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APPENDIX A

SACRILEGE AND SANCTIONS

So Joshua sent messengers, and they ran unto the tent; and, behold, it was hid in
his tent, and the silver under it. And they took them out of the midst of the tent,

and brought them unto Joshua, and unto all the children of Israel, and laid them
out before the LorD. And Joshua, and all Israel with him, took Achan the son of
gerah, and the silver, and the garment, and the wedge of gold, and his sons, and
his daughters, and his oxen, and his asses, and his sheep, and his tent, and all
that he had: and they brought them unto the valley of Achor. And Joshua said,

Why hast thou troubled us? the LorRD shall trouble thee this day. And all Israel
stoned him with stones, and burned them with fire, after they had stoned them
with stones. And they raised over him a great heap of stones unto this day. So the
Lorp turned from the fierceness of his anger. Wherefore the name of that place
was called, The valley of Achor, unto this day.

JOSHUA 7:22—26

Achan appropriated forbidden objects in Jericho. These objects had
been previously set aside by God for His temple. “But all the silver, and
gold, and vessels of brass and iron, are consecrated unto the LORD: they
shall come into the treasury of the Lorp” (Josh. 6:19). This holy (set-
aside) property is what Achan had appropriated. His was therefore an
act of sacrilege. Sacrilege is a profane act, but a specific form of profan-
ity: theft from a temple or a holy place.! Jericho was to be offered as the
firstfruits sacrifice to God on God’s fiery altar. The entire city was to be
burned. Its confiscated treasures were to be set aside for God’s temple.

1. The Greek word for “sacrilege,” hierarsuleo, means “to rob a temple.” Walter Bauer,
A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature, trans.
William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1957),
p- 374. New Testament examples: “Thou that sayest a man should not commit adultery,
dost thou commit adultery? thou that abhorrest idols, dost thou commit sacrilege?”
(Rom. 2:22). “For ye have brought hither these men, which are neither robbers of
churches, nor yet blasphemers of your goddess” (Acts 19:37).

935



936 BOUNDARIES AND DOMINION: LEVITICUS

Because of Achan’s act of sacrilege, God killed 36 Israelites in the
first battle of Ai (Josh. 7:5). They were not responsible for his act of
sacrilege, but God nonetheless imposed capital sanctions on them.
This event was later used by Joshua in his strategy to take the city of
Ai: “For they will come out after us till we have drawn them from the
city; for they will say, They flee before us, as at the first: therefore we
will flee before them” (Josh. 8:6). Nevertheless, the 36 dead men were
dead because of a sin committed by a man in secret, a man who was
not a representative civil ruler in Israel. Judicially, why did God kill
them? Because of Achan’s representative position as a priest (Greek:
hieros) of God in the national hierarchy (Greek: hierarch = high priest).

A. Achan’s Priestly Role in a Holy War

In his capacity as a warrior-priest, Achan had committed sacrilege.
Jordan wrote: “All of Israel were [sic] a nation of priests, and it is the
priests who prosecute holy war. God Himself had established a paral-
lel between the war camp and the Tabernacle, both holy places. ...
As a member of God’s holy army, Achan had been ordered to bring
burning judgment against Jericho. His was not simply a run-of-the-
mill capital crime of a father in his role as father; it was the sin of a
man who had personally appropriated forbidden objects that were to
be set apart for God, i.e., holy objects. His disobedience was a priestly
act. The nation burned the remains of Achan and his family. God’s
direct sanction against false worship by a priest was fire (Lev. 10:2);
it was also His punishment for a non-priest who offered incense ille-
gally (Num. 16:35).3

1. Sacrilege

The crime of sacrilege in the Old Covenant era carried with it a
biblically unique degree of covenantal responsibility. The sanctions
imposed by God and by the state against this crime seem to have
extended to all those who were under the criminal’s legal jurisdiction.
This analysis in turn suggests that Adam’s primary crime was also

2. James B. Jordan, Fudges: God’s War Against Humanism (Tyler, Texas: Geneva Min-
istries, 1985), p. 93.

3. Prostitution was not specified as a capital crime in Israel, except when committed
by a priest’s daughter. “And the daughter of any priest, if she profane herself by play-
ing the whore, she profaneth her father: she shall be burnt with fire” (Lev. 21:9). This
indicates that a connection to the priesthood placed special restrictions on individuals,
and violations brought a unique sanction: execution by fire.
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sacrilege.* He had eaten a prohibited communion meal by appropri-
ating fruit that had been explicitly set aside by God. Sacrilege was
the original crime that brought all of humanity under God’s nega-
tive sanctions. Adam’s sons and daughters have received a death sen-
tence because of the sins of their father. This sanction appears to be a
unique judicial aspect of sacrilege in Adam’s case and Achan’s.®

The penalty imposed by Joshua and the court was the public exe-
cution of Achan, his family, and his entire inheritance. Even the sto-
len goods had become polluted through sacrilege, and therefore had
to be burned with fire, along with the corpses (Josh. 7:25). God in-
structed the people of Israel to do with Achan what they had been in-
structed to do with Jericho. Worse; not even the silver and gold were
to be salvaged for the tabernacle. The fire would be all-encompassing.

2. Fathers and Sons

There is no doubt that God sanctioned the execution of Achan
and his household, for He immediately withdrew His anger and His
negative sanctions (v. 26). Yet the targets of this public execution
were Achan’s family members. The crucial question is: Did they par-
take in their father’s sin? If not, was this execution in violation of Deu-
teronomy 24:16? That text announces: “The fathers shall not be put
to death for the children, neither shall the children be put to death
for the fathers: every man shall be put to death for his own sin.” Why
were the sons and daughters executed for the sin of the father? The
text in Joshua does not say that they knew of the crime, although
they may have. It does speak of the burning of his tent. This indi-
cates that the goods had been buried inside his tent. Those inside
may have known what was going on. It is not stated specifically that
some of the children were too young to know, nor does it state that
some were old enough to be in their own tents. The point is, inside the
Judicial boundary of Achan’s tent, everything had been polluted. The tent
represented the judicial boundary of Achan’s authority as a house-
hold priest. Everything inside that boundary had become profane as

4. Wrote Sir Henry Spelman in the seventeenth century: “Thus it appeareth that
Sacrilege was the first sin, the master-sin, and the common sin at the beginning of the
world, committed in earth by man in corruption, committed in paradise by man in
perfection, committed in heaven itself by the angels in glory;...” Spelman, The History
and Fate of Sacrilege (1698); Eades edition (London: John Hodges, 1888), p. 1; cited by
R. J. Rushdoony, Law and Society, vol. 2 of Institutes of Biblical Law (Vallecito, Califor-
nia: Ross House, 1982), p. 33.

5. A fiery sword was placed by God at the entrance of the garden to keep out the
sacrilegious priest and his heirs (Gen. 3:24). Achan’s remains were burned (Josh. 7:25).
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a result of his unauthorized and self-conscious trespass of holy ob-
jects. Everything inside was fit for destruction.

Surely the animals did not know. Why were even the animals un-
der his administration executed? What had these animals done to de-
serve stoning? They had done nothing more than the animals had
done in Adam’s representative Fall, yet they, too, had suffered the
consequences, as have their descendants. A cursed form of death en-
tered the animal kingdom as a judgment from God. The subordinates
suffered as a result of their master’s act of defiance.

Because the text of Joshua 7 is not specific regarding the knowl-
edge of Achan’s sons and daughters regarding their father’s act of sac-
rilege, we cannot be sure that they did not know and understand what
their father was doing. The fact that the family’s animals were stoned
does indicate that a comprehensive ban—Aormah—had been placed
by God on his whole household, irrespective of their knowledge or
consent. If Deuteronomy 24:16 is accepted as a universally binding
standard for Israel’s civil government, then we must conclude that
they both knew and understood. If they did not know and under-
stand, then we must conclude that Deuteronomy 24:16 did not apply
in cases of sacrilege. The text of Joshua 7 does not definitively prove
one interpretation over the other, but the execution of the animals
does suggest that sacrilege was a unique crime and therefore outside
the judicial boundary of Deuteronomy 24:16 regarding innocent sons
and guilty fathers.

3. Holy War

The issue at stake was the conquest’s judicial character as a uniquely
holy war. God had directed the Israelites to destroy all the families
inside the boundaries of Canaan. “And when the Lorp thy God shall
deliver them before thee; thou shalt smite them, and utterly destroy
them; thou shalt make no covenant with them, nor shew mercy unto
them” (Deut. 7:2; cf. 7:16). They were not allowed to show mercy, ex-
cept to Rahab and her family, because she had covenanted with Israel
before the holy army entered the land. Once the army had crossed
over the boundary of the land, no other mercy was to be extended to
the inhabitants within that boundary. The normal rules of holy war-
fare did not apply. Israel was not allowed to offer terms of surrender
to any Canaanite city, unlike wars outside the land (Deut. 20:10-11).

By stealing holy objects in Jericho—goods that God had appropri-
ated for Himself—Achan had not only stolen from God; he had also
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united himself and his family covenantally with Jericho. By stealing
part of God’s required first-fruits offering, Achan became a citizen of
Jericho. He also became profane: the violator of a sacred boundary
placed by God around the city of Jericho. He was therefore required
to suffer the judgment of every citizen in Jericho: death. Achan’s cov-
enantal citizenship extended down to his children and his property: the ani-
mals and the stolen goods. Just as Rahab had become a citizen of Israel
by hiding the spies and placing the red string publicly in her win-
dow, so did Achan become a citizen of Jericho by hiding the banned
goods. Just as Rahab’s family had survived because of her covenant,
so did Achan’s family perish because of his covenant. Achan and his
family became Canaanites, and therefore the entire family came un-
der the covenantal ban: hormah.

B. Aaron and His Sons

Aaron built the golden calf and thereby brought sin on the people
(Ex. 32). All of the people had initiated his representative priestly
sin, so three thousand of them suffered the deadly consequences as
representatives of the nation (Ex. 32:28). By serving as executioners
against them, the Levites removed from their tribe the curse of Ja-
cob (Gen. 49:7), becoming the priestly, holy, set-aside, first-born tribe
(Num. 1: 47-53).

In contrast to their father, Aaron, Nadab and Abihu initiated their
own sins. God brought direct sanctions against them: “And Nadab
and Abihu, the sons of Aaron, took either of them his censer, and put
fire therein, and put incense thereon, and offered strange fire before
the LorD, which he commanded them not. And there went out fire
from the Lorp, and devoured them, and they died before the Lorp.
Then Moses said unto Aaron, This is it that the LORD spake, saying, I
will be sanctified in them that come nigh me, and before all the peo-
ple I will be glorified. And Aaron held his peace” (Lev. 10:1-3). Then
Moses warned their father and their priestly successors not to display
any sign of grief, lest the people be subjected to God’s wrath. The
people were to bewail God’s sanctions against the two priests.

And Moses called Mishael and Elzaphan, the sons of Uzziel the uncle of
Aaron, and said unto them, Come near, carry your brethren from before
the sanctuary out of the camp. So they went near, and carried them in their
coats out of the camp; as Moses had said. And Moses said unto Aaron, and
unto Eleazar and unto Ithamar, his sons, Uncover not your heads, neither
rend your clothes; lest ye die, and lest wrath come upon all the people:
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but let your brethren, the whole house of Israel, bewail the burning which
the Lorp hath kindled. And ye shall not go out from the door of the tab-
ernacle of the congregation, lest ye die: for the anointing oil of the Lorp
is upon you. And they did according to the word of Moses (Lev. 10:4-7).

C. David’s Numbering of Israel

Another example of a near-sacrilegious® crime in which there was a
representative legal relationship was David’s numbering of Israel.
This census-taking was allowed by God only when the nation was
being set aside for holy war to bring God’s capital sanction against
His enemies (Num. 1:3). Thus, David could act legally only in his
capacity as senior military priest. He misused his civil authority as king
to number the people, despite Joab’s strong warning (II Sam. 24:3).

The people were at fault for numerous crimes, but not David’s
particular crime, which was only possible for Israel’s senior military
leader to commit: high military priest of the holy army. But because
there was no imminent holy war, David’s act was an act of theft: treat-
ing God’s holy army as if it were the king’s army. David’s priestly
act of sacrilege would bring all those under his jurisdiction under
the threat of God’s wrath. The text says that God wanted to punish
Israel, and David was God’s means to that end. “And again the anger
of the LorD was kindled against Israel, and he moved David against
them to say, Go, number Israel and Judah” (IT Sam. 24:1).” The use of
the metaphorical verb kindled points to His holy ban against them. It
was nevertheless David’s personal sin that he numbered them, for he
was not preparing for holy war.

He soon recognized that he had sinned. “And David’s heart smote
him after that he had numbered the people. And David said unto the
Lorp, I have sinned greatly in that I have done: and now, I beseech
thee, O Lorbp, take away the iniquity of thy servant; for I have done

6. “Near-sacrilegious” may be too weak a designation. The event has the marks of
sacrilege, if I am correct in my thesis that numbering the people was a priestly act.

7. The intermediary agent between God and David was Satan: “And Satan stood
up against Israel, and provoked David to number Israel” (I Chron. 21:1). Satan bore
responsibility for this action, as did David, but the Bible clearly says that God moved
David to do it. Those who seek to assert a philosophical contradiction between God’s
will and David’s actions need to listen to Paul’s warning against such a misuse of moral
philosophy: “Thou wilt say then unto me, Why doth he yet find fault? For who hath re-
sisted his will? Nay but, O man, who art thou that repliest against God? Shall the thing
formed say to him that formed it, Why hast thou made me thus? Hath not the potter
power over the clay, of the same lump to make one vessel unto honour, and another
unto dishonour?” (Rom. 9:19-21).
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very foolishly” (II Sam. 24:10). He asked God for forgiveness, and
God offered him the choice of one negative sanction among three.
David told God that He should decide. That was what God had been
waiting for and aiming toward: “So the LoRrbD sent a pestilence upon
Israel from the morning even to the time appointed: and there died
of the people from Dan even to Beersheba seventy thousand men”
(IT Sam. 24:15). Only men died in this plague. Clearly, it was a ju-
dicial plague, not biological—analogous to the death of all the first-
born of Egypt, who also were not contagious. Public health measures
would not have reduced the death rate.

The Bible does not say that all 70,000 men deserved the nega-
tive sanction of death. Some surely did; some probably didn’t. Men
live in societies, and as members of covenant-bound collectives, they
become subject both to God’s negative sanctions and His positive
sanctions. Jeremiah and Ezekiel went out in the Babylonian captivity,
yet both men had remained faithful to God. Individuals cannot always
escape the negative sanctions associated with corporate responsibility simply
by their own righteous behavior. Good men can suffer in unrighteous
societies, while bad men can prosper in righteous societies (Ps. 72).
In any case, they did not deserve death for the crime of sacrilege; if
anyone did, David did, yet he was not punished directly. He was pun-
ished representatively: through the decimation of his army. His king-
dom was reduced by 70,000 men. Like the stolen goods in Achan’s
tent that could never be used in the temple, so were these 70,000 po-
tential holy warriors. David had sought confirmation of his power as
king through the census. God reduced the nation’s power by 70,000
potential holy warriors. They became sacrilegious. They suffered the
consequences.

D. Jeroboam and the Priesthood

Consider Jeroboam’s revolt against Rehoboam. The revolt itself was
not illegal. The subsequent problem for the Northern Kingdom was
that Jeroboam committed sacrilege after the secession, and the peo-
ple consented. He appointed new priests to administer the sacrifices.
He appointed the dregs of society to these offices. “After this thing Je-
roboam returned not from his evil way, but made again of the lowest
of the people priests of the high places: whosoever would, he conse-
crated him, and he became one of the priests of the high places. And
this thing became sin unto the house of Jeroboam, even to cut it off,
and to destroy it from off the face of the earth” (I Kings 13:33-34).



942 BOUNDARIES AND DOMINION: LEVITICUS

Once again, we see that sacrilege leads to the disinheritance of the
offender’s sons, even though they had not committed the original
crime. Why was his decision an act of sacrilege? What had Jeroboam
stolen from the temple? Jeroboam had stolen the actual rites of the
temple; he had stolen God’s lawful worship. He had violated the mo-
nopoly of worship that God had established for the entire nation, not
just the Southern Kingdom.

He had also stolen God’s holy army of priests. Jeroboam removed
God’s holy army from the highways of the nation. No longer would the
holy army of Israel march three times a year to Jerusalem. The people
implicitly consented to Jeroboam’s sacrilegious decision: they could
have walked to Jerusalem to offer their sacrifices, but most chose not
to. They preferred Jeroboam’s local golden calves (II Kings 10:29).
What the people saved in travel expenses and trouble, however, they
more than lost when God brought negative sanctions against them.
Meanwhile, the lawful priesthood departed from Israel:

And the priests and the Levites that were in all Israel resorted to him out of
all their coasts. For the Levites left their suburbs and their possession, and
came to Judah and Jerusalem: for Jeroboam and his sons had cast them
off from executing the priest’s office unto the LorD: And he ordained him
priests for the high places, and for the devils, and for the calves which
he had made. And after them out of all the tribes of Israel such as set
their hearts to seek the Lorp God of Israel came to Jerusalem, to sacrifice
unto the Lorp God of their fathers. So they strengthened the kingdom
of Judah, and made Rehoboam the son of Solomon strong, three years:
for three years they walked in the way of David and Solomon (II Chron.
11:13-17).

Jeroboam brought negative sanctions against the lawful priests;
God therefore brought negative sanctions against the Northern King-
dom. The northern tribes of Israel accepted the representation of po-
litically appointed, profane priests, who in turn committed sacrilege
daily. The Northern Kingdom of Israel did not recover from these
priestly acts of sacrilege. It was burdened by kings who were far more
corrupt and tyrannical than Judah’s kings, and it went into captivity
under a vicious nation, Assyria, over a century before Judah fell to the
more tolerant Babylonians. Israel’s land was inhabited from then on
by the Samaritans: foreigners who were brought into the land by the
Assyrians to replace the captive Hebrews.

For the children of Israel walked in all the sins of Jeroboam which he
did; they departed not from them; Until the Lorp removed Israel out of
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his sight, as he had said by all his servants the prophets. So was Israel
carried away out of their own land to Assyria unto this day. And the king
of Assyria brought men from Babylon, and from Cuthah, and from Ava,
and from Hamath, and from Sepharvaim, and placed them in the cities of
Samaria instead of the children of Israel: and they possessed Samaria, and
dwelt in the cities thereof (II Kings 17:22-24).

The people were at risk in the rebellion of their king, for the king
placed them under the rule of a new priesthood. By consenting to the
decision of Jeroboam, the people became sacrilegious. It was their
continuing consent to sacrilege rather than Jeroboam’s initial act of
sacrilege that eventually brought God’s permanent sanction of cap-
tivity upon the Northern Kingdom.

E. New Testament Biblical Theology: The High Priest

The primary sin in history is sacrilege. The penalty for sacrilege is
fire; so is the final negative sanction (Rev. 20:14-15). The represen-
tative nature of sacrilege is the primary message of the gospel: from
the first Adam to the second Adam, the curse of death was revealed in
all men. The resurrection of Jesus Christ, the second Adam, revealed
that He has representatively atoned for that original sin, which had
brought all of mankind under the curse. Paul wrote: “Therefore as by
the offence of one judgment came upon all men to condemnation;
even so by the righteousness of one the free gift came upon all men
unto justification of life. For as by one man’s disobedience many were
made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made righ-
teous” (Rom. 5:18-19).

The New Testament does not speak of the atoning work of Je-
sus Christ in His capacity as king, but rather in His capacity as high
priest. “But Christ being come an high priest of good things to come,
by a greater and more perfect tabernacle, not made with hands, that is
to say, not of this building; Neither by the blood of goats and calves,
but by his own blood he entered in once into the holy place, having
obtained eternal redemption for us” (Heb. 9:11-12). It was in His rep-
resentative office as high priest, not as king, that Jesus Christ estab-
lished the link between Himself and the covenant people, the saints
of God: those people who have come under God’s eternal positive
sanctions because Jesus Christ came under God the Father’s negative
sanctions.
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F. Sacrilege in English History

Until the advent of the modern worldview, it was a common belief
among Christians that sacrilege is always visited by God’s negative
sanctions. An old English proverb appeared in several versions:
“Evil-gotten goods lightly come and lightly go.” “Ill-gotten goods
will not last three crops.” “Ill-gotten goods would not last to the third
heir.”® It is therefore appropriate to refer at this point to the work of
Sir Henry Spelman.

Spelman wrote a popular book against laymen who impropriated
tithes, which are owed exclusively to the institutional church: De non
temerandis ecclessis (1613). It went through four editions. It empha-
sized divine judgments against the sacrilegious. In 1632, he began a
study of the families that bought or inherited the church and monas-
tic properties that had been confiscated by Henry VIII in 1546. He
limited his research to ex-monastic estates within a 12-mile radius of
Rougham in Norfolk.” This study was published posthumously in
1698: The History and Fate of Sacrilege. Webb and Neale in the mid-nine-
teenth century carried forward this suggestive research. They found
that of 630 families that inherited these lands, only 14 families still sur-
vived, and that 600 had clearly come under special judgment. They
asserted that there was a statistically significant factor in the disasters
that befell the 600."° A similar though shorter study was written by Sir
Simon Degge in 1699." Thomas remarked that “Degge’s conclusions
were, like Spelman’s, regarded as too dangerous to be published at
the time, and only appeared in print in 1717.72

Nevertheless, throughout the seventeenth century, similar warn-
ings had been offered by Catholic controversialists and many leading
Anglican scholars, including John Whitgift, Francis Godwin, Lance-
lot Andrewes, Jeremy Taylor, Joseph Mede, Isaac Basire, and Robert
South.”® There were also political leaders who warned their children

8. Keith Thomas, Religion and the Decline of Magic (New York: Charles Scribner’s
Sons, 1971), p. 97.

9. Ibid., p. 99.

10. Rushdoony, Law and Society, ch. 7. Rushdoony’s strong endorsement of Spelman’s
thesis on sacrilege and its sanctions is curious, given Rushdoony’s firm commitment to
the view that tithes do not belong to the institutional church, and that the layman can
lawfully give it to any kind of Christian charity. Rushdoony, “To Whom Do We Tithe,”
in Rushdoony and Edward A. Powell, Tithing and Dominion (Vallecito, California: Ross
House, 1979), ch. 7. See Appendix B: “Rushdoony on the Tithe: A Critique.”

11. Degge, Observations upon the possessors of monastery-lands in Staffordshire.

12. Thomas, Religion, p. 99.

13. Ibid., p. 100.
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against purchasing church lands: William Cecil (Lord Burleigh), Ed-
ward Hyde (Lord Chatham), and Thomas Wentworth (Earl of Straf-
ford)." Others, including John Milton, denied any such a punish-
ment for those who bought and sold “monkish lands.”

Two families that had profited from the confiscations and which
still survived in Spelman’s day were the families of Oliver Cromwell,
Puritan England’s Lord Protector, and his contemporary John Win-
throp, the first governor of the Puritans’ Massachusetts Bay Colony.
Ironically, Winthrop’s ancestor, who had purchased from King Henry
in 1544 the land of the monastery at Bury St. Edmunds, was named
Adam Winthrop—appropriate, if his crime was indeed sacrilege.’

Richard Williams, Oliver Cromwell’s ancestor, took the name
Cromwell from his uncle, Thomas Cromwell, “hammer of the monks”
and the architect of the English Reformation. Richard had acted
as Cromwell’s agent in the suppression of the monasteries, and his
reward was great: three abbeys, two priories, and the nunnery of
Hinchinbrooke, which alone was worth some £2,500 per year, an im-
mense fortune. The fortunes on both sides of young Oliver’s family
had been founded on the spoliation of the church.!® But the extrav-
agances of Sir Oliver Cromwell, young Oliver’s uncle, who lived for
almost a century, led to the dissolution of much of the main family’s
fortune, and Hinchinbrooke was sold in 1627, the year before young
Oliver’s first election to Parliament.” In any case, Oliver’s side of the
family had not owned Hinchinbrooke, but it did own smaller, less
productive former church lands.

Doctoral dissertations are seldom useful to anyone, let alone use-
ful to the kingdom of God, but a series of detailed dissertations on
the fate of the families that bought these monastic lands, compared to
the fate of families that did not, would be eminently useful. It would
be a very difficult task, however, given the carnage and disruptions
of the Puritan Revolution, 1642-59, and its aftermath in 1660, the
restoration of Charles II.

14. Ibid., p. 101.

15. Edmund S. Morgan, The Puritan Dilemma: The Story of John Winthrop (Boston:
Little, Brown, 1958), p. 1.

16. Christopher Hill, God’s Englishman: Oliver Cromwell and the English Revolution
(New York: Harper Torchbooks, [1970] 1972), p. 37.

17. Antonia Fraser, Cromwell: The Lord Protector (New York: Knopf, 1974), p. 13.
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Conclusion

We have considered the crime of sacrilege at some length. There is no
question that it invoked God’s direct sanctions, which immediately
extended to those under the authority of the priestly transgressor:
from Adam to his heirs, from Achan to his heirs, and from David
to 70,000 Israelites. Achan’s case indicates that the civil magistrate
was required to impose capital sanctions on the transgressor’s whole
household, including animals. That there were Old Covenant corpo-
rate sanctions applied by God in history in response to a represen-
tative agent’s sin is an inescapable conclusion, at least in the case of
sacrilege.

If unintentional sins by the priests brought the assembly under
God’s negative sanctions,'® then how much greater was the corporate
threat of sacrilege? Sacrilege is far worse. This leads us to a political
conclusion that breaks definitively with the Enlightenment: if God
ever provides the historical circumstances in which His saints become
the founders of a new civil society or the inheritors of an old one,
they must maintain the sanctioning authority which God has pub-
licly entrusted to them. They must guard against acts of sacrilege in
both the ordained priesthood and the public at large. Sacrilege is not
merely sin in general or an improper profession of faith; it is a specific
kind of sin: stealing God’s property. Those who believe that God will sit
back indefinitely while the modern state or modern witches commit
atrocities against the property of the church of Jesus Christ do not
understand Leviticus 4: God’s judgment will come in history.”” The
state is still required by God to defend the church against sacrilege.
The state is not neutral.

As in the Old Covenant era, the moral integrity of the people,
not their rulers, is judicially primary. The priests and civil rulers will
eventually reflect the moral condition of the people, for priests and
civil rulers are the people’s ordained representatives. Those citizens
who remain covenantally faithful to God by obeying His law through
His grace (Eph. 2:8-10) will find that their enemies are eventually
brought under God’s negative sanctions. The covenant-breaker, if he
is consistent, is eventually driven to commit sacrilege. At the ban-

18. Chapter 4.

19. The Soviet Union persecuted the church. Robert Conquest (ed.), Religion in the
U.S.S.R. (New York: Praeger, 1968); Gerhard Simon, Church, State and Opposition in the
U.S.S.R. (London: C. Hurst, [1970] 1974). In 1991, the Soviet Union collapsed in a
blood-free act of political suicide.
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quets of covenant-breakers, the holy treasures of the temple will be
used as common plates: profanity. When this happens, the handwrit-
ing is on the wall for the rulers and the social order they represent.
They will be replaced (Dan. 5).%

Because the function of civil government is to apply negative tem-
poral sanctions against convicted transgressors in order to protect the
entire society from God’s negative temporal sanctions, the sacrilege
laws are still in force in the New Covenant era. This means that the
death penalty must still be imposed on people who commit sacrilege.
On the other hand, the hormah of the Mosaic Covenant—a priestly
act of total destruction within the boundaries of geographical Israel—
was required by God only during the original conquest of Canaan.
It did not apply after Israel’s return from the exile, when strangers
living in the land were to be protected by the jubilee land laws (Ezek.
47:21-23).

Sons and daughters can escape the fate of their father by declaring
themselves no longer his sons. The New Testament emphasizes God’s
gracious adoption as more powerful in history than Adam’s sacrilege
and subsequent disinheritance. The sins of the sacrilegious parent do
not extend to the children in the New Covenant era if the children
break publicly with their father when they learn of his sacrilege. Fur-
thermore, there is no evidence that this was not also the case in the
Old Covenant. But what of a child too young to have understood
what his father had done, or one who did not discover the crime until
after his father’s conviction? To escape execution, he would have to
have been adopted by another family. All those who remained within
the family of the sacrilegious agent had to suffer the same penalty.
This is still the way of escape for the sons of Adam: adoption by a
family whose head is untainted by the crime of sacrilege. There is
only one such family: the family of God, redeemed by the Second
Adam, Jesus Christ.

20. In the twentieth century—perhaps throughout modern times—the events in the
Soviet Union of August 19-21, 1991, best illustrate this principle of replacement. The
astoundingly inept attempted coup by the old guard Soviet leaders failed in a nearly
bloodless series of events. The experiment in atheism, 1917-1991, had failed.






APPENDIX B

RUSHDOONY ON THE TITHE: A CRITIQUE

And, behold, I have given the children of Levi all the tenth in Israel for an in-
heritance, for their service which they serve, even the service of the tabernacle of
the congregation. Neither must the children of Israel henceforth come nigh the
tabernacle of the congregation, lest they bear sin, and die.

NUMBERS 18:21—22

The text is clear: the Levites as a tribe were entitled to the entire tithe
on the income of rural land. That is, they had a legal claim on it: “all
the tenth in Israel for an inheritance.” This inheritance was as secure
legally in God’s eyes as the landed inheritance of the other tribes. Of
course, it was far less secure operationally; the men of Israel did not
always pay their tithes. Those who refused to pay their tithes to the
Levites were guilty of robbing God. As surely as it was theft to steal
title to another man’s land, so was it theft to withhold any part of the
tithe from the Levites. The first form of theft was active; the second
form was passive; but both were theft. “Will a man rob God? Yet ye
have robbed me. But ye say, Wherein have we robbed thee? In tithes
and offerings. Ye are cursed with a curse: for ye have robbed me, even
this whole nation” (Mal. 3:8-9).

The context is equally clear regarding the legal basis of this enti-
tlement: the Levites’ service as guardians of the tabernacle/temple’s
sacramental boundary. They were required to stand at this sacramen-
tal boundary and restrain (probably execute) anyone who trespassed
it (Num. 18:1-22).! The Levites’ entitlement and the Levites’ task as

1. On the debate within modern Jewish scholarship on the Levites as executioners—
Jacob Milgrom vs. Menahem Haran—see James B. Jordan, “The Death Penalty in the
Mosaic Law,” Biblical Horizons Occasional Paper No. 3 (Jan. 1989), Pt. 3. Milgrom argued
that the Levites were armed guards; Haran denies this. Jordan agrees with Milgrom.
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boundary executioners were explicitly linked by the Mosaic law.?
There can be no doubt: the Levites were entitled to the whole tithe.
I ask again: On what legal basis? The text answers: their service in the
temple. But which form of service: sacramental or social? I answer:
sacramental. Rushdoony’s answer: social. On this seemingly minor
issue, the Christian Reconstruction movement divided in 1981. It will
remain divided until one side or the other gives up its view of the
judicial basis of the tithe, or until one of them disappears. Contrary
to those people who blame all institutional divisions on personality
conflicts—even God vs. Satan, I suppose—the dividing issue here is
ecclesiology: the doctrine of the church, and has been since 1981.3

A. Church and Tithe

I have presented my view of the tithe in my book, The Covenantal
Tithe.* I have defended it in another book, Perspectives on Tithing: Four
Views.®

The theology of the tithe is not a minor issue; it is central to bib-
lical ecclesiology. It is also important for a proper understanding of
the covenant—specifically, the church covenant.® The tithe is an as-
pect of judicial authority in the church, i.e., point two of the biblical
covenant model, hierarchy-representation, which Sutton argued in
chapter 2 of That You May Prosper. This representation is both substi-
tutionary (“Who or what in history dies in my place?”) and judicial
(“Who in history declares me judicially acceptable before God?”).

The proper performance of this representative ecclesiastical office
does mandate certain social services—charity, for example—but the
covenantal-judicial basis of the eldership is not social; it is sacramen-
tal (point four of the biblical covenant: oath-sanctions).” A man is not
a minister of the gospel just because he calls himself one or because

2. Gary North, Sanctions and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Numbers, 2nd ed.
(Dallas, Georgia: Point Five Press, [1997] 2012), ch. 10.

3. For a detailed study of the sacramental basis of the tithe, plus additional informa-
tion on the background of Rushdoony’s theology of the tithe, see Gary North, Tithing
and the Church (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1994).

4. Gary North, The Covenantal Tithe (Powder Springs, Georgia: American Vision,
2011).

5.)Gary North, “The Covenantal Tithe,” in David A. Croteau (ed.), Perspectives on
Tithing: Four Views (Nashville, Tennessee: B&H Academic, 2011).

6. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, [1987] 1992), chaps. 10, 11.

7. Similarly, the office of civil magistrate, called “minister” by Paul in Romans 13:4,
is also based on point four: sanctions, in this case, negative sanctions. He punishes
evildoers (v. 4).
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he is charitable. He is a minister only because he has been ordained
by a lawful church. Ordained ministers guard the sacraments against
profane acts: boundary violations. That is, they control lawful access
to the sacraments. They include some people and exclude others. The
following four aspects of a church are judicially linked: the formal
ordination of ministers by other ministers (i.e., no self-ordination or
ordination exclusively by laymen), hierarchical authority (an appeals
court system), ministerial control over legal access to the sacraments,
and the local institutional church’s exclusive authority to collect and
distribute all of its members’ tithes in God’s name. To deny any one of
these aspects of the church is to call into question all four. So it was
under the Mosaic Covenant; so it is under Christ’s New Covenant.
Rushdoony has implicitly denied the first two points by defending
ecclesiastical independency, and he has emphatically denied the other
two. He is consistent (or at least he was until 1992).® His theologi-
cal critics had better be sure their theological positions are equally
consistent.

B. The Doctrine of the Church in Christian Reconstruction

The major dividing issue within Christian Reconstruction has been
the doctrine of the institutional church. Officially, the movement
split in 1981° over Rushdoony’s outrage regarding a minor theological
point in an essay I submitted as my monthly column in the Chalcedon
Report. I had relied on a passage in James Jordan’s 1980 master’s the-
sis.’” Rushdoony had made a very similar observation in the Institutes,
which he probably had forgotten making." I find it difficult to believe

8. North, Tithing and the Church, ch. 10.

9. My last year as editor of The Journal of Christian Reconstruction was in 1981.

10. Jordan’s master’s thesis had been accepted by Westminster Theological Seminary
(Philadelphia). The offending passage—on the circumcision of Gershom by Zippo-
rah—appears on pages 85-86. An expansion of this observation was later published by
Jordan in his book, The Law of the Covenant: An Exposition of Exodus 21-23 (Tyler, Texas:
Institute for Christian Economics, 1984), Appendix F, “Proleptic Passover.” Rushdoo-
ny initially demanded that I defend my observation in greater detail, which I did. He
then said my defense was insufficient. He then fired me as editor of The Journal of Chris-
tian Reconstruction. 1 later published a larger version of this defense: “The Marriage
Supper of the Lamb,” Christianity and Civilization, No. 4 (1985). No other critic has
ever written to Jordan to challenge his essay as heretical. I have never received a single
letter from anyone other than Rushdoony, pro or con, regarding my essay. The whole
incident was officially based on a trifle. In this appendix, I deal with what I regard as
the unstated dividing point: Rushdoony’s view of the institutional church.

11. R. J. Rushdoony, The Institutes of Biblical Law (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press,
1973), pp. 427-29. On the close connection between Rushdoony’s comments and my
own, see North, “Marriage Supper,” p. 218.
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that this blow-up on Rushdoony’s part was based merely on a brief
section in Jordan’s master’s thesis. Jordan had sent him a copy of it
over a year before the blow-up; he had remained silent about it. I
believe that the real offense was our view of the institutional church,
which we had begun to promote vigorously through the fledgling Ge-
neva Divinity School. There was an irreconcilable division over the
correct answer to this question: What is the fundamental institution in the
long-term process we call Christian reconstruction? Rushdoony repeatedly
answered: “the family,” along with its subordinate agency, the Chris-
tian school. The “Tyler wing” of the Christian Reconstruction move-
ment answered: “the church.” There is no way to reconcile these views.

If this dispute were simply over the percentage of men’s income
owed to God, it would not be a major dividing issue in our day. There
is nothing unique about Christians today who dismiss as “legalism”
any suggestion that they owe 10% of their net income to God. But
Rushdoony, as the co-founder of Christian Reconstruction, could
hardly take this antinomian approach to the question of the tithe. The
Bible is clear about the tithe’s mandatory percentage: Christians owe
10% of their net income to God."? The argument is not over the tithe’s
percentage; the argument is over which agency (if any) possesses the
God-given authority to collect it and then distribute it. The debate
within Christian Reconstruction is over this question: Where is the lo-
cus of God’s delegated sovereignty over the allocation of tithe: In the tither
or the institutional church? I answer: with the institutional church.
Rushdoony answered: with the tither.

1. Church and Tithe

From 1965 until the publication of his two-volume Systematic Theol-
ogy in 1994, Rushdoony sporadically attempted to cobble together his
doctrine of the institutional church in order to support his view of the
tithe. His view of the tithe was that Christians can lawfully send the
tithe anywhere they wish; therefore, the institutional church has no
lawful claim to any portion of the tithe, or at least not above the tenth
of a tenth that went to the Aaronic priesthood under the Mosaic law.
He needed a doctrine of the church in order to defend such a thesis
theologically. In this appendix, I examine the connections between
his view of the tithe and his view of the institutional church.

12. There is a subordinate question: the third-year tithe and the poor tithe. Were
these separate, additional tithes? Rushdoony argues that they were. Rushdoony, Insti-
tutes, p. 53.
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This has not been an easy task. Rushdoony never wrote a book on
the doctrine of the church, for reasons that will become clear as you
read this appendix. (This refusal to go into print was even more true
of his defense of the continuing authority of the Mosaic dietary laws:
not so much as one full page of exegesis devoted to the topic, despite
its great importance for him personally as a distinguishing mark of
his theology.)®® There is no issue of Chalcedon’s Fournal of Christian
Reconstruction devoted to the doctrine of the church. I assure the
reader, this was not my decision as the editor of the first fifteen issues,
1974-1981. In Tyler, I participated in a symposium on “the Recon-
struction of the Church” in 1985, which my monetary offering above
my required tithe financed." Rushdoony forbade me to publish any
issue of the journal devoted exclusively to the church. This was the
only rule that he ever set forth for my editing.

2. Church and Family

Late in his career, Rushdoony attempted to trace the institutional
church back to the family—not just chronologically but covenant-
ally. This theory of ecclesiastical origins is the heart and soul of this,
his most important theological error. He wrote: “The father of the
church was Abraham, with whom God made a covenant (Gen. 15),
and through whom the covenant sign, circumcision, was instituted
(Gen. 17). The covenant with Israel in Exodus 20 is a continuation
of the same covenant, a covenant of grace and law. The church thus
began as a family, and the structure of both the covenant nation and
congregation retained this same character.””® The church began as a
family, Rushdoony said; hence, the family in both his theology and
his social theory is the central institution: the master covenantal
model. Rushdoony’s social theory is_familiocentric. He regarded the
institutional church as an extension of the family.’® In his view, the

13. He never commented on I Corinthians 8: “Howbeit there is not in every man
that knowledge: for some with conscience of the idol unto this hour eat it as a thing
offered unto an idol; and their conscience being weak is defiled. But meat commendeth
us not to God: for neither, if we eat, are we the better; neither, if we eat not, are we the
worse” (vv. 7-8).

14. James B. Jordan (ed.), “The Reconstruction of the Church,” Christianity and Civ-
ilization, No. 4 (1985).

15. R. J. Rushdoony, “The Nature of the Church,” Calvinism Today, I (Oct. 1991),
p- 3. This journal was published in England: P. O. Box 1, Whitby, North Yorkshire
YO21 1HP.

16. I would call any social theory emanationist which traces the origin of church, sate,
or family to one of the other institutions. Christian social theory must be Trinitarian,
insisting on the covenantal uniqueness of each of the three institutional covenants.
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great war for the minds of men is the war between family and state.
The Bible teaches otherwise.

Rushdoony failed to recognize that the priesthood did not origi-
nate with Abraham. It originated with Melchizedek. Abraham paid
his tithe to Melchizedek (Gen. 14:20), and he received bread and wine
from him (Gen. 14:18). Christ’s high priestly office was grounded in
Melchizedek’s primary priesthood, not Levi’s secondary and judi-
cially subordinate priesthood (Heb. 7:9-10). Here is the fatal flaw
in Rushdoony’s familiocentric argument: Melchizedek had no parents
(Heb. 7:3). I take this literally: Melchizedek was therefore a theoph-
any. At the very least, he had no genealogy; his authority was not
derived in any way in the family. Melchizedek is the refutation of Rush-
doony’s ecclesiology and his familiocentric social theory.

C. The Biblical Position: Ecclesiocentrism

I disagreed with Rushdoony on the centrality of the family in Chris-
tian society. The fundamental institution in history is not the family;
it is the church, which extends beyond the final resurrection as the
Bride of Christ (Rev. 21). The family does not: there is no marriage
in the resurrection (Matt. 22:30). Jesus made it plain: the false ideal
of the sovereign family is a far greater threat to Christianity than the
false ideal of the sovereign state. Jesus never spoke this harshly re-
garding the state:

Think not that I am come to send peace on earth: I came not to send
peace, but a sword. For I am come to set a man at variance against his fa-
ther, and the daughter against her mother, and the daughter in law against
her mother in law. And a man’s foes shall be they of his own household.
He that loveth father or mother more than me is not worthy of me: and
he that loveth son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me (Matt.
10:34-37).

The family is temporary, limited to history: no marriage in the res-
urrection. “For in the resurrection they neither marry, nor are given
in marriage, but are as the angels of God in heaven” (Matt. 22:30).
The state is temporary, also limited to history: no suppression of evil
(Rom. 13:4) in the post-resurrection, sin-free world. But the church is
eternal. The church is therefore the central human institution. The family
and the state are legitimate covenantal institutions in history, but they
do not possess the most important authority given by God to any
institution: the power to excommunicate. Why is this the most im-
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portant sanction? Because it alone is binding in eternity. Breaking the
family bond by death or divorce is not binding in eternity; physical
death through execution is not binding in eternity. In contrast, lawful
excommunication is binding in eternity. Christian social theory must
affirm without compromise or qualification that the true sacraments
of baptism and the Lord’s Supper are more important in history than
the democratic state’s imitation sacrament of voting or the family’s
imitation sacrament of sexual bonding.

Rushdoony understood the relationship between church author-
ity and excommunication, so in order to defend his sociology of fa-
milism, he denied that the church possesses the authority to excom-
municate, as we shall see. He thereby denied the existence of the keys of the
kingdom—the judicial authority of the institutional church in history
(Matt. 16:19). He did this in the name of Christian orthodoxy, as we
shall see.

D. The Conservatives’ Position: Familiocentrism

Why do social and political conservatives traditionally identify the
family as the central institution of society? There are two primary rea-
sons. First, because they reject the liberals’ assertion that the central
social institution is the state. In this they are correct. Such a view is
necessary but not sufficient for accurate social theory. Second, be-
cause conservatives adopt natural law theory. We must examine both
assumptions: one incomplete and the other incorrect.

1. Anti-Statism

Conservatives regard the family as the only institution with suf-
ficient authority and respect to challenge the state successfully on
a long-term basis. One of the strongest statements to this effect was
written by G. K. Chesterton. The family, he wrote, “is the only check
on the state that is bound to renew itself as eternally as the state, and
more naturally than the state.”” They view the social function of the
institutional church as an adjunct to the family, just as liberals see
the church as an adjunct to the state. Conservatives rarely view the
institutional church as a covenantally separate institution possessing
superior authority to both family and state. This is a serious error.

17. Chesterton, “The Story of the Family,” in The Superstition of Divorce (1920); The
Collected Works of G. K. Chesterton, vol. 4 (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1987), p. 256.
His reference to eternity betrays his confused social theology: neither the human fam-
ily nor the state is eternal; the church is (Rev. 21, 22).
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The authority to excommunicate is the greatest judicial authority exer-
cised in history. The lawful negative sanctions of the rod (family) and
the sword (state) are minor compared to the sanction of excommuni-
cation (Matt. 16:19). But because formal excommunication does not
impose bodily pain in history, modern man dismisses the church’s
authority in both history and eternity. This includes modern con-
servatism. It also includes most Protestant churches, who refuse to
honor each other’s excommunications. They thereby deny Jesus’
words: “And fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to
kill the soul: but rather fear him which is able to destroy both soul
and body in hell” (Matt. 10:28). The only agency in history that law-
fully announces a person’s condemnation to hell—short of repentance
before physical death—is the institutional church. This authority is
implicitly recognized by the modern Western state. A condemned
criminal on his final walk to the place of execution cannot legally be
accompanied by his spouse or his political representative; he can be
accompanied by a minister.

The battle between patriarchalism and statism in the West has
been going at least since the rise of the Greek city-state, an outgrowth
of clans and family sacrifices.”® The problem is, the family always
loses this battle as a covenant-breaking society advances over time
because the family does not have the power possessed by the state:
the monopoly of life-threatening violence. Step by step, the state replaces
the family in the thinking of most members of covenant-breaking society. The
state possesses greater power; in the power religion of humanism,
this justifies the expansion of the state.

The family fights a losing defensive battle when it fights alone.
Its authority is steadily eroded by the state. For example, the divorce
rate rises when the state replaces the family’s functions, especially its
welfare functions. Therefore, if the familiocentric view of the church
were true—the church as an adjunct to the family—the church would
inevitably lose alongside of the family. This view of the church is
widely held today. Result: those people inside various church hier-
archies who seek power have increasingly allied themselves and their
churches with the state.”

18. Fustel de Coulanges, The Ancient City: A Study on the Religion, Laws, and Institutions
of Greece and Rome (Garden City, New York: Doubleday Anchor, [1864] 1955).

19. C. Gregg Singer, The Unholy Alliance (New Rochelle, New York: Arlington House,
1975). This book is a detailed history of the Federal Council of Churches and its suc-
cessor, the National Council of Churches.
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2. Natural Law Theory

An implicit natural law theory undergirds conservatism’s social
analysis: belief in the existence of moral absolutes that are discover-
able by universal logical principles. This faith in moral-logical univer-
sals undermines the church’s judicial authority. The Trinitarian church
is not universal in human history; the state and family are. “Religion”
and “the sacred” are undeniably universal in history; the church is
not. Because the family and the state appear to be the universal in-
stitutions, and because the church exists only where Christianity has
made inroads, conservatives conclude that the war for liberty can be
won only if the family is strengthened against the state. The church is
regarded by conservatives as a useful ally in the family’s battle against
the state. The church serves as social cement; this is preferred to polit-
ical cement. Whenever the church claims more than this subordinate
role for itself, American conservatives become leery. This is why the
primary authors of the U.S. Constitution—right-wing Enlightenment
humanists**—were willing to mouth words of praise for “religion,”
but never for Jesus Christ as the incarnate Second Person of the Trin-
ity, nor for His church.” Religion in general is elevated; the church in
particular is demoted.

This view of the church implicitly places world history above
church history because the institutional church has been narrower in
its influence than mankind up to this time. The most widely accepted
opinions and logic of “mankind in general”’—the covenantal sons of
Adam—are assumed by natural law theorists to be the legitimate moral
and judicial standards for all societies. This implicit and sometimes
explicit humanism of natural law theory is contrary to the Bible’s rev-
elation of God’s work in history through His covenant people. Cove-
nant-breakers are adjuncts to covenant-keepers in history, just as the

20. Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1989), Part 3.

21. George Washington and Abraham Lincoln spoke of religion and morality as
great benefits for society. Neither of them was willing to profess personal faith in the
work of Jesus Christ as the sole pathway to eternal life. Religion in their view is instru-
mental rather than foundational. See Paul F. Boller, George Washington & Religion (Dal-
las: Southern Methodist University Press, 1963). Washington refused to take the Lord’s
Supper: self-excommunication. Lincoln avoided commenting publicly on his religion
except in the 1846 Congressional campaign, when he issued a handbill admitting that
he was not a church member, but assured voters that they should not vote for a man
who scoffs at religion. “Handbill Replying to Charges of Infidelity,” The Collected Works
of Abraham Lincoln, ed. Roy P. Basler, 8 vols. (New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers
University Press, 1953), I, p. 382. See also his “National Fast Day Proclamation” (Aug.
12, 1861), where he spoke of “the Supreme Government of God.” Ibid., VI, p. 482.
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lake of fire (Rev. 20:10) will be an adjunct to the culmination of the
New Heaven and New Earth (Rev. 21:1) in eternity. Covenant-keepers
rather than covenant-breakers are the focus of history. Israel was cen-
tral to the ancient world, not the great empires. The exodus is central
to human history, not the fall of Troy. The angel of death is central
to human history, not the Trojan Horse. The Pentateuch is central
to human history, not The Iliad, The Odyssey, and The Aeneid. Moses
is central to human history, not Plato and Aristotle. Special grace is
central to history, not common grace.?” Natural law theory, whatever
its specific ethical content may be—on this crucial point, natural law
theorists disagree—is the outworking of common grace. Bible-revealed
law, not natural law, is central to history. Looking back from eternity, all
men will recognize this. Men are required by God to evaluate history
in terms of what He has revealed about eternity, not evaluate eternity
in terms of what men assume about history. Humanism denies this.
So does natural law theory.

E. Rushdoony’s Ecclesiology

Rushdoony subordinated the doctrine of the church to the doctrine
of the family. In doing so, he adopted familiocentrism, though not
natural law theory. This abandonment of theonomy in favor of tra-
ditional conservatism undermined the covenantal foundation of his
theology. His view of church and family was an anomaly in his orig-
inal theology—an error no larger than a man’s hand. Like Elijah’s
cloud, it grew into a mud-producing storm after 1981.

Rushdoony systematically avoided developing a doctrine of the
institutional church. He offered one chapter in the Institutes (XIV)
and one in Systematic Theology (XII), but both are incomplete. Nei-
ther addresses in detail the judicial issues of the ordination of minis-
ters and public excommunication by ordained church officers. This
is especially absent in Systematic Theology, completed in 1984 but not
published until mid-1994. He had broken not only with the West-
minster Confession of Faith (which he officially had to affirm until
he resigned from the ministry of the Orthodox Presbyterian Church
in 1970) and the 39 Articles of Episcopalianism (which he officially
affirmed after 1973), but with all of Trinitarian orthodoxy from the
Council of Nicea forward.

Critics of the church’s lawful, God-ordained claim on every indi-

22. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler, Tex-
as: Institute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 6.
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vidual’s lifetime commitment again and again seek to elevate “Chris-
tianity” and dismiss “the church,” as if there could somehow be Chris-
tianity without the church and its mandated sacraments. One sign
of a person’s move away from historic Christianity’s doctrine of the
church to conservative humanism is his adoption of the pejorative
word, Churchianity.® The person who dismisses “churchianity” is of-
ten a defender of his personal ecclesiastical autonomy: a sovereign
individual who judges the churches of this world and finds them all
sadly lacking. In his own eyes, all the churches fall short of his almost
pure and nearly undefiled standards. No church announces God’s
authoritative word to him; rather, he announces God’s authoritative
word to the churches. No church officer represents him before God;
instead, he represents himself. Like the foolish defense lawyer who
hires himself as his own advocate in a court of law, so is the man
who is contemptuous of “churchianity.” He confidently excommuni-
cates all churches for failing to meet his standards. All congregations
have failed to measure up, except (should he deign to begin one) his
own. He ignores the obvious: a self-excommunicated person is no less
excommunicated.

Rushdoony’s views on the institutional church became adjuncts
to his theory of the tithe. Prior to his assertion in 1991 of the Chalce-
don Foundation’s status as a church (initially, he called it a chapel)*
as well as a governmentally chartered educational organization, his
views on the tithe were fully consistent with his views regarding the
visible church. They constituted a single, consistent, and monumen-
tal error. This error, if applied retroactively to the conclusions of Vol-
ume 1 of The Institutes of Biblical Law, would destroy the covenantal
basis of Rushdoony’s theology and therefore also his social theory.

The fact is, his three-fold error came late in his career. This shift
in theology began shortly before he resigned from the Orthodox
Presbyterian Church in 1970, but it was not completed until the early
1980s. In other words, what Volume 1 of The Institutes hath given, Vol-
ume 2 need not take away. Only small traces of his error are visible
in Volume 1; this error can and must be separated from that foun-
dational book. Because of this, I find it necessary to challenge the

23. For a good example, see Rushdoony’s editorial, “Copycat Churchianity,” Chalce-
don Report (June 1992).

24. The Chalcedon Report (Jan. 1992) published an article by Rushdoony, “The Life
of the Church: I Timothy 5:1-2.” That essay was introduced as follows: “Note: The
Life of the Church was a communion sermon at the Chalcedon Chapel evening service,
October 27, 1991.”
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book that he and Edward Powell co-authored, Tithing and Dominion
(1979).% The chapters are identified as to which author wrote which.
I refer here only to Rushdoony’s chapters. (Rushdoony broke with
Powell shortly after he broke with me and Jordan.)

F. Tithing and Dominion

With respect to dominion the Bible teaches, first, that the dominion
covenant was established between God and the family. God has as-
signed to the family the primary dominion task in history (though not
in eternity): to be fruitful and multiply (Gen. 1:27-28)—a biological
function.?® Second, as we shall see, the tithe is a mandatory payment
from man to God through a covenantal institution: the church. There-
fore, if the tithe were the basis of dominion, God’s law would mandate
a tithe to the family, the agency of dominion. But there is no God-spec-
ified mandatory payment to the family, i.e., no legal entitlement. On
the contrary, it is the productivity of individuals, families, and other
voluntary associations that is the source of both tithes and taxes. This
is inevitable: the source of the funding cannot be entitled to funding.” The
individual® or family is the source of the funding. The tithe is there-
fore owed to the institutional church by the individual or the family.

Rushdoony defended the tithe as the foundational basis of biblical
dominion. He also described the church as an unproductive orga-
nization, as we shall see. Conclusion: if the tithe is foundational to
dominion, and if the church is unproductive, then it is the tithe rather
than the church which is the source of Christianity’s cultural productivity. In
terms of such a perspective, the institutional church’s importance in
the dominion process is secondary to the tithe’s importance. This is
exactly what Rushdoony began saying publicly after 1973.%

25. Edward A. Powell and Rousas John Rushdoony, Tithing and Dominion (Vallecito,
California: Ross House, 1979).

26. Gary North, Sovereignty and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Genesis (Dal-
las, Georgia: Point Five Press, 2012), ch. 4.

27. There are parent-child economic requirements, but these are intra-family rela-
tionships.

28. This would include those fictitious legal individuals known as corporations. One
way to solve the problem of tithing on retained earnings would be for 10% of the com-
mon shares of all new corporations to be assigned to a specific church from the begin-
ning. The church would automatically participate in all dividends and capital gains.

29. When I served as a Board member of the Chalcedon Foundation in 1975, Rush-
doony was directing his own tithe into Chalcedon, as he told me. I was a paid staff
member at the time. He did not ask me to follow his lead, nor did I volunteer to do so.
I have no reason to believe that he subsequently re-directed his tithe to a local church,
since he did not belong to a local church.
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It is not clear to me whether his doctrine of the church and his
doctrine of the tithe originally stemmed from his decision to redi-
rect his own tithe money into the Chalcedon Foundation and to re-
move himself from the authority of any local church, or whether his
shift in theology came first. These events surely paralleled each other
chronologically.®® He did not bother to articulate his views until the
late 1970s. By 1991, however, it was clear that his published doctrine
of the church was an extension of his published doctrine of the tithe.
He constantly wrote about the tithe. Until his 1991 essay in Calvinism
Today, he steadfastly refused to write clearly about the institutional
church.

In June, 1994, his two-volume Systematic Theology appeared.® The
manuscript had been completed in 1984. Chapter 12, “The Doctrine
of the Church,” was more radical and confrontational against Calvin’s
doctrine of the church than had been chapter 14, “The Church,” in
Institutes of Biblical Law. But what came later, in the early 1990s, was
more radical and confrontational than Systematic Theology.

Sometime in the late 1960s, Rushdoony warned me of not dealing
early with a heresy in one’s career. He used the example of a Calvinist
publisher and amateur economist, Frederick Nymeyer, who paid for
translations of the works of the Austrian economist, Eugen von B6hm
Bawerk. From 1953 to 1960, he published a low-circulation magazine,
originally called Progressive Calvinism, but later called First Principles
In Morality and Economics. It was an attempt to present the economics
of B6hm-Bawerk as being consistent with Christianity. There was a
lot of good material in this magazine, but it was far more Austrian
than Christian. Then, in 1967, he wrote and published a book called
No Civil War in the Cave. Rushdoony regarded it as Pelagian. He told
me, “If a man does not deal with a heresy early in his career, it will
dominate his thinking as he grows older.”

G. Church and Sanctions

In contrast to the family, both state and church are lawfully entitled
to economic support from those who are under their respective cov-
enantal authorities. The state’s jurisdiction is territorial (e.g., over
non-covenanted resident aliens) and judicial (e.g., over its cove-

30. North, Tithing and the Church, ch. 10.
31. R. J. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, 2 vols. (Vallecito, California: Ross House,
1994).
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nanted citizens who live outside the state’s territory®?). The church’s
jurisdiction is equally judicial, though not (in Protestant societies)
territorial. Both institutions have lawful covenantal claims before
God over a small portion of the net productivity of all those who
live voluntarily under their jurisdiction. Their God-given authority
to impose negative sanctions against those who refuse to pay is the
outward mark of their covenantal sovereignty. 7o deny the right of either
church or state to bring such sanctions is a denial of their God-delegated cov-
enantal sovereignty.

1. Tithe Revolt

Rushdoony understood this with respect to the state; he therefore
opposed the tax revolt or “patriot” movement.** But he denied that
any payment is automatically owed to the institutional church. No
church can lawfully compel its members to pay it their complete tithe
or even any portion thereof, he insisted. “It is significant, too, that
God’s law makes no provision for the enforcement of the tithe by man.
Neither church nor state have [sic] the power to require the tithe of
us, nor to tell us where it should be allocated, i.¢., whether to Chris-
tian Schools or colleges, educational foundations, missions, charities,
or anything else. The tithe is to the Lord.”* He cited Malachi 3:8-12.
With respect to the tithe, Rushdoony believed in the divine right of the
individual with respect to the institutional church: no earthly appeal
beyond conscience. This was not an error of logic on his part; it was
a consistent application of his ecclesiology.

The existence of a mandatory payment to the church is evidence
of a covenantal relationship: a legal bond established by a self-maledictory
oath * which each church member takes either explicitly or represen-

32. United States. citizens living outside the country must pay income taxes on their
salaries. As of 2012, the first $91,500 was exempt.

33. R. J. Rushdoony, “The Tax Revolt Against God,” Position Paper 94, Chalcedon
Report (Feb. 1988), pp. 16-17.

34. Ibid., p. 16.

35. Sutton, That You May Prosper, pp. 83-91. Rushdoony refused to discuss the
self-maledictory oath as the judicial basis of all four biblical covenants: personal,
church, state, and family. He defined the covenant as God-given law rather than as
oath-invoked God-given law. This unique judicial oath formally invokes God’s sanc-
tions. Without this formal invocation, there is no redeeming covenant bond possible.
There is only the general, Adamic covenant bond: a broken covenant. Rushdoony’s
definition does not acknowledge this fact. He wrote: “In the Biblical record, covenants
are laws given by God to man as an act of grace.” Rushdoony, “Covenant vs. Contract,”
Chalcedon Report (June 1993), p. 20. If correct, this definition would make the cove-
nants universal, since biblical laws govern everything in history, as he argued for years.
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tatively (by parents). A local church has a lawful claim on a tithe of
every member’s net increase in income.* Unlike the state, which is
ruthless in collecting taxes owed, the church rarely enforces its lawful
claim. This is not surprising: the modern church rarely enforces any-
thing under its lawful jurisdiction.?” The state has arrogated power to
itself in the face of the churches’ defection. In our day, most Chris-
tians regard this as normal and even normative. They prefer to think
of the church as judicially impotent. They prefer to think of the state’s
physical sanctions as the greatest possible sanctions. They refuse to
regard formal excommunication as threatening them or anyone else
with eternal consequences. As with humanists, they prefer to fear men
rather than God. They stand in front of the local church and in effect
chant the child’s challenge: “Sticks and stones can break my bones,
but names [‘excommunicant’] can never hurt me!”

Neither the state nor the church is a profit-seeking organization.
This is why both possess lawful claims on a small part of the net pro-
ductivity of their members. Therefore, they cannot be primary agen-
cies of dominion in history. They are secondary agencies of dominion.
This is why the Great Commission of Matthew 28:18-20 is not strictly
an extension of the dominion mandate of Genesis 1:26-28. A small
portion of the net fruits of dominion are brought to the institutional
church. The church is not the source of these fruits. The institutional
church, through its authority to declare someone as an adopted son
of God, brings covenant-breakers formally into the eternal household
of God, but the institutional church is not itself a family. It possesses
greater authority than the family. Thus, the tithe cannot be a primary
aspect of dominion. It is a secondary aspect.

But if he were to discuss the sanctions-invoking oath as basis of the five covenants, he
would have to discuss oath-breaking in the church and its formal sanctions: the doc-
trine of excommunication. He would also have to discuss in detail Article VI, Section
III of the U.S. Constitution, which prohibits religious test oaths for Federal (national)
office. This is why the U.S. Constitution is an atheistic, humanistic document—a fact
which Rushdoony refused to accept for over three decades. See North, Political Polythe-
ism, Appendix B: “Rushdoony on the Constitution.”

36. This obligation does not apply to gifts from husbands to wives and vice versa;
nor does it apply to intra-family gifts to minors. Parents who feed their children need
not set aside a tithe on the food so consumed. The obligation is covenantal, and the in-
stitutional payment of the tithe by the head of the household serves as a representative
payment for all of its members.

37. At worst, a pastor who is convicted of adultery is suspended for a year or two. I
know of at least one case where an admitted adulterer was asked by his presbytery only
to transfer to another presbytery. The members’ idea of negative sanctions was limited
to “Not with our wives, you don’t!” He voluntarily left the ministry. I bought part of
his library.
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2. Productivity

This is not to say that church and state are not economically pro-
ductive. They are the source of God’s authorized covenantal sanc-
tions: the negative sanctions of the sword (state) and the positive and
negative sanctions of the keys of the kingdom (church). Rushdoo-
ny’s language is seriously misleading when he wrote that “church and
state are not productive agencies.” This is the language of secular
libertarianism, not Christianity. Nevertheless, he made an important
point: “The state is a protective agency whose function is to maintain
a just order, to insure restitution for civil wrongs, and to protect the
people from external and internal enemies....The church’s function
is protection and nurture by means of its ordained ministry.”*® What
is the biblical meaning of “protection”? Civil protection means the
defense of boundaries—judicial rights against invasion, either by indi-
viduals or by the state itself. Protection by the state is achieved by its
enforcement of negative sanctions against evil-doers (Rom. 13:1-7).%°
Biblically speaking, the state provides no lawful positive sanctions,
e.g., nurture. Protection by the church is also achieved through its im-
position of negative sanctions (e.g., I Cor. 5). Nurture by the church
is the product of positive sanctions (e.g., II Cor. 8).

Rushdoony mistakenly contrasted these beneficial covenantal
functions with what he calls “productivity.” His view of productivity
is incorrect. These covenantal functions are basic to productivity, but
they cannot be financed unless those under their authority remain
productive. The income of both church and state must come from the
outside: from God through the individual and the corporate entities
that are under the respective jurisdictions of church and state.

Rushdoony discussed the non-productivity of the church in a
chapter on the Lord’s Supper (Holy Communion). He made a cat-
astrophic theological error by denying the sacramental basis of the
church. “The problem in history has been the unhappy sacramen-
talization of church and state.”* He rightly castigated the idea of a
sacramental state, but then wrote: “Similarly, the church sees itself
as the sacramental body and preempts Christ’s role. Communion is
thought of as a church rite rather than Christ’s ordinance.” This con-

38. Rushdoony, Law and Society, Vol. 2 of Institutes of Biblical Law (Vallecito, Califor-
nia: Ross House, 1982), p. 129.

39. Idem.

40. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans, 2nd
ed. (Dallas, Georgia: Point Five Press, [2000] 2012), ch. 11.

41. Rushdoony, Law and Society, p. 128.
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trast implicitly assumes that Holy Communion is not a church rite,
i.e., not a biblically mandatory ritual: a false theological assumption
if there ever was one. He reduced communion to a “feast of char-
ity” or a “love feast.”*? He never acknowledged the sacrament of the
Lord’s Supper as a divinely empowered covenant-renewal ceremony of the
institutional church, a ceremony that invokes God’s positive and nega-
tive sanctions in history and eternity.

The institutional church has only one ultimate means of disci-
pline: excommunication, i.e., excluding a person from the rite of the
Lord’s Supper. Without the positive sanction aspect of the Lord’s
Supper, the negative sanction of exclusion is judicially meaningless.
Those who hold a nominalist view*® of the Lord’s Supper strip the in-
stitutional church of its disciplinary authority. Calvin wrote that “it is
certainly a highly reprehensible vice for a church not to correct sins.
Besides, I say our Lord will punish an entire people for this single
fault. And therefore let no church, still not exercising the discipline
of the ban, flatter itself by thinking that it is a small or light sin not to
use the ban when necessary.”** He also wrote: “But this is not to say
that an individual is justified in withdrawing from the church when-
ever things are contrary to his will.”* Calvin was not a defender of
the individual’s autonomy in relation to the institutional church. He
fully understood what the sole basis of a declared Christian’s judicial
separation from the institutional church has to be: excommunication.

H. The Sacraments

The sacraments are means of bringing God’s sanctions in history on
His people: blessings and cursings. They are covenant signs. They are
oath signs. Rushdoony insisted that the sacraments are family rites,
not rites administered under the exclusive jurisdiction of the insti-
tutional church. He replaced the sacramental church with the sacra-
mental family.

42. Idem.

43. The nominalist acknowledges no judicial authority beneath the words that de-
fine the sacraments. Thus, the sacraments become a mere memorial. This was Zwingli’s
view of the Lord’s Supper. It is also the Baptist view.

44. John Calvin, “Brief Instruction for Arming All the Good Faithful Against the Er-
rors of the Common Sect of the Anabaptists” (1544), in Treatises Against the Anabaptists
and Against the Libertines, ed. Benjamin Wirt Farley (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker,
1982), p. 65.

45. Calvin, Treatises, p. 65.
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1. Baptism

Rushdoony saw baptism as a covenant sign, which it is. But af-
firming covenant in general is not sufficient. A covenant sign must be
administered. Which institution has been granted this monopoly by
God: church, state, or family? For almost 2,000 years, the church’s
answer has been clear: the church. This opinion, Rushdoony said, is a
sign of the hardening of the church’s arteries. “Baptism is a covenant
fact. The church has converted it into an ecclesiastical fact. Circum-
cision in the Old Testament is a family rite, because the family is the
primary covenant institution; the family gives birth to and rears the
child.”*® But physical birth is Adamic; Adam’s sons need adoption.

Was circumcision a family rite? No; it was an ecclesiastical, priestly
rite. The head of a household may have administered this rite as a
household priest in a nation of priests (Ex. 19:6).* If so, was this
done in his judicial office of father or priest? The issue here is cove-
nantal authorization. The question of covenantal authority is easy to
decide. Answer this question: Who possessed the sole authority to annul
the rite of circumcision by the excommunication of covenant-breakers? The
answer is obvious: a Levitical priest, not the father. Covenant-break-
ers were to be cut off from the church and therefore from citizenship
by excommunication.

How do we know that the father did not possess this authority?
Because excommunication mandated family disinheritance. But a father
had no authority to disinherit his son. “If a man have two wives, one
beloved, and another hated, and they have born him children, both
the beloved and the hated; and if the firstborn son be hers that was
hated: Then it shall be, when he maketh his sons to inherit that which
he hath, that he may not make the son of the beloved firstborn before
the son of the hated, which is indeed the firstborn: But he shall ac-
knowledge the son of the hated for the firstborn, by giving him a dou-
ble portion of all that he hath: for he is the beginning of his strength;
the right of the firstborn is his” (Deut. 21:15-17). If he could not dis-
inherit the hated wife’s son, surely he could not disinherit the loved
wife’s son. Rushdoony commented on this passage several times in
Institutes of Biblical Law, but he failed to make the judicial connection
linking circumcision, excommunication, and disinheritance. All were
exclusively priestly acts.

46. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, p. 732.
47. Gary North, Authority and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Exodus (Dallas,
Georgia: Point Five Press, 2012), ch. Part 1, Representation and Dominion, ch. 20.
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As a household priest, the father may have circumcised his sons.
We are not told this specifically regarding the Mosaic era. Surely,
without specific revelation, we should not draw revolutionary eccle-
siastical conclusions from the mere possibility that the father circum-
cised his son. But if he did, he did so a delegated agent of the Levitical
priesthood. He did not retain the authority to excommunicate, i.e.,
judicially revoke the covenant. This points to the two-fold judicial
reality of circumcision. It was priestly in two senses: general and spe-
cial. First, the father representatively invoked the covenant oath in
the name of his son through the rite of circumcision. He had a lawful
role as a father: a general Israelite priest (Ex. 19:6). Second, in in-
voking the covenant oath, he affirmed the law of the covenant. As a
general priest, perhaps he could lawfully do this. But a special priest
of the tribe of Levi, not the head of the household, would determine
whether the circumcised son met the stipulations of the covenant:
confession of faith and outward obedience to God’s law. This identi-
fies both sacraments as ecclesiastical.

Having defied the entire history of the church by proclaiming bap-
tism as a family rite, Rushdoony then condescendingly announced:
“Having said all this, let me add that much of the church’s teachings
on baptism are [sic] very important. The error has been to limit its
implications to the society of the church, and membership therein.”*
This was as persuasive as a statement from some dedicated socialist:
“Having said all this, let me add that much of the Austrian School
economists’ teachings on the free market are very important. Their
error has been to ground their system on the idea of private property.”

2. Lord’s Supper

Having announced the transfer of the authority to baptize from
the church to the marital family, he immediately moved to a discus-
sion of the Lord’s Supper. He began: “As we have seen, baptism is
in to [sic; he means into] the covenant of our God.” This was never
a matter of dispute. What is a matter of dispute is which covenantal
agency possesses the right to baptize. This is a dispute between Rush-
doony and (in round numbers) all the theologians in the history of
the church. He then moved to the Lord’s Supper: “Like baptism, the
Lord’s Table or communion is rooted in the Old Testament, in the

48. Rushdoony, Systematic Theology, p. 734.
49. Ibid., p. 735.
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Passover.”® He appealed to Jesus: “Our Lord’s institution of this rite
came with the Passover celebration and with His interpretation of the
meaning of Passover as fulfilled in Himself.”

Let us pursue this assertion for a moment. The move from Pass-
over to the Lord’s Supper came in the upper room on the night before
Jesus’ crucifixion, as Rushdoony affirmed in Institutes of Biblical Law.”
Let me ask an obvious question: Where were the wives and children
of the apostles? Peter had a mother-in-law (Matt. 8:14); presumably,
he also had a wife. His wife was not in the upper room, nor was his
mother-in-law, who dwelt in his household. Unless Rushdoony was
ready to affirm the celibacy of the apostles, he faced a monumental
problem: Passover was in no way a family rite in the sense of a marital fam-
ily. The Head of a new household of faith administered the rite that
night. This household was confessional. Something radical had taken
place in the exterior form of Passover that night, but not judicially.
Jesus did not violate the Mosaic Passover.

Unless the Lord’s Table was a judicially radical break with Pass-
over—which Rushdoony denied—then this change in outward form
points to an inescapable conclusion: the judicial-covenantal agency of fi-
nal authority over the Passover was never the marital family. To the extent
that the family administered certain aspects of this rite, it did so, as in
the case of baptism, under authority delegated from the priesthood.

The Lord’s Supper honors this judicial fact. The special priest-
hood of the institutional church still possesses authority over the
rite; the general priesthood is still subordinate. This was always the
case judicially in Mosaic Israel; the Lord’s Supper makes this visible.
Rushdoony remained silent about the implications of this transfor-
mation of outward celebration. Had he ever discussed the change in
celebration, he could not readily have come to this conclusion: “As we
examine the Lord’s Table or eucharist from the perspective of Scrip-
ture, we must recognize that it is the Christian Passover. The Passover
of Exodus is a family rite; it was oriented to admitting the smallest
child able to speak and understand into the joy of salvation and the
meaning of salvation (Ex. 12:21-27). It is no less