698
premillennial, 831
presence, 1082
predictability &, 146869
Promised Land, 465
sanctuary, 1022
seed, 133-34
transfer, 1090, 1350
visiblein history, 138
kings, 156, 388, 6034, 650
kingship
annulled, 396-98, 403, 405
boundaries, 650-52
Davidic, 455
divineright, 396
lifetime, 397
people &, 169, 173
wine, 397-98
Kingsley, Charles, 1536-37
kinsman-redeemer
central figure, 1212
debt redemption, 1091-96
jubilee, 1114, 1213-15
land, 1094
lease, 1221
leprosy &, 421
Levitical adoption, 1329
mentor, 1095



office, 683-84, 1093
pays the victim, 589
purchasing, 1092
redemption of rdative, 1218—
21

temple dowry, 1328-29
unjust steward &, 67

kippur, 50n

Kirzner, Israd, 1602

Kjos, Berit, 1688

Kling, Meredith
error, 1245
glory cloud, 283n-284n
intrusion theory, xli—xlii
law and promise, 721n
Rushdoony on, 1710
sanctions, 224, 794n, 817,

1244

Knight, Frank H., 1046, 1049

knowledge, 568—-69

Korah, 638

Kornbloch, Irving, 1614-15

kronos, 730

L aban, 555
|abor unions, 1051-52
lake of fire, 1176
Lachmann, Ludwig, 1602
Lammerts, Walter, 1619n
land
Adam’s curse, 449
agent, 191-92, 43966, 487—
88, 975-79, 1381
conservation, 957

I ndex

1820

covenant &, 439-66, 1025

deathbed transfer, 1356-57

distribution by lot, 488

defiled, 448-50

face of, 453-54

family, 1094

foreign ownership, 1028-30

fruit, 1040

God as owner, 488

grant, 956-58

hearts, 847

holy, 757

immobility, 102628

Indians, 130n

inheritance, 757, 1024-25

Israd’s claim, 442

jubilee, 450, 945

leased, 955-56

omnipresent, 448

omniscient, 448

ownership, 474, 957, 1026—
30, 11034

plot size, 1032

profaned, 756, 1159

rent, 1058

Russia, 1254-60

sabbath year, 956-59

sanctuary, 144, 453-55, 459

davery &, 1180-82

Soviet Union, 1255

spew, 43940, 460

spoils, 48889

stone-caster, 443

stream of income, 1049-51



surrogate, 448-50
tribal (North America), 130n
vomiting, 43940, 460

land laws

Abrahamic promise, 1380
dietary laws, 445, 886, 891
fall of Jerusalem, 1380
inheritance, 1380
localism, 513

Molech, 873

replacement, 1203

seed, 1380

temple &, 839

tribalism, 513
urbanization, 489-90

Laodicea, 191
law

administrative, 353

analogical, 1596

annulled, 1636

arbitrary, 1595, 1604

biblical (seebiblical law)

casuistry, 1597-1602

certainty, 82122

common/Roman, 16067,
1610

cosmic personalism, 1596

criminal/civil, 34647

dominion &, 103

equality before, 582-83, 594,
628, 634

final judgment, 1590-91

fit, 1596-1604

gapless, 159195, 1609

Index

1821

gospd, 11

grace &, 376

Hayek on, 82122

hybridization & , 1616, 1618

impartial, 582

impersonal, 1595

international, 692, 1578-79

judicial review, 1635-36

jury, 654, 1596

language, 805

legislated rdligion, 627

logical, 1592-93

man as legidlator, 1595

maker, 669

medieval, 1592

messianic, 1593

Mosaic (see Mosaic law)

natural (see natural law)

neutral (Geisler), 830

neutrality myth, 541

positive, 1578

precedent (seejudicial

precedent)

predictable, 82122

promise &, 11

prosperity &, 821

rabbinic, 647

representation &, 123842

Roman, 1576, 159293

rule of, 581-83, 1576—78,
1581

sanctions &, 1303, 1373

social order &, 1584, 1588

tablets, 394



tribalism &, 19
unbounded, 1591
Weber on, 1592, 1595
work of, 584
written, 1582

law of large numbers, 1046

Lawford, Peter, 209

lawsuits, 175, 590

lawyers, 529, 822

leadership, 156

Leaguefor Industrial Democracy,
1537n

lease
bond &, 106162
involuntary, 1091
kinsman-redeemer, 1221
oppression, 1038-40
reasons, 1090
rent &, 1060
representation, 1262
terms, 955-56

leaven
altar, 87-88, 105
amillennialism, 1499-1500
best, 1034, 107
continuity, 87, 106—7, 133—

35, 1496

corruption, 104
dispensationalism, 132
dominion, 106
economic, 1391
Egypt, xlix, 87, 106, 754, 903
eschatology &, 131-32, 139
evil, 6, 818

I ndex

1822

free, 107-8
gospd, 139, 1499
gradualism, 1494
growth, 103, 106, 132, 137,
1492, 1499-1502, 1514
holiness, 106, 140
imagery, 132
inescapable concept, 1515
kingdom of heaven, 107, 132
Lindsey’s view, 1491
meal offering, 87
peace offering, 96, 103, 106,
1510-12
Pentecost, 9034
preferred bread, 104, 1495
progressive sanctification,
96-142
Pharisees, 1512-14
replacement process, 103
righteousness, 6, 818, 1495~
86
rival, 105-8, 134-35
Satan's, 1499-1500
symbol of expansion, 103
time, 108
unleaven &, 97
yeast, 107-8, 1491-92,
1995-
96
legislation, 1052-54
legitimacy, 1587—89
Lathart, Peter, i, vii
Lenin, V. I. (Ulyanov), 1254,
1257-58



Leoni, Bruno, 156364, 1582

leprosy
affliction’s degree, 417-19
atonement, 419-21
Canaan, 412
clean, 417
covenantal death, 420-22
curse, 410-11
economic costs, 423-28
God' s discretion, 422
house, 411-12
judicial affliction, 411
priesthood, 411
rural, 421
separation, 410
unclean judicially, 413
urban, 411, 424
Uzziah, 424
white skin, 418

lessee, 955, 1051, 1060-62,
1067, 1353-54

Levites
boundary executioners,

1417-18

cities, 111012, 1337
counsdlors (judicial), 1321
cross-boundary tribe, 638
diaconate &, 1392
dispersed, 947, 1033, 1111
dominant tribe, 1112
excommunication, 1444
favored tribe, 1112
freemen, 1319-20
God' s possession, 733

Index

1823

gleaning, 968

guardians, 338-39, 1417,
1467-68, 1476, 1486-87

holiness, 1487

holy of holies, 177

inheritance, 72627, 907

jubilee enforcers, 1112

judicial agents, 637-38

land ownership, 1033, 1338—
39

Passover, 1444

role, 43, 386

separation, 1478, 1486-87

teachers, 386

tithe, 914, 979, 1417-18

tithed beast, 1364

urban, 1111-12

wedlth, 1112

Leviticus

applications, xv
boundaries, 7, 37
casuistry, 1392
central message, 43
civil sanctions, 1
clothing, xxv
dominion, xliii
economics, 43

five sections, 4445
kingdom book, 9-10
holiness, 1, 7

land laws, 6, 513
laws, ix, Xxxxv, 6
|leaven of evil, 6
peace & prosperity, 11



priesthood, 7
property book, 10-12
sanctions, 1-2
seed laws, 1379-81
separation, 6, 437
stipulations, xiiv
succession, 1296
theology, 7
themes, x, 7, 881
unit, vii
Levy, Leonard, 861, 927—-29
Lewis, Carl, 606n
libel, 936
liberalism, 1465, 154345

liberation, 98990, 1072, 1186
liberation theology, 36, 59194,

605, 611-12, 614, 1517
libertarianism, 1482-86
liberty

agriculture, 1258

basis of, 951, 1161-64

biblical law, 121, 784

economic growth, 1690

judicial conditions, 1056

jury &, 662—63

trumpet, 1166

truth &, 1519

Western 1519
life (long), 44748
limits

growth, 1273-74

Newtonian, 1274-76

population, 1286

social, 1276-81

I ndex

1824

time, 1289
Lincoln, Abraham, 1428n
Lindburgh, Charles, 643
Lindsey, Hal, 192n, 1491
linen, 73942
lines, 63940

Linnemann, Eta, 157778, 1694

Lisbon earthquake, 46162
living sacrifices, 114-17, 135
Lloyd George, David, 215-16
loans

business, 35, 1091, 1133-34,

1138, 1145
charitable (see charitable
loan)
collateral, 1091, 1133-34
foreigners, 1119
in kind, 1136-37
medieval, 1120
lobbying, 824
localism
bureaucracy vs., 483-85
courts, 649
division of labor, 641
gleaning law, 513
personalism, 483
poalitics, 63436
Locke, John, 199, 230, 956
Lockman, Vic, 1702n
locusts, 240
Longman, Tremper, 926n
London, Jack, 1537n
Lord s Prayer, 282
Lord's Supper



churchrite, 1438, 144247
covenant renewal, 113, 1438
explanations (3), 1080n
Great Commission &,
1461-62
guilty, 116
judicial, 114-15
judicial presence, 176
mandatory, 395
memorial, 176
nominalist view, 176
peace offering &, 113-14
perjury vs., 356
Rushdoony’ s view, 1438
sanctions, 1080-81, 1438
unity, 692
vegetarian, 286
wine, 391, 405-6
lordship, 1169
Lorentz, Pere, 1249
Lot, 601
love, 785, 1243
Lovgoy, Arthur, 1525
Luther, Martin, 584n
Lutheranism, 11
lynching, 1626-27

M accabees, 456

Machen, J. Gresham, 153940

macroeconomics, 53637, 539

Mafia [Mafiya], 179n, 209-10

magic, 281-82, 314-15, 310-9,
731, 848

magistrates, 582

Index

1825

Malin, James, 1250
Malthus, T. Robert, 1643-47
Malthusianism, 1287-90
Maine, Henry, 1593-94
management, 494-95
manna, 473, 890-91, 1074-75,
1083, 1247
manumission, 950, 116466,
1169, 1179, 1204
Mapplethorpe, Robert, 938-39
Marathon, 1565
marriage
bond, 1624-25
covenant renewal, 157
holy, 1
inter-racial, 1621-22, 1631
oath, 1624-25
Rushdoony on, Appendix G
tribes, 18
Marx, Karl, 250, 1524, 1649
Marxism, 591
Masters, Peter, 400-2
mathematics, 1737
maturity, 806—7
Maurice, F. D., 1536-37
McCormick, Cyrus, 1646
McCoy, Tim, 648n
McKibben, Bill, 1288-89,
1641-42
McKnight, Stephen, 1563
meal offering
allegiance gift, 84-85
covenantal, 93
economics, 85



firstfruits, 90-92
masculine, 92, 97
mesat offering, 85
no leaven, 87, 93
priestly, 84
representation, 93
summary, xiv
transgression, 93
tribute offering, 85
meaning, 1642
measurement, 799, 808
measures (see weights)
mesat offering (see meal
offering)
medieval orders, 1357
medieval university, 1139
meek, 597-98, 962, 99293,
1284
Mechizedek, 179, 729, 1423,
1448, 1473
mercy, 67, 6970, 1252
Messiah, 55, 354, 1113
metallurgy, 705
methodology, 111-12
Meyer, Jean, 1650-51
Michener, James, XXv—Xxvii
microeconomics, 534, 536, 539
middle class, 601-5
Middle Ages, 1120, 1317,
1526-30, 1576—78, 1592 (see
also monasticism)
migrant laborers, 501
Milgrom, Jacob
false oath, 36566

I ndex

1826

feeding God, 48
food sacrifices, 47
high priest, 165
leaven, 104
leprosy, 411n, 417
Leviticus' theme, 7
responsibility, 147-48
shared meal, 99
zehbakh, 98
Miller Arthur Selwyn, 1679-81
Miller, Henry, 94041
Milner, Alfred, 789n
miracles
denia of, 1084
disappearance (NT), 1078
New Covenant, 1079-80
triple crop, 1073, 107576,
1083
weak faith, 1079
Mises, Ludwig
bureaucracy, 484n
consumer sovereignty, 57,
104243
economic calculation, 244-45
entrepreneurship, 1045
farming, 104647
fiscal policy, 1238n
individualism, 534
past prices, 104748
scarcity, 596n
stream of income, 1049n
time-preference, 963
value theory, 104243
mixed economy, 1008-9



Index

Moab, 854
Moabites, 1104
mobility, 1026-28
modds, 1735-38
modernism, 1723
mold, 416
Molech (Moloch), 729-30,
838-41, 84748, 1387
monasticism, 320, 1356-57,
1411-14, 152627
money, 819, 1043
Monroe, Marilyn, 250
Moody, D. L., 1184
Mooney, S. C., 1065n, 1223n
Moore s Law, 1275n
moralism, 77-79
morality, viii, 62627
Morgenstern, Oskar, 803
mortgage, 70n
Mosaic law
abortion, XXXi—xXxxiv
adoption, 1029
anti-rural, 1006—7
annulled, xxxv, 1370
anti-rural, 1006
breeding animals, ch. 17,
1384-85
capitalist, 1009-10
caselaws, 717, 723

138688
dietary laws, 442, 429, 445,
88694, 1381
dispensationalism, 831
distrusted, xvi
Feinbergs on, xxx
fraud, 1386
gleaning, chaps, 11, 22, 1383
interpretation, 945
jubilee, chaps, 24, 25, 1382
millennial kingdom theory,
831
New Covenant &, 1370
obedience, 885
ownership, 1009-10
priestly, 295, 1270, 1385
promises, 1238
rejection of, 205
rule, 1162
sabbatical year, 1381-82
sacrificial system, 898
salvation, XXViii—Xxix
seed laws, 728, 1383-84
semikah, 457-58
davery, 1175
seed laws, 1379-81
tablets, 394
tithe, 1387—88
unfair (Geisler), 830-31

child sacrifice, ch. 20, 1387 vengeance, 1386
cleanliness, 383, 1381 wages, 1386

contempt for, 949 Wilson, Robert Dick, 1697
continuity, xxxiii, 716 mosquitos, 603n
cross-boundary laws, 1373, mote/beam, 664
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Mt. Desert Island, 1280-81
Muggridge, Malcolm, 1550-51
mules, 1620, 1639

murder, xxxiii—=xxxiv, 849, 857n
Murray, Charles, 496n

Murray, John, 1192

mysticism, 3, 323-24. 1081-82

Naboth, 950-51, 1178

Nadab, 1404-5

nakedness, 277—78

name (family), 725-26, 732

Naomi, 725

Nash, Arnold, 1687-88

Nash, Ronald, 112n, 61920,
1541-43

Nathan, 935

nation (goy), 882

nationalism, 698

natural law
Adam, 583
biblical law &, 585
church philosophers, 648
covenant-breakers, 586
ethical dualism, 583-88
Geder's view, 585-86
God as unjust (Geisler), 585n
hermeneutic, 1393
Israd, 828
State, 323
Thomism, 125n

natural law theory
Anabaptists, 699
antinomianism, 832
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Bahnsen vs., 858-59
case laws, 14849
Christian pluralism, 86061
collapse, 13034
common grace, 1429
confession, 1377—79
conservatism &, 142729
covenant-breakers, 1374
Darwinism, 1378
dualism, 583-88, 719, 829,
831-32

empire sjustification, 1574
eschatology &, 832
family or State, 173
Greeks, xxii
modern, 1578-80
myth of neutrality, 376
pluralism, 148, 832, 869
sanctions, 148, 1081
stoic, 1574-76

natural man, 586

natural reveation, 858-59

nature
autonomous, 1288-89
blessings, 125152
common grace, 325-26
grace &, 28688, 3057,

315-16, 32527

illusion, 307
initiation rite, 1278
limits, 1274
meaning, 164142
popular culture, 306
sacraments vs., 326
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sanctification, 325
sanctions, 1246
secular, 314
weapon, 450
worship, 1279
Nature Conservancy, 1279
Nazarite, i, 391
Nazism, 316
NCAA, 183n
Nebo, xlvi
Nebuchadnezzar, 875-76
neo-evangdicalism, 1539-44
Neuhaus, Richard, 219
Neusner, Jacob, 226n, 851
neutrality
antinomianism &, 828-33
civil, 376
ethical, 1498
Geider, 829-31
judicial, 585, 1631
kingdom of heaven, 1498
language, 872
myth of, viii, 376, 585, 587,
695, 818, 828-33
Rushdoony, 1628-29
New Covenant
adoption, 223, 1106n, 1380—
81
antinomianism, 623, 828, 949
baptism, 154, 223, 267
blasphemy, 873—74, 925
boundaries, 178, 191, 285,
287, 394, 83940, 892
circumcised hearts, 394, 847
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common grace, 288, 898

corporate sanctions, xli—xlii,
190, 284n, 794, 807

earthquakes, 743n

faith, xxviii—=xxix

food, 780, 895, 1079

gleaning, 514

high priest, 684

historical progress, 288

holy meal, 472

judicial discontinuity, 716—
18, 723, 728, 780, 881

judicial test case, 7034

judicial unity, 225, 438, 716,
945, 1015, 1611

kinsman-redeemer, 675n,
1096

political pluralism (see

pluralism)

quarantine laws, 425, 427,
429

responsibility, 115, 406, 847

sabbath, 973-77, 985, 994

sacred space, 284-88

sacrifice, 69, 71-73, 81, 114,
117, 135, 166n, 321

sanctions, 172n, 300-3,

1080,
1082, 1085

sanctuary, 393, 783, 1022

davery (see dlavery)

theocratic republic, 226, 374

tithe, 238

triple crop, 1077, 1079



wing, 395, 1019
new heavens, 293, 790n
New Mexico, 27-28
New Testament, 191, 1370
New York Times, Xix—xx
New World Order, 1579-80,
1669, 1671-73, 1679
Nibley, Hugh, 1562
Nimrod, 226
Nineveh, 6, 1233, 1372
Nisbet, Robert
Durkheim, 316-17
military symboals, 59n
renaissance, 199-200
Rousseau, 202-3
Year 2000, 1669
Noah, xxx, 597, 886-87
Nodl, Ed, 1394-95
noise, 1283
nomads, 1668
nominalism, 274, 303, 314
North, Robert, 969—71, 997n
Numbers, xlv—xlvi
Nymeyer, Frederick, 1433-34

oath
allegiance, 153
atheists, 358
church as defender, 359
citizenship, 155, 1376
civil, 171, 226, 359, 377,

1375-77

consigned, 137172
corporate, 147
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court, 357

covenant, 154-55, 171, 1371,

1435
enforcer, 358
false (seefalse oath)
government, 154, 1372
lordship, 1169
marriage, 1625
national, 1081
negative sanctions, 357
pluralism, 1081, 1375
purification offering, li-lii
Rushdoony, 358, 1435n
sacraments, 116n, 174
sanctions, 1081, 1376
sdf-maledictory, 359, 1371
signs, 1439
State as guardian, 357-59
theocracy, 359
Trinitarianism, 1375-76
vow, 1306
obedience, 1603
obesity, 101
objective standards, 807
obscenity, 94041
occultism, 668, 808
occupations, viii
Ockham, William, 1577
offerings, xiv—xv
office/person, 397
Og, 996
ogam consaine, 33
Old Covenant, 191, 430, 444
old money, 1278-79



omniscience, 1282
Onan, 725
O’'Nelll, Tip, 634
one-world government, 694,
699700
opinion, Xvii—xviii
opportunity, 1017
oppression
buyer or sdler, 1051
coercion, 1055
criteria, 577
jubilee &, 1057-60

definition, 103940, 1054— 56

lease, 103840
legislation, 105152
love denied, 794-95
past/oppression, 569
poverty, 595
priesthood, 1382
State, 1059-60, 1067
weights and measures, 795
orchards, 753, 773
original sin, 150, 161-62, 223
orphan, 849
overcrowding, 1686
Owen, Robert, 1635
owner
autonomy, 58
boundaries, 244
corporate, 1241
costs, 24249
delegated, 24243
disownership &, 56
family, 1002
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God, 130, 514
home, 1107-8
land, 1023-28
legitimate, 56
Mosaic law, 1009-10
private, 244-49
secondary, 514
socialist, 1247
sovereign, 57-60, 1044
tribal, 947
see also gleaning
ownership, 56-60, 154, 284
ox, 734
Ozzie and Harriet, 403

pacifism, 696
Packer, J. |., 1584n
paganism, 295-98, 308, 316,
1025
pantheism, 3, 311, 315, 590,
1532
parachurch, 1457, 1460, 1474
Paraguay, 1530-31
Parkman, Francis, 1278
parks, 1281
Parmenides, 40
parricide, 149
Passover
access, 797
central location, 1444
Christ, 44
circumcision & 797, 1147
covenant renewal, 156
dietary laws &, 890



doorway, 189
Egypt, 891
hard times, 105
holiness, 294
Jerusalem, 15
laws, 897-98
lamb, 44, 286
leprosy &, 421
Lord's Supper, 114
Levitical, 1444
priestly, 1443
trade &, 25-26, 34-35
passport, 789, 1023
patient, 282
Patton, FrancisL., 1711
patriarchalism, 1426, 1453, 1486
Paul, 155, 264, 582—83, 108-9,
114
peace
aggression vs., 690
God's terms, 9697
inheritance, 999
Jesus, 1313
military, 999, 1001
quest, 135
rest, 999-1001
sacrificial system, 97
sanction, 15, 1071-73,
1078-79, 1234
with God, 11
peace offering
boundaries, |, 46-47, 98, 137
commodities, 98
communion meal, |
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covenant renewal, 108-10
families, |
features, 108-10
free-will offering, 108
joy, 99
leaven, 97, 104-8
Lord's Supper &, 113-14
New Testament, 117
Paul’s call, 108-9
public act, 109
ritual meal, 98
shared meal, 98-99
summary, xiv
token of appreciation, 108
unleaven, 97
vow, 109
well-being, |
peasants, 1255
piddling, 25
Pelagius, 151
Pdla, 1104n
Pdtz, William, 1011
Pentateuch
covenant modd, xxxix—xlvii
five points, 1720
judicial unity, 1706
modd, 1728
trade, 1669
Pentecost, 16, 17, 9036
Pentecost, J. Dwight,
1496-1501
people
authority, 170, 185-88
ethical, 293-94



judgment on, 186
moral character, 186
priesthood &, 228
sovereignty, 170, 186, 201
perfectionism, 551
Pericles, 1568-1571
perjury, 356-57, 370-71
Persia, 156465
personalism, 383, 483
persuasion, 559-60
pessimillennialism, 819
pesticides, 975
Pharaoh, xii
Pharez, 725
Pharisees, 457, 151214
physicians, 180-82
pietism
antinomianism, XXiv—xxv
cultural gods of, ix
cultural withdrawal, 324
ghetto culture, 2-3, 118-19,
122
humanist alliance, 191
mysticism, 3
responsibility &, 2
Pigou, A, C., 257
Pilate, 587
pilats, 404
pity, 442
plague, 411-12, 43233, 1407
(see also leprosy)
plains (USA), 1247-51
plans, 52526
Plato, 1559
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plea bargaining, 372, 66668
plot size, 94748, 99899,
1003-6, 103233
plow, 1247-51
pluralism
atomism, 204
biblical, 85665
blasphemy, 861-65, 927,
929,
942
Christian, 374-75, 1139
cultural, 108-9
discontinuity assumed, 864,
865
dominant ideology, 126
eschatology &, 832
ethical dualism, 86061
hermeneutic, 85961
indeterminate sanctions, 224
limits, 85565
messianic State, 359-60
natural law theory, 860, 869
oath, 302, 1375
polytheism, 862
prohibited, 817
resident aliens, 1139
third commandment, 301-2
polis, 657
political polytheism, 226
poalitical theory
autonomy, 200
Enlightenment, 193-205
oath, 1371-72
power, 204



Salamanca, 170n

Whig tradition, 193
politics

divineright, 171

envy, 288

jealousy, 288, 788

judge, 635

local, 635-36

revenge, 787-88

sacraments, 185

sanctions, 120-21
pollution, 191, 976
polygamy, 115, 218, 457
polygraph, 673n
polytheism, 697
poor

definition, 114748

deserving, 250, 468, 492, 611

few, 612

Flood, 597

God' s sanctions, 598

limited claims, 492

loans, 1130

moral claims on wealth, 492,

1529

permanent status, 616

rebdlious, 598

Sider, 595-97

spirit, 598

theology of, 591-94

which?, 597-600
Popper, Karl, 1560
poppers (drugs), 209
popular culture, 306
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Population Bomb, 1650
population growth
angds, 1272, 1281-83
blessing, 1268, 1270, 1641
causes, 1656
eighteenth century, 1656
final judgment, 1272, 1273—
75, 1286
Industrial Revolution, 707—8
jubilee, 947, 11034
limit, 1274, 1286
Malthus, 1287
new wine, 947
opposition, 1271, 1687
plot size, 94749, 99899,
1203
promise, 1270
time &, 1273-74, 1285-86,
1288
urbanization &, 948, 1004,
1010, 1686
zero, 1004-5, 1268,
127273,
1281, 1685
populism, 1222-25
pork, 898
positional goods, 127677
positive confession, 1232n
positive feedback, 124
postmillennialism, 118, 328,
1506, 1508
poverty
bad habits, 485
definition, 1131, 1147-48



degrees, 476
escape from, 492, 500
evil men, 611
extreme, 1522
sloth &, 596-97
statute, 1130-35
supply & demand, 496
welfare State, 509
where the money is, 497
power
authority &, 651
calendars, 809
concentrated, 58
degrees, 590
diffused, 58-59, 809
evolution &, 1084
shunned, 402
watches, 809
power (exponent) laws, 463n
power religion, 848
Poythress, Vern, 703, 715, 1397
Prager, Dennis, xviii—xix, 212,
217-18
predestination, 1084-85
predictability, 527—28, 663
premillennialism, 118, 13233,
326
Presbyterianism, 1194
pre-trial confession, 360
price competition, 558
price floors, 505
price gauging, 1056
price index, 298-99
prices
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accounting, 244
barriersto entry, 1321
factor, 104049
falling, 1137
formation, 103940
future, 1045
judicial, 1355-56
priestly, 557-58
redistributive function, 1321—
27
priesthood
Aaron, 86
Adam, 297, 301, 340
adoption into, 1320
advisory, 652-53
anointing, xlix, 86
annulled, 405, 425, 430
army, 420
authority, 188-89
barriersto entry, 1325
bdievers, 391-92, 429
boundaries, 273, 292,
388-89
change, 742-43
cheating, 1356
citizenship &, 1097
civil authority, 375, 411, 428,
652-53
cleansing, 382
congregation &, 225
declaration, 422
enters Canaan, 448
faithfulness, 226
fidd, 134648



giftsto, 1334-35

gleaning &, 907, 916-17,
965

guardians, 294-95, 301, 321

high priest, 394, 398, 684

holiness, 7-9, 1325

holy of holies, 177

household, 763

humanist, 179

inheritance, 405, 1346-453

integrity, 189

Jeroboam &, 1408-10

jubilee, 1358

judicial sanctity, 413

jury &, 655

land ownership, 917

laws, 1385

lawyers, 529

leprosy, 411-16

link to people, 165, 173, 225,
228

meal offering, 86

mediatorial acts, 292

Me chizedek, 1423

mixed clothing, 744

nation, 92, 94, 226, 383

New Covenant, 226, 300-1,
321-22

non-ordained, 301

office, 17075, 3001

oppression, 1382

ordained, 301

origins, 1423

Passover, 1443
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pre-Mosaic, 298n
profane, 1409
profanity &, 292-93
quasi, 180, 182-185
redemption prices, 133637
representation, 84-87, 167,
171-72
rights, 678
royal, 1089
sacraments, 175
sacred, 267-68
sacrifices, 390
sanctified judicially, 413
sdf-interest, 909
sins of, 146, 153, 16367,
171-72
teaching, 38688
wine, 384-409
priestly laws, 1385
priestly pricing, 557-58
primogeniture, 1026, 1183
prison, 1207
private property rights
early church, 1516
Europe, 706, 713
fall of man, 152425
human rights, 900
illegal transfer, 524-25
military peace, 999
pricing, 244
protected, 371, 67879
State &, 67879
prize (race), 116
production, 527-28, 146869
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profanation, 756 theology, 118
profane progressive sanctification, 117—
boundary violation, 269, 272, 23, 1031-32
280 Progressive Movement, 2034
Canaan, 756 promise, 11, 52223, 732, 735,

common & 265-67, 269
Durkheim, 318-20
sacred &, 267, 26970
sacred space, 27071

profanity

Adam’ s sons, 298

boundary violation, 273,
290-91, 521

civil sanctions, 302

definition, 267

God's name, 290, 520-21

holiness, 291

open communion, 301

paganism, 295-98

priestly act, 292, 295-96

742, 885-86

Promised Land, 747, 88284,
882, 884, 887, 898, 1020,
1031

property rights, 10-13, 43, 56,
678-79, 700, 706

prophecy, 935-36

prophets, 148

prosecutor, 344-45

prosperity, 11

prostitution 86

Protestantism, 193-94

providence, 222

psychology, 182
public choice theory, 538n, 909—

sacrilege, 1399 11
threat, 284 public health, 426, 603, 787
tithe &, 300, 301 purification (sin) offering
verbal, 301-2 corporate responsibility, 144,
profit, 709 190-91, 193
Profumo, John, 937n God' s presence, 144, 190
progress proportional, 237
confessions of faith, 585n rulers, li, 229
covenant, 126 sanctions, 47, 189-92
economic, 118 sanctuary, 45, 144-46
moral, viii sin of omission, 235-36
redemption, 128 summary, xv
sanctions &, 118 unintentional, li

social, 123-28 Wenham, 189-90
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Puritans, 490n, 586-87, 602,
868n

push/pull inflation, 195, 197

pyramid, 808n

Quakers, 117677

quantum physics, 196-97
quarantine, 424-28, 432, 1381
quasi-priest, 180, 182-85
Quigley, Carrall, 682n

guotas, 1633n

rabbis, 458

race (prize), 116

racial quotas, 1633n

racism, 1611-12, 1621-26

Raiders of the Lost Ark, 181

rain, 1243-51

Raines, John, 598-99

Rahab, 854, 1403

ransom, 135

rapture, 123, 128, 134, 1492—
96, 1499

Rashi, 640, 769

rationalism, 1577, 1597

rats (India), 1665

realism, 274, 303

reaper, 1646

reason, 1374,

redemption
Bible, 1158
grace, 886
kinsman-redeemer, 1213-14
progressive, 128
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substitute needed, 8, 75

unbounded, 1591

world, 130, 243
redemption price

devotion, 1317-20

land, 1341-46

priest, 1314, 1336-37

productivity, 1322

salvation, 61

tithed beast, 1364
referee (epistemology), 805
reform, 12122, 136-37
regeneration, 722, 730
Rehoboam, 169
relationships, 4-5
rdativism, 198
remnant psychology, 868
Renaissance, 199-200, 66667,

188, 1562—3
rent

competitive price, 1024

interest &, 1060-68

land, 1058

lease &, 1060

populists’ opposition, 1221—

23

production factor, 1064—65

stream of income, 1064
reparation offering

adoption &, 41920

continuity, 263

high-handed sin, 335

mandatory, 262—63

representation, 224-25



restored inheritance, liii
settling debt, 419-20
summary, xv

thief, 1391-92

see also trespass offering

representation

Abraham, 1234-35
Adam, 68, 223
Achan, 1406
animals, 88, 734
authority, 152
Calvary, 135

church, 1418-19
citizenship, 582

civil, 16667, 222
cleric, 177
committee, 64546
covenantal, 1235-38
ecclesiastical, 16667
economic, 53941
evil, 841

God or Satan, 1283
hierarchy, 152, 440-50
injustice, 799-800
judicial, xlii

law &, 1238-42
lawsuit, 545

lease, 1262

least of these, 933
macroeconomics, 537
magistrates, 682
meal offering, 93
mercy, 70
office-holding, 147

Index

1839

ownership, 679
priest, 388
priesthood, 84-87, 167
reparation offerings, 224
responsibility, 1240
sacrifices, 81, 236
sanctions &, 1234-38
Satan, 1282
sins, 146
State, 1263
two-way, 167
victim, 335, 341-44, 572
weights & measures, 795
worship, 852
republicanism, 148, 171, 226
resident aliens
adoption, 854
family religion, 843
gods, 867
household worship, 855
status, 451-52
Responsa, 647
responsibility
authority, 152, 644-46
autonomy, 152
capital punishment, 874n
committee, 644
corporate, 144, 158-62, 193,
203-5, 1240, 1263
covenantal, 147
delegation, 644-45
denia, 2, 19899
hierarchical, 147, 152-53,
15862, 644



increasing knowledge, viii—ix,
647

New Covenant, 406

New Testament, 115

people, 186

pietismvs,, ix, 2

palitical theory, 193

representative, 1240

sanctions &, 120

sdf-government, 834

I ndex

victim, 589
victim'srights, 82627
resurrection, 124
revelation, 858-59
revival, xi
Revolutions of 1848, 1537
rewards, 613-17 (seealso
blessings)
rhetoric, 442. 560
Rice, Donna, 936n

sdler, 810 rich people, 600-1
stewardship, 56 risk, 603, 1044
wealth, 605 Rifkin, Jeremy, 1011
rest, 988-89, 993-95, 999-1000 righteousness, 597, 598, 601
rest in peace, 994 606-12, 818
Restif dela Breton, 1669 right makes right, 1589
restitution rights, 678-79, 700, 933-34
atonement &, 33740 rioting (sports), 183n
blasphemy, 927 ritual, 42
burden, 249 Robbins, Liond, 257, 419n

Canaan’'sland, 719
delayed wage, 56467
double, 362—64, 369-70
Exodus, 362, 378

fruit trees, 777

gleaning, 470

God, 932

legal claim, 514-15
one-fifth, 378
proportional, 258

State sanction, 616

to Canaan, 776

to God, 334-36
trespass offering, 364—68
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Rockefdler, John D., Jr., 1280—

81
rod, 1363-64, 1366, 1387
Roe v. Wade, xxxii
Rolls-Royce, 1136, 1225
Rome, xxxii, 27, 731
Roosevdt, Teddy, 1278
Rdpke, Wilhelm, 473n
Roosevdt, Theodore, 1278
Roszak, Theodore, 1670
Rousseau, J. J., 201, 1524
rulership, 653
rural life, 482
Rushdie, Salmon, 930n



Rushdoony, R. J.

abortion, Xxxii—xxxiii

Anabaptist, 1445, 1447, 1478,

1484

biblical unity, 1713

blasphemy, 928n

canon, 172728

case laws, 39

charity, 485-86

Christian schools, 1478—79

church as family, 1423

church discipline, 147172,
1480

church (doctrine of), 1421—
22, 1429-31

church’s marks, 1457-59

congregation, 165

Council of Chalcedon, 1585

court oath, 358

circumcision, 721, 1440

civil rights movement, 1630

Congregationalist, 1447,
1449

covenant modd, 1710, 1730

de-sacramentalization, 1452

dietary laws, 869n, 894,
887n, 1422

ecclesiastical independent,
1463

dders, 1450, 1454-55

familism, 1449-57, 1484-85

family sacrament, 1452-53

fruit trees, 775-76

fundamentalist, 1463
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government, 1455-57

Greek thought, 1556-57

hybridization, 161140

individualism, 1483, 1484

Institutes, 1394

inter-racial marriage, 1621—
22,1631-32

jubilee, 960

judicial review, 1635-36

justice, 343

land ownership, 102829

leaven as corruption, 1513

libertarian, 1482—86

Lord's Supper, 1731

oath, 1435n

master principle, 1727

Médchizedek vs., 1423

Moloch State, 862

Moyers &, 1623n

mummy factory, 1457

neutrality, 1630

parachurch, 1460

Passover, 144344

patriarchalism, 1453, 1486

palitical theory, 5

polytheism, 647, 698

property tax, 1468

racism, 1615, 1622, 1629,
1639

remnant psychology, 868

rhetoric, 1458-59

Russian Revolution, 1254-58

sacramentalism denied, 1452

sacraments, 1438



sectarian, 1730

segregation, 1629-30

sdf-excommunicated, 1480

sdf-government, 1456

separation, 867—70

social gospd, 1478-80, 1485,
1585

social theory, 1484

soil conservation, 775

species, 161415, 1619

statism, 1479

storehouses, 1476

systematic theology, 1713

theocracy denied, 1623

theological shift, 86970,
1457, 1459

tithe, 912n, 1480-82

tither’s sovereignty, 142122

tolerance, 923-24

treason, 862

trusteeship, 678

Russdl, Bertrand, 1642
Russian Revolution, 1254-60
Ruth, 478, 735, 854
Rutherford, Samud, 170n

sabbath

jubilee, 953-54

land, 792, 954

rest, 993-95
subordination, 993-95
tithe, 968

week, 1613n
workaholism &, 406
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sabbatical year

charitableloan, 1132-33
enforcement, 974-75
foundations (2), 978
gleaning, 95863
harvesters, 1031

jubilee year, 953-54, 1178
judicial foundations (2), 978
land grant, 956-58
modern Israd, 971
protection, 1149

thrift, 978

sacramentalism, 1452
sacraments

Anabaptist view, 1445

boundaries, 178, 299, 395,
1419

church, 178, 299, 309, 321,
459, 143947

communion meal, 269

definition, 174

exclusion, 1487

guardians, 321, 1419

judicial, 115-16

Levites, 177

loose view, 1473

military oath, 116n, 174, 267

nature &, 326

oath signs, 1439

political, 185

priesthood &, 175, 177

representation, 177, 284

Rushdoony’ s view, 1438,
1462



sacred, 267, 272—73, 284,
289, 304, 309
sanctions, 1439
separation, 177
special grace, 287
tithe, 177, 179
sacred
Bloom, Alan, 272n
boundaries, 269-70, 273-74
chain of being, 305
common &, 299
cows, 1665
definitions, 273—74
Durkheim, 318-20
geography, 303
grace &, 305
judicial declaration, 270
judicial presence, 282-84,
321, 317-20
power, 306
priesthood & , 26869
profane &, 269, 304
ritual precision, 303
sacramental, 267, 27273,
289, 304, 309
secular &, 314-18
service, 265
set apart, 268, 27071
transcendent law, 306
treg, 279
sacred cows, 1665
sacred space
annulled, 459
Ark of the Covenant, 280
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boundaries, 26668

boundary violation, 268—74,
280, 31920

chain of being, 281

hallowed, 282—83

holy of holies, 281

Israd, 293, 303

judicial, 281-84

judicial presence, 289

judicially sanctified, 283, 303

legal access, 293

mobile, 284

profane &, 289, 318-20

ritual precision, 303

sacraments, 284

temple, 339

worship, 289

sacrifice

Aaron, 86

allegiance gift, 84

altar, 850-53

autonomy, 53

blemish-free (see sacrifices:
blemish-free)

boundaries, 80

Cain, 54

centralized, 13-14

costs, 19-23, 53-54

covenant structure, 79-80

covenant renewal, 147

covenantal, 79-80

death (covenantal), 50

discontinuities, 253-55

disowned, 56



door of tabernacle, 172

economic, 81

ethics &, 48

fat, 96

festival costs, 19-23

firstborn, 732, 734

God to God, 62

hierarchical, 85

high priest, 394

holiness &, 4243

human, 729-31

inheritance, 263

inescapable concept, 41

Jesus, 356

law giver, 60

less valuable (fruit), 769

living, 108-9, 114-16

mercy, 68-69

Molech, 1387

ownership (lawful), 56

priestly, 172

proportional, 237

purification, 1391

representation, 50, 61, 68,
852

sanctified, 1335-36

sdf-government, 236

souls, 41

State, 75

total, 845

treg, 360

tribute offering, 85

valuable, 51

walking, 15
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sacrifices

Adam, xIviiiii, 68

animals, 88

annulled, 68, 224, 1380,

1392

atoning, 48, 188-89, 223

blemish-freg, 50-56, 6263,
80, 97, 299-300, 1390-91

blemished (Jesus), 55

boundaries, 75

cleansing, 48

covenant structure, 4647

corporate, 904

costs, 19-23, 51-54, 92

covenant modd, xlviiiii,
4547

devils, 41

discontinuity, 1390-91

ethics, 9-10, 42, 48

fat, 102

female, 236

festival costs, 19-23

food, 47

God s displeasure, 10

living, 114-17

Mosaic, 81

nations, 357

peace, 47

priesthood, 390

representative, 50, 68, 81,

236

restitution, 258

ritual, 729-30

rulers, 144



sdf-government, 236
substitutes, 54

time, 12

token payments, 53
tribalism &, 17-19
unlimited, 75

wine, 387

sacrilege

Aaron’'s sons, 1404-5
Adam, 173, 266

adoption, 1416

church’s ownership, 284-85
civil offense, 301

defined, 173, 1400-1, 1414
disinheritance &, 1408
English history, 1411-14
fire, 1410

Jeroboam, 1408-10

major crime, 163, 266

New Covenant, 301, 1415
original crime, 1401
primary sin, 173, 1410
profanity, 1399

robbing God, 173, 240, 1414
sons executed, 162
Statevs., 678

taxation, 240

temple, 1368, 1399

theft, 1400-1, 1414

tithe &, 1477

trees (Adam), 280

Index

Salamanca (school), 169n
salt, 46, 68, 88-90
salvation, 53, 56, 6061
Samaritans, 1103, 112728
Samson, 1455
Samud, 1328
Samud son, Paul, 246n
sanctification
boundaries, xiv
church, 118-20
corporate, 118-20, 602, 833
definitive, 105
devotion vs., 1311-13, 1315
fidds, 1358
imputation &, 136
justification precedes, 50
land, 475-77
legal theory, 162829
moral, 135
offerings, 137-38
progressive, 647, 833
redemption price, 1318
sacrifice, 1335-36
saints, 178
tithe, 1361
sanctions
biblical law, 137, 588
blessings, 1244
boundaries, 295
bureaucrats, 614
Canaan, 446, 449

unintentional, 302-3 captivity, 1300
Sadducess, 457 church, 1424
saints, 178 civil (seecivil sanctions)

1845



common grace &, 120, 1233,
1269
corporate (see corporate

sanctions)

crimeé&, 470

cross-boundary, 1079

covenant law, 1373

curse/scarcity, 79

death, 430

denia, 127

dominion, 1302

economic status, 589

Egypt, 446

eternal, 359, 363-64

excommunication, 450, 463

food, 1071-73, 1083, 1269—
71

free market, 76

genaocide, 442

geography &, 1243-54

gleaning, 471

government &, 137077

grades, 614

history, 127

imposition, 588

indeterminacy, 224, 818

individualized, 190

inequality &, 613-17

inescapable concept, 121

institutions, 137

Judaism, 458

justice &, 588

kingdom, 137-38

kinsman-redeemer, 589
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land, 452-54, 1232

law &, 1303, 1373

legitimacy &, 58n

Levitical, 1-2

Lord's Supper, 1438

mixed breeds, 753

national, 190

natural law theory, 1081

nature, 1246

negative, 337, 1236, 1295,
1298-99

New Covenant, 1245- 1247

Numbers, xlv—xlvi

obedience &, viii

peace, 107173, 1078, 1242

penal, 676

people, 170

perjury, 370-71

pessimillennialism, 138

political power, 204

palitics, 120-21

population, 126869

positive, 1234-38

positive feedback, 124

post-conquest, 1247

predictable, 224, 613, 818,
1082, 1085, 1244-49

progress &, 123-28

Promised Land, 881

prophecy &, 148

purification offering, li, 189—
90

rain, 1243-51

representation &, 1234-38



responsibility &, 120

restitution, 589

sanctified group, 153

sanctuary, 897

separation, 1

sexual, 1

social theory &, 127, 1082

society, not geography, 462,
124647, 1253

State, 1124, 1130-31

State/free market, 76

status quo ante, 588-89

stoning, 404

succession &, 1296

supernatural, 222

tabernacle, 390

vow &, 1306

sanctuary

annulled, 394-95

civil, 783

defiled, 174, 190

family plot, 102021

holy place, 389

home, 844, 856

inheritance, 1145

kingdom, 1022

land, 144, 453-55, 459, 1021

profanation, 856-57

righteousness, 816-17

rival, 853

sanctions, 897

strangers, 783

temple, 389, 394, 455

theocracy &, 782-84
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Sandlin, Andrew, 1720-30,
1739, 1741-47
Sapphira, 371
Sarai, 989
Satan
accuser, 659
defeat, 130, 790
equality for all, 619
hierarchy, 128283
information, 1282
inheritance, 130
juggler, 1282
kingdom, 1252
ownership, 131
representation, 1282, 1283
rule of, 1282
squatter, 131
Saturn, 730
Saul, 168-69, 650
scales, 798, 814, 82627
scarcity, 79, 342-43, 596, 641,
963
scholarship, 1388
Schumacher, E. F., 1685
science, 195-98
Scofield Bible, 401n
Scofidd, C. 1., 597n, 1504—7
Scopestrial, 1509n
Scott, Otto, 1572n, 1558, 1566
secret societies, 1533-34
secularism, 195, 310, 312, 314—
16, 323
seed
case law, 703



future, 848
geography, 8
initiation, 853
multiplication, 1387
name, 732
promised, 732, 735, 742
Shiloh, 720, 1617
wheat/tares, 133-34
seed corn (capital), 249
seed laws
annulled, 728, 735
cattle, 733-36, 1383-84
eschatology, 735
fruit trees, 776
gleaning, 1382
hybrids, 161420
inheritance, 839, 1380
land laws &, 839
meaning, 74547
Moloch, 873
replacement, 1203

separation, 72627, 752-53

Shiloh, 726
tribes, 717
segregation (racial), 1629-30
sdf-defense, 681-83
sdf-government
law enforcement, 834
nucleus of all government,
1455
predictable law &, 822
primary, 1239, 1263
sacrifices (value), 236
starting point, 634
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trust &, 530
wesalth &, 1516

sdlf-interest, 537, 540, 909-10,

913-16

sdler, 800, 810
Semikah, 457
seminaries, Xxxiii
sensate culture, 312
separation

abnormal, 727

Abraham, 1031

animals, 726, 736, 1615-16,
1637

autonomy, 410

citizenship &, 86669

clothing, 73743, 161517

covenantal, 721, 880, 893

crops, 737-39

dietary laws, 886-89

ecclesiastical, 869

eternity, 871

evil, 7

fidds, 746

forms, 437-38

genetic, 1632—-33

holiness, 437, 720, 880

inheritance &, 880—900

Israd, 723

leprosy, 410, 720

Leviticus theme, 437

manna, 890

race, 162126

requirement, 745

Rushdoony’s reversal, 869—



70
sacramental, 177
salvation, 86768
sanctions, 1
seed laws, 752-53
tares/'wheat, 540
temporary, 1616
tribes, 720, 1637
yoking, 1621, 1623-24, 1626,
1628
serpent, 346
Serrano, Andres, 937
service, 108-9, 114
Shackle, G. L. S,, 1602
Shafarevich, Igor, 1531-33
sharecropping, 241-42, 978,
1038
shared meal, 99
shekds, 986
Shiloh, 19, 720, 723, 732, 726—
27, 1379-80, 1390
shoes, 283, 286
shovel analogy, 1725-26
Sider, Ron
anti-charity, 1013
debate, 433n
guilt, 1667
jubilee, 1012-15
Leviticus, 1012
Malthusian, 1658-62
poor people, 593-96
soybean socialism, 1664—65
tithe, 152-53
Sierra Club, 1279
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Sihon, 996
Silva, Moises, 720n, 721n
silver, 801
Simon, Julian, 1652
Simony, 178n
sin
adultery, 205-21
church officias, 205
closets, 218
congregation, 163-64
corporate, 167, 191-92
degrees, 166
freewill, 151
locus of authority, 167
original, 150, 161
pollution, 145
price, 60
priest, 163-67
secondary, 790
small, li
toleration of, 162
unintentional, 146
sin offering, xv, li (see also)
purification offering
Skousen, Mark, 816n
dave, 1143
davery
abolitionism, 1187-89,
1192-93
acceptance (pre-1750), 1176
adoption, 1165-70, 1201
aliens, 950, 1021, 117578
American South, 1190-92
annulled, 1193



bondservice, 1132—33

Calvinism &, 1192-94

devoted, 1309

eternal, 1184

ethics &, 1205

Enlightenment &, 1176

evangdism &, 1183

foreigners, 950, 1021, 1175—
78

gang, 1180, 1183, 118788

hdl &, 1183-86

Hodge, Charles, 1194

hope, 1184

Greece, 1557, 1564

inescapable concept, 1205

jubilee, 950, 1012, 1022,
1103, 1165, 1180, 1195—
98

justification, 1021

land &, 1180-82

Leviticus, xxiv

manumission, 1165

Murray, John, 1192-93

plot size, 1204

prisons, 1207

purpose (OT), 1196

Quakersvs., 117677

racism &, 1189-90

release, 1166

reigions &, 118990

Renaissance, 667, 1188

Rome, 1564

sin's modd, 1199-1200,
1205
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status symbol, 1181
strangers, 950, 1021, 1175-
78
Stuart, Moses, 1193
temple, 1308-9, 1310
Wilberforce, William, 1192—
93
see also bondservice
sloth, 596-97
smallpox, 1646
Smith, Adam, 536, 642, 1643
Smith, lan, 622—23
Smith, Morton, 156566
smoke, 88
Smokey Bear, 599
Sobran, Joseph, 220
Social Darwinism, 58n, 823
Social Gospd, 111, 1478-80,
1538, 1544
social maobility, 1027
social order
blasphemy, 930
civil order &, 1584
covenantal coherence, 1589
hybrids &, 1619
law &, 693, 1588
legitimacy, 158889
reigion &, 1584-85
Trinity, 1584-85
Social Security, 240
social theory
Bible commentaries, 149n
Chrigtian, 127, 224, 227,
1124



ethical dualism &, 586
Leviticus, 4, 147
palitical pluralism, 586
sanctions &, xlii, 127, 224,
1082
three types, 532—33
Trinity &, 530-33
social thought, 124-25
social utility, 257
socialism
African, 1668
Ananias, 1516-17
anti-blueprints, 618
anti-family, 1522
Biblevs., 617
chiliasm, 1532
Christian, 617-18, 1535-38
communal, 618
equalitarian, 614, 616-17
ethical rebdlion, 1517
famine &, 1668
heretical movements, 1530
35
inequality before the law,
1521
population growth, 1642
post-1660, 1534
poverty, 596
reality, 1520
simplicity, 1518
spaceship earth, 1683
soybean, 166465
State ownership, 1522
theological liberalism, 1517—
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18
varigties, 1539
socialized medicing, 433, 603n,
787
society, 186
Society of Friends, 117677
Socrates, xxiii, 1559-60, 1566—
67, 1572
Sodom, 89, 1236, 1373
soil, 957
Sola Scriptura, 1722—24, 1729,
1733
Solon, 655
Sol zhenitsyn, Alexander, 1675~
76, 1678
Somalia, 1668
sonship, 1328
sophists, 1565
Sorokin, Pitirim, 312
sovereignty
Adam, 1603
Athens, 655-57
church, 147273
civil, 1472-73
community, 163738
consumer, 825, 104244,
1215-16, 1261
consumer vs. State, 57-58
definitions, 870
delegated, 171, 201, 224,
1261
democratic, 171
Enlightenment, 201
final, 375, 687



God's, 59
identifying, 1470
individual, 230
judicial, 633, 1602—-3
judicial spokesman, 1603
limited, 1603
locus of, 224, 1470, 1635
ownership, 57-60, 1044
people, 186, 201
popular, 203
State, 58-59, 375, 1579-80,
1635
tithe, 1421, 1470
Soviet Union, 1254-60, 1548
Sowdl, Thomas, 1277
Spelman, Henry, 1401n, 1411—
12
spies, 762
spaceship earth, 1682—83
species, 1614-15, 1619, 1649
speed of light, 1290
speed limits, 811, 826
sports, 183-84
Spurgeon, Charles H., 402
Spykman, Gordon, 862
stalemate mentality, 122
Stalin, Josef (Djugishvili), xxviii
standards
boundary ranges, 812
competition, 812
free market, 812
objective, 807-13
perceptible, 804
physical, 808
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scale, 828
State

alien ground, 5

autonomy, 121, 323

biblical, 179-80, 358

boundaries, 121, 678, 791,
1371-72, 137576

capital consumption, 248-49

capital punishment, 681

captured for God, 121

caring, 53940

centralized, 229

charity, 791, 908

church &, 374

classical culture, xxxii

common grace, 357

compulsory, 680

court, 180

covenant renewal, 188n

covenantal, 675

declares guilt, 676

divinization, 7475, 171, 35

dualism, 323

false dawn, 629

false witnesses, 668

false worship, 844

family &, 844, 142627

father, 1485

fiat money, 679n

gleaning, 491-92

God's agent, 792, 793

grace &, 323

Greece, 1567-68

healer, 433, 516, 676, 686



injustice, 1054

insurer, 1123-24

judicial limits, 686

jury as boundary, 661

justicefor all, 34849

limited, 180, 687, 700, 1603

messianic, 75, 78, 359, 676,
787, 1131, 1579-81

ministerial, 582

monopoaly, 180, 359, 675-86,
693-94

natura law, 323

negative sanctions, 676, 686,
786

oath, 171, 226, 359, 374-75,
377, 1375-77

oppression, 1059-60, 1067

ownership, 59, 595

plunder, 677, 787-89

power religion, 1207

priestly, 359, 1238

productive, 1437

property’s boundaries, 678

protection, 433, 1437

quarantine, 423-28, 432

redistribution, 595

representation, 81

restitution, 616

sacrificeto, 75, 81

sacrilege, 240, 285, 685

sanctions (see civil sanctions)

savior, 787-89, 1579

secular, 323

sdf-defense, 681
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servitude, 59

davery, 1206

sovereignty, 58-59, 375,

157980, 1635

taxation (see taxation)

tithe &, 1479

Trinitarian, 373-74

vengeance, 674

victim's agent, 350

wartime, 1238

wealth-creation, 678

wdfare, 423, 433, 469, 786

world, 1580

see also welfare State
state of nature, 200
statistics, 536
Stephen, 840, 1168n
sterility, 1618-20, 1622, 1639
stewardship

credit, 6667

cosmic system, 539

implicit, 56—60

inescapable concept, 57

tithe, 243

whole burnt offering, 59
Stigler, George, 64344
Stoicism, 1378, 1574-76
stoning, 404, 838, 856, 866,
874,

923, 92526
storehouse, 1475-78
strangers

boundaries, 1016

equality, 782



imperfect, 794-96
inescapable concept, 1016
interest, 1119, 1125
Isradlites, 1016, 108889
jubilee, 1014
gleaning, 43687
post-exilic, 455-56
protection, 933
dslaves, 1175-78
tolerated, 872—73
two kinds, 1125-26
walled cities, 1019
Strayer, J. R., 1573, 1581
stream of income, 1049, 1064,
1221-23
strike zone (epistemol ogy), 805
Stringfellow, Thornton, 1190—
92
stripped-fidd eschatol ogies,
512-13
Stroup, Richard, 910-11
Stuart, Moses, 1193
subjective perception, 804—6
subjective utility, 562
subordination, 109-10, 98995,
1463-66
SUCCESS, Viii
succession, 1305—7
sunshine, 1246
sugar plantations, 1188
surrender, 96-97
Sutton, Ray
covenant modd, xxxviii
Covenant Renewal, 1720,
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1724-25
five points of Calvinism,
1715-16
five stones, 1726
Kline&, 1710
sweat, 264n, 74043, 1248
Swift, Wesley, 1612n
sword, 131
synagogue, 1454
systematic theology, 1711,
1713,
1744

tabernacle, 8, 171-75, 188-89,
390
tabernacles, 17, 92, 904, 987
tablets, 282, 394
Tamar, 725
tares/wheat, 134, 540
taxation
capital, 91, 23743, 679-80,
1362-63
capital gains, 773
church &, 1465
envy, 252
fair, 251
head, 239
income, 252-53
legitimate, 680
limit, 179-80
locusts, 240
modern, 227-28
Pigou, 257
productivity, 238-39



property, 680, 1468
sacrilege, 240
dogans, 251-53
State' s sovereignty, 1434
teleology, 195
television, 185n
temple
boundaries, 97, 386, 389,
897, 1325, 1369, 1417
destruction, 457
house of prayer, 389
land laws &, 839
no trespassing, 1325
sacred space, 339, 389
sanctuary, 389, 393, 455
size, 92
dlavery, 1308-10
veil, 394, 429-30, 893
temptations, 604—6
Ten Commandments
casuistry, 1609
circumcision of heart, 847
dispensationalists vs., xvi
five points, xliii—xliv, xlvii,
1739
Geder vs., 830
inclusion of gentiles, 6,
29697, 1373
international, 29697
judicial continuity, 225
New Mexico stone, 27-28
Pentecost &, 16, 9034
structured, 1736
textbooks, 246n

theft

Achan, 1399

Adam, 360

doubletithe, 338

false oath, 362—68

fraud, 524

God asvictim, 377

God's name, xliii, 521

government, 824

law breaking, 11

low-value sacrifice, 56

majority vote, 629

penalty payments, 388, 360,
367-72

reparation offering, 1391-92

sacrilege, 13991400, 1414

withheld wage, 566

theocracy

civil, 1583, 1609
commonwealth, 783
confession, 374

forms, 137577

hostility to, xxvii
inescapable concept, 375
mandatory, 359

origin, 1583

palitics, 1610

republic, 226

theology, xxxv, 1712
theonomy

eschatology &, 1296
hermeneutic, 716, 914
hostility to, 623
interpretation, 1389



I ndex

test case, 703, 713-14
THEOS, xxxviii
Things to Come, 149699
Third World nations, 1659,
1662—-63
thrift
covenant &, 1083
psychology, 96566
sabbath year, 963
sdf-discipline, 107577
trust, 1076
throne, 356
Thucydides, 1569-70
Tiemstra, John 112n
time
bounded, 1644
interest, 106364
limit, 1276, 1285
lines, 639
measurement, 808
population growth &, 1273~
74, 1285-86, 1288, 1644
time-preference, 770-71, 963,
1135-36
tithe
autonomy vs., 36, 243
ban, 1364-65, 1366
Calvinon, 1476—-78
cdebration, 91
charity &, 1468
church, 59-60, 177
church authority, 1418-19,
1434-35
conscience, 1435, 1445

1856

dominion, 247, 1436-37,
1463-64

double, 33840

economic principle, 178

enforcement, 1134

firstfruits, 91

gleanerg/Levites, 913-14

graduated, 179n, 252-53,

629

herd, 1361

holy, 1361

hormah, 1365

increase (net), 23738, 177,
1362, 1365, 1463

institution, 1465

Jesus on, 36

judicial basis, 1479

lease, 955-56

L evites, 300, 338-39, 968,
979, 1417-18

limit on State, 59-60, 82

locus of sovereignty, 1421

mandatory, 912

medieval, 1529-30

net increase, 1362

parachurch, 1460

profanity law, 300

proportional, 237, 254

reconstruction, 1467

redemption, 136162

representation, 177

sabbath year, 968

sacramental, 1448, 1462

sacrilege &, 1477



sacred space (temple), 339
social control, 1483
sovereignty, 1421, 1434,
1470
statism, 1469
stewardship, 243
storehouse, 1475-78
token sacrifice, 243
transgression, 300
Titus, 777
toleration, 870, 1629-30
total depravity, 52
Tower, John, 399
torture, 666-67
totalitarianism, 202
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