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PREFACE

And fear not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill the
soul: but rather fear himwhich isableto destroy both soul and body
in hell (Matt. 10:28).

Modern man does not tolerate the suggestion that God will bring
final judgment at the end of time, condemning His enemiesto eternal
torment. Thisdoctrineis Christianity’ sgreatest offense. It alwayshas
been. Paul’ s sermon to the Athenianson Mars' Hill alienated most of
his listeners.

Forasmuch then as we are the offspring of God, we ought not to
think that the Godhead is like unto gold, or silver, or stone, graven
by art and man’ s device. And the times of thisignorance God wink-
ed at; but now commandeth all men every whereto repent: Because
he hath appointed a day, in the which he will judge the world in
righteousness by that man whom he hath ordai ned; whereof he hath
given assurance unto all men, in that he hath raised him from the
dead. And when they heard of the resurrection of the dead, some
mocked: and others said, We will hear thee again of this matter. So
Paul departed from among them (Acts 17:29-33).

Every age so far has been at war with God. In the early church,
men who agreed on the final judgment disagreed on the doctrine of
theincarnation. These questions dominated their discussions: Is God
monotheistic, polytheistic, or Trinitarian?IsJesusChrist theincarnate
God? Is He both man and God? The regjection of Christ’s uniquely
divine status was the heart of apostasy in both Jerusalem and Rome.

The doctrine of God is still a divisive issue, but most covenant-
breakers today choose to shrug off the existence of the Trinity asone
moreunanswerablequestion that isneither here nor thereinthelarger
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picture. But they do not regard the final judgment in thisway. They
reject it, but they do not regard it asirrelevant. God has put a sense of
foreboding in every human heart. He has a'so imposed death. Men
can pretend that they do not see God' s hand in life, but they cannot
avoid death.

Sometimesthedividingissueisjudicial hierarchy. Men ask: Who
possesses|awful authority, i.e., the God-del egated right, to “lay down
thelaw”? Sometimesthedividing issueisthelaw itself: itsauthorita-
tive source and ethical content. At other times, the dividing issueis
the nature of the judicial sanctions that are imposed by the civil
magistrate. But, in every era, the dividing issue is God' s final judg-
ment. Thisiswhat leadsto the question: Who hastheright to enforce
the law? The correct answer: the person who represents God. The
definitiverepresentative of Godin history isJesus Christ, as Paul told
the Athenians, and as Christ told the Jewish leaders.

And, behold, they brought to him a man sick of the palsy, lying on
a bed: and Jesus seeing their faith said unto the sick of the palsy;
Son, be of good cheer; thy sins be forgiven thee. And, behold,
certain of the scribes said within themsel ves, Thisman blasphemeth.
And Jesus knowing their thoughts said, Wherefore think ye evil in
your hearts? For whether iseasier, to say, Thy sinsbeforgiven theeg;
or to say, Arise, and walk? But that ye may know that the Son of
man hath power on earth to forgive sins, (then saith heto the sick of
the palsy,) Arise, take up thy bed, and go unto thine house. And he
arose, and departed to his house (Matt. 9:2—7).

Thejudicial issue of rendering judgment is both eternal and his-
torical. Jesus Christ is God' s representative of final judgment: God
“will judge the world in righteousness by that man whom he hath
ordained” (Acts17:31). Asthefinal judge, Christ del egatesrepresen-
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tatives in civil government (Rom. 13:1-7).t Civil magistrates must
execute judgment in God’ sname or in the name of some other sover-
eign authority. Let us consider an example from history. After the
English took control in India, they banned the Hindu practice of
suttee (“faithful wife"): burning alive a widow on her husband’'s
funeral pyre. This practice was supposedly voluntary on the part of
widows, but social pressure was placed on widows to conform,
including ostracism. The 1829 ban was a direct interference with a
long-standing religious practice. References to the practice exist as
early as 316 B.C. The suppression of suttee was Victorian English
Christianity’ s coercive suppression of a Hindu religious tradition. It
was apolitical act against areligious practice.2 The English imposed
negativecivil sanctionsagainst those who imposed apermanent nega-
tive sanction on widows. Oneor the other deeply committed religious
group was determined to impose its negative sanctionsin the name of
itsdivinity. There was no neutral religious position between the two
groups on this issue. This was alega and moral question: “Which
group had the right before God to impose its negative sanctions?”’
Modern humanists in the West prefer not to think about religious
guestions such asthisone. They avoid such questions whenever pos-
sible. This does not make these questions go away. They remain at
the heart of the civil order. The source of every society’ slaw-order is
the god of that society.

1. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans, 2nd
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]
2003), ch. 9.

2. “Lord William Bentinck on the Suppression of Sati, 8 November 1829,” Speeches
and Documents on Indian Policy, 1750-1921, edited by Arthur B. Keith (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1922), I, pp. 208-26.
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Final Judgment vs. Relativism

Thedoctrine of God’ sfinal judgment testifies against all forms of
relativism. Thisiswhy secular liberalism regjects this Christian doc-
trine. So does secular conservatism. Thedoctrineof God’ sfinal judg-
ment announces that certain ideas are eternally true; therefore, other
ideas are eternally false. God will impose eternal, irreversible nega-
tive sanctions on those people who believe certain theologically
incorrect doctrines, such as the denia of the following truths. “He
that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life: and he that believeth
not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on him”
(John 3:36). “Jesus saith unto him, | am the way, the truth, and the
life: no man cometh unto the Father, but by me” (John 14:6). The
doctrine of final judgment offers covenant-breaking men no wiggle
room. There are no loopholes. There will be no plea bargaining on
judgment day.

God' s final judgment is the foundation of men’s temporal judg-
ments. The ability of men to make accurate judgments in history
exists only because men are made in God’s image. Men can render
preliminary judgments because God will render final judgment. If
God will not render fina judgment, then al human judgments are
without either a moral or an aesthetic foundation. Everything that
men do would then be swallowed up in cosmic relativism and imper-
sonalism.

There are three scientific views of cosmic history, apart from the
doctrine of creation and final judgment. First is the heat death of the
universe. Thisis the most widely held cosmological position today.
Theworld issaid to be running down. If itis, then it must end in the
meaningless, impersonal triumph of absolute zero over al life and
over every natural process that supposedly can lead to life in the
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cosmos.® Second in popularity isthe idea of cyclical history. Every-
thing repeats itself. The cosmic scientific version of this ancient
doctrine is the eternal expansion and contraction of the universe.
Third isthe doctrine of continual creation and destruction. Hydrogen
atoms appear out of nothing, and matter disappears into nothing.
(This steady-state theory of the universe is not widely held among
scientists, having been made difficult by the failure of the orbital
satellitesto detect theradiation which thetheory mandates.)° All three
viewsare cosmically impersonal. Thereisno God to impute meaning
to history and nature.

The idea of imputation is the idea of judgment. To impute is to
render judgment. Men assess the historical meaning, purpose, or role
of this or that event. How can they do this on their own authority?
What meaning, purpose, or role does anyone's judgment possess?
After hedies, what meaning, purpose, or rolewill hislifetime of ren-
deringjudgment possessinretrospect?Which of histemporal succes-
sors will determine this authoritatively? How will any successor en-
force his retroactive judgments? He is mortal, too. He will die. The
final human judge in the process will have the last say. But if he, too,
isat last swallowed up by the meaningless, purposel ess, impersonal
natural force of death, then no one hasthe last say. Everything turns
out to be purposeless in retrospect when there is no agent capable of
rendering retrospective judgment.

Modern man prefers to declare an official doctrine of relativism.

3. Gary North, Is the World Running Down? Crisisin the Christian Worldview (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1988), ch. 2.

4. Stanley Jaki, Science and Creation: From eternal cycles to an oscillating universe
(Edinburgh: Scottish Academic Press, [1974] 1980).

5. Stanley Jaki, The Road of Science and the Waysto God (University of Chicago Press,
1978), pp. 269-71.
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Hedeclaresthisdoctrineauthoritatively. “ Everything changes. Noth-
ing is permanent.” Thisis arevised version of Heraclitus doctrine
that, in history, everything flows. “ Change is the essence of reality.”
But this means aworld without final meaning, aworld without fixed
judgments. Thismeansthetriumph of rel ativism. M odern pagan man,
imitating ancient pagan man, prefers relativism to the doctrine of
God' sfinal judgment. Relativismiscovenant-breaking man’ sprelim-
inary declaration of final judgment on himself: “Not guilty.”

Christian Relativism

The presentation of the gospel — the good news of Jesus Christ —
necessarily involves the doctrine of final judgment by Jesus Christ:
the fearful news. The positive sanctions of God' s salvation of some
people have meaning only in the context of the negative sanctions of
God's damnation of al the other people. Christians therefore must
render preliminary judgment on those who reject the doctrine of
Christ’ ssubstitutionary atonement. They tell thelistener, “nodecision
isstill adecision: adecision against.” They are correct. Judgment is
an inescapable concept. By ignoring Jesus Christ, men render judg-
ment against Him. No decisionis till adecision. Original sin begins
with a decision against Christ. Christians assume this when they
announce Christ’slegal clams on their listeners.

At the same time, Christians resent judgments placed on them by
other Christians. They accuse their Christian critics of being judg-
mental, of being Pharisees. They say that they stand with Jesus
against Pharisaism. They do not ask themselvesthiscrucial question:
“On what legal basis did Jesus accuse the Pharisees, other than His
authoritative view of God, man, law, sanctions, and time?” Judgment
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is an inescapable concept.

Thedividing issue hereisnot the presence of judgment. Judgment
is inescapable. There is no neutrality in life. The issue here is the
accuracy of the judgment rendered: the judge’s lawful authority to
render judgment, the authority of his standards, and the accuracy of
his application of these standards to specific events or ideas. But
naive Christians prefer to cite Matthew 7:1. “ Judge not, that ye be not
judged.” They do not understand that Jesus gave thiswarning in His
sermon on the mount, in which He issued positive and negative
verbal sanctions. They do not understand that Jesus was calling on
His disciples to render judgment biblically as their affirmation of
their right to be judged biblically.

Judge not, that ye be not judged. For with what judgment ye judge,
ye shall be judged: and with what measure ye mete, it shall be
measured to you again. And why beholdest thou the mote that isin
thy brother’s eye, but considerest not the beam that isin thine own
eye? Or how wilt thou say to thy brother, Let me pull out the mote
out of thine eye; and, behold, a beam is in thine own eye? Thou
hypocrite, first cast out the beam out of thine own eye; and then shalt
thou see clearly to cast out the mote out of thy brother’s eye (Matt.
7:1-5).

His point was not the moral necessity of avoiding the task of
rendering judgment against slivers in other people’'s eyes. His point
was that critics must render accurate judgment first against beamsin
their own eyes, asthe preliminary stepin rendering judgment on other
men’svisual condition. But many Christians are blind on this point.
They freely render judgmentson thejudicial statusof non-Christians,
but then they relegate both morals and doctrine to peripheral status
within the church. This is a schizophrenic position, yet it is wide-

Xi
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Spread.
Every Christian wants to stay within his moral, theological, and
aesthetic comfort zone, rendering judgments against the antinomians
on his left, who regject his authority, and the legalists on his right,
whose authority he rejects. But this epistemol ogical questionisines-
capable: By what standard? Roman Catholics cast out the Eastern
Orthodox Church in 1054. The East responded in kind. There were
mutual anathemas all around. Then Protestants left Roman Cathol-
icism in the sixteenth century. More mutual anathemas all around.
The Protestant Reformation was secured by controversy and
bloodshed. Religious wars went on for over a century. Y et there are
millions of Protestants today who decry a spirit of theological div-
isiveness. They seem to be completely unaware of Luther’ srepeated
use of ridicule and sarcasm in mobilizing his Protestant forces.® They
are also unaware of John Calvin's use of invective in The Institutes
of the Christian Religion. Thisincludesthevast majority of thosefew
people who identify themselves as Calvinists. They are completely
oblivious to Calvin’s language.

Roman Cathalics: “raving madmen” who “prate”’
Bullingerites: “ squeamish men”®

6. Mark U. Edwards, Jr., Luther and the False Brethren (Stanford, California: Stanford
University Press, 1975), pp. 52, 70, 89, 103, 19798, 200-202, 205; Edwards, Luther’sLast
Battles: Politics and Polemics, 1531-1546 (Ithaca, New Y ork: Cornell University Press,
1983), pp. 189-99.

7. John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion (1559), trandlated by Ford Lewis Bat-
tles (Philadel phia: Westminster Press, 1960), Library of Christian Classics, vol. XX, Book
I, Chapter X1, Section 3.

8. Ibid., I:X111:3.
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Osiander (Lutheran): “perversely ingenious,”® “ignorantly bab-
bling’* “absurd” “rubbish,”** a “Sophist”*? writing “bombast,” **
“mad error,” ** and “ deceits’

Arminians. “dogs’ who “vomit forth these blasphemies’ and
“rave,”* “impious and profane men”

Anabaptists: “madmen” who preach “pestilential error”
Scholastic theologians: “babble childishly” and “chatter,”** “mad
school of wranglers,” “blockheads’#

Calvin described Jewsas* sharp-nosed fault-finders’ and“ dogs.”%
He treated Epicureans, Socinians, Servetus, and other non-Christian
opponentsin the same way. No major Christian publishing company
would issue either Luther’'s or Calvin's writings if they were alive

9. Ibid., 1:XV:3.

10. Ibid., 11:X11:6.
11. Ibid., 11:X11:7.
12. Ibid., 111:X1:7.
13. Ibid., 111:XI1:8.

14. Ibid., 111:X1:10.
15. Idem.

16. Ibid., I:XVII:2.
17. Ibid., I:XXVI1II:3.

18. Ibid., 11:X:1.
19. Ibid., 111:11:8.
20. Ibid., 111:11:43.

21. 1bid., 1:XX:25.
22. 1bid., 1:VIII:11.

Xiii
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today unless their books were heavily edited to remove such lang-
uage. John Knox was, if anything, more intemperate. It is only be-
cause their books are regarded as classics and therefore beyond any
editor’ s blue pencil that their invective remainsin print. Commenta-
tors “within the camp of the faithful” generally pass over these rhet-
orical flourisheswhenever they think they can get away with silence.
Protestantsin the pews remain unaware of the rhetoric of the Protes-
tant Reformation. They may have cometo grips emotionally with the
fact that Protestant and Catholic armies waged war on each other for
over a century, but they would be amazed to learn that Christian
authors used offensive rhetoric against each other. Modern Protes-
tants are amost terminally naive.

There can be inappropriate rhetoric, but when the great dual issue
of eternal lifeand death is at stake, divisivenessisinescapable. Judg-
ments must be made. The questions are these: (1) Who possessesthe
lawful delegated authority to render thesejudgmentsrepresentatively
in God’'s name in history? (2) Whose historical judgments will God
uphold at the final judgment?

Paul’s First Epistleto the Corinthians

This epistle deals with the importance of rendering judgment:
inside the church and against the world. Paul pressuresthe church to
take action against a person who had committed incest (Chapter 5).
He also tellsthem to avoid going into secular civil courtsin order to
settle disputes with other Christians (Chapter 6). In neither case does
he say that they should avoid rendering judgments.

This epistle is based on the necessity of rendering judgmentsin
life, beginning with self-judgment. Why is this necessary? Because

Xiv
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of God’ sfinal judgment. “ Every man’ swork shall be made manifest:
for the day shall declare it, because it shall be reveaed by fire; and
the fire shall try every man’s work of what sort it is. If any man’'s
work abide which he hath built thereupon, he shall receive areward.
If any man’ swork shall be burned, he shall suffer loss: but he himself
shall be saved; yet so asby fire’ (I Cor. 3:13-15).2

Ray Sutton used to say that the best way for anewly arrived pastor
to split the congregation is to begin his ministry to the church with a
series of sermons on First Corinthians. | have no doubt that Sutton’s
assessment is correct. He recommends beginning with one of the
gospels. Thisiswise, if the pastor’ sgoal isto avoid splitting the con-
gregation. | am not persuaded that this is aways the correct goal.
Some congregations need to split early by the divisive power of the
Bible smessage of judgment. Theunity that Paul proclaimsin Chap-
ter 12 could be secured only by their imposing excommunication in
Chapter 5.

Sutton also recommends weekly communion, yet he says that the
Lord’ s Supper isdivisive: an ecclesiastical meansof imposing God's
sanctions. Thesanctionsthat God bringsthrough the sacrament of the
Lord’s Supper cannot be avoided. Paul in Chapter 11 warns against
taking the Lord’ s Supper whileharboring sin. “ But let aman examine
himself, and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of that cup. For he
that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth and drinketh damnation to
himself, not discerning the Lord’ sbody. For thiscause many areweak
and sickly among you, and many sleep. For if we would judge our-
selves, we should not be judged” (11:28-31). God's sanctions are
real. Self-judgment isimportant as away to avoid them.

Thechurchiscleansed of sinand sinnersby inescapably judgmen-

23. Chapter 3.
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tal preaching, inescapably judgmental communion, and predictable
formal discipline. These are the three marks of a faithful church.
Without godly judgment, there is no church. There is only a weekly
get-together.

Conclusion

The task of rendering judgment is inescapable. It is basic to the
dominion covenant. Thisinvolves making economic judgments. Ina
world of God-cursed scarcity (Gen. 3:17-19),* we must choose
among scarce resources. We do so on the basis of our imputation:
how much value we ascribe to one resource vs. another, in terms of
which scale of values. We do this also in terms of objective market
prices. Subjective imputation by competing and cooperating market
participants is what establishes an objective array of prices.

The nagging and continual theoretical question of therelationship
between men’s subjective values and the market’s objective prices
can be solved only by an appeal to God as the sovereign imputing
agent. Hewill render final judgment at the end of time, thereby estab-
lishing retroactively how close individuals and corporate entities
cameto Hisstandards. Case by case, life by life, God will providean
answer to thisrhetorical question: *For what shall it profit aman, if
he shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul?” (Mark 8:36).

24. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 3.
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Then the Pharisees went out, and held a council against him, how
they might destroy him. But when Jesusknew it, hewithdrew himsel f
fromthence: and great multitudesfollowed him, and he healed them
all; And charged them that they should not make him known: That
it might be fulfilled which was spoken by Esaiasthe prophet, saying,
Behold my servant, whom | have chosen; my beloved, in whom my
soul iswell pleased: | will put my spirit upon him, and he shall shew
judgment to the Gentiles. He shall not strive, nor cry; neither shall
any man hear his voice in the streets. A bruised reed shall he not
break, and smoking flax shall he not quench, till he send forth judg-
ment unto victory. And in his name shall the Gentiles trust (Matt.
12:14-21).

Jesus Christ rendered Spirit-filled judgments in history: on Jews
and on gentiles. Y et He seldom spoketo gentiles. He brought positive
sanctions to a handful of them: the Samaritan woman at the well
(John 4), the Roman centurion whose servant He healed from adis-
tance (Matt. 8:5-13), and the woman of Canaan whose daughter He
healed from a distance (Matt. 15:22-28). The testimony of the Sam-
aritan woman to her fellow townspeople led to their conversion to
saving faith. One of them told her, “Now we believe, not because of
thy saying: for we have heard him ourselves, and know that thisis
indeed the Christ, the Saviour of the world” (John 4:42). Jesus
commented on the confidencein Jesusthat the centurion had publicly
announced, contrasting hisfaith with thefaith of the Jews. “And | say
unto you, That many shall come from the east and west, and shall sit
downwith Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the kingdom of heaven.
But the children of the kingdom shall be cast out into outer darkness:
there shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth. And Jesus said unto the
centurion, Go thy way; and as thou hast believed, so be it done unto

1
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thee. And his servant was healed in the selfsame hour” (Matt. 8:11—
13). Jesus said to the woman, “O woman, great isthy faith: beit unto
thee even as thou wilt. And her daughter was made whole from that
very hour” (Matt. 15:28). Jesus used the faith in Him shown by these
gentiles as a means of condemning the Jews.

Jesus accurately assessed the Old Covenant order, and then He
judged it negatively in full public view during His earthly ministry.
Hejudged it by speaking against its leaders and also by healing their
followers. He brought positive sanctions into the lives of common
people. This action affirmed both His authority as a judge and His
ability to bring negative sanctionsinto their lives. He healed bodies
in order to prove that He could heal souls. He delivered some people
from physical bondageto provethat He could deliver all peoplefrom
spiritual bondage.

And, behold, they brought to him aman sick of the palsy, lying on
a bed: and Jesus seeing their faith said unto the sick of the palsy;
Son, be of good cheer; thy sins be forgiven thee. And, behold, cer-
tain of the scribes said within themselves, This man blasphemeth.
And Jesus knowing their thoughts said, Wherefore think ye evil in
your hearts? For whether iseasier, to say, Thy sinsbeforgiven theeg;
or to say, Arise, and walk? But that ye may know that the Son of
man hath power on earth to forgive sins, (then saith heto the sick of
the palsy,) Arise, take up thy bed, and go unto thine house. And he
arose, and departed to his house. But when the multitudes saw it,
they marvelled, and glorified God, which had given such power unto
men (Matt. 9:2-8).

Jesus granted these positive sanctions in order to condemn Old
Covenant Israel. “Woe unto thee, Chorazin! woe unto thee, Bethsai-
dal for if the mighty works had been done in Tyre and Sidon, which
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have been donein you, they had agreat while ago repented, sitting in
sackcloth and ashes. But it shall be moretolerablefor Tyreand Sidon
at the judgment, than for you” (Luke 10:13-14). This was an Old
Covenant strategy: condemnation through charity. “If thineenemy be
hungry, give him bread to eat; and if he be thirsty, give him water to
drink: For thou shalt heap coals of fire upon his head, and the LORD
shall rewardthee” (Prov. 25:21-22). Paul recommended thisstrategy.
“Dearly beloved, avenge not yourselves, but rather give place unto
wrath: for it is written, Vengeance is mine; | will repay, saith the
Lord. Thereforeif thineenemy hunger, feed him; if hethirst, givehim
drink: for in so doing thou shalt heap coals of fireon hishead” (Rom.
12:19-20).t By granting favorsto covenant-breakers that they do not
deserve, the covenant-keeper invokes God'’ s curse on them, should
they fail to repent. He judges them in history as a lawful agent of
God' s judgment for eternity. So Jesus did to the Jews. Thisis judg-
ment unto victory.

At the cross, the Jews and the Romansjointly judged Jesus. Three
days later, His bodily resurrection demonstrated that He, not they,
possessed the God-given authority tojudge. At Hisascension, Hewas
visibly raised above the earth (Acts 1:9), thereby demonstrating the
truth of His post-resurrection words to His disciples: “All power is
given unto me in heaven and in earth” (Matt. 28:18b).2 In A.D. 70,
Jesus brought final judgment against Old Covenant Isragl. Jerusalem
was captured by the Roman army, and the temple was burned. His
verbal judgment against Old Covenant Israel during His earthly min-

1. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans, 2nd
electronicedition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, [2000] 2003),
ch. 10.

2. Kenneth L. Gentry, The Greatness of the Great Commission: The Christian Enterprise
ina Fallen World (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1990).
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istry was confirmed in A.D. 70.3

Jesus was a servant during His earthly ministry, just as Isaiah had
prophesied. “He shall see of thetravail of hissoul, and shall be satis-
fied: by hisknowledge shall my righteous servant justify many; for he
shall bear their iniquities” (Isa. 53:11). He repeatedly rendered judg-
ment against sickness by healing thesick. Heverbally condemned the
Jews' religious leaders. They fought back, but lost. The gospel
spread. Jesus successfully brought visible judgment against the Jews
andtheirinstitutionsin A.D. 70. Whosejudgment was judgment unto
failure? Christ’s or the Old Covenant order’s? His church has re-
placed Old Covenant Israel, just as He told the Pharisees that it
would. “Thereforesay | unto you, The kingdom of God shall betaken
from you, and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits thereof”
(Matt. 21:43). Hischurch hasreplaced Rome’ sreligion. Hisfollowers
captured the Roman State. Whose judgment was judgment unto vic-
tory (Matt. 12:20)?

Judgment Unto Victory

Jesus Christ’ sjudgment isjudgment unto victory. Thisisacrucial
covenantal concept. His sanctionsin history, both positive and nega-
tive, lead to the long-term victory of His kingdom. The gates of hell
cannot defend against the kingdom of God (Matt. 16:18). All Chris-
tians believe this. They debate over the issue of whether this victory
will be universally manifested both in history and eternity or only in
eternity. Thisisadebate between amillennialistson one sideand both

3. David Chilton, The Days of Vengeance: An Exposition of the Book of Revelation (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).
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premillennialists and postmillennialists on the other. Then there is
another divisive eschatological question. Will Hiskingdom'’ svictory
occur prior to His physical reappearance in history? This question
divides premillennialists from postmillennialists. Rival social phil-
osophies and socia theories result from these rival eschatol ogical
positions.*

Inhisfirst epistletothe Corinthians, Paul presentsthebiblical case
for Christians' authority in history and their obligationto render judg-
mentsin history. There are two views of the world, Paul saysin the
early section of the epistle. They divide over the meaning of the cross
(I Cor. 1:18). Each view judgesthe other to befoolish.® There aretwo
inescapably judgmental worldviews. One or the other must predomi-
nate in society.

Paul aso calls on the Corinthians to judge each other formally in
church courts (I Cor. 6:1-11).° Isthisacall for Christians to retreat
from covenant-breaking society, or isit acall for them to prepareto
judge covenant-breaking society? Again, therival eschatological in-
terpretations differ.

Victory Over Death
Chapter 15 of this epistle challenges the amillennia view. Paul

insists that Christ will defeat all of his enemiesin history, including
the last one: death.

4. Gary North, Millennialism and Social Theory (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian
Economics, 1990).

5. Chapter 1
6. Chapter 6.
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For asin Adam all die, even soin Christ shall al be made aive. But
every manin hisown order: Christ thefirstfruits; afterward they that
are Christ’ sat hiscoming. Then cometh the end, when he shall have
delivered up the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall
have put down all rule and all authority and power. For he must
reign, till he hath put al enemies under hisfeet. The last enemy that
shall be destroyed is death. For he hath put all things under hisfeet.
But when he saith, all things are put under him, it is manifest that he
isexcepted, which did put all thingsunder him. And when al things
shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also himself be subject
unto himthat put all things under him, that God may beall inall (vv.
22-28).

Paul makesthisclear: only after Christ hasdefeated all of Hisene-
miesin history will He judge the world. The defeat over death isthe
final victory. Then Christ will hand over this world to His Father.
Paul’ slanguageleavesvery littlewiggleroom, exegetically speaking.
This passage can be dealt with exegetically in a straightforward
manner by postmillennialistsand premillennialists, but amillennialists
must deny the literalness of its description of Christ’svisible victory
over Hisenemies. They do this by interpreting Paul’ s plain words as
symbolic of something else — exactly what, it is difficult for them to
say. Thetext’ slanguage ismuch clearer than amillennial expositions
of it

Continuity, Not Discontinuity

Jesus' parableof thetaresand wheat (Matt. 13) eliminatesthe pos-

7. Chapter 14.
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sibility of both post-tribul ation and mid-tri bul ation di spensationalism.
The parable plainly teaches that there will be no separation of Chris-
tiansfrom non-Christiansin history.® Thisleavesonly historic premil-
lennialism, post-tribulational dispensationalism, and postmillennial-
ism as possible interpretations of Chapter 15.

Premillennialism predictsafuture political reign onearth by Jesus,
beginning one thousand years before the final judgment. Thus,
Christ’sjudgment in history is seen by premillennialists astwo-fold:
through His people by means of an international, bureaucratic chain
of command, but also personally, at the top of both the political and
ecclesiastical judicial pyramids. Premillennialistsrarely discusswhat
justice will be like during the future millennial kingdom of Christin
history. By refusing to discussthis, premillennialistsimplicitly reject
the suggestion that today’ sinstitutions will set any significant prece-
dents for the future. Premillennialists, by their silence regarding the
institutional structure of the millennial era, imply that there will bea
sharp discontinuity between institutional judgment inthe pre-millen-
nial eraand judgment during the millennial kingdom era.

Thepostmillennid view allowsfor Christianity’ svictory in history
and also today’ s judicial-institutional continuity with the millennial
eraof victory. The concept of Christ’s representative victory in his-
tory through His servants' dominion is unique to postmillennialism.
Any discontinuity between today’ sworld and the future eraof Chris-
tian victory iscomparative, not absolute. That is, thisview of discon-
tinuity doesnot allow for resurrected, sin-freeincorruptionto operate
in the midst of sinful corruption. Jesus alone possessed this unique
distinctionin history, both before and after Hisresurrection. Postmil-

8. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Matthew, 2nd
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000],
2003), ch. 29.
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lennialism preserves Paul’ s doctrine of the separation of corruption
from incorruption. “Now this | say, brethren, that flesh and blood
cannot inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth corruption inherit
incorruption” (1 Cor. 15:50). Neither doesincorruptioninherit corrup-
tion. Christ will not reign in person on earth in history, either with or
without resurrected Christians who will serve as His official sanc-
tions-bringers.

Thismeansthat God’ sjudgment in history — point four of the bib-
lical covenant model —will be progressively established representa-
tively —point two — by covenant-keepers, which will eventually prod-
uce the millennial era of victory (point five). How? By enforcing
God' s Bible-revealed law (point three).

The Primary Theme of First Corinthians

Thisepistleis heavily judgmental of the congregation in Corinth.
Paul callsthem contentious(l Cor. 1:11). Hecallsthem carnal (I Cor.
3:1). He defends himself against their critical judgment of his min-
istry (I Cor. 4:3). Hedealswithamajor sinin the congregation: incest
(I Cor. 5:1). He criticizes them for taking their disputes into pagan
civil courts (I Cor. 6:1). He warns them against sinning against weak
brethren (I Cor. 8:12). He warns them against violating the sanctity
of the Lord’s Supper (I Cor. 11:21-22, 29-30).

Isthere acommon theme? Y es: the inescapabl e task of rendering
judgmentsin history. This epistle makesit clear that there can be no

9. On thefive points of the biblical covenant model, see Ray R. Sutton, That You May
Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics,
1992).
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neutrality, morally speaking. Men must makemoral judgments. Then
they must render judgment, i.e., speak and act in terms of their moral
judgments. Judgments are either good or evil, wise or foolish. They
are never morally neutral. Judgments are made in terms of ascale of
values, and this scale of valuesis either covenant-keeping or coven-
ant-breaking.

In Chapter 1, he criticizesthe Corinthian church for being conten-
tious. Members have divided into factions based on their personal
commitment to one or another co-founder of the congregation. This
must cease, Paul says. The debate, he says, is hot between this or that
co-founder of the local congregation. Rather, the debate is between
defenders of the cross and scoffers. “ For the preaching of the crossis
to them that perish foolishness; but unto us which are saved it isthe
power of God. For itiswritten, | will destroy the wisdom of thewise,
and will bring to nothing the understanding of the prudent” (vv.
18-19). Paul does not here deny the legitimacy of confrontation. On
thecontrary, heaffirmsit. Thereisnecessary contention between con-
sistent covenant-keepers and consistent covenant-breakers. “Where
isthe wise? where is the scribe? where is the disputer of thisworld?
hath not God made foolish the wisdom of thisworld?’ (v. 20).

There must be judgments in history. Paul says that God has
enabled His people to render accurate judgmentsin history.

But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for the Spirit
searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God. For what man
knoweth the things of aman, savethe spirit of man whichisin him?
even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God.
Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit
whichisof God; that we might know the thingsthat arefreely given
to us of God. Which things also we speak, not in the words which
man’ s wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth; com-

9
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paring spiritual things with spiritual (I Cor. 2:10-13).

Christians are supposed to render judgments in history as God's
stewards. “Let aman so account of us, as of the ministers of Christ,
and stewards of the mysteries of God. Moreover it is required in
stewards, that a man be found faithful” (I Cor. 4:1-2). We are re-
quired by Christ to render judgment on God’ s behalf, not our own.
We are God’ s agents, responsible to Him. We are subordinate to the
God who rendersauthoritativejudgment. God judgesrepresentatively
aswell asdirectly. Representative judgment must begin with formal
judgment by the church against the enemies within. “For what have
| to do to judge them al so that are without? do not ye judge them that
are within? But them that are without God judgeth. Therefore put
away from among yourselves that wicked person” (I Cor. 5:12-13).

Economic Judgment

Tojudgeisto impute. To imputeisto make adeclaration. A civil
jury issupposed to use binding legal standardsin order to evaluatethe
facts placed before it during the trial. Then it renders judgment:
“guilty” or “not guilty.” Thisisaso the conceptual model for econo-
mic imputation. As decision-makers, everyone must make continual
evaluations and then make a declaration: good or bad. He must buy,
hold, or sell.

In economics, to judgeisto attribute value — meaning importance
— 10 a scarce economic resource, meaning any asset that commands
afreemarket price. Theindividual evaluateswhat somethingisworth
to him. Theword “evaluate”’ even containsthe root English word for
value. In order to evaluate what something is worth to him, he must

10
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first possess a hierarchical standard of value or personal ends. Then
he assessesthe position of the thing to be purchased or not purchased,
acted upon or ignored, in terms of his personal scale of value. This
scale of valueisnot scientifically measurable, but it does allow rank-
ing. It isan ordinal scale—first, second, third — rather than cardinal:
exactly this much more or less.

| say it again: to impute value is to make an estimation of some-
thing’s importance on one's personal scale of values. This scale of
values has a time component. Every decision is adecision about the
future. Every decision also hasan eternal component. Paul makesthis
clear in hisdiscussion of final things. “Now he that planteth and he
that watereth are one: and every man shall receive his own reward
accordingto hisown labour” (I Cor. 3:8).” Every man’ swork shall be
made manifest: for the day shall declare it, because it shall be re-
vealed by fire; and the fire shall try every man’swork of what sort it
is’ (I Cor. 3:13). Thisisan extension of Christ’swarning: “For what
shall it profit a man, if he shall gain the whole world, and lose his
own soul?* (Mark 8:36).

Taking into consideration what he regards as rel evant, a decision-
maker then decides whether or not to take some action. He first
imputes value; then he actsin terms of thisimputation. The outcome
of all of the competing and cooperating subjective individual decis-
ionsin an economy is an array of objective prices. Subjective indiv-
idual imputations produce corporate objective prices. Individual val-
ues are manifested publicly — declared — through prices.

It isthe relationship between individual value and objective price
that isthe heart of economic analysis. Vaueand pricearerelated, and
itisthetask of the economist to explain this relationship in terms of
economic theory. It isatask that has baffled secular economists for
centuries. A price is objective. Is value objective or subjective?

11
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Value, most economists have said since the 1870’s, is subjective. It
isimputed by acting men. The free market’ s objective array of prices
results from competitive bidding by economic actors who independ-
ently impute subjective value to objectively scarce resources —
resources that command a price. The theoretical debate begins here.
Is the free market’s objective array of prices in some way morally
justified — legitimate — because of the interplay between subjective
value and objective scarcity? Economists hate to raise the issue of
moral justification, but there is no escape. Men ask: “Does a free
market price incorporate justice, even though it is the result of an
unequal initial distribution of resources among the bidders? Doesthe
array of free market prices maximize social value? Isthere even such
athing as social value?’ These debates never end. They never get
resolved to everyone' s satisfaction.

Oscar Wilde defined a cynic as a man who knows the price of
everything and the value of nothing. Thisisvery close to what Jesus
taught about value and price, except that He did not limit His obser-
vation to cynics. Covenant-breakers are fools, He said, because they
do not understand what istruly valuablein thislife. They are seduced
by the lure of temporal wealth. They are like the rich man who made
plans to build more barns in order to store his overflowing wealth.
“But God said unto him, Thou fooal, this night thy soul shall be
required of thee: then whose shall those things be, which thou hast
provided? So is he that layeth up treasure for himself, and isnot rich
toward God” (Luke 12:20-21).

To render accurate judgment, a person must have the mind of
Christ. The Christian definitively possesses this. “For who hath

10. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,[2000] 2003),
ch. 24.
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known the mind of the Lord, that he may instruct him? But we have
the mind of Christ” (1 Cor. 2:16).* It is every Christian’s God-given
task toimprove hisability to render godly judgment over time. There
should be progressive sanctification in each Christian’ s rendering of
judgment. There should also be progressive sanctification in each
Christian institution’ s rendering of judgment.

In the field of economics, the decision-making Christianiscalled
on by God to assesstheval ue of scarce economic resources, including
the forfeited opportunities associated with owning one thing rather
than another, and also the value of his investment of irreplaceable
time, intermsof God’ sspecial call tohimasasteward. The Christian
should put an objective price on resources based on hisunderstanding
of their value to God. Jesus said, “Again, the kingdom of heaven is
like unto amerchant man, seeking goodly pearls. Who, when he had
found one pearl of great price, went and sold all that he had, and
bought it” (Matt. 13:45-46).2? The Christian should think God’s
thoughts after Him, for he has the mind of Christ. Inescapably, he
must judge as a representative agent — a steward — of God.

Conclusion

Paul’ sfirst epistleto the Corinthiansisacall to every Christian to
get his priorities straight and then make judgments in terms of them.
Men’sjudgmentsareinitially subjective: the subjectiveimputation of
subjectively perceived value. These subjective judgments become
objective through men’s decisions. Each person’s subjective value

11. Chapter 2.

12. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion, ch. 31.
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scale at any point in timeisjudged by God in terms of His objective
value. God, as both Creator and Judge, imputes value according to
His subjective scale of values. But His subjective scale of valuesis
objectively authoritative in history and eternity. In God is the recon-
ciliation of subjective value and objective value. His scale of values
is objectively true, not because God conforms Himself to standards
that are external to Him and authoritative over Him, but because He
is absolutely sovereign.

Christiansarerequired by God to act in terms of what they believe
to be true. Economically speaking, Christians should buy and sell in
terms of what they believe. As men move through time, they contin-
ually exchange one condition for another. Possessing the mind of
Christ, Christians are guided by the Spirit of God. They are supposed
to accept this guidance. They are supposed to assess their situations
in terms of this guidance, and then act in terms of this assessment.
Thisisthe integrating message of First Corinthians.

14



TWO KINDS OF FOOLISHNESS

For the preaching of the crossisto themthat perish foolishness; but
unto us which are saved it is the power of God. For it iswritten, |
will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and will bring to nothing the
understanding of the prudent. Where is the wise? where is the
scribe? where is the disputer of this world? hath not God made
foolish the wisdom of this world? For after that in the wisdom of
God the world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God by the
foolishness of preaching to save them that believe. For the Jews
require a sign, and the Greeks seek after wisdom: But we preach
Christ crucified, unto the Jews a stumblingblock, and unto the
Greeks foolishness; But unto them which are called, both Jews and
Greeks, Christ the power of God, and the wisdom of God. Because
the foolishness of God iswiser than men; and the weakness of God
is stronger than men (I Cor. 1:18-25).

The theocentric focus here is the wisdom of God. It is contrasted

with fallen man’ sknowledge, which fallen man regards aswise. God

does not.

Foolishness: An Inescapable Concept

Here, Paul assailsthe wisdom of thisworld. Thisworld' swisdom

regards the cross of Christ as foolishness. In contrast, the redeemed
person knows that the crossis the power of God. Between these two
assessments there is no common ground. Each regards the other’s
position as foolish. Paul is saying that there is no escape from the
concept of foolishness. Thequestionis: Who or what istruly foolish?

15
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By what standard? Decided by whom?

His use of “the cross’ is broad. It refers to the substitutionary
atonement of Jesus Christ: the death and bodily resurrection of Christ
from the dead. The cross is the heart of Paul’ s message of redemp-
tion. Later in this epistle, he writes: “And if Christ be not risen, then
is our preaching vain, and your faith is also vain” (I Cor. 15:14).
“Andif Christ benot raised, your faithisvain; yeareyetinyour sins’
(I Cor. 15:17). The centrality of the cross is the centrality of the
bodily resurrection of Christ. Christ’ sresurrectionwasGod’ svisible,
historical, definitive sanction on death. Thisisthe essence of thegos-
pel for Paul. Thisisthe good news.

The wisdom of thisworld denies the doctrine of the bodily resur-
rection of Christ. It also denies the fina resurrection and the final
judgment of mankind. This was made clear during Paul’ s preaching
in Athenson Mars' Hill. “ And when they heard of the resurrection of
the dead, some mocked: and others said, We will hear thee again of
this matter” (Acts 17:32). This was the divisive doctrine for Paul’s
listeners.

| argue in this commentary that the central theme of thisepistleis
judgment: point four of thebiblical covenant model.: Paul beginsthis
epistle with adiscussion of the cross. The crossremainsthe supreme
manifestation of God’s judgment in history: the sacrifice of God's
son. Thiswasafar greater judgment than the curses placed on Adam
and Eve, including death. They were guilty. Jesus Christ was inno-
cent. The supreme judgment fell on an innocent man who was aso
God.

Paul argues here that the defining characteristic of godly wisdom

1. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 4.
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isan affirmation of the redemptive power of the cross of Christ. The
defining characteristic of thisworld’swisdom isits denial of there-
demptive power of the cross of Christ. Thesetwo positionsareirrec-
oncilable. There is no common ground between them. Paul begins
with the assumption of the irreconcilable nature of these rival inter-
pretations of reality. As he says later in this epistle, “But the natural
man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God: for they arefoolish-
ness unto him: neither can heknow them, becausethey are spiritually
discerned” (1 Cor. 2:14).2

The power of the cross means different things to covenant-
breakers and covenant-keepers. For covenant-breakers, the crossis
the power of physical death over physical life. They deny the histor-
ical fact of Christ’sliteral bodily resurrection. For covenant-keepers,
the crossisthe power of God’ s redemption over sin and death. They
affirm Hisbodily resurrection. For covenant-breakers, the crossmani-
fests the superiority of this world's power over the power of God's
covenantal redemption in history. For covenant-keepers, the cross
manifests the power of God's comprehensive redemption over the
power of thisworld.

Paul is saying herethat the only correct basis for making accurate
judgmentsabout reality isto beginwith apresupposition: theredemp-
tive power of the cross. Put another way, the only basis for making
accurate judgments is to assume the redemptive reality of the cross,
which was the supreme act of judgment in history: God’ s judgment
of Hisson, followed by Christ’ sjudgment on the power of theworld,
the flesh, and the devil. The supreme judgment of God that was man-
ifested at the crossisthe covenant-keeper’ sbasisfor making subord-
inate judgments. God'’ s definitive historical judgment against sinis

2. Chapter 2.
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to serve as the basis of covenant-keeping man’s progressive judg-
ments against both sin and error. Covenant-keeping man’s prog-
ressive rendering of judgment against both sin and intellectual error
isan aspect of the kingdom of God in history. Thisis another way of
saying that God extends His kingdom in history by empowering His
peopleto render judgments as His representatives, even as Adam and
Eve should have rendered judgment against Satan by rendering judg-
ment against Satan’ srepresentative, the serpent.® Thisempowerment
is based on covenant-keepers' confession of faith in Paul’s view of
the cross.

God promisesto bring to naught the wisdom of thisworld. “For it
is written, | will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and will bring to
nothing the understanding of the prudent” (v. 19). God promises to
bring negative sanctions against the wisdom of the wise and the un-
derstanding of the prudent. Paul isusing“wise” and“ prudent” ironic-
aly: the wisdom and understanding of the covenant-breaking world.
The wisdom of thisworld defies God’ slaw. God will bring the wise
to naught, i.e., to nothing. Thisis God’ s negative sanction.

God eventually brings positive sanctions in history on covenant-
keepers (Ps. 72) and negative sanctions against covenant-breakers.
“Until I went into the sanctuary of God; then understood | their end.
Surely thou didst set them in slippery places. thou castedst them
down into destruction. How are they brought into desolation, asin a
moment! they are utterly consumed withterrors’ (Ps. 73:17-19). God
will eventually bring negative sanctionsagainst thisworld' s* best and
brightest.”

Paul asks a series of rhetorical questions. “Where is the wise?

3. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1987), Appendix E: “Witnesses and Judges.”
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whereisthe scribe? whereisthe disputer of thisworld? hath not God
made foolish the wisdom of thisworld?’ (v. 20). Heidentifies three
types of men asdefenders of foolishness. thewise, the scribe, and the
disputer. Y et wisdom is not wrong. Solomon was wise (I Ki. 3:12).
Also, it isnot that the ability to write that isitself wrong. Paul wrote
epistles. Finaly, it is not that disputation is always wrong. Paul is
spoken of ashaving disputed with critics. “ And he spakeboldly inthe
name of the Lord Jesus, and disputed against the Grecians: but they
went about to slay him” (Acts 9:29). Paul is contrasting rival forms
of wisdom, rival writers, and rival disputers. The dividing issue here
isthe correct knowledge of God. “ For after that in the wisdom of God
the world by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God by the foolish-
ness of preaching to save them that believe” (v. 21). This is an
extension of John’'s observation regarding Jesus. “He was in the
world, and the world was made by him, and the world knew him not.
He came unto hisown, and his own received him not. But as many as
received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of God,
even to them that believe on his name: Which were born, not of
blood, nor of thewill of the flesh, nor of thewill of man, but of God”
(John 1:10-13). Accurate knowledge about God’ s agent of redemp-
tion is closed to those who rely on the wisdom of this world.

Paul adopts arhetorical technique: attributing to God the infirmi-
ties of men. “Because the foolishness of God iswiser than men; and
the weakness of God is stronger than men” (v. 25). He does this in
order to contrast two kinds of knowledge. He contrasts the worst of
God (asif there could be aworst of God) with the best of mankind.
God' sworst is superior to man’s best. Paul is not saying that God is
foolish. Heis saying that whatever foolish men regard asthefoolish-
ness of God is nevertheless wiser than they are. The same rhetorical
technique is evident in Paul’ s reference to the weakness of God.
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God has a purpose in all this. “But God hath chosen the foolish
things of the world to confound the wise; and God hath chosen the
weak things of the world to confound the things which are mighty;
And base things of the world, and things which are despised, hath
God chosen, yea, and things which are not, to bring to nought things
that are: That no flesh should glory in hispresence” (I Cor. 1:27-29).
The wisdom of this world will be confounded by that which the
world’'s wise men regard as foolish. Similarly, the strong will be
shamed by the weak. By using the base things of this world to
outshine the “things that are” — the powers that be — God intends to
glorify Himself.

Paul is arguing that there will someday be a great overturning by
God. “1 will destroy the wisdom of the wise, and will bring to nothing
the understanding of the prudent” (v. 19). This overturning will be
comprehensive. It will elevate those who aretoday abased. It will tear
downthosewho affirm thewisdom of thisworld. Thisgreat overturn-
ing will reveal for al to see that the world's system has rewarded
those whose spiritual heirswill beforced to surrender their authority
to covenant-keepers. This will be God’'s judgment on this world’s
system, i.e., its system of sanctions.

Paul is saying that there are rival systems of interpretation re-
garding cause and effect in history. These rival systems are irrecon-
cilable. They are based on rival views of God, man, law, sanctions,
and thefuture: the covenant. But the heart of the matter, he says here,
istheir rival viewsof sanctions. Thisismanifested intheir rival inter-
pretations of the cross as the agency of sanctions: either the world's
victory over God’ s system of redemption, or else God’ svictory over
thisworld through the bodily resurrection of His son.
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ThisWorld and the World to Come

What constitutes the essence of thisfoolish world? Paul is speak-
ing of aworld that is opposed to hisview of the cross. He makesthis
plain in his opening sentence. “For the preaching of the crossis to
them that perish foolishness; but unto us which are saved it is the
power of God” (v. 18). Men’srival opinions regarding the cross are
what separate thisworld from the world to come. Paul does not iden-
tify this future world by a specific time.

It could be argued that this coming world is eschatological: either
eternity in contrast to time, or else a triumphant manifestation of
God' skingdom in history in contrast to the present. But this passage
is not a time text. It does not provide evidence regarding the esti-
mated time of arrival of the world to come.

Isaiah provided insight into the locus of the world to come:
history. He prophesied regarding afuture erain which there will still
be churls. Thisis clearly a pre-resurrection world:

Behold, aking shall reign in righteousness, and princes shall rulein
judgment. And aman shall be as an hiding place from thewind, and
a covert from the tempest; as rivers of water in adry place, as the
shadow of a great rock in aweary land. And the eyes of them that
see shall not be dim, and the ears of them that hear shall hearken.
The heart aso of the rash shall understand knowledge, and the
tongue of the stammerers shall be ready to speak plainly. The vile
person shall be no more called liberal, nor the churl said to be
bountiful. For the vile person will speak villany, and his heart will
work iniquity, to practise hypocrisy, and to utter error against the
LORD, to make empty the soul of the hungry, and hewill causethe
drink of thethirsty tofail. Theinstrumentsalso of the churl are evil:
he deviseth wicked devices to destroy the poor with lying words,
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even when the needy speaketh right. But the liberal deviseth liberal
things; and by liberal things shall he stand (Isa. 32:1-8).

Here we have pictured a future world in which men will act
consistently with what they believe. They will also recognize the
differencebetween the person who showsliberality andthechurl. The
liberal person will speak his mind openly. He will not conceal the
truth. “The vile person shall be no more called liberal, nor the churl
said to be bountiful.” Clearly, this is not today’s world. It was not
Paul’ sworld, either.

Paul identifies his eraas onein which foolishness reigns supreme
intermsof itsown pretended authority. Foolish men makejudgments
intermsof foolish standards. Those who arein positions of authority
do not recognize the redemptive power of the cross. Not recognizing
this, they are incapable of recognizing anything else clearly. Their
judgment is distorted, and the proof of thisistheir assessment of the
cross. They look at their world, and they conclude what they have
initially assumed: the judgment of God does not hang over it.

In Romans 11, Paul presentsaprophecy of aworld blessed by God
in response to the re-grafting in of the Jews.* By combining Paul’s
prophecy with Isaiah’s, we see the promise of a world to come in
which men will make judgmentsin terms of wise standards. Thisis
the promise of epistemological reconstruction. Men will agree with
each other regarding what isfoolish and what iswise.

Thistransformation will be morethan epistemological. It will also
be ethical. The epistemological question regarding what men know
truly and how they can know it is always a question of regeneration.

4. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003), ch. 6.
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Paul writesin the next chapter: “ But the natural man receiveth not the
things of the Spirit of God: for they are foolishness unto him: neither
can he know them, because they are spiritually discerned. But he that
isspiritual judgeth all things, yet he himself isjudged of no man. For
who hath known the mind of the Lord, that he may instruct him? But
we have the mind of Christ” (I Cor. 2:14-16).° To have the mind of
Christ isto be regenerated by God’ s grace through the power of the
Cross.

Theworld to come will be different from today’ sworld. It will be
aworldinwhichthegospel hastransformed large numbersof people.
TheBible sstandardsof moral judgment and peopl e’ sability to make
judgments in terms of these standards will be widely distributed.

Paul was writing about the cross. Men's opinions regarding the
cross still divide them from one another. Most people today know
nothing of the cross, and among those who have heard of God’ s plan
of salvation, most believe that the cross is foolishness. In contrast,
redeemed people believe that faith in the cross provides power: over
sin, over death, over the devil. There is an irreconcilable division
here. Thisdivision of opinion in history reflects the permanent divi-
sionin mankind’ s eternal condition: the lake of fire (Rev. 20:14-15)
vs. the New Heaven and New Earth (Rev. 21; 22).

The Question of Social Cooper ation

The epistemological questionisthis: If rival views of what consti-
tutes foolishness really do divide mankind, then on what basis can
men shareaccurateinformation? If thesetwo interpretiveframeworks

5. Chapter 2.
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really areirreconcilable, which Paul saysthey are, then how can men
cooperate through the division of labor, including the intellectual
division of labor? How can society exist? It obviously doesexist. But
how isthispossible, giventhetruth of Paul’ sassertionregardingrival
definitions of foolishness? How can fools and wise people continue
to cooperate in history?

Paul elsewhere answers this question in his discussion of the
human heart. He wroteto the church at Romethat thework of the law
— though not the law itself —is written on the heart of every person.
“For when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by nature the
things contained in the law, these, having not the law, are alaw unto
themselves: Which shew the work of the law written in their hearts,
their conscience also bearing witness, and their thoughts the mean
while accusing or else excusing one another” (Rom. 2:14-15).° The
law of God iswritten on the heart of every redeemed person. Thishas
fulfilled the prophecy of Jeremiah regarding the coming covenant
(Jer. 31:31-33). Weread in Hebrews:

But now hath he obtained a more excellent ministry, by how much
aso heisthe mediator of a better covenant, which was established
upon better promises. For if that first covenant had been faultless,
then should no place have been sought for the second. For finding
fault with them, he saith, Behold, the days come, saith the Lord,
when | will make a new covenant with the house of Israel and with
the house of Judah: Not according to the covenant that | made with
their fathers in the day when | took them by the hand to lead them
out of theland of Egypt; because they continued not in my covenant,
and | regarded them not, saith the Lord. For thisisthe covenant that
I will make with the house of Isragl after those days, saith the Lord,;

6. North, Cooperation and Dominion, ch. 2.
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I will put my lawsinto their mind, and writethemintheir hearts: and
I will beto them a God, and they shall be to me a people: And they
shall not teach every man his neighbour, and every man his brother,
saying, Know the Lord: for al shall know me, from the least to the
greatest. For | will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and their
sinsand their iniquitieswill | remember no more. In that he saith, A
new covenant, he hath made the first old. Now that which decayeth
and waxeth old is ready to vanish away (Heb. 8:6-13).

Between the covenant-keeper and the covenant-breaker, there are
two epistemological-ethical connections: first, the image of God in
every person; second, the work of the law writtenin every heart. The
regeneration of one group makes the dividing issues clearer to both
groups:. foolishness vs. wisdom. Covenant-breakers and covenant-
keepers see the differences between them ever-more clearly as each
group becomes progressively more consistent withitsrival presuppo-
sitions regarding the cross.

This increasing self-consciousness is a liability for covenant-
breakers. Themorethat covenant-breaking peoplehold back thetruth
in unrighteousness, as Paul said they do (Rom. 1:18), thelessthey can
agree with each other and cooperate with each other. That is, themore
ethically self-conscious they become, meaning the more consistent
their behavior is with their covenant-breaking worldviews, the less
they can benefit from the division of labor. They will not trust others
sufficiently to becomeincreasingly dependent on them. They will do
unethical things that alienate prospective associates. They will not
gain the cooperation they need to maximize their market-produced
income. It is said that there is honor among thieves. As thieves
become more consistent to their thievery, there will be less honor
binding them. Their power will decrease.

Confessions of faith do have consequences. Confessions of faith
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cannot be limited to the mind. They have implications for human
action. They spread from philosophy to behavior, from ideas to
action. Confessionsaffect what peopledo. Thismeansthat they affect
what peopledo jointly. A particular view of the way the world works
affects the way that those who hold this view behave. Paul is saying
that foolishness has consequences. Psalm 53 describes the results of
foolishness: scattering.

To the chief Musician upon Mahalath, Maschil, A Psalm of David.
The fool hath said in his heart, There is no God. Corrupt are they,
and have done abominable iniquity: there is none that doeth good.
God looked down from heaven upon the children of men, to see if
there were any that did understand, that did seek God. Every one of
them is gone back: they are altogether become filthy; there is none
that doeth good, no, not one. Have the workers of iniquity no knowl-
edge? who eat up my people asthey eat bread: they have not called
upon God. Therewerethey in great fear, where no fear was: for God
hath scattered the bones of him that encampeth against thee: thou
hast put themto shame, because God hath despised them. Oh that the
salvation of Israel were come out of Zion! When God bringeth back
the captivity of his people, Jacab shall rejoice, and Israel shall be
glad (Ps. 53:1-6)

Adam Smith on the Natural Social Order

Adam Smith’ stheory of individual economic motivation becomes
important whenever we search for an explanation of men’s coopera-
tion. Smith argued in The Wealth of Nations (1776) that men’'s
individual self-interest iswhat leadsthem to trade with other men. In
pursuing his own self-interest, an individual voluntarily enters into
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exchanges with others. In this way, individual self-interest furthers
socia cooperation and the division of labor. This, in turn, increases
output per unit of resource input.

Here are two questions that Smith had to answer. (1) How can the
voluntary actions of competing individuals extend both social order
and economic growth? (2) How do men’s selfish actions create
wealthfor nationsand not just weal th for themsel ves? Smith appeal ed
to nature in search of answers. Smith regarded men’s universa
decisionsto “truck and barter” asnatural. That is, no onein authority
needs to threaten to impose negative sanctions in order to persuade
peopleto trade. They trade on their own authority, for their own pur-
poses. A familiar folk phraseisthisone: “Necessity is the mother of
invention.” Necessity here is assumed to be impersonal, imposed by
scarcity, which is natural.

Smith extended hisargument from theindividual to society. There
isanatural order of liberty, he said. Voluntary trade would still exist
even if there were no civil governments that interfere with trade by
imposing taxes, rules, and other impedimentsto voluntary exchange.
Thisiswhat he meant by “the natural order of liberty.” It wasin con-
trast to what wemight call “the unnatural order of political coercion.”
Throughout most of The Wealth of Nations, Smith discusses the
decisions of the civil government as unnatural and restrictive. These
restrictions interfere with what otherwise would take place. They
undermine men’s liberty, and they thereby undermine the natural
growth of wealth. Smith argued that economic growthisnatural. Poli-
tical restrictions that curtail voluntary exchange thereby also curtail
economicgrowth, and arethereforeunnatural . Herevol utionized eco-
nomic theory by proclaiming economic growth as being part of the
natural order of things. For millennia, at least until the Puritans
doctrine of postmillennialism, men had believed that progress is
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unsustainable, long term. “What goes up must come down.” Nations
riseandfall. Smith’ stheory of thewealth of nationsapplied to econo-
mic theory what Puritan eschatology a century earlier had applied to
the doctrine of God’ skingdom in history: atheory of compound eco-
nomic growth.

Smith argued that scarcity in nature can be overcome through an
increase in the division of labor. He began his book with what has
becomethe most famous passage in economics: the description of the
pin-makers, whose output is multiplied enormously by tools. It takes
capital to create these tools. Because producers seek to increase their
personal wealth by increasing the productivity of their workers,
capital formation that funds innovation can steadily, “naturally” lead
to the conquest of nature’s scarcity. Nature’s resources are scarce,
Smith recognized, as did his Enlightenment peers. Smith revolution-
ized social theory by arguing that what is natural — scarcity — can be
progressively overcome by what isalso natural: the natural system of
liberty. If men are simply left alone — laissez-faire — by civil govern-
ment, their individual self-interest will lead them to tradewith others,
which will increase the traders’ output, which will increase their
wealth, which will increase society’ s wealth. The system of natural
liberty, he argued, is the basis of the wealth of nations.

Smith’s argument regarding the productivity of voluntary ex-
change soon becamethe central theoretical pillar of free market econ-
omics. It also became the most familiar version of what | call right-
wing Enlightenment socia theory. Smith moved the West’ s discus-
sion of the foundations of social order from the corporate decision-
making of politicstotheindividual decision-makinginafree market.
He placed the origin of economic order in the self-interested but
peaceful decisions of individuals. He became the most famous and
themost influential exponent of the Scottish Enlightenment tradition,
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which regarded socia order as both unplanned and evolutionary.

Smith recognized that there is a problem that is apparently not
solved by the system of natural liberty: sin. How can men securetheir
liberty and their property from the sin-based predations of others?
The universal answer is political coercion. It was also Smith’s ans-
wer. Smith was not an anarchist. He believed that civil government
IS necessary to restrict private coercion and fraud. But he also recog-
nized that civil government can become atool of predation. Hisbook
emphasizes this aspect of civil government. He also believed that
justice can be provided by the free market.” He did not resolve this
theoretical problem: the maximization of natural liberty vs. the
suppression of sin. Sin is unquestionably natural.

That men are sinful was widely understood by Enlightenment
socia theorists. They argued that men are not totally depraved, but
this did not lead them to abandon the doctrine of sin —just the Chris-
tian doctrine of original sin and the Christian doctrine of redemption.
For over acentury before Smith, English political theorists had taken
up the challenge of Thomas Hobbes: to explain how individualsjoin
with each other to create civil government for the sake of maintaining
peace. Thedoctrineof the social compact waspopular in Smith’ sday,
but the establishment of this compact was understood as an event of
hypothetical history, not an actual event. Enlightenment scholars
knew that no group of men had cometogether far in the misty past to
establish a society through a contract. The story of such an event was
hypothetical history. It was a device for defending the legitimacy of
civil government.

7. Gary M. Anderson, “ Adam Smith, Justice, and the System of Natural Liberty,” Jour-
nal of Libertarian Studies, X111 (Summer 1997), pp. 1-20. This article is available on the
web: http://tinyurl.com/253t7
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Rousseau’ s Rival Theory: Hypothetical History

The classic formulation of this hypothetical approachto history is
foundin Part | of Rousseau’ s1754 essay, “ A Discourse onthe Origin
of Inequality.”

L et usbegin then by laying facts aside, asthey do not affect the
guestion. The investigations we may enter into, in treating this sub-
ject, must not be considered as historical truths, but only as mere
conditional and hypothetical reasonings, rather calculatedto explain
the nature of things, than to ascertain their actual origin; just likethe
hypotheseswhich our physicistsdaily form respecting theformation
of the world. Religion commands us to believe that, God Himself
having taken men out of a state of nature immediately after the
creation, they are unequal only becauseit isHiswill they should be
so: but it does not forbid us to form conjectures based solely on the
nature of man, and the beings around him, concerning what might
have become of the human race, if it had been left toitsalf. Thisthen
isthe question asked me, and that which | propose to discussin the
following discourse. As my subject interests mankind in general, |
shall endeavour to make use of a style adapted to all nations, or
rather, forgetting time and place, to attend only to mentowhom|1 am
speaking.®

Smith asserted asystem of natural liberty by arguing that voluntary
exchange exists naturally. Trade produces social cooperation and
order; therefore, voluntary trade naturally leadsto social order. Rous-
seall’ s position, presented in his book, The Social Contract (1762),
appeal ed to a hypothetical General Will —awill that would manifest

8. Jean-Jacques Rousseau, A Discourse on the Origin of Inequality (1754), in The Social
Contract and the Discourses, trans. G. D. H. Cole (London: Dent, 1913).
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itself clearly, were it not for the distorting effects of voluntary asso-
ciations. The General Will isthwarted by these local institutions and
loyalties.* The General Will isnatural; voluntary associationsare not.

The General Will is mankind’s realm of true freedom, he said. It
isincarnated in the central civil government, which aone can over-
come the blinding and distorting influences of localism. Individuals
are blinded to the General Will by their local loyalties. A centralized
State alone speaks in the name of the General Will. Men' s true self-
interest isfound in political participation at the highest level of civil
government. Of course, there remainsthe problem of representation.
Who speaks legitimately for the State on behalf of the General Will?
Rousseau was vague on this point. Modern political theory hasyet to
find an agreed-upon answer.

Rousseau’ stheory of the General Will isthe antithesis of Smith’s
theory of natural liberty. The debate centers around the issue of the
meaning of “natural.” Smith argued that what is natural iswhat men
do naturaly, on their own authority, in their own self-interest. Rous-
seau argued that what is natural isthe social order that would exist if
only men understood their true self-interest, which they cannot per-
ceive because of the distorting influence of local and personal inter-
ests. Smith offered as evidence the visible practices of acting men:
they trade voluntarily when left alone by the State. Rousseau offered
hypothetical history (the social compact) and a hypothetical General
Will.

Smith explained the actual operations of acomplex economy, not
ahypothetica world somewhere over the rainbow, either inthe misty
past or the misty future. He did rely to some degree on ahypothetical

9. Robert A. Nisbet, Tradition and Revolt: Historical and Sociological Essays (New
Y ork: Random House, 1968), ch. 1: “Rousseau and the Political Community.”
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construct in order to explain the daily workings of afree market soc-
ial order: what menwould doif therewereno Stateintervention. This
construct wasat least partially grounded in reality: what men actually
do when left alone by the State, i.e., trade. Smith offered an explana-
tion that was al so consistent with the widely accepted theory of hum-
an selfishness. His economic theory became one of the pillars of the
right-wing Enlightenment’ s social theory, along with his friend Ed-
mund Burke' s defense of political localism. But his explanation was
challenged by theintellectual heirsof Rousseau, who triumphed i nsti-
tutionally for most of the twentieth century through a series of statist
political movements. By 1950, the academic and political defenders
of Adam Smith’s economics were few and far between — mostly
concentrated at the University of Chicago.

Rousseau’ sdefense of State centralization gained wideacceptance
by intellectuals for over two centuries. Few political theorists fol-
lowed him in his theory of the General Will, which had been the
foundation of hissocial theory. Thisconcept wasfar too metaphysical
for the tastes of modern intellectuals, especialy after Darwin had
undermined their faith in the existence of purposeful nature. Rous-
seau’ spolitical ideaswere successful because hejustified centralized
political power in the name of individual freedom. His politica
theory justified the left-wing Enlightenment’s quest for political
power in the name of the sovereign people.

The Fall of the Soviet Union
By the year 2000, Smith’s view had seemingly triumphed over
Rousseau’ s, although it had been rejected for two centuries by left-

wing Western intellectuals. What had changed everything was the
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unexpected failure of the Communist Party’s attempted coup in the
Soviet Union, August 19-21, 1991. The visible failure of left-wing
Enlightenment social theory — Marx’s and especially Engels’ top-
down theory of social organization under socialism®®—in 1991 |eft its
defenders almost speechless. Contrary to all expectations, the Com-
munist Party of the Soviet Union had failed to maintain its power.
Left-wing Enlightenment thought for two centuries had worshipped
power in the name of freedom, beginning publicly with the French
Revolution. The economic poverty of the Soviet Union had been
visible to anyone who visited the country, but left-wing intellectuals
had long denied the relevance of what they actually saw in the name
of ahoped-for economic future and present-day military power.* The
Soviet Union, inthewordsof Richard Grenier inthemid-1980's, was
Bangladesh with missiles, but for left-wing intellectuals, Soviet
society’ slegitimacy resided in those missiles. When the Communist
Party visibly lost power in 1991, both Communism and socialism lost
legitimacy among left-wing intellectuals, worldwide.

Thetriumph of Adam Smith’ sright-wing Enlightenment theory of
social order through individual self-interest wasachieved inintellec-
tual circles overnight, but more by default than by widespread con-
version. Intellectuals long for the good old days. They still dream of
exercising political power over others. They had long believed that
the exercise of such power would make society rich. Instead, it univ-
ersally bankrupted every centrally planned economy. Thefailurewas
universal. Private property produces increasing per capita wealth;

10. Frederick Engels, “On Authority” (1873), in Marx and Engels, Collected Works, vol.
23 (New York: International Publishers, 1988), pp. 422-25.

11. Paul Hollander, Political Pilgrims: Travels of Western Intellectual sto the Soviet Un-
ion, China and Cuba, 1928-1978 (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1981).
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central planning produces economic irrationality and mindless bur-
eaucracy. Thisis an unpleasant truth that left-wing intellectuals had
resisted for two centuries.? Smith turned out to be correct about the
basis of the wealth of nations.

Smith’ stheory of economic coordination through impersonal free
market forces created by individual competition—supply and demand
— assumes the existence of universal standards of economic value. It
assumes, above all, that men prefer more to less at any given price.
This presumption remains at the heart of modern economic analysis.
But thereisaproblem with thisassumption. The Bible saysregarding
moral wisdom, “But he that sinneth against me wrongeth his own
soul: all they that hate me love death” (Prov. 8:36). This means that
the rival forms of foolishness are ultimately not in agreement on
values, even the values of life and death. How, then, can Christian
socia theorists explain social cooperation? What is the basis of the
agreement that makes social cooperation possible?

Universally Agreed-Upon Benefits

Men are made in God’ simage (Gen. 1:26). This means that they
share a common perception and a common rationalism, without
which social life would be impossible. This common rationalism is
held back through man’ srebellion, but it cannot be completely erased
from rational minds. It is sufficient to condemn men before God. Itis
also sufficient to enable the formation of economies and societies.

Moses told the Israglites to obey God; God would bless them if

12. Tom Bethell, The Noblest Triumph: Property and Prosperity Throughthe Ages (New
York: St. Martin's, 1998).
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they did (Deut. 28:1-14).* These blessings would be visible to for-
eigners. Foreigners would recognize the beneficial nature of these
blessings. Moses said: “Behold, | have taught you statutes and judg-
ments, even asthe LORD my God commanded me, that ye should do
so in the land whither ye go to possess it. Keep therefore and do
them; for thisis your wisdom and your understanding in the sight of
the nations, which shall hear all these statutes, and say, Surely this
great nation is awise and understanding people. For what nation is
there so great, who hath God so nigh unto them, as the LORD our
God isin all things that we call upon him for? And what nation is
there so great, that hath statutes and judgments so righteous asall this
law, which | set before you this day?’ (Deut. 4:5-8).* Yet these
foreigners are covenant-breakers. How can they recognize the truth?

Inthemodernindustrial world, perhapsthegreatest of all blessings
isthe high survival rate of children. In the second half of the twen-
tieth century, the great child-crippling and child-killing diseaseswere
overcomeintheindustrial nations, at least for the time being. Parents
today can be confident that, statistically, al of their children will
probably survive them. Thisbenefit of modern civilization would be
recognized as the supreme benefit, or closetoit, by the vast mgority
of culturesthroughout history. Burying one’ schild isone of the most
emotionally painful of all eventsin thislife. Burying more than one
child during a marriage was common two centuries ago, extending
back asfar asrecorded history extends. Smith spoke of Scottish high-
land women in the seventeenth century who had borne 20 children

13. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteron-
omy, revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries,
Inc., [1999] 2003), ch. 68.

14. Ibid., ch. 8.
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and buried18.** Thisisno longer common in the industrial West.

So, foolishness regarding the crossis an underlying foolishness —
an ultimate foolishness — whose economic effects can be overcome
in history through individual self-interest. There is an inescapable
hierarchy of values associated with theimage of God in man. Men
hold back the truth of God in their rebellion, but it takes a supreme
act of will for someone to suppress the testimony of the work of the
law in his heart. This cannot be done completely. The covenant-
breaker at the core of hisrebellion loves death, but, like adrowning
man, fightsfor life. He wants to stay afloat a bit longer. He will pay
agreat deal for alife preserver. “A horse, ahorse, my kingdom for a
horse,” Shakespeare put in the mouth of Richard I11. We understand
the king’ s sentiment, given his military situation.

Compartmentalizing Foolishness

| want to achieve certain goals. | will be able to do this only by
means of assistance from others. How can | gain their assistance?
Answer: by begging, by compulsion, or by offering something that
others may want in exchange for their help. Smith argued that offer-
ing something in voluntary exchangeis by far the most effective way
to gain the cooperation of others most of the time. Trade is the way
to increase one's personal wealth. But, Smith also argued, it is aso
the way to increase national wealth. This includes trade across nat-
ional borders. If people on one side of a border are benefitting by
cross-border trade, then so are people on the other side. Members of
both nations are getting richer; therefore, he concluded, so are the

15. Smith, Wealth of Nations, Bk. |, Ch. 8.
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nations.

Wealth does not make covenant-breakers any less foolish in the
sight of God. They are foolish regarding Christ, the cross, the resur-
rection, and salvation by gracethrough faith. They are not necessarily
foolish regarding their ability to advance themselves through volun-
tary trade. The kind of foolishnessthat Paul speaks of in this passage
isspiritual. CorneliusVan Til used to say that when apersonissaved
by grace, he does not receive anew set of brains. He also used to say
that a covenant-breaker’ sthinking islike arotary saw that isset at a
wrong angle. No matter how much he sharpens the blade, it will not
cut properly. If acovenant-breaker is smart, he possesses a competi-
tiveadvantageover alessintelligent covenant-keeper. Thisadvantage
may not be decisive, but it exists. But until he has his ethical outlook
realigned, he will not cut straight. His foolishness will remain, no
matter how clever heis.

The question is: Which kind of foolishness will win the culture
war? The foolishness of covenant-breakers or covenant-keepers?
Covenant-breakers seem to have the advantage: there are so many of
them. Most of the institutions of modern life have been designed by
the use of blueprints that accommodate off-angle rotary saws. This
seems to point to defeat for Christ’s kingdom in history. But social
reality intervenes, as does God, who has established the covenantal
laws of society. Thelawsgoverning society, likethe laws of econom-
ics, favor productivity. Covenant-keeping increases productivity.
Many commonplaces of Western civilization reflect basic socia and
personal truths. “Honesty is the best policy.” “A penny saved is a
penny earned.” (This is incorrect today: a penny saved is approxi-
mately 1.4 pennies earned, depending on your income tax bracket.)
All of reality isstructured in terms of God’ slaw. Reality places cons-
traints on all institutions. Anyone who wishes to achieve success
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through participation in thedivision of labor ispressured by reality to
conform to God's social and economic laws. Institutions that were
designed poorly in order to fit foolish men’s off-center rotary saws
will deteriorate rapidly or even collapse. The collapse of the Soviet
Union in 1991 is the best example | know.

Foolishness about the crossis alwaysaliability. Such foolishness
cannot be kept perfectly compartmentalized. It flows through the
moral cracksthat exist in all foundations and walls. Societies prog-
ressively reflect their peopl€ sview of thecross. If the crossis power,
as Paul saysit is, then foolishness regarding the cross is weakness.
Thisweaknesswill beprogressively reveal ed ashistory movestoward
its eschatological culmination.

Conclusion

Paul’ sconcept of mankind’ stwo kinds of foolishnesspointsto the
triumph of God's kingdom in history. The wisdom of the cross
spreads into other areas of men’s minds. It restructures redeemed
men’ svision. It recognizes God' s supremacy over time and redemp-
tion’ ssupremacy over sin. It realignsthe off-angle rotary saws of this
world. Over time, it producesvisible wealth. Over time, menwill see
the difference that God’ s law makes economically. The foolishness
of the cross produces economic success. Foolishness against the cross
erodes the social foundations of apostate societies.

Paul returnsto thisthemelater in hisepistle. “Let no man deceive
himself. If any man among you seemeth to be wise in thisworld, let
him become afool, that he may be wise. For the wisdom of thisworld
isfoolishness with God. For it iswritten, He taketh the wise in their
own craftiness. And again, The Lord knoweth the thoughts of the
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wise, that they arevain” (I Cor. 3:18-20). God usesthe confidence of
the covenant-breaker to destroy hisplans. In fact, even the verse Paul
citesis an example of this. “He taketh the wise in their own crafti-
ness. and the counsdl of the froward is carried headlong” (Job 5:13).
Thiswas Eliphaz’ s admonition of Job. God later excoriated him for
his criticisms of Job (Job 42:7). Eliphaz was too wise for his own
good. He cited the truth, but applied it incorrectly to Job’ s situation.

Foolishness cannot be permanently compartmentalized. It spreads.
Churls will come to no good end. Fools will fare poorly. But these
developments take time to manifest themselves. Psalm 73 follows
Psalm 72, but, in the history of mankind, Psalm 73 precedes Psalm
72. Psalm 73 deals with the temporary visible successes of the
wicked. Psalm 72 deals with arighteous king whose rule transforms
his society. “ There shall be an handful of corn in the earth upon the
top of the mountains; the fruit thereof shall shake like Lebanon: and
they of the city shall flourish like grass of the earth. His name shall
endure for ever: his name shall be continued as long as the sun: and
men shall be blessed in him: al nations shall call him blessed” (Ps.
72:16-17).

In the meantime, theimage of Godin all menleadsalmost all men
to affirm certain truths, such asthisone: moreisbetter than lessat the
same price. Covenant-breakers and covenant-keepers can work
together cooperatively in order to attain their common goal —more—
even though their present presuppositions and long-term goals are at
war.

Thenearly universal goa of increased personal wealthismadeless
costly to attain by means of voluntary exchange. People become
weal thier when they successfully serve consumers. Thefreemarket’s
principle of service to consumers as a means to greater personal
wealthisconsistent with Christ’ sdescription of Christian |eadership.
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Two Kinds of Foolishness

“And he said unto them, The kings of the Gentiles exercise lordship
over them; and they that exercise authority upon them are called ben-
efactors. But ye shall not be so: but he that is greatest among you, let
him be as the younger; and he that is chief, as he that doth serve”
(Luke 22:25-26).

What is natural for natural man is not service but domination,
coercion, and pillage. Hobbes' theory of man in the state of natureis
closer to the truth of what natural man is than Smith’s theory of the
natural system of liberty. Smith lived in a Christian social order. So
did Rousseau. Both men assumed what had to be proven, namely, that
natural man is trustworthy. The Bible makes it plain that the more
consistent natural maniswith hiscovenant-breaking presuppositions,
the less trustworthy he is. But hisway of rebellion is ultimately sui-
cidal. “But hethat sinneth against me wrongeth hisown soul: all they
that hate me love death” (Prov. 8:36). Thus, to the extent that he
seeks greater personal wealth in a society that honors biblical laws
that prohibit private physical coercion and theft, he must conform
himself to principles of success that are denied by his presupposi-
tions. He must become inconsistent in his thinking in order to pros-
per. He must abide by the work of the law that iswritten in his heart
(Rom. 2:14-15).

16. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,[2000] 2003),
ch. 51.
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THE NATURAL MAN
AND THE MIND OF CHRIST

But the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God: for
they are foolishness unto him: neither can he know them, because
they are spiritually discerned. But he that is spiritual judgeth all
things, yet he himself isjudged of no man. For who hath known the
mind of the Lord, that he may instruct him? But we have the mind of
Christ (I Cor. 2:14-16).

The theocentric issue here is the mind of Christ, which is funda-
mentally at odds with the mind of covenant-breaking man. The cov-
enant-keeper possesses the mind of Christ. This distinction divides
covenant-keepers from covenant-breakers. The covenant-breaker
neither receives nor perceives the things of the spirit.

Tainted Knowledge

Paul continues his argument regarding the two kinds of knowl-
edge. Here, hefocuses on two kindsof mind: natural and spiritual. He
calls the spiritual mind “the mind of Christ.” The natural man does
not receivethe things of the spirit. With this assertion, Paul setsforth
his case against every common-ground philosophy. He distinguishes
spiritual things from natural things. The natural man will not receive
that which is spiritual.

How comprehensiveare* thethingsof thespirit of God” ? Arethey
limited to inner realms, such as personal salvation and its emotional
results? Or are they limited to soul and church only? Or soul and
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church and family only? Are they limited to psychology? Or do they
apply to the operations of physical nature? (As most people use the
word “nature,” they have in mind “natural,” as distinguished from
“supernatural.”) When Paul saysthat natural men cannot understand
thethingsof the spirit, does he mean that they cannot understand per-
sonal salvation? Or does he mean that they cannot understand the
universe?

The answer is found in the previous chapter of this epistle, in
which Paul contrasts two kinds of foolishness.* Paul appliesthiscon-
trast to men’s opinions regarding the cross and its redemptive rami-
fications. The natural man and the spiritual man interpret the cross
differently, so they also interpret thisworld differently. These differ-
ences do not apply merely to isolated areas of the creation. They
apply to al areas. The covenant-keeper seesthisworld as God’ screa-
tion. The covenant-breaker doesn't, or else he defines both God and
creation differently from what the Bible teaches.

This helps us to understand Paul’ s next assertion: “But hethat is
spiritual judgeth al things, yet he himself isjudged of no man” (v.
15). The person with the mind of Christ makes judgments regarding
all kinds of things. He considers all areas of lifein terms of the mind
of Christ. This does not mean that he makes no mistakes. It means
that his explanation of cause and effect is based on theideaof God as
the Creator and Sustainer of the universe. As Paul writes el sewhere,
Christians give “thanks unto the Father, which hath made us meet to
be partakers of the inheritance of the saintsin light: Who hath deliv-
ered us from the power of darkness, and hath translated us into the
kingdom of his dear Son: In whom we have redemption through his
blood, even the forgiveness of sins: Who istheimage of theinvisible

1. Chapter 1.
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God, the firstborn of every creature: For by him were all things
created, that arein heaven, and that arein earth, visibleand invisible,
whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or powers:
all things were created by him, and for him: And he is before all
things, and by him all things consist” (Col. 1:12-17). The covenant-
breaker does not give thanks for any of this.

Thisraises acrucia question: Can any aspect of God's creation
be accurately interpreted apart from God's Spirit? If the answer is
yes, then at least one of two conclusions follows: (1) God's Spirit is
sometimesinaccurate, sincetheinterpreter hasinterpreted thingsdif-
ferently fromthe Spirit’ sinterpretation; (2) God’ s Spiritissometimes
irrelevant, since the interpreter came to the same conclusion on his
own authority. On the other hand, if the answer is no, then the cov-
enant-breaker’ s accurate conclusion is based on the fact that heis at
some point thinking inconsistently with his own presuppositions re-
garding God, man, law, cause and effect, or the future. God' s Spirit
actively restrains him from becoming consistent and therefore des-
tructive. Heisnot interpreting anything apart from God’ s Spirit, who
restrainshim. Thiswasoneof CorneliusVan Til’ snumerousintellec-
tual achievements: to show that anything the covenant-breaker says
that happens to be true in some narrow sense isinconsistent with his
own assumptions about the autonomy of both nature and man. He
comesto thetruthin alimited areaof histhought only because he has
made amistake in logic. Heis not epistemol ogically self-conscious.

We can see Paul’ s opposition to acommon-ground philosophy in
his suggestion that the things of the spirit provide the correct inter-
pretive framework — the presuppositions — for the non-spirit realm.
The Bible’ s doctrine of original sin has implications for man’s self-
knowledge. There are, in the language of theologians, noetic effects
of sin. The natural man cannot receive the things of the spirit, Paul
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insists. How will the natural man be able to comprehend accurately
the doctrine of original sin? How will those who affirm such a doc-
trine find ways to persuade natural men to think and act in terms of
it? These are not hypothetical questions. They are at the heart of al
civil law. What isright, and what iswrong? Which acts should acivil
government prohibit by law? As Rushdoony asked in 1959: By what
standard?

Paul is here speaking about the cross of Christ. “But we preach
Christ crucified, unto the Jewsastumblingblock, and unto the Greeks
foolishness’ (I Cor. 1:23). “For | determined not to know any thing
among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified” (I Cor. 2:2). The
spiritual nature of the message of the cross is not accurately under-
stood by the natural man. The natural man may hear thewords, but he
does not understand them. Paul had already experienced this phen-
omenon in Athens. None of hiscovenant-breaking listeners accepted
his message. “And when they heard of the resurrection of the dead,
somemocked: and otherssaid, Wewill hear thee again of thismatter”
(Acts17:32).

Thecrossisthemessage of God’ scomprehensivejudgment: nega-
tive (the crucifixion) and positive (the resurrection). God judged
Jesus Christ in history, so that Christ’ s covenant peoplewill not have
to suffer God's negative sanctions in eternity. God judged Christ —
declared Him guilty as charged — and then executed judgment. “For
he hath made him to be sinfor us, who knew no sin; that we might be
made the righteousness of God in him” (Il Cor. 5:21). Then God
publicly judged sin and death through Christ’s bodily resurrection.

The natural man rejects knowledge that is “tainted” by spirit. He

2. R. J. Rushdoony, By What Standard? An Analysis of the Philosophy of Cornelius Van
Til (Tyler, Texas: Thoburn Press, [1959] 1983).
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resistsit. Yet, whether he believesit or not, the natural man faces a
world in which all knowledge istainted by God’ s Spirit. All creation
testifiesto thetruth of God, Paul taught (Rom. 1:18-22).2 Thereisno
escape from the testimony of God’ s Holy Spirit. Van Til once wrote
that if there were one radio station that did not testify to the existence
of God, natural man would listen to no other. But no such radio sta-
tion exists. All creation testifies to the God of the Bible. The natural
man rejectsthistestimony. Heregectstheideas of creation and provi-
dence.

This means that the natural man can never understand anything
truly. Heresiststhe testimony of all creation. He does not receive the
things of the spirit, yet every aspect of creation testifies to God. So,
he hasto substitute rival explanationsfor theworld he sees. For him,
cause and effect in nature and history do not begin with the sovereign
Creator God. This meansthat he cannot accurately understand cause
and effect.

Rendering Judgment

Later in this epistle, Paul tells them that covenant-keepers are
required to render judgment against lawless people in the congrega-
tion. They must enforce God's sanctions. “But now | have written
unto you not to keep company, if any man that is called a brother be
afornicator, or covetous, or an idolater, or arailer, or adrunkard, or
an extortioner; with such an one no not to eat. For what have | to do

3. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003), ch. 1.
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to judge them also that are without? do not ye judge them that are
within? But them that are without God judgeth. Therefore put away
from among yourselves that wicked person” (I Cor. 5:11-13).
Covenant-keeping men arerequired torender judgmentsin history.
These are comprehensive judgments. “But hethat is spiritual judgeth
all things, yet he himself isjudged of no man” (v. 15). Thisisavery
obscure sentence. Thefirst half isclear: godly menlawfully do render
judgments. The second half is the problem passage: “yet he himself
isjudged of no man.” Could this mean that no man other than Christ,
as the only perfect man, can legitimately lay sustainable charges
before God against the spiritual man? No. Thechurch canrender such
judgments in Christ’s name. “Verily | say unto you, Whatsoever ye
shall bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever ye shall
loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. Again | say unto you, That
if two of you shall agree on earth astouching any thing that they shall
ask, it shall be done for them of my Father whichisin heaven” (Matt.
18:18-19). Church sanctions are a major theme in this epistle.
Thefact that the covenant-keeper canlawfully render judgment on
others means that others with the mind of Christ can do the same to
him. Later inthisepistle, Paul writes: “ And the spiritsof the prophets
are subject to the prophets’ (I Cor. 14:32). Thisimplies hierarchy —
point two of thebiblical covenant model.* Neverthel ess, the covenant-
keeper’'s worldview is not subordinate to the covenant-breaker’s
worldview. A covenant-keeper’s judgments regarding the general
authority of God over creation, and the Bible's authority over the
minds of fallen men, cannot be judged authoritatively by covenant-
breakers. This does not mean that the covenant-keeper is not subord-

4. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 2.
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inate to covenant-breakers who possess specialized technical know!-
edge, such as medicine or physics. It means that a covenant-breaker
cannot legitimately speak authoritatively by means of his God-deny-
ing knowledge to challenge the covenant-keeper’s confidence that
God is sovereign in history.

The natural man seeks to undermine the spiritual man’s commit-
ment to the doctrine of the cross, but he cannot legitimately do this.
He does not understand the cross. If this statement is correct, then
Paul’s sentence is a defense of the authority of the cross over the
speculations of the self-professed autonomous man.

What about civil government? Can its ministers (Rom. 13:4) law-
fully render judgment against a spiritual man? Y es. The natural man
incivil authority has been granted limited authority by God to impose
biblical civil sanctions against convicted criminals.® Perhapsaspirit-
ual man sinned and deliberately brokethelaw, or brokeit by mistake.
Or perhaps the witnesses made amistake or rendered fal sejudgment.
This does not give to the natural man the God-given authority to
judge the theol ogical confession of the spiritual man.

Economic Knowledge

Van Til denied that Christian philosophy is merely one partially
valid philosophical approach among many. He said rather that Chris-
tian philosophy alone constitutes valid philosophy.® By this, he did
not mean that anti-Christian philosophers do not sometimes make

5. North, Cooperation and Dominion, ch. 11.

6. Greg L. Bahnsen, Van Til’s Apologetic: Readings and Analysis (Phillipsburg, New
Jersey: P&R, 1998), pp. 502—4.
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technical points that are consistent with what the Bible reveals. He
meant that anti-Christian philosophersdraw narrow but accurateimp-
lications from presuppositions about this world that are inconsi stent
withtheir conclusions.” Thesamegeneral criticismappliestoall other
academic disciplines, including economics.

Without the concept of an omniscient God, there can be no self-
consistent science,? including economic science. There can only be
logical inconsistencies parading as economic science. Without the
concept of original ownership by the Creator God, who has del egated
ownership to individuals and organizationsin history, there can only
be an incomplete economic theory. The judicial and logical founda
tion of ownership by man is stewardship to God: the dominion cov-
enant (Gen. 1:26-28).° This, al modern schoolsof non-Christian eco-
nomicsdeny. Christian economicsdirectseconomists' attentiontothe
Bible in their search for accurate answers to real-world problems —
answersthat arenot available, logically, tomenwhoinsist, for exam-
ple, that it is impossible to make scientifically valid interpersonal
comparisons of subjective utility, which means all of modern free
market economics.** Furthermore, every system of humanist econom-
ics moves from reason to intuition — irrationalism —when it seeks to
explain what it is that economists know and how they can know it.*

7. 1bid., pp. 436-37, 451-53, 483-85.

8. Gary North, Is the World Running Down? Crisisin the Christian Worldview (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1988).

9. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 3.

10. Ibid., ch. 4.

11. Gary North, “Economics: From Reason to Intuition,” in Gary North (ed.), Foun-
dations of Christian Scholarship: Essaysin the Van Til Perspective (Vallecito, California:
Ross House Books, 1976).
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Economists continually draw implications for policy-makersthat are
based on theoriesthat apply consistently only to ahypothetical realm
in which all participants have perfect foreknowledge, or in which
there are no transaction costs — search costs, negotiation costs, en-
forcement costs — in voluntary exchange.? Even the economists
beloved supply and demand curves are based on alogica antinomy:
the assumption of infinitessimal continuity from one price and one
quantity to the next. But only discrete pricesand quantitiesare subject
to human evauation and therefore to human action. The decision-
maker must be able to say, “A price is exactly this much higher or
lower than the next price.” Contiguous prices and quantitiesthat are
represented on a continuous line, and separated by infinitesimal dis-
tances, cannot apply to or result from the world of human action.
There is no measurement of “this much” that separates any pair of
infinitely tiny contiguous pointson aninfinitely continuousline. This
is why calculus has nothing to do with the logic of economics as
human action. Calculus makes economics appear to be as scientifi-
cally rigorousas physics. So, calculus has been adopted by the major
schools of economic interpretation, the Austrian School excepted.
Members of al schools draw supply and demand curves.®®
Asaprofessional scholarly discipline, economics was thefirst to
reject self-consciously any appeal to the authority of either God or
morality. Late-seventeenth-century British economists believed that
there can be no logical reconciliation of rival theological and moral

12. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteron-
omy, 2nd el ectronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), Appendix A.

13. Ludwig von Mises never used curves, and Israel Kirzner did only in hisintermediate
level economicstextbook, Market Theory and the Price System (Princeton, New Jersey: Van
Nostrand, 1963), which he allowed to go out of print. The absence of curves and linesis
consistent with Austrian School presuppositions regarding methodol ogy.
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views. They had just suffered the English Civil War (1642—49), in
which warring armies fought in the name of the same God and same
Bible. Economistslooked instead to autonomous economic logic and
economic statistics as ways to gain agreement among all rational
investigators.** This confession of faith has stripped economists of
any way logically to reconcile the antinomies of autonomous man’s
philosophy, which includes economic philosophy. It isironic that, of
all academic fields, economics should be regarded as the one most
divided, eventhough its early practitionersjustified their supposedly
morally neutral methodol ogy in terms of attaining widespread agree-
ment. Popular aphorisms touch on the economists’ inability to come
to agreed-upon conclusions. “Where there are four economists, there
will befiveopinions.” “If you stretched al of theworld’ seconomists
end to end, they would never reach aconclusion.” Or President Harry
Truman's classic line, “Give me a one-armed economist.” Thiswas
his response to a familiar saying of economists, repeated by the
Chairman of his Council of Economic Advisors: “On the one hand.
... Ontheother hand. . . .”

It issignificant that the foundational work of modern economics,
Adam Smith’ sWealth of Nations (1776), beginswith achapter onthe
division of labor. This chapter contains the most famous passage in
the literature of economics, the description of the pin-makers. Y et
Smith’ sstrategy wasconceptually wrong. He should have begunwith
ownership, not the division of labor. There is very little space in
Wealth of Nations devoted to private property, i.e., ownership.® This

14. William Letwin, The Origins of Scientific Economics (Garden City, New Y ork: An-
chor, [1963] 1965).

15. Tom Bethell, The Noblest Triumph: Property and Prosperity Throughthe Ages (New
York: St. Martin's, 1998), p. 97.
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turned out to be a strategic disaster for the intellectual defense of the
free market, what Tom Bethell calls the economists oversight.
Almost immediately after Smith’s book appeared, socialist thinkers
began to re-structure economicsin terms of ownership by the State.”
As Bethell shows, it took almost two centuries for academic econo-
mists to respond to the socialists with a rigorous theory of property
rights.:

How could Smith have made such astrategic error? Why wasthis
error not corrected early by economists? | believe that the most
probableanswer isthefree market economists' ideol ogy of value-free
economics. The question of property raises the question of the moral
right of ownership that undergirds the State’ s legal defense of prop-
erty rights. In contrast, the economists could, they believed, speak
authoritatively inamorally neutral manner regarding questionsof the
division of labor. But, when it comesto property rights—“This bread
ismine!”**—thereisno intellectually honest way to avoid theissue of
moral legitimacy. Free market economists nevertheless do their best
to avoid the question of the moral basis of theright of private owner-
ship. In the modern academic essay most notable for its discussion of
the allocation of property rights by civil courts, R. H. Coase’'s “The
Problem of Social Cost” (1960),» the author deliberately and openly

16. Ibid., ch. 7.

17. 1bid., chaps. 8, 12.

18. 1bid., ch. 20.

19. Thetitle of abook by the anarchist, Robert Lefevre.

20. R. H. Coase, “The Problem of Social Cost,” Journal of Law and Economics, |11
(1960), pp. 1-44.
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leaves aside questions of equity.® This essay has become one of the
most widely and approvingly cited essays in the world of academic
economics. It became by far the most cited law review article ever
written.? In the late 1960's, it became the basis of a new academic
sub-discipline: law and economics. In 1991, Coase won the Nobel
Prizein economics, in part for thisessay. The next year, hiscolleague
at the University of Chicago, Gary Becker, won the Nobel Prize for
his application of Coase's theorem to the field of crime and punish-
ment. He, too, isadamant about removing questions of morality from
the field of law and economics.®

| began my introductory 1987 book on economics with the doc-
trine of God's original ownership of the world.?* | am aware of no
other book on economics that does.

Conclusion

Paul here provides Christians with the confidence necessary to
challenge covenant-breakers who are in positions of leadership. The
natural man does not receive the things of the spirit, Paul says. But
things of the spirit encompass everything. There can be no neutrality.
God, as the Creator, Sustainer, and Redeemer, must be honored. To

21. Gary North, The Coase Theorem: A Study in Epistemology (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1992). See also North, Tools of Dominion, pp. 1100-1130.

22. Fred R. Shapiro, “The Most Cited Law Review Articles Revisited,” Chicago-Kent
Law Review (1996), p. 751.

23. Gary North, “Undermining Property Rights: Coase and Becker,” The Journal of
Libertarian Studies, XV1 (Fall 2002), pp. 90-97.

24. Gary North, Inherit the Earth (Ft. Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987), ch. 1.
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ignore God istoignoretheonly possible basisfor accurately compre-
hending the world. This is Paul’s challenge to every doctrine of
common-ground knowledge. To ignore God’ srevelation of Himself
in the Bible is also to ignore the only possible basis for accurately
comprehending the world. “All scripture is given by inspiration of
God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for
instruction in righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect,
th[o]roughly furnished unto all good works’ (I Tim. 3:16-17).

This is the philosophical basis for the reconstruction of all aca-
demic disciplinesinterms of the Bible. Thisisalso the philosophical
basisfor reconstructing all institutionsin terms of the Bible. Thereis
no neutrality. It is not sufficient for Christians to affirm this slogan.
Christians should not expect to beat something with nothing. If there
isno neutrality, then there must be biblically sanctioned alternatives
to the present cross-denying world order. It is the task of Christians
to search for these alternatives and defend them whenever they are
discovered. It isalso their task to seek to implement them.

Inthefield of economictheory, Christian economistsshould begin
with an affirmation of God’ s ownership of the creation. They should
then consider in detail God' s delegation of authority to men to serve
as His stewards. Then they should discuss the laws of economics as
God-imposed laws. Then they should discuss economic cause and
effect in terms of God's law. Finally, they should discuss long-term
economic growth in terms of corporate and individual covenant-
keeping and covenant-breaking. Covenant-keepers will inherit the
earth. Christian economics should explain why.
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FINAL JUDGMENT AND
KINGDOM CONTINUITY

According to the grace of God which is given unto me, as a wise
masterbuilder, | have laid the foundation, and another buildeth
thereon. But | et every man take heed how he buildeth thereupon. For
other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus
Christ. Now if any man build upon this foundation gold, silver,
precious stones, wood, hay, stubble; Every man’'s work shall be
made manifest: for the day shall declare it, because it shall be
revealed by fire; and thefireshall try every man’ swork of what sort
itis. If any man’ swork abide which he hath built thereupon, he shall
receiveareward. If any man’swork shall be burned, he shall suffer
loss: but he himself shall be saved; yet soasbyfire(l Cor. 3:10-15).

Thetheocentricissuehereisthefinal judgment. Christ isthefoun-
dation of the covenant-keeper’slife, as well as the work of the king-
dom. Fina judgment is his motivation. The end-point historically
should be the Christian’s starting-point motivationally.

How Firm a Foundation

Paul beginsthis section with awarning to the church. The church
had divided into factions. Each faction’ smembers professed personal
commitment to afounder. Thetwo mentioned were Paul and Apollos
(v.4). Paul deridesthisdivisivenessby calling attention to God asthe
One who brings men’s work to fruition. “ So then neither is he that
planteth any thing, neither he that watereth; but God that giveth the
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increase” (v. 7). Nevertheless, Paul goes on to say that he did lay a
foundation in Corinth. It was by the grace of God that he was able to
dothis, but hedidlay it. Hedid not finish it. Others have added to his
work. This pointsto the division of labor within the church, atheme
he returns to in Chapter 12.* He is talking about the church as a
corporate entity.

Paul then adds a warning. “But let every man take heed how he
buildeth thereupon.” Paul had done his work in laying a foundation
at Corinth. Others must now follow his example. They must add to
the beginning that he has made. They must consider carefully what
they aredoing. Thisisacall to kingdom productivity. The context is
the church planted in Corinth by Paul and Apollos. The general prin-
ciple hereis God's call to men to work on God's behalf. Men are
responsible before God to perform effectively.

Paul in this epistle so far has led his readers through a discussion
of two kinds of foolishness and another discussion of two kinds of
minds. A covenant-keeper possessesthe mind of Christ (I Cor. 2:16).
He can perceive the world around him analogously to the way that
Christ viewsit. Heis spiritual. He can make accurate judgmentsas a
representative of Christ. Now Paul tells hislistenersthat they have a
responsibility to extend Paul’ soriginal efforts. Thishasto meanwork
in building up the local church.

Paul speaks of laying a foundation. He has laid one in Corinth.
What isits nature? “ For other foundation can no man lay than that is
laid, which is Jesus Christ” (v. 11). Christ is the foundation. Each
covenant-keeper istold to build on this foundation. No man can lay
such afoundation on hisown. Thisfoundation is provided by God's
grace. Once in place, covenant-keepers should build upon it. So,

25. Chapter 13.
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when Paul saysthat helaid afoundation, heis not saying that helaid
it independently of Christ. Christ lays the initial foundation. When
Paul speaks of his work in laying a foundation, he means his early
work in church planting. But this work was possible only because
Paul had stood on Christ’s foundation when he laid the one in Cor-
inth.

Constructing afoundation in Corinth was merely an extension of
the sacrificial work that Christ had performed on the cross. The cross
is a continuing theme in First Corinthians. “For | determined not to
know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified” (I
Cor. 2:2). First, therewasthe crucifixion; then therewastheresurrec-
tion. “Andif Christ be not raised, your faith isvain; yeareyet in your
sins. Then they also which are fallen asleep in Christ are perished. If
in this life only we have hope in Christ, we are of al men most
miserable. But now is Christ risen from the dead, and become the
firstfruits of them that slept” (1 Cor. 15:17-20).

For a man coming into this work in Corinth, because Paul had
finished laying the foundation, his work would extend Paul’ s, which
had extended Christ’s. Paul is speaking of progress through time.
Thereisavisible extension of Christ’ s kingdom. The person follow-
ing Paul should look back at Paul’s efforts and then further back to
Christ’s. His work has meaning because it rests on a foundation
originaly laid by Christ, not by Paul. It is God who gives the in-
crease. Christ had laid the foundation through His representatives.
Paul is saying that God gets all the glory. God’ s son laid the founda-
tion, and then God then gave the increase. Paul’s work was part of
that increase. But the Corinthians were dividing in the name of
human founders. Thisiswrong, Paul says. Forget about the human
founders. Look back to Christ’s work on the cross and to God as the
supplier of al success.
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He tells those who are building up the congregation, or who will
soon join in this effort, to pay attention to the quality of their work.
They will build upon afoundation laid by Paul. “1 havelaid the foun-
dation, and another buildeth thereon. But | et every man take heed how
hebuildeth thereupon” (v. 10b). He hasjust dismissed theimportance
of hisown work, yet here he callsthem to take carein building on his
work. How can we reconcile this seeming dualism?

Paul seeshimself asan extension of Christ —not of Christ’ sbeing,
but of Hiswork. Paul sees himself as an appendage to Christ. “I am
crucified with Christ: nevertheless | live; yet not I, but Christ liveth
in me: and the lifewhich | now livein theflesh | live by the faith of
the Son of God, who loved me, and gave himself for me” (Gal. 2:20).
Through the cross of Christ, Paul has become the embodiment of
Christ. He does not mean embodiment by incarnation; he means
embodiment by representation. “Beyefollowersof me, evenasl| aso
am of Christ. Now | praise you, brethren, that ye remember mein all
things, and keep the ordinances, as | delivered them to you” (I Cor.
11:1-2).% Paul tellsthem to take great carein their work. Paul wants
themtowork well. They should do ashe had done. They should build
on Christ’ sfoundation. They should become extensions of Christ by
building on His foundation, just as Paul was an extension of Christ.

This view of covenant-keepers' labor validates good work. Paul
tells them to be sure they consider their work carefully. They have
received gracein being alowed to build upon what Christ had laid at
Calvary and what Paul had built in Corinth. They were participating
in building the kingdom of God. Their work was a visible manifesta-
tion of God’ skingdom. They were supposed to take carein doing the
right work and doing it well.

26. Chapter 12.
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Final Judgment

Paul moves from the past — laying Christ’s foundation — to the
future. “Now if any man build upon this foundation gold, silver,
precious stones, wood, hay, stubble; Every man’ swork shall be made
manifest: for the day shall declare it, because it shall be revealed by
fire; and the fire shall try every man’s work of what sort it is’ (vv.
12-13). There are differences in the quality of construction. Some
construction is much better than others. Some has high value. Some
has low value. Some has no value.

Paul’ s warning here makes it inescapably clear that thereis con-
tinuity between a person’swork in thisworld and hisrewardsin the
world to come. Men lay personal foundationsin thislife. They reap
appropriate rewards in the next life. There are distinctions of per-
formanceinthislife. Therewill also be distinctions of rewardsin the
coming life. God notesthe quality of each man’sperformancein his-
tory and will reward him accordingly on the day of judgment.

The way in which rewards will be collected is significant. Our
works will be tried by fire. This means that they are tried by God’s
standards. The sanctionisfire. Thisisnot hellfire. It does not refer to
the lake of fire. It refers to God's judgment of a person’s temporal
works, not hisimmortal soul. “If any man’swork shall be burned, he
shall suffer loss: but he himself shall be saved; yet so asby fire” (v.
15). Thisisthe fire of judicial purgation. It burns off impurities. In
metallurgy, the fire burns off the base metals.

Thefireof God’ sfinal judgment will test the quality of eachman’s
work. Thisideais aNew Testament application of the Old Coven-
ant’s doctrine of God's historical judgment. Paul appliesit to fina
judgment, a doctrine which was not clearly stated in the Old Coven-
ant. In both cases, the imagery of the smelter appears.
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The words of the LORD are pure words: as silver tried in afurnace
of earth, purified seven times (Ps. 12:6).

Therefore saith the Lord, the LORD of hosts, the mighty One of
Israel, Ah, | will ease me of mine adversaries, and avenge me of
mine enemies; And | will turn my hand upon thee, and purely purge
away thy dross, and take away al thy tin (Isa. 1:24-25).

Thebellowsare burned, thelead isconsumed of thefire; thefounder
melteth in vain: for the wicked are not plucked away (Jer. 6:29).

Therefore thus saith the LORD of hosts, Behold, | will melt them,
and try them; for how shall | do for the daughter of my people? (Jer.
9:7).

Paul warns against the combustibletrio of wood, hay, and stubble.
After they are burned, nothing remains. A life of wood, hay, and stub-
ble isworth living, but just barely. Their exclusive presence means
that a God-fearing man hasfrittered away hislife. He will escapethe
horrors of God's eternal fire (Rev. 20:15), but he will bring nothing
with him into the world beyond. Passing through the judicial fire of
final judgment will strip him of his legacy, his inheritance. This
warning is consistent with Jesus’ warning against laying up treasure
in thisworld, and laying it up for the next world (Matt. 6:19-20).”

This passage refutesthe doctrine that “you can’t take it with you.”
Jesus and Paul taught clearly that you can takeit with you if you send
it ahead in advance. We can surrender insecure ownership of assets
that possess high value in thisworld in order to gain secure owner-

27. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Matthew, 2nd
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]
2003), ch. 13.
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ship of assets with permanently high value in heaven and (presum-
ably) after the resurrection. Assets that possess value exclusively in
this world are represented by Paul’ s trio of wood, hay, and stubble.
Christ called them treasures that moth corrupts and thieves break in
and stea (Matt. 6:20). Their present value is high, but only because
natural men’ stime horizons aretoo short. Natural men do not seethe
personal value of assets collected beyond the grave. Economically
speaking, they discount theinfinity of eternity by arate of interest that
approaches infinity as a limit. They impute very low or no value to
eternity. Paul calls on the Corinthiansto abandon the mind of natural
man and exercise the mind of Christ.

The phrase, “you can’t take it with you,” is based on the natural
man’ s short-sighted view of the future. What natural men possessin
history they regard asbounded by death. Thisassumptionisincorrect.
Thisfalse assumption can lead to afalse conclusion: “ Consumeit all
before you die.” Thisisthe outlook of the squanderer. The prodigal
son of the parableisthe best-known New Testament example (Luke
15).# But an earth-bound time horizon can aso lead to another
conclusion: “Lay up treasure before you die.” Men seek afalseim-
mortality by thefame of their reputationsasrich or powerful. Christ’s
parable of the rich man who planned to build storage barnsis repre-
sentative of the asset-accumulator. “And | will say to my soul, Soul,
thou hast much goods laid up for many years; take thine ease, edt,
drink, and be merry. But God said unto him, Thou fool, thisnight thy
soul shall berequired of thee: then whose shall thosethings be, which
thou hast provided? So is he that layeth up treasure for himself, and

28. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]),
2003) ch. 37.
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isnot rich toward God” (Luke 12:19-21).% Both attitudes are symp-
toms of the same short time horizon. The first man risks running out
of wealth before he runs out of time. The second man risks running
out of time before he runs out of wealth. Both men have misunder-
stood the recommended exchange of assets: temporal for eternal.

Paul is as emphatic as Jesus: you can take it with you. We need to
understand this asset-exchange program. Jesus called on His fol-
lowersto help the helpless. A person with many assets should volun-
tarily use them to help those people with few assets. Paul here calls
on hisreadersto consider carefully the use of their time and any other
assetsthey possess. Hewarnsthemto consider carefully what kind of
work they will perform in history. Will it be of the asset-transfer
variety —silver, gold, jewels—which of courseare not literally silver,
gold, and jewels? One surrenders literal silver, gold, and jewels in
this life to fund good projects, in order to collect non-litera silver,
gold, and jewelsbeyondthegrave. Literal silver, gold, andjewel sthat
are kept in storagefor use exclusively in thislifewill be transformed
retroactively into wood, hay, and stubble at the final judgment. We
could say that God's retroactive imputation of value to each Chris-
tian’ swork will reduce the value of literal silver, gold, and jewelsto
that of literal wood, hay, and stubble.

Paul is speaking of assets hoarded for their own sake. He is not
speaking of capital that is accumulated in order to generate income
for kingdom projects. He is not saying, for example, that Christians
or churches or ministries should not open bank accounts. He is not
criticizingthrift. Heisnot saying that capital which covenant-keepers
accumul ate should be sold to covenant-breakers, thereby transferring
to God' s enemies the tools of production. Paul is saying only what

29. 1bid., ch. 25.
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Jesussaid: if thetemporal goal of the Christian capitalist isthe multi-
plication of capital for its own sake, and for the sake of hisown fame,
then heistrapped in the worship of mammon. He has substituted the
worship of the created for the worship of the Creator.

Paul useswood, hay, and stubble asimagesthat represent all forms
of temporal advantage. The pursuit of anything temporal for its own
sake constitutes the accumulation of a form of wealth that will not
survivethejudicial fireof final judgment. Such wealth does not pos-
sess post-historical continuity. Its continuity isstrictly temporal. The
Bible testifies against everything that is strictly temporal.

I magination and Judgment

Paul istrying to persuade his readersto take care in assessing the
present value of the world beyond the grave. He is also telling them
to assess the future value of their present assets. Heisasking themto
imaginethefina judgment. From the vantage point of thefinal judg-
ment, he tells them, look back at the work you are doing today in
termsof how God will assessitsvalueretroactively. Impute economic
valueto your efforts, but imputeitintermsof God’ sretroactivejudg-
ment. Usethe mental image of the last judgment to enable yourself to
see things God'’ s way today.

Paul is saying that covenant-keepers have the ability to think
God’ sthoughts after Him. They can usetheir imaginationsregarding
the final judgment to help them in making better judgments in the
present. Paul saysthat they can imagine the last judgment. Jesustold
His followers the same thing (Matt. 25:31-46). This ability should
become a source of Christians' knowledge of God’ s present assess-
ment of their efforts.
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Paul hasalready told them that covenant-keepers possessthe mind
of Christ. This announcement was preparatory to his discussion of
final judgment. Because they possess the mind of Christ, covenant-
keepers possess the ability to assess accurately the value of their
effortsin building up God’ skingdom. They can do thisthrough an act
of future-oriented imagination: passing retroactive judgment on their
present actions. They impute value in the present because they can
imagine God'’ s retroactive imputation of value at the final judgment.
They work from an imaginative future to assess the present. So does
the covenant-breaker, who al so imagines the outcome of hisactions.
The difference is, the Christian can imagine a post-historical retro-
activeimputation. Thisability doesnot comenaturally. It comes sup-
ernaturally. The natural man does not receive the things of the spirit.

The Laws of God

Because covenant-keepers have been provided with information
about God's final judgment — sanctions — they should search their
Bibles for information regarding the standards that will be used by
God to impose those future sanctions. This means that they must
learn the specifics of the commandments.

And hereby we do know that we know him, if we keep his com-
mandments (I John 2:3).

Hethat saith, | know him, and keepeth not his commandments, isa
liar, and the truth isnot in him (I John 2:4).

And whatsoever we ask, we receive of him, because we keep his
commandments, and do those things that are pleasing in his sight (1
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John 3:22).

And he that keepeth his commandments dwelleth in him, and hein
him. And hereby we know that he abideth in us, by the Spirit which
he hath given us (I John 3:24).

By this we know that we love the children of God, when we love
God, and keep his commandments (I John 5:2).

For thisisthelove of God, that we keep his commandments: and his
commandments are not grievous (I John 5:3).

And thisislove, that we walk after his commandments. Thisisthe
commandment, That, asye have heard from the beginning, ye should
wak init (1l John 1:6).

The obvious question is this: Where do we find these command-
ments? In the New Testament only, or in the Old Testament, too?
Thisisthedebate over theonomy.* Therearecomparatively few com-
mandments in the New Testament, and | can think of only four that
are amed at magistrates in civil government. These mandate the
honest carrying out of a magistrate’ s assignment, not the content of
the civil law. These rules were provided by John the Baptist, not
Jesus (Luke 3:12-14). So, if the righteous goal of both the citizen
and the civil magistrateisto obey God’ scommandments, then God' s
lawsgoverning civil government must be available somewhere. They

30. Gary North (ed.), Theonomy: An Informed Response (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1991). Greg L. Bahnsen, Theonomy in Christian Ethics, 3rd ed.
(Nacogdoches, Texas: Covenant M ediaFoundation, 2002); Bahnsen, By ThisStandard: The
Authority of God's Law Today (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1985);
Bahnsen, No Other Sandard (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1991).

31. North, Treasure and Dominion, ch. 2.
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are: in the Old Testament.

The Continuity of Expansion

Paul tells his readers that they must pay attention to their work,
which extendsthe work of Paul and Christ. Then hetellsthem to pay
attention to the final judgment. Some of their work will not survive
the application of God’ s purifyingjudicial fire. They may have meant
well, but good intentions are not enough. There must be conformity
between what covenant-keepers do in life and what God wants each
of them to do. The question is: What has God predestinated each
person to do? Elsewhere, Paul wrote: “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). The Greek
word translated here as “ before ordained” appearsin only one other
placeinthe New Testament: “What if God, willing to shew hiswrath,
and to make his power known, endured with much longsuffering the
vessels of wrath fitted to destruction: And that he might make known
the riches of his glory on the vessels of mercy, which he had afore
prepared unto glory” (Rom. 9:22-23). It means “prepare before.”
God haslaid out our paths. We must walk in them. “Theking' s heart
isinthehand of the LORD, astheriversof water: heturneth it whith-
ersoever hewill” (Prov. 21:1).

Thus, Christians' effortsare not random. They are part of aplanin
which every fact fits together. Paul says to consider carefully our
work. Thiswork isnot strictly personal. It ispart of along-term prog-
ram of kingdom-building. The foundation has been laid by Christ at
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Calvary. Now it is each covenant-keeper’s task to build upon this
foundation. These efforts are part of God' s verbal decree. “ So shall
my word be that goeth forth out of my mouth: it shall not return unto
mevoid, but it shall accomplish that which | please, and it shall pros-
per in the thing whereto | sent it” (Isa. 55:11). He spoke the universe
into existence (Gen. 1). Now, he speaks His kingdom into existence
by way of covenant-keepers.

There is kingdom continuity through the ages. God has decreed
what will come to pass. He has decreed the good works that His
people will perform. He has given them His law. Paul reminds them
that they must take heed how they build on a foundation laid by
others. Each person isfully responsible for his own efforts. God co-
ordinatesthese effortsin order to build Hiskingdom. Thereiscontin-
uity through the ages.

The end of this phase of the construction processisthefinal judg-
ment. There will be continuity beyond the final judgment. God will
reward His servantsin terms of the value of their efforts. There will
be distinctions of rewards. This should serve as a major motivation
for covenant-keepersto take care in their work. What they do in his-
tory will have implications beyond the grave.

Conclusion

The Bible does not indicate what men will do with their rewards
in the post-judgment New Heavens and New Earth (Rev. 21; 22).
There will be an inheritance. “He that overcometh shall inherit all
things; and | will be his God, and he shall be my son” (Rev. 21:7).
We are not told what this inheritance will be. Paul teaches that there
will be rewards, and that these rewards will be significant as indica-
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tions of the value to God of each person’s work in history. We are
told that it is better to receive rewards than not receive them, but we
are not told anywhere in the Bible what people will do with them
after the final separation of the sheep from the goats (Matt. 25:31—
46). We are not told whether a man’s rewards will serve as a his
initial capital base in the resurrection world, or whether they will
serve only as medals of honor. There will be treasures in heaven
based on what men have done in history. “But lay up for yourselves
treasures in heaven, where neither moth nor rust doth corrupt, and
where thieves do not break through nor steal” (Matt. 6:20).2 We are
not told what we will do with these heavenly treasures. There is
continuity from this life into heaven. There is also continuity from
thislifeinto final judgment. We are not told the nature of the contin-
uity beyond thefinal judgment, only that there will be an inheritance.

Paul’ s injunction to pay attention to one’'s work is part of his
overall message to the Corinthians. He tells his readers that their
work hasvaluetoday, but this valueisimputed by God. They should
look into the future, to the day of final judgment, and then consider
retroactively God's judgment on their life' s efforts. This should aid
them in assessing their callings before God.

What covenant-keepers do in each era of history will have conse-
guencesfor later eras. It will also have consequencesin eternity, both
individually and corporately for the church. Paul reminds them that
what Christ did at Calvary haslaid the foundation. No other founda-
tion can any man lay better than this one. Needless to say, the proof
of the superiority of this foundation will not be the failure of the
church in history to complete its task. God predestined the cross.
“And truly the Son of man goeth, asit was determined: but woe unto

32. North, Priorities and Dominion, ch. 13.
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that man by whom he is betrayed!” (Luke 22:22). He has long ago
predestined each covenant-keeper’s good works. “For we are his
workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God
hath before ordained that we should walk in them” (Eph. 2:10). He
has not predestinated cultural defeat for His kingdom in history.
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OWNERSHIP

For the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God. For it is
written, He taketh the wise in their own craftiness. And again, The
Lord knoweth the thoughts of the wise, that they arevain. Therefore
let no man glory in men. For all things are yours; Whether Paul, or
Apollos, or Cephas, or theworld, or life, or death, or things present,
or thingsto come; all areyours; And yeare Christ’s; and Christis
God's(l Cor. 3:19-23).

The theocentric principle here is God' s ownership of the world.

A Conflict Over Ownership

Paul in this section of the epistle presentstwo worldviews. Oneis
biblical; the other is anti-biblical. In the eyes of each group, the
other’s outlook is foolish. There can be no reconciliation between
these two views. They are based on rival presuppositions regarding
the world.

Paul says that God regards the wisdom of this world as foolish.
The Greek word for “world” iskosmos. A few verseslater, Paul says
that “For all things are yours; Whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas,
or theworld, or life, or death, or things present, or thingsto come; all
areyours; And yeare Christ’s; and Christ isGod's.” The same work
appears. kosmos. So, there is a conflict between the wisdom of this
world and the owner of thisworld. The owner regards as foolish the
wisdom of those who are described as “the world.”
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This conflict is covenantal. There are rival claimants for owner-
ship. Those who are members of the kingdom of Satan assert owner-
ship rights to the world. Paul speaks of them here as the world. The
Christiansin Paul’ s day were few in number. Y et Paul says here that
they possessed title to this world. How can this be? On what basis
could Paul have made such aclaim?

Satan gained control in history be deceiving Eve and successfully
tempting Adam (I Tim. 2:13). Adam had been the delegated owner of
theworld (Gen. 1:26-28).: Hewas God’ scovenantal agent. But when
he challenged God' s law, he did so as an agent of Satan. He listened
to his wife, who had listened to the serpent, who was Satan’s dele-
gated agent. By accepting Satan’ sinterpretation of theforbiddenfruit,
Adam transferred his covenantal allegiancefrom God to Satan. This
has always been the basis of Satan’ sownership claimsin history. But
he holdstitleonly asasquatter. Adam forfeited histitle and therefore
alsothelawful inheritance of mankind by rebelling against God. Only
because of God's grace to Adam and to mankind in general (Gen.
3:15) has covenant-breaking mankind, and therefore Satan, retained
operational control over most of the world.

Paul writes in this epistle about Christ’s resurrection. Christ, he
tellsthe Corinthians, isthelast Adam. “And so it iswritten, Thefirst
man Adam was made aliving soul; the last Adam was made a quick-
ening spirit” (I Cor. 15:45). Theliteral, bodily resurrection of the last
Adam is the basis of our faith, Paul says. If Christ was not resur-
rected, our faithisinvain (I Cor. 15:14, 19).

Because of Calvary, Christ has re-established ownership claims
over the world. In His post-resurrection instruction of His disciples,

1. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 3.
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Christ announced this: “ All power is given unto mein heaven and in
earth” (Matt. 28:18b). Given by whom? Here, Paul makes it clear:
God the Father. Christ belongs to God. He is the last Adam. Christ
representatively re-established redeemed mankind’ s covenantal alle-
giance to God the Father. He has therefore restored the pre-Fall
hierarchical system of ownership: God> covenant-keeping man>
world. God the Father hasidentified Christ as Hisdelegated agent in
history. Christ, by His literal bodily resurrection, publicly demon-
strated thisrestoration of the pre-Fall hierarchy. Christians belong to
Christ through adoption (John 1:12). In the same way that God has
delegated ownership of this world to Christ, Christ has delegated
ownership of thisworld to His people.

Victory Over Death

In this passage, Paul tellsthe Corinthians that they are possessors
of al things. Thisincludes death. Thisis a strange concept. How do
Christiansown death? Through Christ, who now control sdeath. “ And
when | saw him, | fell at hisfeet as dead. And he laid hisright hand
upon me, saying unto me, Fear not; | am thefirst and the last: | am he
that liveth, and was dead; and, behold, | am aive for evermore,
Amen; and havethe keysof hell and of death” (Rev. 1:17-18). Death
serves God'’ s purposes, and therefore the purposes of covenant-keep-
ers, by cutting short thework of covenant-breakers, but extending the
work of His people through covenantal continuity.

Death is the great enemy of man. Death is the curse that God
placed on Adam in the garden, as promised. Death, Paul writes later
inthisepistle, isthelast enemy. Death will be finally overcome after
Christ has brought all things visibly under His authority.
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For asin Adam all die, even soin Christ shall all be made aive. But
every manin hisown order: Christ thefirstfruits; afterward they that
are Christ’ sat hiscoming. Then cometh the end, when he shall have
delivered up the kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall
have put down all rule and all authority and power. For he must
reign, till he hath put al enemies under hisfeet. The last enemy that
shall be destroyed is death. For he hath put all things under his feet.
But when he saith, all things are put under him, it is manifest that he
isexcepted, which did put all thingsunder him. And when all things
shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son al so himself be subject
unto him that put all things under him, that God may be all inal (I
Cor. 15:22-28).

Paul’s words here say specifically, “For he hath put all things
under hisfeet” (v. 27a). This has aready taken place, as Christ told
thedisciples. Yet it isobviousthat death isnot yet subdued. So, there
is a distinction between what has been done, what is the case now,
and what will be done. Theol ogians assign this description whenever
they encounter such a past-present-future condition: definitive, prog-
ressive, final. It describes personal sanctification. It also describesthe
kingdom of God.

God has put al things under Christ’ sfeet, yet some things remain
to be put under Christ’s feet. What can this mean? God definitively
placed all thingsunder Christ’ sauthority immediately after the resur-
rection. Christ announced thisto the disciples. He achieved avisible
victory over death by His resurrection. Thisisthe key fact of Chris-
tianity, Paul writes in Chapter 15, without which Christians' faith
would beinvain. Thisvictory was definitive. It wasavisible victory
that in principle marked the defeat of God' s cursein history. Christ,
asthe last Adam, publicly reversed God's curse on heirs of the first
Adam. Y et death still operates. What was definitive with Christ has
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not yet been made final by Christ. It will be, Paul insists, but thiswill
mark the culmination of history.

The judgment of God on Adam has been definitively removed,
Paul says. It will befinally removed. What about in between? Isaiah
said that death’s curse will be progressively removed.

For, behold, | create new heavens and a new earth: and the former
shall not be remembered, nor come into mind. But be ye glad and
rejoicefor ever inthat which | create: for, behold, | create Jerusalem
aregjoicing, and her peopleajoy. And I will rejoicein Jerusalem, and
joy in my people: and the voice of weeping shall be no more heard
in her, nor the voice of crying. There shall be no more thence an
infant of days, nor an old man that hath not filled his days: for the
child shall die an hundred years old; but the sinner being an hundred
yearsold shall be accursed. And they shall build houses, and inhabit
them; and they shall plant vineyards, and eat the fruit of them (Isa.
65:17-21).

Mankind’ s long life spans during the pre-Mosaic erawill be res-
tored. Death will still operate, but not asit doestoday. There will be
an eraof visiblevictory over death —incompl ete, but statistically sig-
nificant. (One economic manifestation of thischangewill beareduc-
tion of life insurance premiums.)

So, therearethree phasesof Christ’ svictory over death: definitive
(I Cor. 15:12), progressive (Isa. 65:20), and final (I Cor. 15:26). Paul
encouragesthe Corinthiansintheir testimony, despitethefact that the
world regards this testimony as foolish.
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An Analogous Transfer of Ownership

Paul asserts Christ’s definitive victory over death at Calvary. He
also asserts Christ’s final victory over death as the last enemy to be
subdued. Isaiah announced covenant-keepers progressive victory
over death. It is in the context of his discussion of death that Paul
brings up the issue of cosmic ownership. He lists death as one of the
things possessed by the Corinthians.

What doesit mean, to own death? It meansthat death, asan aspect
of the creation, is under the God-delegated authority of Christ, who
has in turn delegated authority to His people. Life and death belong
to the Corinthians, Paul says. So does the present and the future. All
things are under their ownership. God owns Christ, Christ owns His
people, and they own the world.

It was clear to the Corinthians that they did not run the affairs of
Corinth. As Corinthians, they were under the judicia authority of
Rome. Then in what way werethey owners of the world? In the same
way that they controlled death: definitively. They would die in his-
tory, but the resurrection was ahead for them. They possessed lega
titletothisfinal resurrection unto life. Ascovenant-keepers, they also
possessed the progressivevictory over death that had been prophesied
by Isaiah. Through their covenantal heirs, they possessed this prog-
ressivevictory over death. The samethree-fold title to the world was
alsotheirs. Definitively, title had officially passed at the resurrection
from God to the last Adam, Christ. Progressively, it is the task of
Christiansto redeem the world —buy it back from covenant-breakers
—aslawful agents of God. Finally, covenant-keepers will inherit.

For evildoers shall be cut off: but those that wait upon the LORD,
they shall inherit the earth (Ps. 37:9).
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But the meek shall inherit the earth; and shall delight themselvesin
the abundance of peace (Ps. 37:11).

Blessed are the meek: for they shall inherit the earth (Matt. 5:5).

Themeek before God will exercisedominionfinally. They aready
exerciseit definitively. The debatetoday isover the exercise of dom-
inion progressively.

Progressive Redemption

Elsewhere, | have written about Christ’s comprehensive redemp-
tion of the world.* Wherever sin reigns in history, there we find an
areaof lifefit for redemption. Theword “redeem” means* buy back.”
Christ bought back the world at Calvary, not from Satan, but from
God the Father. Adam in his sin had surrendered ownership back to
God on behalf of mankind. He was disinherited. Only on the basis of
God'’ sgraceto Adam could mankind continueto fulfill the dominion
covenant (Gen. 1:26-28). God looked forward to Christ’s work at
Calvary asthe basis of grace for Adam and hisheirs, whether special
grace (soul-saving) or common grace (culture-continuing).?

The definitive repurchase of the world on behalf of covenant-
keeping mankind took placeat Calvary. Thistransfer of ownership to
covenant-keeping mankind will be manifested for all to see on judg-
ment day. But what about history? How isthis cosmic redemption to

1. Gary North, Is the World Running Down? Crisisin the Christian Worldview (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1988), Appendix C.

2. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1987).
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be manifested?

Christ came asaservant. Hemadeit clear that His disciplesareto
continue His work of service. “But Jesus called them to him, and
saith unto them, Y e know that they which are accounted to rule over
the Gentilesexerciselordship over them; andtheir great onesexercise
authority upon them. But so shall it not be among you: but whosoever
will be great among you, shall be your minister: And whosoever of
you will be the chiefest, shall be servant of all. For even the Son of
man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and to give his
lifearansom for many” (Mark 10:42-45). The progressive redemp-
tion of the world isto be achieved through faithful serviceto menin
the name of God. Paul fully understood this. He told the Roman
church, “Dearly beloved, avenge not yoursel ves, but rather give place
unto wrath: for itiswritten, Vengeanceismine; | will repay, saith the
Lord. Thereforeif thineenemy hunger, feed him; if hethirst, givehim
drink: for in so doing thou shalt heap coals of fire on hishead” (Rom.
12:19-20).° He was quoting Proverbs. “If thine enemy be hungry,
give him bread to eat; and if he be thirsty, give him water to drink:
For thou shalt heap coals of fire upon his head, and the LORD shall
reward thee” (Prov. 25:21-22).

Service to covenant-breakers imposes God'’ s positive sanctions —
€conomic success or grudging acceptance —aswell as negative sanc-
tions on covenant-breakers: coals of fire. The principle of serviceis
also the heart of free market economic theory and practice. Produc-
ers serve consumers. When they are successful, they earn income.
Christians are supposed to be good stewards of God’ s resources by
imitating Christ in His office as a servant. They are to buy back the

3. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003), ch. 10.

76



Chapter 4. . .| Corinthians 3:19-23

world inaway analogousto Christ’ s purchase of redemption on their
behalf. They extend the kingdom of God in history by serving others,
by preaching the gospel, and by becoming more competent producers.

Inevery realm of life, Christians are supposed to striveto be better
performers than covenant-breakers. They represent the Redeemer of
the world. They should therefore be superior performers. Paul later
tells the Corinthians, “Be ye followers of me, even as | also am of
Christ” (1 Cor. 11:1). The Greek word for “followers’ means “imita-
tors’ or “mimics.” Paul represented Christ; they aretomimichim. He
served; they must also serve. They will extend God's kingdom in
history, just as Paul did. It is Christ’ s kingdom because Heis owned
by God, and Hisfollowers are owned by Him. “And ye are Christ’s;
and Christ isGod's” (I Cor. 3:23).

Christians buy back the world progressively because Christ has
bought it back definitively. They can do this as representative agents
of Christ becausethey belongto Christ, just as Christ belongsto God.
There is a hierarchy of ownership: from God the Father to Jesus
Christ, asthe last Adam, to Hisfollowers. The definitive ownership
of theworldisChrist’s, by way of Calvary. The definitive ownership
of theworld is Christians', by way of their definitive redemption by
God' simputation of Christ’s perfection to them.

Eschatology and Economics

Eschatology affects how Christians view the future, both progres-
sively andfinally. Each eschatol ogical interpretation hasimplications
for socia theory. Each has implications for economic theory.

The amillennialist denies that Isaiah’s prophecy should be taken
literally. Somehow, the passage does not really prophesy the exten-

77



Definitive Delegated Ownership

sion of mankind’'s life spans. Amillennialist theologian Anthony
Hoekema takes this approach.* All the others implicitly do, if they
even acknowledge the text’ s existence. There will supposedly be no
progressive extension of Christ’ sdefinitivevictory over death. There
will beafinal victory over death, but not aprogressivevictory that is
tied to the extension of God' s kingdom in history. Thisimplies that
the progressive extension of God’ skingdom in history will not affect
either society or economy in any long-term sense. So, theamillennial-
ist concludes, Paul’ sassertion of alink between death and ownership
in this passage has no literal implications for history.

Premillennialists make the same assumptions that amillennialists
do with respect to the eraof the church prior to Christ’ sbodily return
to establishamillennia kingdomin person. A premillennialist would
admit that Paul’s statement here is valid with respect to definitive
death and ownership, but the historical application of both the death
and ownership principles must await a discontinuous future event,
namely, thebodily return of Christ. Any significant progressive mani-
festations of Christ’s definitive victory over death or His definitive
ownership in history must await the establishment of His millennial
reign, which will not be delegated from heaven but rather from some
earthly headquarters. While Satan’s disciples are acknowledged by
premillennialists as reigning visibly in history without the physical
presence of Satan, premillennialists deny Christians the same degree
of authority in history. Christianswill supposedly never reign visibly
in history apart from Christ’s physical presence.

The postmillennialist argues differently. He teachesthat the prog-
ressive manifestations of Christ’s definitive victory at Calvary will

4. Anthony Hoekema, The Bible and the Future (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans,
1979), p. 202.
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take place in history, even though Christ will remain at His Father’s
side in heaven. God' s system of delegated ownership —from Christ
toHispeople—will beprogressively manifestedin history despiteHis
bodily absence. The ascension of Christ to the right hand of God has
empowered Christians through the sending of the Holy Spirit. “But
when the Comforter is come, whom | will send unto you from the
Father, even the Spirit of truth, which proceedeth from the Father, he
shall testify of me” (John 15:26). Christ’s return in final judgment
will come only after God has visibly put all things under His feet,
Paul says in Chapter 15. The means of this extension of Christ’s
visible ownership in history must come through progressive redemp-
tion: Christians' buying back of the world progressively from cov-
enant-breakersasproof of their faithful stewardship asadopted sons?®

Conclusion

Paul here teaches that everything in the world belongs to Chris-
tians because everything belongs to Christ. But what is definitiveis
not yet final. Between Christ’s definitive victory over death and sin
at Calvary and the final judgment of the world must come the prog-
ressive redemption of the world by Christ’s covenantal represen-
tatives. They must buy back the world progressively on His behalf
because He has bought it back definitively on their behalf. He has
definitively validated God’ s gracious extension of the dominion cov-
enant to mankind after Adam’ srebellion. The dominion covenant has
been definitively established by God with the second Adam, Jesus

5. On the relation between eschatology and socoal theory, see my book, Millennialism
and Social Theory (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1990).
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Christ, and through Him with covenant-keepers.

Satan still occupies most of the world as an illegal squatter. He
occupiesthrough hiscovenantal agents, just ashedid before Calvary.
He does not occupy a physical throne in history. Neither does Jesus
Christ. The covenantal competition for ownership of theworld takes
place in history through representatives of rival original claimants,
both of whom are supernatural and beyond history. Legal titleis now
held by Jesus Christ, Paul says, and by Hiscovenantal representatives
through Christ. Thisfact will be made manifest to everyone on judg-
ment day, but it will become progressively visible even before, as
|saiah taught regarding death (Isa. 65:17-20).

The comprehensive repurchase of the world by covenant-keepers
must come about through their faithful, law-abiding service to God
through their efficient service to men. This progressive, comprehen-
sive redemption of the world is denied by amillennialists and, with
respect to the era prior to Christ’s bodily return to set up an earthly
kingdom, by premillennialists. Both groups admit that this redemp-
tion was definitively achieved by Christ at Calvary. They also admit
that it will befinally achieved at the day of judgment. Amillennialists
deny that it will be progressively achieved by Christ’s covenantal
agents in history. Premillennialists deny that it will be done before
Christ’ sbodily return. Both groups believe that economic capital that
isdevoted to the redemption of anything except souls, Christian fam-
ilies, churches, and skid-row rescue missions is wasted in this, the
church age. They think that efforts to redeem society as awhole are
the equivalent of polishing brass on asinking ship, asdispensational -
ist pastor J. Vernon McGee once put it. When this pessimistic vision
of theearthly futureiswidely shared, Christiansrarely have the moti-
vation to strive for a lifetime in the hope of becoming the most
accomplished servantsinevery areaof life. Thisretardsthefulfilment
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of the dominion covenant. In this senseg, it delaysthe return of Christ
infinal judgment. Typical of thisoutlook are the words on the penul-
timate page in Hal Lindsey’'s best-selling book, The Late, Great
Planet Earth (1970), which sold some 35 million copies and set the
tonefor fundamentalisminthefinal decadesof thetwentieth century.
Hetellshisreaders, “We shouldn’t drop out of school or worthwhile
community activities, or stop working, or rush marriage, or any such
thing unless Christ clearly leadsusto do so.”¢ Thisisthe closest thing
to acall for Christian social action that appears in the book: do not
drop out unless Christ tells you to. Thisis not what | regard as a
stirring exhortation to engage in world transformation for Christ.

6. Hal Lindsey, The Late, Great Planet Earth (New Y ork: Bantam, [1970] 1977), p. 176
It is one of those delightful oddities that Bantam Books s located at 666 Fifth Avenue.
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PROGRESSIVE KNOWLEDGE,
PROGRESSIVE RESPONSIBILITY

Let a man so account of us, as of the ministers of Christ, and stew-
ards of the mysteries of God. Moreover it isrequired in stewards,
that a man be found faithful. But with meitisavery small thing that
| should be judged of you, or of man’s judgment: yea, | judge not
mine own self. For | know nothing by myself; yet am | not hereby
justified: but hethat judgeth meisthe Lord. Thereforejudge nothing
before thetime, until the Lord come, who both will bring to light the
hidden things of darkness, and will make manifest the counsel sof the
hearts: and then shall every man have praise of God (I Cor. 4:1-5).

The theocentric focus here is God as the judge who judgesin his-
tory and will judge retroactively at the end of time.

Stewar dship and Judgment

Paul speaks of himself both asaminister of Christ and as a stew-
ard of the mysteries of God (v. 1). By this, he means that he is an
apostle. The plural, “us,” refers to the other apostles. Apostles pos-
sessed special knowledge of the future. Paul possessed such knowl-
edge. Later in thisepistle, hewrites: “Behold, | shew you a mystery;
We shall not all sleep, but we shall all be changed” (I Cor. 15:51). He
also possessed specia knowledge of the present: the great mystery
that prophets of old had sought to discover, but could not. Thiswas
the mystery of the church as incorporating the gentiles. Gentiles
would be made equal to Jews inside the church. .
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How that by revelation he made known unto me the mystery; (as |
wrote afore in few words, Whereby, when ye read, ye may under-
stand my knowledge in the mystery of Christ) Which in other ages
was not made known unto the sons of men, asitisnow revealed unto
hisholy apostlesand prophetsby the Spirit; That the Gentiles should
be fellowheirs, and of the same body, and partakers of his promise
in Christ by the gospel: Whereof | was made a minister, according
to the gift of the grace of God given unto me by the effectual work-
ing of his power. Unto me, who am less than the least of all saints,
is this grace given, that | should preach among the Gentiles the
unsearchable riches of Christ; And to make all men see what isthe
fellowship of the mystery, which from the beginning of the world
hath been hid in God, who created all things by Jesus Christ: To the
intent that now unto the principalitiesand powersin heavenly places
might be known by the church the manifold wisdom of God (Eph.
3:3-10).

To possess any gift from God is to be made responsible before

God for its proper use. “Moreover it is required in stewards, that a
man be found faithful” (v. 2). A steward is someone who takes res-

ponsibility for property owned by someone else (Matt. 21:33-43;*

25:14-30;? Luke 12:42-48;2 19:12-27%). He acts asthelawfully dele-

gated agent of the owner. A righteous steward is not supposed to act

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

electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]

2003), ch. 43.

2. 1bid., ch. 47.

3. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-

tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educationa Ministries, Inc., [2000] 2003),

ch. 28.

4. 1bid., ch. 46.
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on hisown behalf directly (Luke 16:1-12).° He is supposed to act on
his own behalf indirectly by faithfully managing whatever has been
put in trust with him by the owner. In doing so, he can maximize his
return on his investment of time by maximizing the owner’s eco-
nomic return on hisinvestment of capital (Matt. 25:21, 23;° Luke 19:
17, 197). Both the owner and the steward can maximize their return
when the steward is faithful because he trusts the owner to be afair
judge of performance, and the owner turns out to be areliable judge.
But the profitability of the mutual arrangement becomesvisible only
at the end of atime period. In the case of Jesus' parables on steward-
ship, the steward is not told by the owner how long this time period
will be. Jesus concluded the parable of the ten virgins with this
eschatological warning: “Watch therefore, for ye know neither the
day nor the hour wherein the Son of man cometh” (Matt. 25:13).
Anapostle, however, wasin aspecial situation. He possessed con-
tinuing revelation from God regarding his performance. He did not
have to wait until the final judgment to be given such knowledge.
Thiswas why Paul was not concerned about criticsin the Corinthian
church who were followers of Apollos or anyone else. “ But with me
it isavery small thing that | should be judged of you, or of man’s
judgment: yea, | judge not mineown self” (v. 3). Thiswas because he
wasin close contact with God, who revealed Himself to Paul. “For |
know nothing by myself; yet am | not hereby justified: but he that
judgeth meistheLord” (v. 4). Paul’ s self-knowledge was not suffic-
ient to justify him, but God’ s day-by-day judgment was. The Corin-
thian church could not validate this assertion, but thisdid not concern

5. lbid., ch. 38.
6. North, Prioritiesand Dominion, ch. 47.

7. North, Treasure and Dominion, ch. 46.

84



Chapter 5. .. | Corinthians 4:1-5

Paul. The fact that his letter has survived as part of the canon of
Scriptureissufficient evidencethat Paul’ sknowledge of God' sjudg-
ment of his performance was accurate. He was under agreater Judge
than the church of Corinth.

Hesaysthat it is not given to men to make final pronouncements.
Thisisbecause God alone is omniscient. God will reveal the truth of
al things at the last day. Until then, a man can be certain that his
knowledge is not the equivalent of God's. “ Therefore judge nothing
before the time, until the Lord come, who both will bring to light the
hidden things of darkness, and will make manifest the counselsof the
hearts: and then shall every man have praise of God” (v. 5). Man’'s
knowledgeisat best analogousto God’ s. But an apostle’ sknowledge
was superior to any common man’s knowledge. Later in thisepistle,
Paul provides detailed information about the final judgment (I Cor.
15).8 So, what does he mean when hetellsthem not to judge anything
before the time? What about rendering ecclesiastical judgment in
God’s name? This is mandatory. Jesus said:

Verily | say unto you, Whatsoever ye shall bind on earth shall be
bound in heaven: and whatsoever ye shall loose on earth shall be
loosed in heaven. Again | say unto you, That if two of you shall
agree on earth as touching any thing that they shall ask, it shall be
done for them of my Father which isin heaven. For where two or
three are gathered together in my name, there am | in the midst of
them (Matt. 18:18-20).

We must draw inferences from what Paul has already written. He
says here that he isjustified by God, meaning that God has judged
Paul as at least “ satisfactory” in the performance of the duties of his

8. Chapter 15.
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office. Paul knowsthisfrom God. Paul also possesses knowledge of
certain mysteries. He hasmade it clear that heisin aspecia position
asaminister because of what he knows. The Corinthian churchisnot
in a position to judge him. Then he warns them not to make final
pronouncements. God later “will bring to light the hidden things of
darkness’ (v. 5).

These brief sentences convey the following. First, a steward of
God isresponsible to God for what he knows and does. Second, God
judges every person’s knowledge, day by day, just as He judged
Paul’s. Third, final knowledge is not given to anyone —final in the
sense of knowledge that is equivalent to what God will reveal to men
at thefinal judgment. Thisindicatesthat God’ sjudgment isa contin-
ual process through time. God knows the knowledge that every man
has, and He judges aman’ s use of this knowledge day by day, mom-
ent by moment. He had judged Paul, and He judged the members of
the Corinthian church. This assessment goes on continually.

What should Paul’ sreaders|earn from this passageregarding their
stewardship?First, they had been given knowledge of some mysteries
of God, for Paul had revealed them. Second, they were responsible
for the proper administration of this unique knowledge. They had to
do something productive with this knowledge. They were not to let
themselves be paralyzed just because they did not have complete
knowledge equivalent to what God will reveal at the last day. Third,
they had misused their knowledge. They had split the congregation
with needless wrangling.

Paul criticizes divisions that were based on their individual pref-
erences for various church leaders. He uses sarcastic language to
describe the foolishness of what they have done. “Now ye are full,
now ye arerich, ye have reigned as kings without us: and | would to
God ye did reign, that we also might reign with you. For | think that
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God hath set forth us the apostles last, as it were appointed to death:
for we are made a spectacle unto the world, and to angels, and to
men. We arefoolsfor Christ’s sake, but yearewisein Christ; we are
weak, but ye are strong; ye are honourable, but we are despised” (vv.
8-10). He contrasts their inaccurate self-judgment with God’ s judg-
ment of them. Paul calls them rich. Compared to the life of poverty
that Paul was living, this was economically correct. But their riches
were of the wrong kind. He also calls them wise. They were wise as
theworldiswise, i.e., foolish.

They had misunderstood what their task was. It was not to create
factions based on personalities or the knowledgeimparted to them by
these personalities. Whatever knowledge they possessed had been a
gift to them from God by way of church builders. “For who maketh
theeto differ from another? and what hast thou that thou didst not re-
ceive? now if thou didst receive it, why dost thou glory, asif thou
hadst not received it?’ (1 Cor. 4:7). He is charging them with being
poor stewards of the knowledge which they had received asafreegift
from God. They were misusing this gift.

Misusing Accurate Information

Their poor stewardship wastheresult of their poor use of the good
knowledge that they had received. Paul was not saying that their
knowledge was inaccurate. On the contrary, they had been given
accurate knowledge. This was what made them responsible to God.
They had failed to apply the knowledge that they had received. They
had made amistake by dividing the church into rival groups based on
its multiple founders.

The misuse of knowledge is different from not having enough
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knowledge. Paul warnsthem against trying to penetrate the affairs of
this world as if they had access to future perfect knowledge. They
were unableto look forward and see the panoramaof history in retro-
spect, as God will declareit onjudgment day. But they werealso told
that they had been given accessto mysteries. Thisput themin abetter
position to understand their times than someone who had not been
given such information. They had greater responsibility because of
this. They had misused the knowledge they had been given.

So, he warns them not to over-rate their abilities to judge the
world, but, at the sametime, they also must not ignore the knowledge
they had been given. They lived, just aswelive, inaworld that islike
a looking glass. As he says later in this epistle, “For now we see
through aglass, darkly; but then face to face: now | know in part; but
then shall | know even asaso | am known” (I Cor. 13:12).

Paul had superior knowledge of some things than the prophets of
old had possessed. Knowledge had advanced considerably with the
coming of the New Covenant. It had advanced even beyond what
Jesus had announced. Jesus had told the disciples, “ Go not into the
way of the Gentiles, and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not:
But go rather to thelost sheep of the house of Isragl” (Matt. 10:5b-6).
Then God told Peter to go to a gentile’s house (Acts 10). This was
followed by an unforeseen event. “And they of the circumcision
which believed were astoni shed, asmany ascamewith Peter, because
that on the Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost”
(Acts 10:45). God told Paul to go to gentile nations. This was the
great mystery. Gentiles were being incorporated into the church.

The point is, there had been an increase of knowledge over time.
As men move closer to the final judgment, mankind’ s storehouse of
information increases. Men are expected by God to possess greater
insightsinto the workings of thisworld. Men cannot attain in history
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the equivalent of the knowledge that will be given by God on the last
day, but they have been given access to more knowledge than men
possessed in earlier days. Paul is speaking of progressive knowledge.
Knowledge increases over time, and so does responsibility. The
steward must do abetter job asknowledgeincreases. Jesustaught this
explicitly. “But he that knew not, and did commit things worthy of
stripes, shall be beaten with few stripes. For unto whomsoever much
is given, of him shall be much required: and to whom men have
committed much, of him they will ask the more” (Luke 12:48).°

Dispersed Knowledge and Its Coordination

How can any person keep up with the flood of knowledge today?
Each day, he has additional historical information to master. He has
knowledge coming at him from amyriad of sources. God makeshim
responsible for faithfully acting in terms of this ever-growing flood
of knowledge. How will this responsibility not overwhelm him?

Paul provides a preliminary basis of the answer in Chapter 12,
where he sketches the concept of the division of 1abor.*® The church
isabody made up of members. They work asaunit. Thisimpliesthat
each member has specialized knowledge that accompanies his spec-
ialized skills. He brings this knowledge into the church. 1t becomes
available for others to use.

Paul is telling the Corinthian church that their responsibility has
increased, but their performance has been substandard. Thereiscause
and effect in history. Greater responsibility arrives as time moves

9. North, Treasure and Dominion, ch. 28.

10. Chapter 14.
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forward. Asmen get closer to the day of final judgment, they possess
greater knowledge.

For anindividual to deal successfully with thisincreasein respon-
sibility requires anincrease in God' s grace. Without this, no one can
legitimately hope to avoid God' s negative assessment of his perfor-
mance. The steward possesses more knowledge, greater responsibil-
ity, and no way to keep up on his own. If even a church cannot see
into the future sufficiently clearly to make definitive assessments of
its era, how can covenant-breakers do this? Common grace may in-
crease for a period, but special grace is required in order for any
society to continue to maintain common grace and thereby deal with
the added responsibility that comes with increased knowledge. Sin-
ners will eventually rebel against God at some point, despite their
prosperity, thereby bringing on His negative historical sanctions.*
Self-proclaimed autonomous man is foolish, according to Paul. He
cannot possibly make maximum use of the knowledge provided to
him by God through the social division of labor and historical prog-
ress. Hisresponsibility asasteward before God (Gen. 1:26-28)2? will
overwhelm him.

Paul tellsthem that they cannot hopeto attain the degree of knowl-
edge about the present that God will use to judge the world on judg-
ment day. This means that the quest for exhaustive knowledge is
illegitimate. A man cannot become God. He can improve his knowl-
edge, but this should never be regarded as a way to attain divine
knowledge. The Creator-creature distinction cannot be overcome.

11. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 6.

12. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 3.
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God told Israel: “For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are
your ways my ways, saith the LORD. For as the heavens are higher
than the earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my
thoughts than your thoughts’ (Isa. 55:8-9). Transcendenceis closed
to man. He tried to gain it in the garden. This attempt brought him
under negative sanctions.

The Free Market Coordinates Knowledge

Thissame principleof dispersed knowledge can beapplied outside
the church. Society is the functional equivalent of a storehouse of
dispersed knowledge. It isalso akind of factory for the production of
additional knowledge. Knowledgeisdispersed among billionsof eco-
nomic decision-makersintheir capacity as producersand consumers.
The question is: How best to mobilize this dispersed knowledge into
a system that benefits more people?

F. A. Hayek emphasized the knowl edge-coordinating aspect of the
free market. He saw the free market as an institutional structure that
rewards accurate knowledge of the future whenever an appropriate
mobilization of resources accompanies this knowledge. He saw the
freemarket asameansfor coordinating individual plans. Competition
on afree market is a process of discovery. The free market’s system
of profit and loss motivates producers and economic forecasters to
put forth their best efforts in mobilizing scarce resources to serve
future consumers. Itisnot merely that producers seek to minimizethe
costsof production. They do apply their knowledgeto the production
process, but the production process has agoal: to serve consumersin
the future. The free market coordinates dispersed knowledge by
rewarding successful entrepreneurs who serve specific consumers
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most efficiently.=

Production for future consumers is a form of stewardship. We
might call it horizontal stewardship. Serving consumersis a system
of mutual exchange: horizontal service.* Legally, consumers are not
in a position to render formal judgment on producers. In their capa-
city as consumers, they do not own any entrepreneur’s resources.
They do not occupy a superior position legally. Economically, how-
ever, they do occupy a superior position. They possess the most
marketabl e resource: money. They arethereforein abetter bargaining
position than producers are, whose markets are narrow. Asin Jesus
parables of stewardship, the success of a producer cannot be known
until the consumer judgesamong many producers, and thenissueshis
judgment in the form of apurchase or arefusal to purchase. Hisjudg-
ment is retroactive on producers. The consumer asks competing
producers, “What have you done for me lately?’

When society’ sdispersed knowledgeisput at thedisposal of other
individual s, both social andindividual capital increase, for knowledge
isaform of capital. It is not a free resource.** Through investment,
knowledge can increase over time. When knowledge increases, the
potential for increased output also increases. Producers can purchase
access to this knowledge, and consumers can purchase access to its
results. Consumers pay for the results of specialists' knowledge.

13. F. A. Hayek, Individualism and Economic Order (University of Chicago Press,
1949), ch. 4.

14. North, Hierarchy and Dominion: An Ecomnomic Commentary on First Timothy
(Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., 2003), pp. 26, 30, 33.

15. Thomas Sowell, Knowledge and Decisions (New Y ork: Basic Books, 1980).
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Conclusion

Paul reminds the Corinthian church about the burden of responsi-
bility that they have asaresult of the teacherswho had cometo them,
men who had laid the foundation of the church, whichis Christ cruci-
fied. The church’s members are poor stewards because they are
squabbling over which founder provided the foundational theol ogy.
Paul dismisses this factionalism. It is the foundation that is crucial,
not its sources. Thisfoundation is Christ. “ For other foundation can
no man lay than that islaid, which is Jesus Christ” (I Cor. 3:11).

Paul sets forth a principle here: with greater knowledge comes
greater responsibility. The quest for perfect knowledge — judgment-
day knowledge —isillegitimate. It cannot be attained in history. But
there is now and will continue to be greater knowledge over time.
Thiswill bring greater opportunities and greater responsibility. This
increasing burden of stewar dship cannot beavoided. What isthenthe
covenant-keeper’ shope? Greater grace, which increases responsibil-
ity, which leads to greater grace. Men are aways in debt to God.
God' s grace always races ahead of men’s ability to match it with
their performance. Men always fall short of the mark. But Jesus
Christ did not. His perfect humanity, imputed to us judicialy by
God' s grace, isthe only legitimate basis of any individual’s hope. It
istherefore also the only legitimate basis of society’ s hope.
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BIBLICAL THEOCRACY

Do ye not know that the saints shall judge the world? and if the
world shall be judged by you, are ye unworthy to judge the smallest
matters? Know ye not that we shall judge angels? how much more
things that pertain to this life? If then ye have judgments of things
pertaining to this life, set them to judge who are least esteemed in
the church. | speak to your shame. Isit so, that there is not a wise
man among you? no, not onethat shall be able to judge between his
brethren? But brother goeth to law with brother, and that beforethe
unbelievers. Now therefore there is utterly a fault among you,
because ye go to law one with another. Why do ye not rather take
wrong?why do yenot rather suffer yourselvesto be defrauded? Nay,
ye do wrong, and defraud, and that your brethren. Know ye not that
theunrighteousshall not inherit the kingdomof God? (I Cor. 6:2-9).

Thetheocentric focus hereisthefina judgment of God, when He
will judge the entire world.

Ethics Above Power

Paul teaches here that Christians will be God's representative

agents on that final day of judgment. We will judge the angels. This
isthe clearest passage in the Bible that places authority above power.
Angels are more powerful than men are, but they possess less
covenantal authority than Christiansdo. Theimplication that follows
fromthisfact isthat ethicsis moreimportant than power. The funda-
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mental issues of life are ethical. Elsewhere, Paul wrote: “When For
we wrestle not against flesh and blood, but against principalities,
against powers, against the rulers of the darkness of this world,
against spiritual wickednessin high places. Wherefore take unto you
the whole armour of God, that ye may be ableto withstand in the evil
day, and having done all, to stand” (Eph. 6:12-13). The armor is not
physical, but ethical. This is because the battle is not physical, but
ethical.

Church Courts

Theinstitutional churchisto serveitsmembersby offering justice
to all. Paul saysthat it iswrong for church members to go before a
civil court to seek judgmentsagainst each other. Thequestionis: Why
is this wrong? Paul begins the passage with a presupposition: cov-
enant-keeperswill render final judgment on the angels. Thisdoctrine
istaught nowhere else in Scripture. It means that man is God’ s judi-
cial representative, not merely in history, but also in eternity. Angels
possess more power and knowledge than men do in history, but this
does not entitle them to the office of judge. Man alone is made in
God’ simage. The essence of thisimage isthe ability and authority to
render final judgment. Covenant-keeperswill be God’ sagentsof final
judgment on the angels because they possess the mind of Christ (I
Cor. 2:16).*

Once covenant-keepersunderstand that they will judge the angels,
Paul writes, they should not subordinate themselves to pagan civil
courts. These courtsare staffed by covenant-breakers. To subordinate

1. Chapter 2.
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oneself voluntarily to a pagan civil court in order to bring sanctions
against another covenant-keeper is to affirm the legitimacy of the
power that covenant-breakers and non-biblical law exercise over
covenant-keepersand biblical law. Theirsisafalse claim, Paul says,
and the proof of thisisthat covenant-keeperswill finally judgeangels
and the world.

Paul’ s argument begins with eschatol ogy: the doctrine of the last
things. He offersa prophecy regarding thefinal judgment. After God
renders judgment against covenant-breakers, covenant-keepers will
render judgment against the angels. Here is the sequence of events.

And | saw agreat white throne, and him that sat on it, from whose
face the earth and the heaven fled away; and there was found no
place for them. And | saw the dead, small and great, stand before
God; and the books were opened: and another book was opened,
which is the book of life: and the dead were judged out of those
things which were written in the books, according to their works.
And the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and death and hell
delivered up the dead which were in them: and they were judged
every man according to their works. And death and hell were cast
into the lake of fire. Thisis the second death. And whosoever was
not found written in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire
(Rev. 20:11-15).

Satan will be banished to the lake of fire before the judgment of
resurrected mankind begins. “And the devil that deceived them was
cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the false
prophet are, and shall be tormented day and night for ever and ever”
(Rev. 20:10). After God’ sremoval of al covenant-breakersfrom the
presence of covenant-keepers, the judgment of the angelswill begin.
Which angels will follow Satan into the lake of fire?
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Paul isarguing against the authority of civil governmentinapagan
society to bring sanctions against covenant-keepers who obey God's
law. But is he also arguing against civil government in genera to
exercise such authority? No. Here is the infraction: “But brother
goeth to law with brother, and that beforethe unbelievers’ (v. 6). The
issue here is the presence in civil courts of unbelieving judges. In a
biblical commonwealth, it is legitimate for Christians to appeal to
civil government to settleexplicitly civil conflicts. Paul isnot arguing
against civil government. He is surely not arguing against Christian
civil government. He is arguing against voluntary submission to a
pagan State by Christiansin conflict.

The Cost of Common Grace-Based Justice

For every benefit, thereis a cost — added responsibility, if nothing
else (Luke 12:48).* For the benefit of Christians' maintaining their
own courts, the cost isthe unavailability of the monopoly of violence
to enforcetheir clamsagainst other Christians. Intheir disputeswith
fellow Christians, they cannot legitimately appeal to a pagan State,
which Rome was.

This does not mean that Christians cannot legitimately appeal to
a pagan State against covenant-breakers. Paul appealed to the emp-
eror against a Jewish court. “For if | be an offender, or have commit-
ted any thing worthy of death, | refuse not to die: but if there be none
of these thingswhereof these accuse me, no man may deliver meunto

1. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,[2000] 2003),
ch. 28.
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them. | appeal unto Caesar” (Acts 25:11). This declaration affirmed
the legitimacy of the death penalty, which was Rome's monopoly.
This declaration also showed Paul’s greater trust in the covenant-
breaking Roman court system than in the supreme court of the Jewish
religiousleaders: the Sanhedrin. Heknew thetruth: PontiusPilate had
resisted crucifying Jesus, but the Jewish religious establishment had
insisted. The Jews, who had been covenant-keepers in history, had
now become lessjust than the pagan Roman emperor and hisjudicial
agents. Why? Because the Jews had initiated the crucifixion of Jesus
Christ. As Peter had warned them, but not the Romans, “ Be it known
unto you all, and to all the people of Israel, that by the name of Jesus
Christ of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom God raised from the
dead, even by him doth this man stand here before you whole” (Acts
4:10). Rome had enforced the civil judgment of Pilate, but Peter said
that God held the Jews responsible. Asanation, Old Covenant Israel
had not heeded Peter’ s warning.

Paul saysthat it is better to suffer economic loss at the hands of a
fellow covenant-keeper than to enter aRoman civil court in quest of
justice. This assessment had to do with eschatology. Those who will
be judged negatively by God onthefinal day should not be submitted
to in history for the sake of gaining a favorable settlement against a
fellow believer. Why not? Because such subordination in history
testifies to a false eschatology: the final judgment of covenant-
keepers by covenant-breakers.

Paul uses strong language: “Why do yenot rather takewrong?why
do ye not rather suffer yourselvesto be defrauded?’ (v. 7b). The cost
of avoiding dependence on a pagan State for justice is whatever the
value of the forfeited property right is. The benefit is the avoidance
of subordination to covenant-breakers, which would testify to afalse
eschatological future. The benefit outweighs the cost. Paul’ s assess-
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ment could not be clearer.

Paul goes beyond the economic category of suffering aloss. He
warns against becoming an economic oppressor. “Nay, ye do wrong,
and defraud, and that your brethren” (v. 8). Why is seeking pagan
civil justice a form of fraud? Because this act testifies to a false
eschatological future: inheritance. “ Know ye not that the unrighteous
shall not inherit the kingdom of God?’ (v. 9). This means that the
kind of justicethat isprovided by apagan civil court isinjusticewhen
compared to justice in a church court, even when the ecclesiastical
judgeisnot educated. “ If then ye have judgments of things pertaining
to thislife, set them to judge who are least esteemed in the church”
(v. 4). He adds, “1 speak to your shame” (v. 5a).

Paul is arguing that a system of justice that is provided by a civil
court that operates in terms of God's common grace is inherently
inferior to a church court that operates in terms of God's special
grace. A church court is a special-grace court. So vast is the differ-
ence between the two sources of justice that going before a pagan
civil court is comparable to seeking to defraud afellow Christian.

Thedividingissueisnot “civil court vs. ecclesiastical court.” The
dividing issue is “pagan authority vs. Christian authority.” Paul is
quiteclear about this. “ But brother goeth to law with brother, and that
before the unbelievers’ (v. 6). “Know ye not that the unrighteous
shall not inherit the kingdom of God?” (v. 9a). His argument leads
inescapably to aconclusion: biblical theocracy isthe proper basis of
social and political order. Paul isarguing that asociety that relieson
covenant-breaking civil judges and any concept of civil law other
than biblical law has adopted anti-Christian rulership. Civil justiceis
substandard in such a society. Such a system of civil law testifies to
a false eschatology in which covenant-breakers will impose final
sanctions on covenant-keepers. Paul tells the church at Corinth that
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it is better to suffer economic loss than implicitly to admit such a
view of justice by taking a brother before such a court.

Conclusion

Thiswell-known passage has beeninterpreted to mean that church
courts are morally superior to civil courts. This is not what Paul
taught. He taught that church courts are morally superior to pagan
civil courts. A pagan civil court allows a covenant-breaker to declare
and then impose his court’s concept of civil justice on covenant-
keepers. Thisisitsgreat offense, in Paul’ s opinion. Such a system of
civil justice testifies to afalse eschatology. Paul uses eschatology to
impugn pagan civil courts.

To concludethat every civil court isinherently inferior morally to
any church court isto conclude that the church is superior judicially
to the State. This assumption moves legal theory toward judicial
dualism: one legal order for covenant-breakers and another for cov-
enant-keepers. This was Martin Luther’s position.? It also promotes
pietism’ sproposed downgrading of politicstotherealm of adiaphora
— things indifferent for the Christian faith. Finaly, this assumption
implies that the gospel cannot redeem civil institutions. Calvinism
opposed thisconclusion until the Enlightenment era, beginninginthe
eighteenth century, when Protestantsmade an unofficial alliancewith
humanism to establish political polytheism.:

2. Charles Trinkaus, “ The Religious Foundations of Luther’s Socia Views,” in John H.
Mundy, et. Al., Essaysin Medieval Life (New Y ork: Biblo & Tannen, 1955), pp. 71-87.

3. Gary North, Political Polytheism: The Myth of Pluralism (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for
Christian Economics, 1989), Part 3.
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The Christian West previously had cometo an agreement between
the Pope and the emperor in 1076: both church and State possess
legitimate claims to enforce the law in their respective jurisdictions.
Both institutions rule officially in the name of God. This was the
meaning of what legal historian Harold Berman has called the papal
revolution of Western law.* In contrast, Eastern Orthodoxy has long
tended toward Caesaropapism, with the church subordinate to the
State. The split between Eastern Orthodoxy and Catholicism in 1054
made possible the Papal legal revolution, beginning two decades
later, which in turn laid the foundation for the development of canon
law, which paralleled and intermingled with a revived Roman civil
law.®

To elevate a Christian civil court to separate but equal authority
with a Christian church court, two steps are mandatory: judges must
be members of Trinitarian churches, and thecivil legal order must be
based self-consciously on biblical revelation, just asachurch courtis.
This means theocracy.

Paul here does not invoke biblical law as the basis of his opposi-
tion to pagan civil courts. Instead, heinvokes eschatology. In order to
defend point four of the biblical covenant model (judgment and sanc-
tions), he invokes point five (eschatology), not point three (law).
This New Testament passage presents the eschatological foundation
of the case against political pluralism. After the final judgment of
mankind, covenant-keeperswill declare covenant-breaking angelsas
deserving of eternal torment, and God will enforce their declaration.

4. Harold J. Berman, Law and Revolution: The Formation of the Western Legal Tra-
dition (Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1983).

5. Roman law entered Europe by way of the Emperor Justinian’s sixth-century legal
code, the Corpusiurus civilis.
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Thisprincipleof hierarchical authority —covenant-keepers' exer-
cise of rule over covenant-breakers — governs Paul’ s definition of
civil justice. Pagan civil courtsareinferior to church courts, and they
should therefore be avoided by Christiansin disputeswith each other.
Better to suffer economic loss, he said, rather than to violate this

principle of justice. To violate this principle of justice is to defraud
the brethren.
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DISCIPLINE AND THE
CHURCH'SINHERITANCE

Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom
of God? Benot deceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor
adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusersof themsel veswith man-
kind, Nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers,
nor extortioners, shall inherit the kingdom of God. And such
wer e some of you: but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but
yearejustified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit
of our God (I Cor. 6:9-11).

The theocentric focus of this passage is the inheritance provided
by God.

Condemnation Despite Confession

This continues Paul’ s discussion of church courts and the proper
administration of justice.

Which acts identify an unrighteous person? Paul answers this
without hesitation. Helistssinsthat identify men as being outsidethe
kingdom of God. He had just presented another list: “ | wrote unto you
in an epistle* not to company with fornicators: Y et not altogether with
the fornicators of thisworld, or with the covetous, or extortioners, or
with idolaters; for then must ye needs go out of the world. But now

1. Alost epistle.
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| have written unto you not to keep company, if any man that iscalled
abrother be afornicator, or covetous, or an idolater, or arailer, or a
drunkard, or an extortioner; with such an one no not to eat” (I Cor. 5:
9-11). There was no question in Paul’s mind that such sinners as
these were members of the congregation. He compiled another list in
hisfirst letter to Timothy. “Knowingthis, that thelaw isnot madefor
arighteous man, but for the lawless and disobedient, for the ungodly
and for sinners, for unholy and profane, for murderers of fathers and
murderers of mothers, for manslayers, For whoremongers, for them
that defile themselves with mankind, for menstealers, for liars, for
perjured persons...” (I Tim. 1:9-10a).2 And hehad more. “ Thisknow
also, that in the last days periloustimes shall come. For men shall be
lovers of their own selves, covetous, boasters, proud, blasphemers,
disobedient to parents, unthankful, unholy, Without natural affection,
trucebreakers, false accusers, incontinent, fierce, despisers of those
that are good, Traitors, heady, highminded, lovers of pleasures more
than lovers of God; Having a form of godliness, but denying the
power thereof: from such turn away. For of this sort are they which
creep into houses, and lead captive silly women laden with sins, led
away with diverslusts, Ever learning, and never able to come to the
knowledge of the truth” (II Tim. 3:1-7). Such men were inside the
churches, operating as shepherds. This was not a prophecy of some
distant era. The last days had come: “God, who at sundry times and
in divers manners spakein time past unto the fathers by the prophets,
Hath in these last days spoken unto us by his Son, whom he hath
appointed heir of all things, by whom also he made theworlds’ (Heb.
1:1-2).

2. Gary North, Hierarchy and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on First Timothy,
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., 2003),
ch. 1.

104



Chapter 7. . .1 Corinthians 6:9-11

Paul wasthe great preacher of salvation by gracethrough faith. He
was al so the great cataloguer of sinsthat testify judicially against the
presence of saving faith. Those who consistently commit evil acts
such as these are outside the kingdom of God. Unless they repent,
they will not inherit the kingdom, because they are not in it. Any
theology that denies Paul’ s doctrine of grace iswrong. Any theology
that denies Paul’ s doctrine of non-inheritance iswrong. He provided
the church with catalogues of sins that mark people without grace.

The questionisthis: When aperson saysthat heis saved by grace,
and he has gained church membership based on this confession, yet
he commits sinsthat mark him as outside the kingdom of God, what
ishislocal congregation to do? What standard should its court use to
assess the legitimacy of his confession? Is his confession judicially
annulled by his actions?

Purging the Local Church

Thefirst group of non-inheritorsissexually debauched: fornicators
(whichinthe Old Covenant was associated with idol aters) 2 idol aters,
adulterers, effeminate, abusersof themsel veswith mankind. Members
of the second group commit economic crimes: thieves, covetous, ex-
tortioners. Thelist in First Timothy includes another economic cate-
gory: mensteal ers. Thisiskidnappinginthebroadest sense. It unques-
tionably includes slave-traders.

(Rev. George Bourne, aPresbyterian minister in Virginia, wasde-
frocked by hispresbyteryin 1815 for saying that Slave-owningisasin
because slave-owners prior to 1808 had paid professional kidnappers

3. The obvious example is the Book of Hosea: |srael as a prostitute and idolatrous.
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to commit the crime for them.* The Presbyterian Church’s Generad
Assembly in 1818 permitted this decision to stand, but only after it
had retroactively eliminated thisinterpretation of kidnapping fromits
Constitution [1806].° Bourne's abolitionist ideas were, more than a
decade later, adopted by Unitarian leaders of the abolitionist move-
ment, but without attribution. Only after the military defeat of the
South in 1865 did the South’s Christians and their churches finally
concludethat the South’ s system of chattel slavery had been opposed
to the Bible, just as Bourne had said. Southern pastors and theolo-
gians, Robert Dabney excepted,® surrendered to Bourne' sview of the
institution, but only after General Lee had surrendered to General
Grant.)

Economic sins are not so prominent in these lists as sexual sins.
All of these sins draw men into the paths of destruction. Better put,
they keep fallen men on these paths, for men are born on these paths.
This conclusion is one application of the doctrine of original sin.

The theological problem here is not the fact that sinners are out-
side of the kingdom of God. The theologica problem that concerned
Paul wasthe presencein the congregations of people who are known
to commit such sins. How could it be that those who had gained
admission as members could practice such sins? Does this mean that

4. By 1815, Virginian slave-owners commonly bred slaves for export into the deep
South, where theland was more fertilefor high-income cotton production. Theimportation
of slaves had legally ceased in 1808. This law created an oligopoly for Southern dave-
owners. On the profitability of Southern slavery, seethearticlesin Hugh G. J. Aitken (ed.),
Did Savery Pay? (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1971), especially “ The Economics of Slavery
in the Antebellum South,” by Conrad and Meyer.

5. Gary North, Crossed Fingers: How the Liberals Captured the Presbyterian Church
(Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1996), pp. 123-29.

6. He published hiswartime manuscript, A Defense of Virginia, which defended chattel
davery, in 1867, two years after Lee surrendered.
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a verbal profession of faith and participation in the sacraments
condemned these people? Did their actions congtitute testimony
against them? Paul clearly warns against the presence of such people
in acongregation. What, then, had been the efficacy of their original
profession of faith? Are they backsliders who have somehow lost
both their faith and their salvation? If so, then what happens to the
doctrine of the perseverance of the saints? How are we to interpret
Paul’ s words? “For | am persuaded, that neither death, nor life, nor
angels, nor principalities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things
to come, Nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be able
to separate us from the love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our
Lord” (Rom. 8:38-39).

Paul’ s point: faith that does not produce sin-reducing changesin
human behavior isnot saving faith. Protestants may not like this con-
clusion, but Paul’s words leave no wiggle room. The people who
practice these sins are covenant-breakers, no matter what they say
now or have said publicly. The church must exercise disciplineto rid
itself of such people. This is what the epistle’s fifth chapter is all
about. “In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when ye are gathered
together, and my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus Christ, To
deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction of theflesh, that the
spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus. Y our glorying is not
good. Know ye not that a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump?
Purge out therefore the old leaven, that ye may be anew lump, asye
are unleavened. For even Christ our passover is sacrificed for us:
Therefore let us keep the feast, not with old leaven, neither with the
leaven of malice and wickedness; but with the unleavened bread of
sincerity and truth” (I Cor. 5:4-8). The “old leaven” spoken of here
isachurch member who seeksto participateinthe Lord s Supper, the
New Testament’ s equivalent of the Passover’s shared meal.
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Inheritance and Disinheritance

The language of inheritance once again appears in the context of
God' s kingdom. Jesus had told the Pharisees. “ Therefore say | unto
you, The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and given to a
nation bringing forth the fruits thereof” (Matt. 21:43). Thisnation is
the church. The public mark of the church, Jesus said, isits bearing
of the fruits of righteousness. These fruits are public evidence of its
inheritance. Paul ishere unsparing of sinners. They must be expelled.
They are not Christians, despite any public confession of faith they
might make. They must not be given access to the table of the Lord.

Paul is demanding their public disinheritance by the church. This
is the economic meaning of excommunication. It is also the eschato-
logical meaning. Theknown sinner must not be allowed to participate
in acommon meal that is the church’s formal means of covenant re-
newal. Disinheritance of sinnershel psto retain thefruitsof righteous-
ness inside the church. These fruits are the mark of the church’sin-
heritance, Jesus had told the Pharisees. God had disinherited Old
Covenant Israel because of the nation’s persistent sins. A local con-
gregation hasthisexampleasawarning: disinherit or bedisinherited.

The concept of inheritance is more than economic. It has to do
with sonship, and sonship ismorethan economic. Paul issetting forth
moral criteriathat enable church officers to distinguish the disinher-
ited sons of Adam from the adopted sonsthrough Christ. The fulness
of the church’ sinheritance can come only after the completeremoval
of thedisinherited sons. Thiswill not takeplacein history. “ Thefield
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
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isthedevil; the harvest isthe end of theworld; and thereapersarethe
angels. Astherefore the tares are gathered and burned in the fire; so
shall it bein the end of thisworld” (Matt. 13:38-40).7

Disinheritance is an inescapabl e concept. It is never a question of
inheritance vs. disinheritance. It isawaysaquestion of whose disin-
heritance. In this epistle, Paul makes it clear that the church must
publicly announce the legal status of every disinherited son. It does
thisthrough excommunication. If it does not do this, then it becomes
corrupted. Thiscallsinto question the church’ sinheritance. Flagrant
sinners are not part of the kingdom. A church that refusesto impose
discipline on its unrighteous members risks being dealt with harshly
by God. The public disinheritance of sinful church membersis man-
datory for the church’s inheritance in history.

Conclusion

Thisepistleis about judgment. Peter wrote: “ For thetimeiscome
that judgment must begin at the house of God: and if it first begin at
us, what shall the end be of them that obey not the gospel of God?”’
(I Peter 4:17). Paul made the same point in thisepistle. The churchis
to judge those under its covenantal authority who bring disrepute to
the church. The sins of commission include economic sins. The
church servesasan agent of God in bringing judgment against econo-
mic wrongdoing. It possesses lawful authority over its members.

7. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Matthew, 2nd
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]
2003), ch. 29.
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CALLING AND OCCUPATION

Let every man abide in the same calling wherein he was called. Art
thou called being a servant? care not for it: but if thou mayest be
made free, use it rather. For he that is called in the Lord, being a
servant, isthe Lord' sfreeman: likewise also hethat is called, being
free, is Christ’s servant. Ye are bought with a price; be not ye the
servants of men. Brethren, let every man, wherein he is called,
therein abide with God (I Cor. 7:20-24).

The theocentric focus here is God' s sovereignty over every per-
son’s current position in life.

The Calling

“Let every man abide in the same calling wherein he was called.”
The Greek work translated here as “calling” is used repeatedly the
New Testament in the sense of God’ s redemption of sinners and His
assignment to them of their kingdom tasks. Paul wrote elsewhere:
“Thereis one body, and one Spirit, even asye are called in one hope
of your calling” (Eph. 4:4). “Be not thou therefore ashamed of the
testimony of our Lord, nor of me hisprisoner: but be thou partaker of
the afflictions of the gospel according to the power of God; Who hath
saved us, and called us with an holy calling, not according to our
works, but according to his own purpose and grace, which was given
us in Christ Jesus before the world began” (11 Tim. 1:8-9). God has
alifetime purpose for each of His called-out saints.

Paul noted that in Corinth, the church did not have memberswho
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wereleadersin society. This, hesays, wasauniversal condition of the
church in his day. “For ye see your calling, brethren, how that not
many wise men after the flesh, not many mighty, not many noble, are
called” (I Cor. 1:26). Paul’ s message was that Christians in Corinth
were not among society’ s “best and brightest.” His observation need
not apply to the church in every era of history, but generally it has.
This means that the early church began with a seeming liability: a
lack of experienced leadership. Nevertheless, he wrote in Chapter 6,
members should rely on the lowliest member to provide judgment
between disputantsin preference to going before covenant-breaking
civil judges. Better to be governed by men who fear God than by
expertsin Roman civil law.*

HereisPaul’ smain point inthispassage: redeemed men’ scallings
arefrom God, not from society. Covenant-keepersaretolook to God,
not to society, for guidance on what they are to do with their lives.
They have legitimate hope in their kingdom inheritance, but not in
earthly success, Paul wrote elsewhere. “ The eyes of your understand-
ing being enlightened; that ye may know what is the hope of his
calling, and what the riches of the glory of his inheritance in the
saints” (Eph. 1:18). The Christian walk is inherently a lowly walk,
psychologically speaking. “| therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, be-
seech you that ye walk worthy of the vocation wherewith ye are
called, With al lowliness and meekness, with longsuffering, forbear-
ing one another in love (Eph. 4:1-2). But this lowly walk is a high
calling. “1 press toward the mark for the prize of the high calling of
God in Christ Jesus’ (Phil. 3:14).

The calling isa God-given assignment. We are to work diligently
to prove to ourselves that we received God' s call. Our work testifies

1. Chapter 6.
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to the legitimacy of our election, Peter said. “Wherefore the rather,
brethren, give diligence to make your calling and election sure: for if
ye do these things, ye shall never fall” (11 Peter 1:10). Thisisconsis-
tent with Paul’s discussion of personal salvation and a lifetime of
predestinated good works: “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).

The New Testament’ sconcept of the calling doesnot usually refer
to aman’ sincome-generating occupation, although it can sometimes
mean this, as in the case of the job of minister of the gospel 2 Its
meaning is broader: the call to lifetime service that God has given to
each of the elect. This distinction between calling and occupation is
not widely understood. A misinterpretation of the Pauline meaning of
“calling” has been made famousin academic circles by abook by the
German sociologist, Max Weber: The Protestant Ethic and the Spirit
of Capitalism (1906). Weber argued that the Calvinistic idea of the
calling as an occupation was central in the development of the inner
disciplinethat is so important in the formation of the capitalist spirit.
Successin one’ soccupationwas seen by Calvinistsastemporal proof
of God’ seternal blessing, he argued. Weber hedged hislanguage, but
this is what he meant.® This is surely how his readers have long
understood his thesis. Essentialy, Weber transferred Peter’s words
regarding the calling to the occupation. “Wherefore the rather, breth-

2."Let theeldersthat rule well be counted worthy of double honour, especially they who
labour in the word and doctrine. For the scripture saith, Thou shalt not muzzle the ox that
treadeth out the corn. And, The labourer isworthy of hisreward” (I Tim. 5:17-18).

3. Gary North, “Weber's ‘ Protestant Ethic’ Hypothesis,” The Journal of Christian
Reconstruction, |11 (Summer 1976).
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ren, givediligenceto makeyour calling and election sure: for if yedo
these things, ye shall never fall” (Il Peter 1:10). This view of the
calling was not what Calvin held. He did not see personal economic
success as confirming a man’s election to salvation. Nevertheless,
some elements of Weber’ sversion of theideaof calling can befound
in the writings of certain seventeenth-century Calvinists. Some of
them did believe that God rewards faithful covenantal service with
economic success. But none of them believed that economic success
constitutes stand-alone evidence of saving faith.

Serviceto God

Paul’s idea of the calling was lifetime service to God. We can
think of this as vertical subordination. But how do we manifest our
service to God? It has to involve service to other people. This is
because God is represented in history by men. Mankind is God's
corporate steward in ahierarchy. Thisisthe meaning of thedominion
covenant, which defines man (Gen. 1:26-28).

Men own resources. They possessthe legal authority to dispose of
these resources asthey seefit. Inanimate resources possess no lawful
claim against owners. Then what about slavery?Isitavalid Christian
ideal? Paul said no. In this passage, Paul specifically recommends
that slaves accept their liberty if it isoffered to them by their masters.
Why? Because Christians can better serve God asfree agentswho are
not legally bound to another individual. Paul said much the same
thing in the same passage in regard to the wisdom of avoiding mar-

4. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:. Institute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 3.
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riage. “But | would have you without carefulness. He that is unmar-
ried careth for the things that belong to the Lord, how he may please
the Lord: But he that is married careth for the things that are of the
world, how he may please hiswife. There is difference also between
awifeand avirgin. Theunmarried woman careth for the things of the
Lord, that she may be holy both in body and in spirit: but she that is
married careth for the things of the world, how she may please her
husband” (I Cor. 7:32-34).

In what way is slavery like marriage? First, both systems are
established by alegal bond. Marriage’s bond is much tighter; it is
established by covenant oath under God. Second, both institutions
restrict the independence of their members. A legal bond limits the
mobility of all parties who are bound by its terms. This usually in-
cludes geographical mobility. Paul recommended mobility for God' s
servants:. alife unencumbered by legal obligationsto others. He pos-
sessed such mobility. A slave does not possess this. Neither does a
married person.

Paul told slaves to take their liberty if it was offered. This meant
achangein their occupations: from permanent service to one family
to permanent service to the market. This meant abandoning predict-
able income and legal protection provided by another person. It aso
meant the legal authority to choose one’ s occupation from among the
opportunitiesavailable. It wasthisgreater flexibility in choosing how
to earn a living that strengthened their callings before God. They
could make their own decisions regarding the selection of one life-
time calling and multiplejobs over time. Paul’ sjob was making tents
(Acts 18:3). Thiswas not his calling. It was his occupation. Being a
tentmaker gave him tremendous geographical flexibility. He could
earn an income almost anywhere. This strengthened hiscalling asan
evangelist and an apostle. What hiscalling required was geographical
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mobility.

The caling is dways a matter of subordination to God through
specific human mediators. Point two of the biblical covenant model
ishierarchy.* Godisrepresented in history by specificindividuals. He
has delegated lawful authority to these individuals. No one operates
in this world without mediators. Something must sustain every per-
son. We are all dependent on nature. Except in the case of hermits,
men’s mediators include humans. These human mediators are only
rarely sacramental mediators. Only when preaching from the pulpit
during aworship service or when administering the sacraments does
a man exercise sacramental mediatory authority. But everyone is
under mediatorial authority all of the time. Even a hermit is under
Christ’s mediatorial authority.

Multiple Hierarchies

Because of multiple hierarchies in history, an individual serves
multiple masters. A wife serves her husband. Her husband serves his
employer, who in turn serves consumers. Church members pay tithes
and subordinate themselvesto church officers. Citizens serve magis-
trates, yet in a democracy, they have indirect authority over who is
hired or fired. A general inan army is under civilian control in most
democracies. The men under hisimmediate authority are also voters.
So, authority under democratic capitalismis mixed. Thereisno final
voice of human authority other than Jesus Christ, the perfect man,
who sits on athrone in heaven (Heb. 12:2). Heisoutside of history.

5. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 2.
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The final voice of authority in history is the Bible, but it speaks
through multiple interpreters. There isno agency in history that law-
fully declares: “ Thisisthe final authority.”

This means that service to God — the calling — has multiple as-
pects. It isnot just about making money. Itisnot just about exercising
ownership. It isnot just about obedienceto civil law. The calling re-
quires performance under mixed authorities.

Menliveunder multiple oath-bound, covenantal hierarchiesinhis-
tory: church, State, and family. They are also under hierarchies that
in turn are under one or more of these primary hierarchies. The most
universal hierarchy for modern man is economic: the free market. It
isnot visibly a hierarchy, but both conceptually and operationally, it
is. Itisasystem of dual authority: partialy judicial, partially econo-
mic. Thejudicial hierarchy isthe hierarchy of ownership. The owner
of property has the legal right to use it as he sees fit and to exclude
non-ownersfromitsuse. Theeconomic hierarchy isconsumer-driven:
money talks.

Thejudicia hierarchy of ownershipissubordinateto theeconomic
hierarchy inthe sense of dependence. If consumersrefuseto compete
for the ownership of any consumer good, its price falls to sightly
above zero. Its price is whatever asset its owner must forfeit by re-
taining ownership. If consumersrefuseto buy aproducer’ soutput, he
will go out of business. Those under his economic authority will lose
their jobs. So, the legal owners do act on behalf of God and God's
kingdom, but thishierarchical authority ismediated through consum-
ers. Ownersfulfil thedominion covenant aslegally responsible agents
before God, but they do so as economic agents of consumers.

A worker is subordinate to his employer’ s hierarchy, which gives
him instructions and provides him with tools and marketing services
for his output. His employer pays him a salary in exchange for his
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labor. But this hierarchy isadual hierarchy. A specific group of pot-
ential consumers will determine whether he can keep hisjob. Their
identitiesareunknownto theworker. Hisidentity isequally unknown
to them. He is employed by a specific group of entrepreneurs, the
corporation’ s share owners, who have delegated to senior managers
thetask of persuading certain consumersto buy the company’ soutput
at aprice greater than what it paid to produce this output, i.e., sell at
aprofit. If these consumers refuse to buy, the company will go out of
business. Thisisafearful negative sanction for share owners, senior
managers, and employees.

Hierarchiescan be both judicial or economic. A judicial hierarchy
isasystem based on alegal claim: God’ slegal claim on anindividual
and his output through God’ s del egated representatives' legal claims
on a person. Church, State, and family all involve legal claims that
are established by voluntary oaths and oath-signs in which the oath-
taker implicitly or explicitly callsdown God’ swrath onhimif hevio-
lates the terms of the covenant. That is, a covenantal oath is self-
maledictory. An economic hierarchy may also involve legal claims,
called contracts, which may be enforceable in acivil court, but this
hierarchy is not established by a self-maledictory covenantal oath. It
istemporary. A man may lawfully remove himself from thejurisdic-
tion of this hierarchy when he has fulfilled the terms of the contract.
He has much greater mobility. This non-covenantal relationship is
what Paul recommended to slaves and unmarried people.

Replacement Cost

| have adopted a definition of the calling that is faithful to the
biblical idea of the calling as God' s service assignment to the indiv-
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idual. My definition adds an economic aspect: the cost of a person’s
replacement. Hereitis: “Y our calling isthe most important work you
can do in which you would be most difficult to replace.” The cost of
replacement isamajor consideration because of theindividual’ sother
opportunities for service. If he leaves one calling, he must be re-
placed. He servesin anew way, so he no longer servesinthe old way.
This places aburden on those who had depended on hisservicein the
old calling: his employers and the beneficiaries of his output.

Think of akey athlete. Without him, his team may not win many
games. Y et he may be better equipped to serve God in some other
way. Can he somehow find away to serve God both ways? Should
he? In the twentieth century, the best-known example of a Christian
athlete who faced such a dilemma was Eric Liddell, who refused to
run in the 100-meter dash in the 1924 Olympic Games because apre-
liminary race was held on a Sunday. He was a strict sabbatarian. He
had known of this scheduling for months in advance. He therefore
switched to the 400-meter race. Instead of running the standard races
for asprinter, the 100 and 200, he ran the 200 and the 400. Thiswas
unheard of at the time. Only in the 1996 Olympics did America's
Michael Johnson run both distances and win gold medals in both.
Liddell in 1924 won the bronze medal (third place) in the 200 and the
gold medal in the 400. Because he did not run in the 100, his team-
mate, Harold Abrahams, won the gold medal . England received more
points — two gold medals and one bronze — than it would have if
Liddell had competed against Abrahams in the 100. This positive
outcome was unforeseen prior to the races. Half a century after Lid-
dell’s triumph, a movie director read about his decision not to run,
and theresult was Chariots of Fire (1980), the unexpected Academy
Award winner in 1981, and now aclassic film.

Liddell knew what his calling was: a Christian missionary, not an
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athlete. He viewed his athletic prowess as an extension of his min-
istry. He viewed his victories in the same way. He became a world-
famous athlete, whose fame later made him the best-known foreign
missionary in China and the best-known missionary ever sent out
from Scotland. As the movie records at the end, when he died in a
Japanese concentration camp in 1945, all of Scotland mourned.

Liddell’ s service as an athlete was part of his service as an evan-
gelist and later asaforeign missionary. The movie, for drama’ s sake,
created aconflict over histwo formsof service. It portrayed Liddell’s
sister as being opposed to his running. This was not the case in real
life. She, too, fully understood that hisvictoriesonthetrack were part
of hislarger serviceto God. In any case, he could not continueto run
faster than the competition ashegrew older. So, he could freely leave
his status as an athlete without violating Paul’ s injunction regarding
the fixed lifetime calling. He would eventually have had to be re-
placed in the world of amateur athletics. Everyone knew this. It is
expected of every athlete.

The dilemma of fixed lifetime service to God vs. better personal
economic opportunities weighs heavily on modern Christians — or
would if they had ever heard about this Pauline dilemma— because of
the modern division of labor. They face so many opportunities.

The Division of L abor

Different people possessdifferent gifts. Paul beginshisdiscussion
of the calling by saying that Christians generally serve in lowly
capacities. “ For ye seeyour calling, brethren, how that not many wise
men after the flesh, not many mighty, not many noble, are called” (I
Cor. 1:26). The division of labor enables the church to function asa
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body, Paul says. Some of these tasks are undistinguished. “ And those
members of the body, which we think to be less honourable, upon
these we bestow more abundant honour; and our uncomely partshave
more abundant comeliness’ (I Cor. 12:23). Those Christians who
have specific skills in one area should not think of themselves as
inferior just because their area of service has low prestige. What he
says about the division of labor in the church appliesto every insti-
tution. It functions best as a unit when all of its members know their
specific tasks and perform them well, irrespective of their tasks
socia status.

Freedom

Paul saysthat aChristian should remainin hispresent calling. The
one exception isthe slave. It isbest for the slave to gain his freedom.
This was a new insight. The Mosaic law had made provision for
voluntary servitude of covenant-keepers under covenant-keepers.

And if thy brother, an Hebrew man, or an Hebrew woman, be sold
unto thee, and serve thee six years; then in the seventh year thou
shalt let him go free from thee. And when thou sendest him out free
from thee, thou shalt not let him go away empty: Thou shalt furnish
him liberaly out of thy flock, and out of thy floor, and out of thy
winepress. of that wherewith the LORD thy God hath blessed thee
thou shalt give unto him. And thou shalt remember that thou wast a
bondman in the land of Egypt, and the LORD thy God redeemed
thee: therefore | command thee this thing to day. And it shall be, if
he say unto thee, | will not go away from thee; because he loveth
thee and thine house, because he is well with thee; Then thou shalt
take an aul, and thrust it through his ear unto the door, and he shall
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bethy servant for ever. And also unto thy maidservant thou shalt do
likewise (Deut. 15:12-17)

Paul’ sinjunction represents asignificant departure from the pers-
pective of the Mosaic law. Freedom is said to be preferable to servi-
tude. It issuperior for Christian service. This meansthat a covenant-
keeper is granted greater responsibility by the New Covenant than
under the Old Covenant. God expects him to be an independent
laborer. The benefit to God' s kingdom of such freedom rests on a
premise: covenant-keepers should serve God directly asindependent
owners of their own labor services, not as lifetime subordinates
whose labor services legally belong to others.

The Old Covenant’s model of covenant-keeping servitude was
household servitude.® The permanent servant’s hole in the ear was a
covenantal mark of lifetime servitude. By a covenant oath and an
oath-sign, aman was brought into afamily, though not asalegal heir.
This extension of family authority over non-adopted, voluntary
hirelings is weakened in the New Testament, though not formally
abolished. The faithful slave owner in Paul’s era — before the Old
Covenant was completely replaced by the New in A.D. 70’ —was not
compelled to rel ease his covenant-keeping slaves, but hewas encour-
aged to do so (Philemon), and dlaves in turn were encouraged to
accept their liberty. Paul made an important break with the Mosaic
covenant on this point. There should be no doubt: freedom is prefer-
ableto davery, evenvoluntary slavery. The New Covenant isliberat-

6. Inter-generational slavery for covenantal foreignerswas acompletely different model
(Lev. 25:44-46). See Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 4.

7. Kenneth L. Gentry, Before JerusalemFell: Dating the Book of Revelation (Tyler, Tex-
as. Institute for Christian Economics, 1989).
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ing, compared to the Old Covenant.

Responsibility

This change in perspective had to do with increasing an individ-
ual’s responsibility before God. A covenant-keeper is supposed to
make an assessment of whatever it is that God wants him to accom-
plishin history. He should seek counsel, but he must decide for him-
self. He must bear the consequences of his decisions and his actions.
Paul later wrote to the Corinthians: “But this| say, He which soweth
sparingly shall reap also sparingly; and he which soweth bountifully
shall reap also bountifully” (11 Cor. 9:6).

A society with ahigh division of labor allows an individual afar
wider selection of areas of service. His personally unique array of
talentsismore likely to match the opportunitiesfor serving God in a
society that enjoys a high division of labor. The match-up of skills
and demand will be tighter, if he can discover the opportunity. The
New Testament Christian is understood to be the best judge of this
match-up. He must bear the consequences and also reap the reward
— aheavenly reward. He must select his area of service. This takes
accurate self-judgment. He must assess both his abilities and his op-
portunities. Then he must choose what to do.

A high division of labor allows an employer to identify more
rigorously the economic val ue of each employee’ scontributionto the
production process. He can pay the worker what the consumers have
determined that he is worth: his replacement cost. The division of
labor also allows the employer’s competitors to assess this market
value, which is the result of competition: employers vs. would-be
employers, employeesvs. woul d-beemployees. Information about the
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economic value of aspecific task ismorereadily available when this
task is narrowly circumscribed by the free market’s production
process. As Adam Smith wrotein 1776, the division of labor islim-
ited by the extent of the market.?

The greater the degree of personal economic freedom in amarket,
the more pervasive the free market becomes. When men compete for
resources, the market’ s system of pricing extendsinto more areas of
life. This meansthat productive services become more narrowly cir-
cumscribed: specialization of labor. Freedom of choice extends the
domain of the free market. Paul’s advice to slaves is to accept this
increase in personal freedom. This necessarily involves an extension
of personal responsibility.

What Paul did not say was that a man’s highest area of serviceis
best determined by competitive bidding by consumers. Paul had no
concept of the calling as the highest-paying form of employment. He
taught that men should remain in their callings, with the exception of
slaves. Inthissense, Paul was not a defender of increasing per capita
output, either for individuals or societies. He did not say that the
servant of God should decide how best to serve God by accepting a
job that pays a high salary and offers other benefits, such as alarge
expense account and abudget sufficient to hireagood-looking secre-
tary. By opposing an exclusively monetary view of success, the New
Testament retards the market-driven extension of the division of
labor. How? Because the increasing use of money in an exchange
economy extends both freetrade and the specialization of production.
Paul was no lover of money. As he wrote elsewhere, “the love of
money is the root of al evil: which while some coveted after, they
have erred from the faith, and pierced themselves through with many

8. Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations, Book I, Chapter 111.
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sorrows’ (I Tim. 6:10).°

Changing Jobs

Paul saysthat a Christian should not change his calling. Doesthis
mean that he should not change hisjob? No. To identify the calling
with the job is a mistake. It would be as if someone had identified
Eric Liddell’ s calling with his running, which the movie portraysthe
British Olympic committee as having done. The movie makesit clear
that running was not his calling. The central scene in thisregard is
wherethe committee meetswith Liddell in an opulent drawing room.
The crusty old man who chairs the committee argues that Liddell
should run the 100-meter dash. His country is counting on him. The
proper order of importance of service is to country, then to God. A
younger committee member defendsLiddell, suggesting that the idea
of country before God iswhat got the nations of Europe into the dev-
astation of theworld war. Liddell believesin God before country, the
man says, and his opinion should be respected. The movie makes it
clear that Liddell’ s calling encompassed his running, but running did
not define it. The non-Christian screenplay writer, who won the
Academy Award, grasped this fact and made this theme central to
Liddell’ sstory. Thescreenplay al so recognizesthat Harold Abrahams
was also more than arunner. He was a Jew, and as he was portrayed
in the movie (by a Roman Catholic actor), he was determined to
defeat in alarger sense al those who were prejudiced against him.

9. Gary North, Hierarchy and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on First Timothy,
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., 2003),
ch. 10.
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The screenplay makes it clear that Abrahams was running for per-
sonal glory as away to make a personal statement of hisown excel-
lence. The movie ends with Abrahams emotional defeat: the gold
medal did not mean much to him after all. The heart of the difference
between the two men is seen in their callings, not their occupation.
Liddell ran for God; Abrahamsran for glory. Liddell’ svictory wasa
joy to him because, as he saysin the movieto hissister, “When | run,
| feel God' s pleasure.”

Eric Liddell had ajob in 1924: running the 100-meter and 200-
meter dashesin the Olympics. For the sake of hiscalling, he switched
from the 100 to the 400. He received public criticism for making this
switch until after the 400-meter race was over. He set the Olympic
record in the 400. Thisforever silenced the critics of hisjob-switch-
ing.

Liddell changed jobsin 1925: from athlete and part-time domestic
evangelist to foreign missionary and part-time athlete. He remained
involved with sportsin China. He taught children how to play British
sports. He occasionally ranin races, which hewon. At notimedid he
did change callings. He was a missionary — though not aways a
foreign missionary — from the beginning of his athletic career to the
end of hislife. Hedied in aprison camp in this capacity. Hewasin-
side that camp because of the calling he had chosen, and he retained
his godly testimony among the prisoners.

Let me return to my definition of a calling as the most important
service to God in which you would be the most difficult to replace.
My calling in life to write this economic commentary. This is the
twelfth volume. No one else on earth has ever attempted to write an
economic commentary on the Bible. | began in 1973, three decades
ago. The project has not earned me a living. It has cost me a great
deal of donated time to raise the money to pay for typesetting, print-
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ing, and distribution of the pre-Web volumes and their supporting
books.”* | have never taken a salary or book royalties for this work.

| have supported myself by writing an economic newsl etter and by
investing. | began the newsl etter exactly one year after thefirst chap-
ter of my projected commentary was published in the Chalcedon
Report (May 1973). | firmly believethat God gave metheideafor the
newsletter because | had already begun my calling and had continued
in the commentary project for ayear. God has sustained me in both
of these publishing efforts. | have had other jobs in addition to the
newsdletter. | worked for six months as a researcher for a Congress-
man (1976). | worked part-time as afinancial counsellor (1977-79).
| briefly held an endowed professorial chair infree market economics
at Campbell College (1979). But my calling has never changed. The
most important work that | can do inwhich | seemto beirreplaceable
iswriting this commentary. No employer would have imagined that
this was my most important work. No employer would have funded
it. My legal freedom to make my choice of calling enabled me to
beginit andto pursueit. Thewiderange of employment opportunities
in the world’ s largest and most free market has enabled meto earn a
living in order to pursue my calling.

Specialization and Compound Economic Growth

Specialization of production accompaniesan increasein thedivi-
sion of labor. The specialist masters a narrow aspect of production.
In a free market society, through the competition of the employer

10. Dominion and Common Grace (1987), |sthe World Running Down? (1988), Politi-
cal Polytheism (1989), Millennialism and Social Theory (1990).
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against would-be employers, and the competition of the employee
against would-be employees, an employee is paid the value of his
productive services to the overall production process. Consumers
decide retroactively whether this expenditure was profitable for the
employer. By specializing, the worker maximizes the value of his
output. If he seeksto maximize his monetary income, he must match
his skills with the consumers’ highest bidding for these skills.

When aperson devotestimeand concentration to aparticular skill,
he gets better at it. Thisincreases his productivity. He can produce
more in the same time period with the same tools. Paul’ s injunction
promotes specialization in the caling. He tells his readers not to
changetheir callings. In the words of the traditional folk saying, they
should stick to their knitting.

This strategy takes advantage of the phenomenon known as com-
pound growth. When any base — e.g., population, capital, or knowl-
edge —grows over time, it becomes ever-more dominant in its envir-
onment. The compounding effect creates enormous resultsif it con-
tinues long enough. Eventually, the base approaches infinity as a
limit. Paul tells his readers that they should devote a lifetime to the
mastery of their individual callings. “ Brethren, let every man, wherein
heiscalled, therein abide with God” (v. 24). Thislifetime of service
adds up over time. It more than adds up; it multiplies.

What appliesto individual s also appliesto the kingdoms of which
they are members. Each kingdom’s compounding process goes on
inter-generationally. The process ceases for a covenant-breaking
society after afew generations, but covenant-keepers are able to ex-
tend the process indefinitely. “Thou shalt not bow down thyself to
them, nor servethem: for | the LORD thy God am ajealous God, vis-
iting the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and
fourth generation of them that hate me; And shewing mercy unto
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thousands of them that love me, and keep my commandments” (EX.
20:5-6). Thiscompounding process makes possi bl e the steady exten-
sion of the kingdom of God in history. The compound growth of the
kingdom of God can fill the earth over time because Satan’s rival
kingdom cannot maintain such growth. Thisconclusion is consistent
with Daniel’ s vision.

Thou sawest till that a stone was cut out without hands, which smote
the image upon his feet that were of iron and clay, and brake them
to pieces. Then was the iron, the clay, the brass, the silver, and the
gold, broken to pieces together, and became like the chaff of the
summer threshingfloors; and the wind carried them away, that no
place was found for them: and the stone that smote the image be-
came a great mountain, and filled the whole earth (Dan. 2:34-35).

The postmillennial implications here are obvious.

Social Status

Social statusis not the same as economic class. ThereisaFrench
phase, nouveaux riches. It refers to newly rich people. Asit is com-
monly used, the phrase implies that their economic success has not
been matched by their social success. They have made money; they
have not gained the necessary social gracesto enter into high society.
They may have bought large homes. They have not been able to buy
socia acceptance by those peoplewhose opinionsreally matter. Who
are these people who really matter? This isthe social question. We
might say, “matter to themselves’ and “ matter to certain socially ex-
cluded rich newcomers.”
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In academic sociology, theword “ class’ rel ates to economic posi-
tion. Karl Marx isthe most famous theorist of class, even though he
never got around to defining the term.** The word “status’ refersto
social position. Classand socia status are anaytically distinct. Class
position isearned: by economic performance, by inheritance, or by an
unforeseen event. Social status positions are conferred. Thisis why
people with ahigh class position resent their not being able to obtain
high social status. Their inability to obtain it seems to put them in
their place, and they resent being put there. They are not able to set
thetermsof their social status. They are dependent on the non-econo-
mic evaluations of others, who may not have attained equal wealth.
Consumers or possibly citizen-taxpayers have granted them their
classposition, but those who possess high statusration out status pos-
itionsto rival claimants. The terms of competition are different.

Paul did not concern himself at all with social status. As a Phar-
isee, he had possessed high social statusin Israel. He offered this as
backgroundin hisletter to the Philippians (3:4—6). He had abandoned
all thisinno uncertain terms. “ But what thingswere gain to me, those
| counted lossfor Christ” (v. 7). Heknew that his office as an apostle
now condemned him in the eyes of the religious leaders of Isragl.
Roman officials were required to honor hislegal status as a Roman
citizen, but they did not accept him socially, nor did he expect them
to. Asfor economic class, he knew that he was a poor man. So, two
of the most powerful personal motivational factorsin the creation of
asocial order, class position and social status position, did not mo-
tivate him. He said that the gospel should make a person indifferent
to these motivations. “ Art thou called being aservant? care not for it”

11. Onthefinal page of his never-completed third volume of Das Kapital, Marx said he
would define “class.” He lived for more than a decade after writing this, but he never got
around to this deferred project.
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(v. 21a). The slave was at the bottom of the social hierarchy and the
economic hierarchy. Thisis of no concern, Paul says. What matters
is the freedom to pursue one’s calling.

The model for thislack of concern about socia status is Jesus.

Let thismind bein you, whichwasalso in Christ Jesus; Who, being
intheform of God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God: But
made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a
servant, and was made in the likeness of men: And being found in
fashion as a man, he humbled himsealf, and became obedient unto
death, even the death of the cross. Wherefore God also hath highly
exalted him, and given him anamewhich isabove every name: That
at the name of Jesusevery knee should bow, of thingsin heaven, and
things in earth, and things under the earth; And that every tongue
should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the
Father. Wherefore, my beloved, asye have always obeyed, not asin
my presence only, but now much morein my absence, work out your
own salvation with fear and trembling. For it is God which worketh
in you both to will and to do of his good pleasure (Phil. 2:5-13).

Jesus rose in both senses — socially and bodily — because He first
subordinated Himself in both senses. He went to the cross as a con-
victed criminal. Christians are to do the same in principle. Paul in
Chapter 6 saysthat Christianswill judge the angels. But the price of
thisauthority islow statusin history until His kingdom’ s compound-
ing processfinally replaces covenant-breaking society. Inacovenant-
breaking society, upward social mobility is blocked for the faithful
covenant-keeper. Those who confer high social status are opposed to
the gospel’ s standards and motivations. The gospel regards high so-
cial status as nothing of eternal importance, and therefore nothing of
spiritual importance. Jesus warned His disciples: “Neither be ye
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called masters: for one is your Master, even Christ. But he that is
greatest among you shall be your servant. And whosoever shall exalt
himself shall be abased; and he that shall humble himself shall be
exated” (Matt. 23:10-12). Thisisareversal of conventional concepts
of social hierarchy and therefore socia status. The servant is the
model.

In contrast to social status, a concept of servantship underliesthe
economictheory of thefreemarket. The economically successful per-
son isa producer or seller who best serves the wants of consumers.

Social status, however, is conferred. Christian virtues do not lend
themselvesto high social statusinacovenant-breaking society. These
virtues do sometimes lend themselves to specia status. In our once-
Christian West, such virtues as honor, sacrificial service to the less
fortunate, courage under fire in wartime, and other forms of volun-
tarily accepted service still bring special status. This special statusis
conferred in terms of an essentially Christian view of service. The
person who possesses these virtues will not normally be invited to
gatherings of socially prominent people, for he hasfew contactswith
them, but he is welcomed as an honored, one-time guest when heis
invited by a representative of the group. Again, the example of Eric
Liddell would be representative. He did not move in high social
circlesin the British Empire, but anyone in these circles would have
regarded it as an honor in 1925 to have met him at such a gathering.
He possessed special status after his Olympic victory, which was not
the sameashigh status. Paul would have regarded such special status,
based on sacrificial service, aslegitimate, but not worth pursuing for
its own sake.

To confer statusisto make ajudgment about someone’ s personal
characteristics, which may include his family’s status. Socia status
is imputed by those persons making the judgment. If he who pos-

131



Calling and Occupation

sesses high social statusthen persuades otherswith high statusto join
with himintheunofficial conferring of such status, then the object of
thisconfirmation gainshigh status. Therecipient cannot purchasethis
in a competitive market marked by open entry. The socia status
market is necessarily a closed market. The high value of high status
ismaintained by the closed nature of the confirmation process. High
socia statusislike currency: themore of it that isdistributed, theless
itsvalue.

High socia status is conferred on an individual by those who
aready possessit. They decideto shareit with him. They retain what
they issue: high status. This is in sharp contrast to a free market,
where consumersimpute val ue to output rather than to the producer.
Irrespective of hissocia status, a producer can gain money by satis-
fying the desires of consumers. Thisis because consumers judge the
value of the output in termsof their goals, not intermsof the personal
characteristics of the producer. Consumers confer money, not status.
They possess money, which is easily transferable in a marketplace
with open entry. The status “marketplace” is marked by its closed
entry.

The difference in the free market and status is analogous to the
difference between a supermarket and an exclusive club. It costs
money to join the club, but money alone is not sufficient. Y ou must
beinvited tojoin. In contrast, it costs no money to walk into a super-
market. It costs money only to carry something out of it that you did
not carry into it. Money aloneis sufficient. Ownership isconferred at
acheck-out counter. Statusis not conferred at a check-out counter.

Thefree market allows people of low social statusto becomerich.
Immigrants, membersof racial minoritiesor religiousminorities, and
other people who face social discrimination can achieve economic
success because of the nature of imputation in a free market. Con-
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sumersimpute value to output rather than the status of the producer.
Thisisaliberating force in society.

Judicial Status

Godunilaterally and sovereignly confersthe only statusthat counts
eternally: saved or lost. Both arejudicial categories. Judicial statusis
conferred by God, not purchased by the recipient. Jesuswarned: “ For
what shall it profit aman, if he shall gain the whole world, and lose
hisown soul?’ (Mark 8:36). In thissense, salvationiscloser to social
status than it isto class. The key issue is confirmation.

What distinguishes this judicial status from social status is the
basis of the confirmation. The granting of salvation has nothing to do
with the personal characteristics of therecipient. It has everything to
dowiththepersonal characteristicsof theindividual’ sjudicial repres-
entative: either Adam or Christ. Later inthisepistle, Paul writes:. “ For
asin Adam all die, even soin Christ shall all be made alive’ (I Cor.
15:22). God grants salvation — superior judicial status — to those
whom He chooses. He does not make thisgrant based on the accomp-
lishments of the recipient. “For by grace are ye saved through faith;
and that not of yourselves: itisthe gift of God: Not of works, lest any
man should boast” (Eph. 2:8-9).

Because the judicia status of salvation can be at odds with both
class and social status, Paul dismisses both as spiritually peripheral
matters. Both class and socia status are subordinate to a person’s
calling before God. Thiscallingistheindividua’slife-long working
out of the original grant of salvation by God. Elsewhere, Paul writes:
“Wherefore, my beloved, as ye have always obeyed, not as in my
presence only, but now much morein my absence, work out your own
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salvation with fear and trembling” (Phil. 2:12). This does not mean
that we work our way into salvation. It means that we must work out
the salvation that is aready ours.

In Chapter 3 of thisepistle, Paul discusses God’ sfinal judgment.
God imputes value to a redeemed person’s work: gold, silver, and
precious stonesvs. wood, hay, and stubble (v. 12). Heannouncesthis
retroactively on judgment day. In this sense, God acts as a consumer
does. Hejudgesthe value of aredeemed person’ slifetimeoutput. But
this person is already redeemed. His output is an extension of his
salvation, not hisdamnation. “If any man’ swork abide which he hath
built thereupon, he shall receive areward. If any man’ swork shall be
burned, he shall suffer loss: but he himself shall be saved; yet so as
by fire’ (vv. 14-15). This means that the economic aspect of God's
imputation is secondary to the judicial aspect of God’ s imputation.
Personal production isimportant, whether we are speaking of calling
or occupation, but not nearly so important as salvation, which is
granted exclusively in terms of God's sovereign grace. Paul makes
this clear in Romans 9: “For the scripture saith unto Pharaoh, Even
for this same purpose have | raised thee up, that | might shew my
power in thee, and that my name might be declared throughout all the
earth. Therefore hath he mercy on whom he will have mercy, and
whom he will he hardeneth” (vv. 17-18). Then God sovereignly
grants the redeemed person’s output, step by step: “For we are his
workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God
hath before ordained that we should walk in them” (Eph. 2:10). So,
itisall grace.

12. Chapter 3.
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Conclusion

Paul recommended that each person accept asinglelifetimecalling
in God' searthly kingdom. The person who discovershishighest area
of serviceto God and who pursuesit throughout hislifeisasuccess-
ful person, according to God’s imputation of success. This calling
need not have anything to do with high monetary income. It usually
has nothing to do with high social status, except perhaps negatively:
making it unattainable in a covenant-breaking society. Thecallingis
amatter of matching one’ s God-given talentsto a God-given assign-
ment. Freedom allows a person to make a better match-up. Thisis
why Paul recommended that a slave accept manumission if it was
offered. A high division of labor also enables a person to make a
better match-up. The more opportunitiesfor lifetimeservicethereare,
the more likely that a person will be able to match up his God-given
gifts with his God-given assignment. His assignment may not have
much to do with hisgift of making money. Hisassignment isamatter
of performing a unique service that is needed in the kingdom. How
unigque? Sufficiently unigue so as to make his replacement difficult.

Nevertheless, a high division of labor society, which is based on
monetary exchange, offers greater temptations to miss one' s calling.
How? Because it offers greater choice. With greater choice comes
greater responsibility. The lure of money isvery great. Men are then
tempted to define the calling as occupation. They may choose that
occupation which offersthe most money. Thisis service to mammon
rather than God. In short, there are no free lunchesin this life. With
greater liberty comesgreater temptation. Paul did not place economic
growth and the reduction of poverty on his list of desirable goals.
Neither did Christ. These beneficial economicresultsaretheproducts
of covenant-keeping, but they are not valid substitutes for it.
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Now concerning virgins | have no commandment of the Lord: yet |
give my judgment, as one that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be
faithful. | supposethereforethat thisisgood for the present distress,
| say, that it is good for a man so to be. Art thou bound unto a wife?
seek not to be loosed. Art thou loosed from a wife? seek not a wife.
But and if thou marry, thou hast not sinned; and if a virgin marry,
she hath not sinned. Nevertheless such shall have trouble in the
flesh: but | spare you. But this | say, brethren, the timeis short: it
remaineth, that both they that have wives be as though they had
none; And they that weep, as though they wept not; and they that
rejoice, as though they rejoiced not; and they that buy, as though
they possessed not; And they that use thisworld, as not abusing it:
for the fashion of thisworld passeth away (I Cor. 7:25-31).

The theocentric focus of this passage is service to God. The con-
text is marriage, a covenantal institution sealed by a lawful, binding

oath.* The concept of the self-maledictory oath is point four of the
biblical covenant model .2

The Timels Short

This passage is unique in the New Testament. Paul offers marital

1. Ray R. Sutton, Second Chance: Biblical Blueprints for Divorce and Remarriage (Ft.
Worth, Texas: Dominion Press, 1987).

2. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 4.
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advice, but headmitsthat heisnot speaking authoritatively. Heisnot
laying down the law. The key phraseis “my judgment.” “Now con-
cerning virgins | have no commandment of the Lord: yet | give my
judgment, as one that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be faithful”
(v. 25). “Thewifeis bound by the law aslong as her husband liveth;
but if her husband be dead, sheisat liberty to be married to whom she
will; only in the Lord. But she is happier if she so abide, after my
judgment: and | think also that | have the Spirit of God” (vv. 39-40).
His readers did not have to take hisadvice. They still don't. Thereis
no other command in the Bible that begins with such an announce-
ment: “Takeit or leaveit.”

Paul was speaking in terms of a specific time frame. “But this |
say, brethren, thetimeis short” (v. 29a). Why short? He did not say.
Did he expect the imminent bodily return of Jesus Christ in final
judgment? Some liberal Bible commentators argue that he did. Paul
made amistake, they say or at least imply. Thisinterpretation under-
mines the doctrine of the verbal inspiration of the Bible. If Paul got
thefactswrong, yet the epistle still ispart of the Bible, then theentire
Bible becomes suspect — guilt by association. Why was the time
short? Was this a reference to eschatology: the end of history? That
cannot be, unless he made a mistake. History did not end.

Did the short time frame refer to the replacement of the Old
Covenant at the fall of Jerusalem? The period of transition from the
Old Covenant to the New Covenant had about fifteen years to go
when he wrote this letter. Part of that transition was Nero's year of
persecution in A.D. 64/65, about a decade in the future. This perse-
cution judicialy separated Christianity from Judaism in Roman law.

3. Kenneth L. Gentry, Before Jerusalem Fell: Dating the Book of Revelation (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1989).
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In A.D. 66, the revolt of the Jews in Palestine began. It did not end
until it was crushed in A.D. 70. The church, having gone through its
time of troubleswith Nero, was not implicated in this Jewish revolt.*
Romewent through fiveemperorsfrom A.D. 66—70, and the survivor
was Vespasian, the general who, along with his son Titus, was the
victor over Isradl.

It is possible to make the case that Paul was looking ahead a
decade to the church’stime of troubles. A church member who was
encumbered with awife and children would be especially burdened.
Better not to marry, Paul concluded. “Nevertheless such shall have
trouble in the flesh: but | spare you” (v. 28b). But was near-term
prophecy really what undergirded his marital advice? Before we can
answer this with any confidence, we need to consider the context:
Paul’ s discussion of the world.

TheWorld

God made the world (Acts 17:24). The world is temporary. “For
the fashion of thisworld passeth away” (v. 31b). Thisworld reflects
God. “For theinvisible things of him from the creation of the world
are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are made, even
his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse”
(Rom. 1:20). God predestined the salvation of every redeemed per-
son before the creation of theworld. “ 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” (Eph. 1:4).

4. Carsten Peter Thiede and Matthew D’ Ancona, Eyewitnessto Jesus (New Y ork: Doub-
leday, 1996), pp. 48-51.
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The Greek word for “world” —kosmos — is broader than just the
Old Covenant order. It isused in several waysinthe New Testament:
the creation in general, the sin-cursed biological world (Heb. 11:7; 11
Pet. 2:5), sinful humanity (John 14:22; Rom. 5:12; |1 Cor. 5:19; John
17:9; 1l Cor. 11:32; | John 5:19), time, in contrast to eternity (Matt.
4:8; John 12:25; | Cor. 7:33; Eph. 2:12; | John 2:15), the social and
economic affairs of thislife (Mark 8:36), covenant-breaking society
(John 7:7; 17:14; 18:36; Eph. 2:2; Col. 2:20; James 4:4), the Roman
empire (Rom. 1:8), and the Mosaic law (Gal. 4:3-5). Paul in this
epistle uses it most often in the sense of covenant-breaking society.
But inthis chapter, he usesit with respect to the social and economic
affairsof life.° Paul in this section is saying that the affairs of thislife
are inherently transitory. It was not just that the Roman civil order
wastransitory, or that the Old Covenant order was transitory, but the
concerns of thisworld aretransitory. Thisis because theworld itself
istransitory. Paul here returnsto atheme found in Christ’s parables:
the sharp contrast between thisworld and eternity. Thisworld is not
to be trusted. Jesus said that we are to lay up treasure in heaven by
surrendering our treasurein history for the sake of kingdom-building

5. “But God hath chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the wise; and God
hath chosen the weak things of the world to confound the things which are mighty” (I Cor.
1:27). “Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, but the spirit which is of God;
that we might know the things that are freely given to us of God” (I Cor. 2:12). “For the
wisdom of thisworld is foolishness with God. For it iswritten, He taketh the wise in their
own craftiness’ (I Cor. 3:19). “Do ye not know that the saints shall judge the world? and
if the world shall be judged by you, are ye unworthy to judge the smallest matters?’ (I Cor
6:2).

6. “But he that is married careth for the things that are of the world, how he may please
hiswife’ (I Cor. 7:33). “Thereis difference al so between awifeand avirgin. Theunmarried
woman careth for the things of the Lord, that she may be holy both in body and in spirit: but
she that is married careth for the things of the world, how she may please her husband” (I
Cor. 7:34).
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projects.” Paul saysthat Christians would be wise to avoid marriage.

Paul is speaking as a man with no ties to either family or nation.
In order to serve Christ, Paul had abandoned everything except the
church and his legal status as a free man, and he would eventually
abandon even hisfreedom. He had no wife and no placeto call home.
Jesushad livedinasimilar condition. “And Jesus saith unto him, The
foxes have holes, and the birds of the air have nests; but the Son of
man hath not where to lay his head” (Matt. 8:20). Neither of them
possessed any of thisworld’ scomforts. But why did Paul recommend
hispilgrimlifestyleto others? Paul isnot recommending moderation;
he is recommending asceticism — an asceticism that begins with
sexual asceticism. “Now concerning thethingswhereof yewroteunto
me: It is good for a man not to touch awoman” (I Cor. 7:1). A man
can legitimately enjoy what isgood inthislifeif he already possesses
it, Paul says, but he should not trust it, and if helosesit, he should not
seek to replace it. Paul’s example here is the widow. “The wife is
bound by the law aslong as her husband liveth; but if her husband be
dead, she is at liberty to be married to whom she will; only in the
Lord. But she is happier if she so abide, after my judgment: and |
think also that | have the Spirit of God” (vv. 39-40).

This message is in stark contrast to what God had said of Adam.
“And the LORD God said, It is not good that the man should be
alone; | will make him an help meet for him” (Gen. 2:18). Paul’s
advice leads to a different conclusion for widows than for men:
serving God through serving a husband is a less happy condition for
awidow than serving God alone. Y et thisrecommendation, if widely
followed, would leave widowers without replacement wives. Adam

7. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,[2000] 2003),
ch. 26.
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was given awifebecause he needed ahel per. Paul’ sadviceto widows
— to remain single — is in conflict with God's advice to men in
general. What of widowers? Will they be happier alone? Will they be
more productive alone? Arethey unlike Adam, who needed ahel per?
Who will help them? If they marry younger virgins, then what
happens to young men who also seek to marry? If widowhood and
widowerhood are in fact less productive for God's kingdom than
marriage, then Paul wasrecommending awidow’ spersonal happiness
and independent productivity at the expense of agreater extension of
the kingdom of God in history through the division of labor in
marriage. Not only was Paul recommending alow division of labor
for widows, he was implying the same thing for the men whom
widows would never marry.

Paul in this passage speaks of marriage asthe God-given means of
channeling lust — nothing more (vv. 1-2). Thereisno hint of the bib-
lical doctrine of dominion through biological multiplication (Gen.
1:28). Thereisno discussion of the family in terms of the division of
labor, whichisin contrast to hisdiscussion of the church (I Cor. 12).2
Hisemphasi sthroughout this passageison the superiority of individ-
ual service to God. “For | would that all men were even as| myself.
But every man hath his proper gift of God, one after this manner, and
another after that. | say therefore to the unmarried and widows, It is
good for them if they abide even as1” (vv. 7-8). He implies that an
unmarried individual can serve God more effectively than amarried
person can because marriage is inherently worldly, unlike celibacy.
Heis quite forthright about this. “He that isunmarried careth for the
things that belong to the Lord, how he may please the Lord: But he
that ismarried careth for the thingsthat are of the world, how he may

8. Chapter 14.
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please hiswife. Thereis difference also between awife and avirgin.
The unmarried woman careth for the things of the Lord, that she may
be holy both in body and in spirit: but she that is married careth for
the things of the world, how she may please her husband” (vv.
32b-34).

Why is seeking to please a covenant-keeping spouse “caring for
theworld”? Why not discuss marriage as part of aprogram to extend
the kingdom of God in history? Having denigrated the concerns of
thisworld in this passage, he then identifies marriage as second-best
to celibacy because marriage is inherently more worldly than celi-
bacy. Yet, for a covenant-keeper, seeking to serve another human
being is surely seeking to serve God. If pleasing a spouseisworldly,
then every institution in this life is worldly. Elsewhere, Paul wrote
that Christ loves His church as aman loves hiswife (Eph. 5:25-33).
Is Christ’slove for His church somehow defective because thislove
isexpressed in history? Hardly. Then what is the problem with love
for aspouse? How elseare Christiansto learn of Christ’ slovefor His
church? Why did Paul identify service to a spouse as serving the
world?

| think it had to do with his personal preference for mobility. A
marriage covenant bindsapersonjudicialy and, to some extent, geo-
graphically. It channels the forms of service even asit channels the
sex drive. Marriage placesboundarieson people schoices. A married
man is less mobile than a single man. Paul in this chapter identifies
worldlinessasinstitutionally restricted options: slavery and marriage.
A married person is like a slave: restricted. A slave should take his
freedom, if it is offered (I Cor. 7:21).° So should a widow, he said.
Thisimplies that a widower should, too.

9. Chapter 8.
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Study after study has confirmed what God told Adam: marriageis
more productivethan unmarriedlifeis. It significantly reducescrime.
It extends men’s life expectancy. The responsibilities of marriage
pressure a man to work harder and smarter. He has mouths to feed
other than his own. To increase hisincome, he must strive to serve
consumers more efficiently. His restricted options persuade him to
concentrate his efforts on a limited set of tasks. This furthers the
division of labor. The specialization of labor increases productivity,
which increases personal wealth, which increases the options avail-
able for service —maybe not the worker’s, but surely the missionary
families he supports through his tithe and offerings. It was a young
Karl Marx, not God, who laid down this rule: “. . . in communist
society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each
can become accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regul ates
the general production and thus makes it possible for me to do one
thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fishiin the
afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticize after dinner, just as |
have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, shepherd or
critic.”* Thisview of economic production is opposed to the idea of
specialization of production and the division of labor.

Christian Stoicism

Paul is arguing that this world is not trustworthy. It is passing
away. Theproper emotional attitudetoward aworldinwhichthetime
is short, Paul says, isto go about one's affairs asif the environment

10. Karl Marx and Frederick Engels, The German Ideology (London: Lawrence & Wis-
hart, [1845-46] 1965), pp. 44-45.
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that makes possible the good things of lifeisinsecure. “ But this| say,
brethren, thetimeisshort: it remaineth, that both they that have wives
be as though they had none; And they that weep, as though they wept
not; and they that rejoice, as though they rejoiced not; and they that
buy, as though they possessed not; And they that use this world, as
not abusing it: for the fashion of this world passeth away” (vv. 29—
31). Thissoundslike Stoicism: a patient emotional acceptance of the
good and the bad.

How can a man with a wife live and think as though he were
single? How can men weep or rejoice, yet do so asif they did not?
How can someone buy goods, yet live as someone with no posses-
sions? Paul does not explain any of this, hereor elsewhere. Neverthe-
less, he saysthat the Corinthians must do all of these things, “for the
fashion of this world passeth away.” Thereis no reason for a Chris-
tian not to enjoy hiswife or his possessions, Paul says, but heistold
to live as though he could lose both at a moment’ s notice. He could
lose hislife, too. This was Solomon'’s attitude in Ecclesiastes.

Livejoyfully with the wife whom thou lovest all the days of thelife
of thy vanity, which he hath given thee under the sun, all the days of
thy vanity: for that isthy portion in thislife, and in thy labour which
thou takest under the sun. Whatsoever thy hand findeth to do, do it
with thy might; for there is no work, nor device, nor knowledge, nor
wisdom, in the grave, whither thou goest. | returned, and saw under
the sun, that the race is not to the swift, nor the battle to the strong,
neither yet bread to the wise, nor yet richesto men of understanding,
nor yet favour to men of skill; but time and chance happeneth to
them all. For man also knoweth not his time: as the fishes that are
taken in an evil net, and as the birds that are caught in the snare; so
are the sons of men snared in an evil time, when it falleth suddenly
upon them (Eccl. 9:9-12).
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Solomon’s final sentence indicates that a man can pass away at
any time. Paul saysthat the fashion of thisworldispassing away. Y et
the world is still here. So, Paul must have meant that, as far as an
individual is concerned, this world passes away, for al men pass
away. A man’stimeisshort. Theworld’ stime, compared to aman’s
time, has been long.

The Present Distress

What does a short life span have to do with the advantages of not
marrying?1f every man’ stimeisshort, then “the present distress’ had
nothing to do with thisuniversal condition. If time had been uniquely
short for members of the Corinthian church, then it might have made
sense for a man to avoid the added responsibility of a family. But
there isno indication in the text or in the historical record that Cor-
inth was suffering or about to suffer anything unique. Onthecontrary,
Corinthwasin astrong financial position to send money to the hard-
pressed church in Jerusalem (11 Cor. 9). If Paul had in mind the com-
ing persecution of all the churches, still adecade away, then hewould
have warned other churches, offering the sasmemarital advice. Hedid
not do this in his epistles that have survived. If he was concerned
about the imminent passing of the Old Covenant order, this was no
threat to gentile churches. Besides, hereferred to the present distress,
not the distress of Jerusalem adecade or morein the future. So, what
was he talking about?

Is his advice universal? If so, then the present distress must be
universal. If the present distress is the transitory nature of this life,
then hisadviceregarding marriageis at odds with the dominion cov-
enant: multiplication. One of two conclusions is inescapable. First,
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the present distress (need), whatever it was, was unique to Corinth,
and this led Paul to offer the local congregation marital advice that
was different from what the creation ordinances required: marriage
(Gen. 2:24) and multiplication (Gen. 1:28). Second, the present dis-
tressisauniversal condition, namely, the insecurity of life, inwhich
case, he was non-authoritatively recommending a celibacy as a
superior way of life, a way of life that cannot become universa

without annulling the pre-Fall dominion covenant and its renewal

with Noah' sfamily (Gen. 9:1-3). Thiswould mean that Paul wasrec-
ommending an elitist way of Christian living based on the absence of

the sex drive. It would be convenient to affirm the first possibility —
aunique situation at Corinth — but the evidence from the text points
to the latter. F. W. Grosheide comments:. “The reference is not to a
need which was only present in Paul’ s own days nor to an imminent
coming of the Lord whereby life on earth would lose its significance.

Paul speaks in this chapter of the needs of all Christians in genera

(cf.v. 29 and 31). He hasin view the distress which exists for every
Christian at all times.”* Conclusion: if the present distressis univer-

sal, then his recommendation is elitist.

Adultstoday face approximately the sametimeon earth that adults
in Paul’ sday did.? Thelife span of modern Western man isnot much
different from the typical life span in Moses' day. “The days of our
yearsarethreescore yearsand ten; and if by reason of strength they be
fourscore years, yet istheir strength labour and sorrow; for it issoon

11. F. W. Grosheide, Commentary on the First Epistleto the Corinthians (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Eerdmans, 1953), p. 175.

12. Statisticson life expectancy are minimal for the nineteenth century. Therearefigures
for the state of Massachusetts. In 1850, amal e child had alife expectancy of about 40 years.
At age 20, he had alife expectancy of about 60. The difference in average life expectancy
was high infant and childhood mortality. Today, the average American male at birth has a
life expectancy of 74. At 20, he has alife expectancy of about 78.
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cut off, and we fly away” (Ps. 90:10). Our time is still just about as
short today asit wasthen. So, any differenceinlife expectancy facing
the Corinthian church’s members and what we face is not significant
— surely not significant enough to recommend marriage today and
recommend against it in Paul’ s day.

We arefaced with amajor explanatory problem: figuring out why
Paul is so emphatic here that Christians should not marry because of
“the present distress,” when it was the same general distressfaced by
mankind from Moses' day until today.

Paul’s Defense of Celibacy

Paul suggests that taking on additional responsibilities in family
lifeis not wise unless a person just cannot live comfortably outside
of marriage. This attitude toward marriage, if extended to the insti-
tutional church, would undermine the kingdom of God. If every
church member were called to be a wandering evangelist, as Paul
was, the church would turn into something like the medieval friars.
But the friars existed only through the charity of Christian families.
That the church can use afew evangelists who are constantly on the
move is obvious. That the church cannot use many of them is also
obvious.

Marriage isthe main topic in this passage. Paul also discussed the
calling. He seemed to regard marriage as being an inferior calling, a
product of most men’ slack of God’ sspecial gift of nointerest in sex,
agift which Paul said he had been given. Y et, overwhelmingly, the
Old Covenant had favored marriage, beginning with the command to
Adam to be fruitful and multiply. This is why this passage baffles
commentators. Why would Paul spend so much space in praise of
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celibacy, when celibacy is a rare condition which, if distributed
universally, would end mankind, and if distributed widely, would
impoverish humanity by restricting thedivision of 1abor? Why would
he recommend to Christians an attitude toward marriage that would
hand over dominion to those covenant-breakers with large families?

Jesus said that some men are eunuchsfor the sake of the kingdom.
“For there are some eunuchs, which were so born from their mother’ s
womb: and there are some eunuchs, which were made eunuchs of
men: and there be eunuchs, which have made themsel ves eunuchsfor
the kingdom of heaven’'s sake. He that is able to receive it, let him
receive it” (Matt. 19:12). | assume that the third variety is spiritual
rather than physical. Christ was not calling men to become Skoptsi,
the Russian cult that requires castration. Paul was one of Christ’s
eunuchs. But the gift of celibacy hasto be limited by God if society
isto be preserved, let alone extended. Why spend a chapter praising
celibacy when celibacy is limited, and must be limited, to a handful
of people? My guessisthat Paul was defending his own gift and his
marital condition. He was calling others to live as he did, if they
possessed his gift. “For | would that all men were even as | myself.
But every man hath his proper gift of God, one after thismanner, and
another after that” (v. 7). But why single out widows? Did he expect
them to become foreign missionaries, as he was? The practice of
sending out unmarried women — not usually widows— beganin late-
nineteenth-century Protestant missions. This seems to have worked
well asfar as planting churches was concerned. But even here, there
have been problems. Women cannot lawfully speak in church,
according to Paul (I Cor. 14:34-35). They surely cannot lawfully be
ordained asministers. So, thelawful missionary effortsof women are
limited to teaching, nursing, and support activities. This restriction
hasbeen ignored by churches China, wherewomen missionarieshave
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always heavily outnumbered the men.*

Paul does not say that widows can serve God better as single
women. He says they will be happier. But why do widows generally
re-marry when they have the opportunity? Why have they rejected
Paul’ sadvice? | have acontroversial answer: hispersonal advice has
not applied well to most widows, despite the fact that his language
seems al-inclusive. He thought that he was offering good advice to
most widows. It makes more sense theologically to assume that
Paul’ s advice here was never meant by God to be permanent.

Conclusion

Paul’ sinitial declarationiscrucial for understanding this passage:
“Now concerning virgins | have no commandment of the Lord: yet |
give my judgment, as one that hath obtained mercy of the Lord to be
faithful” (v. 25). He was not offering a command from God. There-
fore, hispersonal preferencefor celibacy asasuperior way of lifecan
be seen asnon-binding. Second, “the present distress’ seemsto refer

13. Ralph D. Winter, Fuller Seminary’ sspecialist in the history of foreign missions, says
that there were twice as many women missionaries as men in China. This has led to a
situation in which 40,000 of the 50,000 known house churchesin Chinaare run by women.
In South Korea, the largest congregation in Seoul has 700 pastors, almost all women, and
52,000 neighborhood cells, run mostly by women. Winter, “Women and Missions,” Renew:
A network for Christian Women, V111 (Spring 2000). His estimate on the number of house
churches seems too low: at 200 members per local church, this would be only10 million
members. The number of Chinese Christians today is estimated to be at least three to eight
times this number. The Chinese government in 2000 admitted that there were 25 million
Protestants and 3 million Catholics. Thiswas the estimate of the Religious Affairs Bureau.
A leaked report from China' s security organization, the Public Security Bureau, was 35
million. The official government figure for Christians had long been 15 million. Western
missionary organizations estimate that there are 60 million to 80 million Christians. The
official government estimate for 1949 is 700,000 Protestants. Paul Davenport, “New Gov-
ernment Statisticson China s Christians,” Compass Direct News Service (copyright, 2000).
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to mankind’s general condition: a short life in an insecure, cursed
world. Jacob’ s confession links him to our era. “ And Jacob said unto
Pharaoh, The days of the years of my pilgrimage are an hundred and
thirty years. few and evil have the days of the years of my life been,
and have not attained unto the days of the years of the life of my
fathers in the days of their pilgrimage” (Gen. 47:9). If the present
distressis the human condition —lifein atemporal world —then this
isan affirmation of continuity between the M osaic Covenant and the
New Covenant. Thismeansthat Paul’ s defense of celibacy asasuper-
ior way of lifeis advice for ahighly restricted population. It means
that the best way of life is closed to most Christians. | think Paul

really believed this. Thisoutlook iselitist, as he knew: most men are
not beneficiaries of the gift of celibacy. (Happily married couples
regjoiceinthefact.) Paul’soutlook in this passage has reinforced the
doctrineof thecelibate priesthood in Roman Catholicism and hasal so
led to the institutional elevation of monks over married clergy in
Eastern Orthodoxy. Both denominationshavetreated Paul’ spersonal
non-binding opinion on bachelorhood asif it were acommand from
the Lord, which Paul insisted that it was not.
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MEAT OFFERED TO IDOL S

As concerning therefore the eating of those things that are offered
in sacrifice unto idols, we know that an idol is nothing in the world,
and that there is none other God but one (I Cor. 8:4).

The theocentric focus of this passage is monotheism: “But to us
there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, and we in
him; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all things, and we by
him” (I Cor. 8:6).

| dols as Repr esentatives of Demons

Anidol isnothing: alifelessobject. Paul callsit dumb: silent. “Ye
know that yewere Gentiles, carried away unto thesedumbidols, even
asye were led” (I Cor. 12:2). Yet the Second Commandment indi-
catesthat God regardsidolsasrival gods. “ Thou shalt not make unto
thee any graven image, or any likeness of any thing that isin heaven
above, or that isin the earth beneath, or that isin the water under the
earth: Thou shalt not bow down thyself to them, nor serve them: for
| the LORD thy God am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the
fathersupon the children unto the third and fourth generation of them
that hate me; And shewing mercy unto thousands of them that love
me, and keep my commandments’ (Ex. 20:4-6). Thisisastrict pro-
hibition against the worship of lifeless objects. But how canalifeless
object be agod? Only through covenantal representation.

The Second Commandment is found in the first five command-
ments, which all haveto dowith priestly issues. The second fivehave
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to do with kingly issues.* The Second Commandment is an applica
tion of point two of the biblical covenant model. Point two dealswith
hierarchy.? David declared: “For great isthe LORD, and greatly to be
praised: healsoisto befeared above all gods. For all the gods of the
people are idols: but the LORD made the heavens’ (I Chron. 16:25—
26). God is above all other gods. But what were these gods? They
were not gods. They were either nothing or elsethey wererepresenta-
tionsof demons. Hierarchy awaysimpliesrepresentation. Who repre-
sents God in history? The commandment is clear: idols do not. We
must not worship any physical representation of God. This is why
prayer to icons of church-designated posthumous saintsis prohibited
by this commandment. So is kneeling before them.

Paul is adamant here that idols are nothing. That is, they are not
the original source of power. They cannot themselves answer prayer.
Thisis abasic Old Covenant doctrine. “But our God isin the heav-
ens. he hath done whatsoever he hath pleased. Their idols are silver
and gold, thework of men’ shands. They have mouths, but they speak
not: eyes have they, but they see not: They have ears, but they hear
not: noses have they, but they smell not: They have hands, but they
handle not: feet have they, but they walk not: neither speak they
through their throat. They that make them are like unto them; so is
every one that trusteth in them” (Ps. 115:3-8). ldols represent not
only supernatural beings or forces but also the people who worship
idols. The people who worship idols are like their idols: impotent.
This condemnation rests on the assumption that God will be victori-

1. Gary North, The Snai Strategy: Economics and the Ten Commandments (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1986), Preface.

2. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 2.
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ous and will bring judgment against all pretenders to divinity. Heis
ajealous God.

Then why did people in the ancient world and also in primitive
tribes today persist in believing in idols? Because idols represent
demons, and demons sometimesoffer occult power to men. Paul fully
understood this, as he said afew paragraphslater. “What say | then?
that theidol isany thing, or that which is offered in sacrificeto idols
isany thing? But | say, that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice,
they sacrifice to devils, and not to God: and | would not that ye
should have fellowship with devils’ (I Cor. 10:19-20). There can
sometimesbevisiblebenefitsfrom prayingtoidolsandfor sacrificing
to them. The value of these sacrifices initially seem minimal com-
pared to the power offered through them.

Paul is speaking here of the power of idolsin themselves, aswas
David. They have no power. But this does not mean that they do not
serve as representatives of demons who do possess power. Thisis
why Paul forbade participationinidolatrous meals. *Y e cannot drink
the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils: ye cannot be partakers of
the Lord stable, and of the table of devils’ (I Cor. 10:21).

Unholy Waste: Sacrificingto ldols

God requires sacrifice from His followers. So do demons. But
God’'s command to worship and sacrifice is open to all people. The
command to sacrifice to ademon may not be. Thisis especialy true
inside oath-bound secret societies or clans.

Paul is writing here of meat offered to idols. Why would this
concern aChristian? What opportunity would a Christian have to eat
meat offered to an idol, other than at an idolatrous meal, which Paul
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prohibits? Answer: the meat that was offered to idols sometimes was
subsequently offered for salein the marketplace. The priestly repre-
sentative of the idol could increase his income by the sale of such
meat.

The question arose: Was this meat ritually tainted? Did it consti-
tute fal se worship to buy something offered for sale by those priestly
representatives who had received the idolatrous sacrifices on behalf
of an idol? Paul says no. The idol is nothing in this free market
context. Here, it does not grant power. Here, it does not command
sacrifice. Formerly idolatrous meat that is offered for sale commer-
cially haslost itsrival sacramental character, which it had possessed
inthe context of aritual meal or offering. The context of ritual eating
was crucia to Paul’s argument. The free market had removed the
ritually tainted natur e of the meat. The market had made accesstothe
meat universal and without an oath. Thus, Paul writes: “Whatsoever
issoldinthe shambles[butcher shop], that eat, asking no questionfor
conscience sake: For the earth isthe Lord’ s, and the fulness thereof”
(I Cor. 10:25-26). This precedes the section that prohibits participat-
ing in ritual meals offered to idols. The earth isthe Lord’s, and the
fulness thereof. Paul makesit clear that there is nothing wrong with
eating meat offered to idols. The market removes all traces of ritual
pollution from meat that had been offered to idols.

This principle applied in Paul’ s day even when atemple was the
place where the meat was purchased and eaten, where a Christian
could “sit at meat in the idol’s temple” (v. 10). Some temples in
Corinth sold their meat and served it on their premises. This was
clearly not done during the times of their disciples’ celebrations. The
meat was sold to be eaten on common ground, not to be offered and
then consumed inworship. Paul isclear that thereisnothing intrinsi-
cally immoral with buying meat offered to idols and then consuming
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it onthe premises of apagan temple. By opening accessto the general
public, and by charging a price, the priests had converted their local
temples into what we might call “ spiritual theme restaurants.”

Weak Christiansand Strong Judaizers

The problem of weak Christians reappears here. In Romans, Paul
dealt with the same problem with respect to prohibited foods. “Him
that isweak in the faith receive ye, but not to doubtful disputations.
For one believeth that he may eat al things: another, who is weak,
eateth herbs’ (Rom. 14:1-2).> What should a mature Christian do
about the concerns of aweak Christian? He should defer to the weak
Christianin public activities. “| know, and am persuaded by the Lord
Jesus, that thereisnothing unclean of itself: but to him that esteemeth
any thing to be unclean, to him it is unclean. But if thy brother be
grieved with thy meat, now walkest thou not charitably. Destroy not
him with thy meat, for whom Christ died. Let not then your good be
evil spoken of: For the kingdom of God is not meat and drink; but
righteousness, and peace, and joy in the Holy Ghost” (Rom. 14:14—
17).

Christian liberty is valid, but this liberty should not be used to
create doubts or guilt in the lives of weak Christians. “But take heed
lest by any means this liberty of yours become a stumblingblock to
themthat areweak” (I Cor. 8:9). Thisisthe context of hisdiscussion
of eating meat in a temple. “For if any man see thee which hast

3. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003), ch. 12.
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knowledge sit at meat intheidol’ stemple, shall not the conscience of
him which is weak be emboldened to eat those things which are
offered to idols; And through thy knowledge shall the weak brother
perish, for whom Christ died? But when ye sin so against the breth-
ren, and wound their weak conscience, ye sin against Christ. Where-
fore, if meat make my brother to offend, | will eat no flesh while the
world standeth, lest | make my brother to offend” (vv. 10-13).

What is the weak Christian’s problem? He does not understand
basic theology, namely, that there are no gods other than the biblical
God. He does not understand that meat offered to idols is ritually
prohibited only within the confines of the sacrificial ritual meal itself.
Paul warns us: “Howbeit there is not in every man that knowledge:
for somewith conscience of theidol unto thishour eat it asathing of-
fered unto an idol; and their conscience being weak isdefiled” (v. 9).

To what extent must mature Christians change their lifestyles for
the sake of weak Christians? Paul’ s exampleisthe Christian who is
seen eating ameal in apagan temple. Hisvisibility in apublic place
iswhat constitutesthe threat to aweak Christian. Thereisno sugges-
tion that whatever a mature Christian eats in private is a threat to
anyone' sfaith. So, Paul is saying to curtail public displays of legiti-
mate liberty in Christ.

Legalismvs. “ Demon Rum’

The problem is“demon meat” — literally. It isnot “demon rum” —
figuratively. In thisregard, the key biblical passagethat israrely dis-
cussed in detail by anti-alcohol, total abstinence advocatesis Deuter-
onomy 14:26, which refers to the festival of celebration, part of the
mandatory tithe system. “ And thou shalt bestow that money for what-
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soever thy soul lusteth after, for oxen, or for sheep, or for wine, or for
strong drink, or for whatsoever thy soul desireth: and thou shalt eat
there before the LORD thy God, and thou shalt rgjoice, thou, and
thine household.”* Total abstainerswill occasionally refer to the pas-
sage’s authorization of wine, and then say that the Hebrew word
really means grape juice. But their exegetical problem isthe Hebrew
word shekar, heretranglated as“ strong drink.” It isbased onthe Heb-
rew word shakar, which means “to be, or become, drunk, drunken.”®
Shekar is accompanied by the Hebrew word for winein all but one
instance (Numbers 28:7) of the 22 times that it appears in the Old
Testament.® This is because wine also intoxicates, just as stronger
alcoholic beverages do.

Thisplacesthe strict prohibitionist in an intellectually embarrass-
ing exegetical position. Heis either forced to deny literally all of the
Hebrew lexicons’ and also the contexts of the passages that include
shekar ® or else heisforced to concludethat God in the Old Covenant
authorized the consumption of alcohol as part of a mandated family
festival of celebration. How can a Christian logically make a univ-
ersal condemnation of something that was specifically authorized by
God for His covenant people, as part of their mandatory national

4. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronomy,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), ch. 34.

5. According to the standard lexicon by Brown, Driver, and Briggs. See Gentry, God
Gave Wine: What the Bible Says About Alcohol (Lincoln, California: Oakdown, 2001), p.
60. This is an update of his book, The Christian and Alcoholic Beverages: A Biblical
Per spective (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1986).

6. Gentry, idem.
7. 1bid., p. 34.
8. Ibid., pp. 38-39.
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worship? If he argues that alcohol used to be morally acceptable to
God, but is now prohibited by God, he must find explicit references
in the New Testament to prove his case. Problem: there is no such
universal New Testament prohibition.®

TheMosaic priestswere not allowed to drink either wineor strong
drink insidethetabernacle. “ Do not drink wine nor strong drink, thou,
nor thy sons with thee, when ye go into the tabernacle of the congre-
gation, lest ye die: it shall be a statute for ever throughout your gen-
erations’ (Lev. 10:9).* The reason for this prohibition was that
alcohol belonged exclusively to God inside the tabernacle or the
temple. Alcohol was a special offering to God. It was poured out to
Him, not just wine, but strong wine — clearly not grape juice! “And
the drink offering thereof shall be the fourth part of an hinfor the one
lamb: in the holy place shalt thou cause the strong wine to be poured
unto the LORD for adrink offering” (Num. 28:7). Why would God
demand asacrificial offering of somethinginherently corrupt, foul, or
immoral? This makes no sense. This is why strict prohibitionism
makes no sense.

Winein the Old Testament was not grape juice. Grape juice does
not have the following effect: “Wine is a mocker, strong drink is
raging: and whosoever is deceived thereby isnot wise” (Prov. 20:1).
Obvioudly, grapejuice doesnot have any inflaming effect. Both wine
and strong drink were legitimate for most people most of the time.
They were both part of God's holy system of mandatory national
festivals. Furthermore, “Give strong drink unto him that is ready to
perish, and wine unto those that be of heavy hearts’ (Prov. 31:6). It

9. Ibid., ch. 4.

10. Gary North, Leviticus: An Economic Commentary (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1994), ch. 8.
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isaddiction to alcohol that isprohibited: “Woe unto them that rise up
early inthe morning, that they may follow strong drink; that continue
until night, till wineinflamethem!” (Isa. 5:11). Wineisdangerousfor
addicts. Grape juice is not. “But they also have erred through wine,
and through strong drink are out of theway; the priest and the prophet
have erred through strong drink, they are swallowed up of wine, they
are out of theway through strong drink; they err in vision, they stum-
ble in judgment” (Isa. 28:7). Wine inebriates. So does strong drink.
“Stay yourselves, and wonder; cry ye out, and cry: they are drunken,
but not with wine; they stagger, but not with strong drink. For the
LORD hath poured out upon you the spirit of deep sleep, and hath
closed your eyes. the prophets and your rulers, the seers hath he
covered” (Isa. 29:9-10). Itisclear why the proponents of total absti-
nence from alcohol never discuss winein the context of strong drink:
both are intoxicants, yet God authorized both for one of His manda-
tory festivals. Did God authorize something that is immoral? Of
course not. So, total abstainersavoid discussing Deuteronomy 14:26.

Intheworld beforepasteurization, all commercially availablewine
was fermented, i.e., alcoholic. Only after a Methodist dentist, Dr.
Thomas Welch, figured out in 1869 that he could kill wine by pas-
teurizing it, so that he and his Methodist peers would no longer have
to drink wine at the Lord’ s Supper, did grape juice appear, or, as his
commercia product was originally caled, Dr. Welch’'s Non-Fer-
mented Wine. This company eventualy evolved into the Welch
company, which specializesin fruit juices.

Weak Christians should not drink alcohol if they think it violates
some moral prohibition, but the source of their error is theological
vinegar. Weak Christiansare being herded like sheep by pastorswho
do not understand or respect thedoctrineof Christianliberty. Thetask
of the mature Christian isto refrain from publicly assailing the weak
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Christian’s sensibilities. He has another responsibility, however: to
wean the weak Christian away from a theology that does not honor
the principle of Christian liberty.x

It should not surprise usthat the most scholarly published defense
of wine as exclusively grape juice, and the Bible as teaching total
abstinence from alcohol, was written by a Seventh Day Adventist. It
should a'so not surprise us that his book has been praised by Protes-
tant fundamentalists, who have yet to publish anything equally schol-
arly on the subject.? We should not regard these fundamentalist
authors as weak Christians. We should regard them as stubbornly,
heretically, arrogantly wrong.®* When David Wilkerson writes that
“Christianswho drink alcoholic beverages of any kind are deceiving
themselves,”* heisdeceiving hisfundamentalist readers. When Jack
Van Impe writes that “ Alcohol is never approved of by God in any
amount for the obedient Christian,”** heis being disobedient to God.
When hewritesthat “ Everyonewho drinkshasan al cohol problem,”:

11. Gentry, God Gave Wine. See also G. |I. Williamson, Wine in the Bible and the
Church (Phillipsburg, New Jersey: Pilgrim, 1976).

12. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Wine in the Bible: A Biblical Study on the Use of Alcoholic
Beverages(Chicago: Signal Press, 1989). For alist of laudatory praisefromfundamentalists,
including Dallas Theological Seminary’s John Walvoord, see Bacchiocchi’s Web site:
http://tinyurl.com/2mev9

13. Is“heretical” too strong aword? Fundamentalists regard Dr. Bacchiocchi’s and the
SDA’s position on soul-sleep rather than hell as heretical. They regard the SDA’s and his
view of the Saturday sabbath as heretical. It istheir task to show exegetically why they are
not heretical when they stand with Seventh Day Adventism on the alcohol issue.

14. David Wilkerson, Spping Saints (Old Tappan, New Jersey: Revell, 1978), p. 35;
cited in Gentry, God Gave Wine, p. 4.

15. Jack Van Impe, Alcohol: The Beloved Enemy (Nashville, Tennessee: Nelson, 1980),
p. 8; cited in Gentry, idem.

16. Van Impe, Alcohal, p. 149; cited in Gentry, ibid., p. 2.
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he reveals that he has an exegesis problem.

Strict prohibitionismisamanifestation of legalism. Legalismisa
system of man-made rules that are not found in the Bible, which are
then substituted for covenantal obedience to God's Bible-revealed
laws. Legalism also substitutes the traditions of men for the clear
revelation of God in HisBible. The heart of Pharisaism wasitslegal-
ism. Jesus did not tolerate it. Neither did Paul.

Thisleads us to arelated issue, one which Paul does not raise in
this context, but did deal with elsewhere: the stubborn Christian who
isimperviousto sound doctrine. This“weakness’ isreally amatter of
falseinterpretation. Thisis not someone who isnew to thefaith; this
is someone who is familiar with the basic theology of Christian
liberty, but who rejectsit.

The classic examples of stubborn, heretical Christians in Paul’s
writing were members of the sect of the circumcision. They were
attempting to impose the Mosaic law of circumcision on gentile
Christians. He had no patience with them. He called them promoters
of another gospel. He told the Galatian church, “1 marvel that ye are
so soon removed from him that called you into the grace of Christ
unto another gospel: Which is not another; but there be some that
trouble you, and would pervert the gospel of Christ” (Gal. 1:6-7). In
this context, he returned to the theme of Christian liberty. “For,
brethren, ye have been called unto liberty; only use not liberty for an
occasion to the flesh, but by love serve one another” (Gal. 5:13).

Paul had no patience for the opinions of the circumcisers. He did
his best to oppose them publicly. He reported: “But when Peter was
come to Antioch, | withstood him to the face, because he was to be
blamed. For before that certain came from James, he did eat with the
Gentiles: but when they were come, he withdrew and separated
himself, fearing them which were of the circumcision. And the other
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Jewsdissembled likewisewith him; insomuch that Barnabasal sowas
carried away with their dissimulation. But when | saw that they
walked not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel, | said unto
Peter before them all, If thou, being a Jew, livest after the manner of
Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, why compellest thou the Gentilesto
live as do the Jews? We who are Jews by nature, and not sinners of
the Gentiles’ (Gal. 2:11-15). Hedid not regard the sect of the circum-
cision as refuge for weak Christians. Their position was wilfully
heretical. He told Peter not to ater his lifestyle out of concern for
their opinions.

True Weakness

Paul in this passage has in mind spiritually immature Christians
who had not been exposed to accurate theology regarding the liberty
of the Christian in Christ. These people were still worried about the
Mosaiclaw’ srulesgoverning food and clothing. This passageandthe
passagein Chapter 10 on theright to buy food in abutcher shop make
it clear that the prohibitions on eating certain meats, which did not
prevail prior to Moses, are hereby annulled. Paul elsewhere warns
them: “Whereforeif ye be dead with Christ from the rudiments of the
world, why, as though living in the world, are ye subject to ordi-
nances, (Touch not; taste not; handle not; Which all areto perishwith
the using;) after the commandments and doctrines of men? Which
things have indeed a shew of wisdom in will worship, and humility,
and neglecting of the body; not in any honour to the satisfying of the
flesh” (Col. 2:20-23). The concern over meat offered to idols was
equally misplaced.

Nevertheless, weak Christiansare at risk. Their conscienceswarn
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them, even when thereisno sininvolved. So, when asked about what
he eats, the mature Christian must be patient. “But if any man say
unto you, Thisis offered in sacrifice unto idols, eat not for his sake
that shewed it, and for conscience sake: for the earth is the Lord's,
and the fulness thereof: Conscience, | say, not thine own, but of the
other: for why ismy liberty judged of another man’ s conscience? For
if I by grace be apartaker, why am | evil spoken of for that for which
| give thanks? Whether therefore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye
do, do all to the glory of God. Give none offence, neither to the Jews,
nor to the Gentiles, nor to the church of God: Even as| pleaseall men
inall things, not seeking mine own profit, but the profit of many, that
they may be saved” (I Cor. 10:28-33).

Giveno oneoffense: thisisagood rule. The problem comeswhen
circumstances dictate that the mature Christian must offend someone
in order to avoid giving offense to someone else. When pressured by
the Judaizers in Antioch, Peter gave offense to the gentiles. Paul
warned him not to give offenseto the gentiles. Thiswarning necessar-
ily gave offense to the Judaizers. In such cases, Christians must give
offense to the legalists.

The prohibited meats of the Mosaic law were presumably also a
concern of the Judaizers, just as circumcision was. Paul’ s authoriza-
tion of meats offered to idols applied equally to meats prohibited by
the Mosaic law. Peter had already been told thisin hisvision in Cor-
nelius home. “And there came avoice to him, Rise, Peter; kill, and
eat. But Peter said, Not so, Lord; for | have never eaten any thing that
iscommon or unclean. And the voice spake unto him again the sec-
ond time, What God hath cleansed, that call not thou common. This
was done thrice: and the vessel was received up again into heaven”
(Acts10:13-16). This, wemight call ablanket authorization of meats
(v.11).
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Judaizers were not weak Christians. They were not Christians at
all. They preached another gospel. Paul anathematized them. “But
though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto
you than that which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed.
Aswe said before, so say | now again, If any man preach any other
gospel unto you than that ye havereceived, let him beaccursed” (Gal.
1:8-9). So hostile was Paul to them that he adopted sarcasm as atool
of condemnation: hisreferenceto cutting off. “And |, brethren, if | yet
preach circumcision, why do | yet suffer persecution? then is the
offence of the cross ceased. | would they were even cut off which
trouble you. For, brethren, ye have been called unto liberty; only use
not liberty for an occasion to the flesh, but by love serve one another.
For al the law isfulfilled in one word, even in this, Thou shalt love
thy neighbour asthyself. But if ye bite and devour one another, take
heed that ye be not consumed one of another” (Gal. 5:11-15). The
key phraseisthis: called untoliberty. The Judaizerswere calling men
back into bondage. What had been the road to liberty under the Old
Covenant — circumcision —had becometheroad to serfdom under the
New Covenant. Paul told Christians to stay off the road to serfdom.
The end of the Old Covenant was at hand.

Conclusion

Christians should avoid walking down the road to serfdom. With
respect to meats, the “touch not, taste not, handle not” theology isone
road to serfdom. God has removed the “No Trespassing” sign from
all biologically edible meats. Ritual sacrificeto idolsand the demons
they represent was prohibited by Paul (I Cor. 10:21). The ritual con-
text of eating, not the meat, iswhat establishesthe element of profan-
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ation.”

Wesak Christians do not understand this. Neither do the modern
cultic equivalentsof the Judaizers. Mature Christiansare supposed to
respect the former and condemn the latter. The road to serfdom for
the weak Christian is any violation of his conscience. Mature Chris-
tians should avoid giving offense to weak Christians by publicly
refusing to participating in an activity considered profane by weak
Christians. Thereverseistruefor dealing with Judaizers. Peter in An-
tiochavoided giving offenseto the Judai zers by publicly withdrawing
from thetable of the gentiles. Thisgave offenseto the gentiles. Their
sensibilities, not the Judaizers sensibilities, were what was impor-
tant. Paul therefore condemned Peter.

By passing meat through a market transaction, any trace of pagan
ritual isremoved from the meat. The public exchange of goods, mon-

17. North, Leviticus, ch. 21; North, Boundariesand Dominion: The Economicsof Leviti-
cus, electronic edition (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 21. Cf.
North, “The Annulment of the Dietary Laws,” |CE Position Paper, No. 2 (Nov. 1984), a
reprint of my 1970 essay. R. J. Rushdoony’ sadvocacy of the M osaiclawsgoverning unclean
meats undermined histheology of grace. John Calvintook astrong stand against any revival
of the Mosaic Covenant’ sdietary laws. “Astouching meats, after the abrogating of the law,
God pronounceth that they are al pureand clean. If, on the other side, there start up amor-
tal man, making a new difference, forbidding certain, he taketh unto himself the authority
and power of God by sacrilegious boldness. Of this stamp were the old heretics, Montanus,
Priscillianus, the Donatists, the Tatians, and al the Encratites. Afterwards the Pope, to the
end he might bind all those sectsin abundle, made alaw concerning meats. And thereisno
cause why the patrons of thisimpiety should babble that they do not imagine any unclean-
ness in meats, but that men are forbidden to eat flesh upon certain days, to tame the flesh.
For seeing they eat such meats as are most fit, both for delicacy and aso for riot, why do
they abstain from eating bacon, asfrom some great offence, save only because they imagine
that that is unclean and polluted which isforbidden by the law of their idol? With like pride
doth the tyranny of the Pope rage in all parts of life; for there is nothing wherein he layeth
not snares to entangle the miserable consciences of men. But let us trust to the heavenly
oracle, and freely despise al hisinhibitions. We must always ask the mouth of the Lord, that
we may thereby be assured what we may lawfully do; forasmuch asit was not lawful even
for Peter to make that profane which was lawful by the Word of God.” John Calvin,
Commentary upon the Acts of the Apostles, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker, [ 1560]
1979), |, pp. 422-23.
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ey for meat and vice versa, de-sacralizes meat that has been offered
to idols. Eating such meat is therefore not a profane act. The con-
sumer violates no unholy boundary. To cross from common ground
into unholy ground constitutes a profane act for Christians. To par-
ticipatein unholy communion with demonsisaprofaneact for Chris-
tians. But this has nothing to do with eating meat that has been sold
to the public. The sale removes the unholy element of the meat. The
meat needs no special prayer, no holy water, to cleanseit ritually. All
it needsis a market.
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RETAINING THE
FRUITSOF OUR LABOR

Who goeth a warfare any time at his own charges? who planteth a
vineyard, and eateth not of the fruit thereof? or who feedeth a flock,
and eateth not of the milk of the flock? Say | these thingsasa man?
or saith not the law the same also? For it is written in the law of
Moses, Thou shalt not muzz e the mouth of the ox that treadeth out
the corn. Doth God take carefor oxen? Or saith heit altogether for
our sakes? For our sakes, no doubt, this is written: that he that
ploweth should plow in hope; and that he that thresheth in hope
should be partaker of his hope (I Cor. 9:7-10).

The theocentric principle here is God as the caretaker. He takes
care of oxen, and He takes care of His people. Thisisdifferent from
the more familiar description of God as the owner.

Paying Ministersa Salary

The conclusion that Paul reaches is that ministers of the gospel
have a moral claim on a portion of the tithes of the members. Paul
possesses the same claim, he tells them, but he has chosen not to ask
for support.

If we have sown unto you spiritual things, isit a great thing if we
shall reap your carnal things? If others be partakers of this power
over you, are not we rather? Nevertheless we have not used this
power; but suffer all things, lest we should hinder the gospel of
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Christ. Do ye not know that they which minister about holy things
live of thethings of the temple? and they which wait at the altar are
partakers with the altar? Even so hath the Lord ordained that they
which preach the gospel should live of the gospel (I Cor. 9:11-14).

This is the same conclusion that he reached in his other citation of
thisMosaic law. “Let the elders that rule well be counted worthy of
double honour, especialy they who labour in the word and doctrine.
For the scripture saith, Thou shalt not muzzle the ox that treadeth out
the corn. And, The labourer is worthy of his reward” (I Tim. 5:17—
18).: Ministersof the gospel perform servicesthat deservefunding by
the churches' members.

This conclusion rests on the Mosaic law governing oxen. This
obscure law remains binding in the New Testament era. The ox has
alegal claim onthefield’ sowner. The ox cannot speak for itself. The
authorities must be prepared to intervene on its behalf. This means
that someone hasalegal obligation before God to intervene on behalf
of a muzzled ox and report the infraction to civil or ecclesiastical
authorities. This law establishes the legitimacy of private organiza-
tions such as the Humane Society and the Society for the Prevention
of Cruelty to Animals.2

Paul then moves to the more genera principle: labor and hire.
Here, thereis no need for athird party to intervene. The participants
are humans. They can bargain with each other regarding appropriate
payment for work rendered. Thereisno legal claim beyond theterms
of the contract or agreement because of the humanity of the actors.
Similarly with ministers: thereisno legal claim. But thereisamoral

1. Gary North, Hierarchy and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on First Timothy
(Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., 2003), ch. 8.

2. Both organizations have headquarters in the United States.
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claim. Paul argues that if an ox has alegally enforceable claim on
payment fromtheir owners, surely ministerspossessamoral claimon
church support. But to reach this conclusion, he passes through a
more general application of thiscaselaw: thelaborer isworthy of his
hire.

Costs and Benefits

Paul beginswith arhetorical question: “Who goeth awarfare any
time at hisown charges?” The assumption hereisthat awarrior does
not seek his own personal economic advantage when he goes into
battle. He is serving the State and, in theory at |east, the society that
is represented politically by the State. Othersin society will benefit
from his efforts on the battlefield. He is therefore not asked by the
State to pay his personal costs of service to the State. Paul implies
here that there is a relationship between gaining a unigque personal
advantage and bearing the expenses of one's activities. Where there
is no unique persona advantage, there should be no personally born
expenses.

This implication is reinforced by two more rhetorical questions.
“Who planteth avineyard, and eateth not of the fruit thereof? or who
feedeth a flock, and eateth not of the milk of the flock?” A person
who makes an expenditure out of hisown assetsisentitled to reap the
fruits of hislabor, his capital, his planning, and his vision.

Paul used rhetorical questions. Why? Becausethelogic that under-
girded his conclusion he regarded as so persuasive that he did not
haveto spell out and then defend thelogical stepsin hisargument. He
expected the reader or listener to be able to perceive the logic of his
argument. He al so expected the reader to accept the truth of hisargu-

169



Retaining the Fruits of Our Labor

ment. By comparing thethreerhetorical questions, wefind acommon
thread: therel ationshi p between costsand benefits. First, hewho does
not benefit economically should not bear the economic costs of keep-
ing him on duty. Second, he who bears the costs should also reap the
benefits.

“Say | these things as aman? or saith not the law the same also?”
Paul adds that he is not merely appealing to human reason by means
of logic. Heimpliesherethat an appeal tologic possesses|essauthor-
ity than an appeal to Scripture. To say something as a man is one
thing, but when the Scripture says something that verifieslogic, men
can legitimately have greater confidence in what is being said. Paul
appeals to logic by means of rhetorical questions, but his appeal to
Scripture possesses greater authority, he implies.

Plowingin Hope

“Thou shalt not muzzle the ox when he treadeth out the corn”
(Deut. 25:4). This Mosaic law protected the ox’s interests. The ox
was entitled to be fed by thefield that he had previously plowed. Paul
adds: “For our sakes, no doubt, thisis written: that he that ploweth
should plow in hope; and that he that thresheth in hope should be
partaker of hishope” (v. 10). Likethe ox, soisthe producer who allo-
cates resources to produce a finished good or service in the future.
Because he has invested time, raw materials, money, and labor into
the project, including a plan of production, he is entitled to benefit
from his investment. This is his hope. It is a biblically legitimate
hope. It iswhy he made the investment in thefirst place. Hisoriginal
hope was his motivation for his subsequent productivity. This hope
may be thwarted by unforeseen events, but from alegal standpoint,
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it is based on the concept that the laborer is worthy of his hire, that
the fruits of hislabor, time, capital, and money are his.

This is the great hope, when defended by the courts, that has
produced the West's free market economy, with its enormous per
capita wealth.® It is a hope secured by civil law: property rights.
Property rights are enforceable legal claims for an owner to use his
resources in ways determined best by him and for him. Most impor-
tant, an owner has the legal right to exclude others from using his
property, just as God excluded Adam from theforbidden tree. He can
legally sell thisright permanently or rent it to otherstemporarily. This
view of property isthebasisof the eighth commandment: “ Thou shalt
not steal” (Ex. 20:15). It also isthe basis of the tenth commandment.
“Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour’ s house, thou shalt not covet thy
neighbour’ swife, nor hismanservant, nor hismaidservant, nor hisox,
nor his ass, nor any thing that is thy neighbour’s’ (Ex. 20:17). It is
also the basis of other Mosaic laws.

Property Rights

In abook-long defense of private property, Roman Catholic social
commentator Tom Bethell links property rights and Christianity.
Christianity defends the justice of private ownership.

Rights may be defined as “just claims,” but in relation to the
state, they refer to aspects of the human person that belong to usin
consequence of our nature. If we are deprived of them without due
process, injusticeisdone. Therise of thedoctrine of rightsisafacet

3. Douglas C. North and Robert Paul Thomas, The Rise of the Western World: A New
Economic History (New Y ork: Cambridge University Press, 1973).
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of the dow democratization of life in the West, and may owe its
origin to the influence of Christianity. “All equal are within the
Church’s gate,” George Herbert wrote. The privileges of rank will
not carry weight on Judgment Day —they may turn out to be a disad-
vantage, infact. Thistheological insight was by degreestransported
into the secular realm: All men were created equal, and although
individual men might differ greatly in the “content of their charac-
ter,” intheir talents and in their aptitudes, they should be presumed
equal in their rights, and should be treated equally by the law.

The argument hereisthat it is self-defeating to talk of protecting
individual rightsif the right to own property isnot prominent among
them. Atthemost general level, the phrase*life, liberty and property”
does outline our most fundamental rights. As an elghteenth-century
Virginian (Arthur Lee) said: “Theright of property isthe guardian of
every other right, and to deprive a people of thisisin fact to deprive
them of their liberty.” This truth became obscured in the twentieth
century, especially in the period of false hopesfor collectivism. Itis
imperative that it be revived today.

Anindividual who possesses|legal titleto specific property isbur-
dened with legal responsibilities for the use of this property. God
holds him responsible for the use of his property. So does the civil
government. For example, he may not physically injure others with
it. Society also holdsthe owner responsible through the free market’ s
bidding process. At al times, there are competing bids for the use of
scarce resources. The owner or the renter of property pays aprice —
forfeited income —whenever he refusesto sell this property or allow
others to pay him to use it. Thisis a cost imposed on him by other

4. Tom Bethell, The Noblest Triumph: Property and Prosperity Through the Ages (New
York: St. Martin's, 1998), pp. 169-70.
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market participants. There is no escape from this responsibility of
ownership. It passes to the new owner along with lawful title.

When an owner decidesto use aparticular resourceasan input in
some production process, he thwarts the desires of competing prod-
ucerswho arebidding for thisresource. The owner then alocatesthis
property on behalf of future consumers, possibly including himself,
who will want thefinal product to solvetheir problemsor fulfill their
dreams. The owner decides to use the asset in a particular way. This
excludes other ways. Someone must accept this allocational respon-
sibility in society. If the asset isto be put to its highest and best use,
someone with legal authority over the asset must decide which useis
highest and best. In afree market social order, the owner makes this
decision. He is legally sovereign over the asset. He possesses legal
title to it. By legaly linking (a) title to an asset and the income it
generates with (b) full economic responsibility for any physical
damagesimposed by the asset (Ex. 21:28-32,° 35-36;° Ex. 22:5-6"),
the Bible necessarily promotes a free market economy: the private
ownership of both the means of production and the fruits of produc-
tion. The Bible is not neutral toward the free market. It provides a
blueprint for establishing afree market economy. Thisiswhy Chris-
tian opponents of a free market economy vehemently deny that the
Bible provides blueprints for any economic system. They know that
the Old Testament condemns their anti-market views.

5. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 14.

6. Ibid., ch. 16.
7. 1bid., ch. 18.

8. Gary North, Inherit the Earth: Biblical Blueprints for Economics (Ft. Worth, Texas:
Dominion Press, 1987).
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Costs of Protection

A civil government is supposed to protect every individual under
itsjurisdiction. Individuals should be defended by the State against
fraud or coercion by others who seek to take possession of the exis-
ting owners’ assets. The higher the risk of theft for any item, the
greater the value of scarce resources that are necessary to protect
ownership rights. This reduces the supply of high-risk itemsthat are
unprotected by civil law.

Thecostsof protecting assetstake many forms. These costsreduce
the producer’s net income. He therefore produces fewer goods than
he would have, had the threats not existed, or had the State defended
his right of ownership more effectively. These costs may persuade
him to raise the selling price, thereby reducing the number of poten-
tial buyers. The excluded buyers are harmed. The seller is harmed,
too: reduced sales and income. Or, the owner may lose control over
the item when athief is successful. These economic effects hurt the
consumer. They also hurt the producer. The end result is reduced
production, as producers allocate resources to protection instead of
production. Thislowersthewealth of individualsand a so of society.
The thief is benefitted, but his benefit leads to reduced wealth for
productive, honest people.

Thethief may bethe State. In our day, the State’ slevel of taxation
anditsdegreeof regulatory control over the production process make
it the most effective thief in man’s history. The level of theft is lit-

9. James Bovard has written two books on regul atory outrages by the United States gov-
ernment. Lost Rights: The Destruction of American Liberty (New Y ork: St. Martins, 1994);
“Feeling Your Pain” : The Explosion & Abuse of Government Power in the Clinton-Gore
Years(New York: St. Martins, 2000). On the background to thisloss of liberty, see Bovard,
Freedom in Chains: The Rise of the State and the Demise of the Citizen (New York: St.
Martins, 1999).
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erally beyond calculation. Producers and consumers labor under the
burden of confiscation of half or more of their output. The loss im-
posed by the State’ s theft is more predictable than the loss imposed
by a private thief. This makes its burden a cost of production. It
become more manageable because of its predictability. But the bur-
den is enormous.

The Owner ship of Inputsand Output

Output requires inputs. Thisis alaw of economic scarcity. We
cannot get something for nothing. A man looks at his options, and
concludes, “If | want something that | can consume or sell, | must
first produce something from the resources that are availableto me.”
He looks at what is available, and he then attempts to forecast the
future. He asks: “What will someone be willing to pay me in ex-
change for my output? What will it cost me to produce this output?
Will it produceagain or aloss?’ Then he decideswhether the project
isworth pursuing.

If he must assemble resources over time in order to gain control
over future output, he wantslegal protection for whatever itisthat he
produces. If he spends time and resources in producing an item that
is then taken from him without warning, he becomes aloser. He has
worked, unpaid, for someone else. He has sown, but another has
harvested the crop. Paul says that no rational person will do this.
“Who goeth a warfare any time at his own charges? who planteth a
vineyard, and eateth not of the fruit thereof? or who feedeth a flock,
and eateth not of themilk of theflock?’ (v. 7). Anindividual expends
resources in planting a vineyard or feeding a flock of animals. He
expects to gain a reward for his efforts. There is nothing immoral
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about a person’ sdesire to gain apositive net return from an expendi-
ture of scarce resources, including time. Thisis normal. It is suffi-
ciently normal that Paul uses these examples as evidence of what
rational people do.

Logical asthis sounds, Paul isnot content hereto appeal solely to
human logic. Heinvokes biblical law: “Say | these things as a man?
or saith not the law the same also?’ (v. 8). The biblical law in ques-
tion isthis one: “ Thou shalt not muzzle the ox when he treadeth out
the corn” (Deut. 25:4).*° On the surface, thisis an obscure, narrowly
constrained law, yet Paul invokes it here and also in hisfirst epistle
to Timothy (I Tim. 5:17-18).* This principle of morally legitimate
compensation is at the heart of the free market economy. It is not
wrong to seek areward for one’ slabors, any morethanitiswrong for
aworking ox to seek food on the job.

God has assigned to mankind atask: to subdue the earth as God' s
agent. Thistask mandates fruitfulness. “ And God blessed them, and
God said unto them, Befruitful, and multiply, and replenish the earth,
and subdue it: and have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over
the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moveth upon the
earth” (Gen. 1:28).2 Mankind is supposed to add value to God's
creation. Each individual is supposed to add value to whatever God
has entrusted to him. Thisiswhat it meansto be a profitable servant.

10. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteron-
omy, 2nd el ectronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), ch. 62.

11. Gary North, Hierarchy and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on First Timothy,
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., 2003),
ch. 8.

12. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, [1982] 1987), ch. 3.

176



Chapter 11 ... | Corinthians 9: 7-10

How does a producer add value? By altering resources in such a
way that they better meet the desires of consumers. How does he
know when he has done this? Whenever consumers pay him more to
buy hisoutput than it cost him to produceit. An exceptionto thisrule
of thumb for estimating profitability may be the profitable sale of a
good or service to the civil government. The producer has created
valuefor himself, but at the expense of taxpayers, some of whom are
less well off because of these costs. Others, however, may be bene-
fited. This raises the complex issue of social costs.®

My main point hereisthis: there is an imputation of final econo-
mic value by consumers. Only after aproducer has sold hisoutput can
he know whether he has added value in the eyes of consumers. If he
has not made areturn on hisinvestment equal to the value of all the
inputs, including the income he could otherwise have earned as a
salaried worker, and al so theinterest payment for timethat his capital
might otherwise have earned, then he has subtracted value: the
forfeited income of the scarce economic resources that he used to
produce the goods he offered for sale.

Conclusion

The delegated goal of all economic activity is to add value to
God's creation. A legitimate motivation for working to add valueis
to secure the added value for oneself. God requires atithe of 10 per-
cent of the net increase in income. Beyond this, a producer lawfully
retainsthe surplus. He must pay taxes, but total taxes must belimited
to less than 10 percent of net income (I Sam. 8:15, 17).

13. North, Tools of Dominion, Appendix D.
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Vauehopedfor leadsto productiveactivities: men’ sre-structuring
of the creation. These re-structuring activities may or may not result
in value added to society. The free market allows consumers to
determinewhether or not they regard these activities, in retrospect, as
having added value. Consumers determine this by buying or not
buying the output of the production process at prices that generate
revenues sufficient to compensate the producer for his expenditures.

Thelegal right to bid isthe consumer’ stool of economic authority.
Making bidsishow consumersgaintheir ends. They arelegally auth-
orized to make bids, and anyone who rejects a bid suffers an eco-
nomic loss: whatever was bid and was then turned down. He may
then decide to consume whatever he owns, but he cannot do this at
zero price. He forfeits something: ownership of whatever was bid.

In order to encourage men to devote the time, money, risk, and
planning required to produce for future consumers, the Bible estab-
lishes alegal and moral principle: the ox is not to be muzzled when
he treads out the corn. This Mosaic legal principle means that the
laborer is worthy of his hire (I Tim. 5:18) and the plowman should
plow in hope (I Cor. 9:10). It means that privately owned property
must be respected by individual sand their representativeinstitutions.
Thereisno eleventh commandment: “ Thou shalt not steal, except by
majority vote.”
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THE POLITICSOF PLUNDER

Let no man seek his own, but every man another’s wealth (I Cor.
10:24).

Thetheocentric principle hereis serviceto God through serviceto
other people.

Prohibited Feasts

The tenth chapter of First Corinthians deals with temptation. The
key verseisverse 13: “There hath no temptation taken you but such
asis common to man: but God is faithful, who will not suffer you to
be tempted above that ye are able; but will with the temptation also
make away to escape, that ye may be ableto bear it.” The next verse
applies this command to a specific sin: idolatry. “Wherefore, my
dearly beloved, flee from idolatry.”

Christians participate in the Lord’ s Supper. “The cup of blessing
which we bless, isit not the communion of the blood of Christ? The
bread which we break, is it not the communion of the body of
Christ?’ (v. 16). Inthis, Christiansattain ecclesiastical unity. “For we
being many are one bread, and one body: for we are all partakers of
that one bread” (v. 17). Participation in a ritual meal bonds the
participants with the supernatural being in whose name or honor the
meal is being celebrated. “Behold Israel after the flesh: are not they
which eat of the sacrifices partakers of the atar?’ (v. 18).

The issue of applied ethics here is the offering of sacrifices to
idols, which represent devils. “What say | then? that the idol is any
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thing, or that which is offered in sacrifice to idols is any thing? But
| say, that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to
devils, and not to God: and | would not that ye should have fellow-
ship with devils’ (vv. 19-20). Theidol is nothing in itself. Paul has
insisted on this previoudly. “As concerning therefore the eating of
those things that are offered in sacrifice unto idols, we know that an
idol isnothingintheworld, and that thereis none other God but one”
(I Cor. 8:4). What is something, however, is a devil who is repre-
sented by an idol, and ultimately, the system of supernatural, cov-
enant-breaking power in which devils participate. So, the participant
must choose which feast represents the one true God: the idolatrous
feast or the Lord’ s Supper. Paul warns: “Y e cannot drink the cup of
the Lord, and the cup of devils. ye cannot be partakers of the Lord’'s
table, and of the table of devils’ (v. 21). Then he askstwo rhetorical
guestions. “ Dowe provokethe Lord to jeal ousy? are we stronger than
he?’ (v. 22). We must not make him jealous. “Thou shalt not make
unto thee any graven image, or any likeness of any thing that isin
heaven above, or that is in the earth beneath, or that is in the water
under the earth: Thou shalt not bow down thyself to them, nor serve
them: for | the LORD thy God am ajealous God, visiting the iniquity
of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generation
of them that hate me” (Ex. 20:4-5).

Then comesafamous statement: “ All thingsarelawful for me, but
all thingsare not expedient: all thingsarelawful for me, but all things
edify not” (v. 23). What is he speaking about? Is he saying that it is
lawful for himto participateinidolatrousfeasts, but merely inexpedi-
ent? No, because he has already prohibited such participation, not on
the basis of expedience, but on the basis of avoiding God' sjealousy.
Thesecond commandment al so prohibitsidolatry for the samereason.
Then what is he speaking about? He is speaking eating meat that has
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been offered to idols. “Whatsoever is sold in the shambles [butcher
shops], that eat, asking no question for conscience sake: For the earth
istheLord's, and thefulnessthereof” (vv. 25-26). A Christianisalso
entitled to attend acommon social feast hosted by acovenant-breaker.
“If any of them that believe not bid you to afeast, and ye be disposed
to go; whatsoever is set before you, eat, asking no question for cons-
cience sake” (v. 27). Thisisan aspect of Christian liberty. But Chris-
tian liberty has self-imposed limits.

But if any man say unto you, Thisis offered in sacrifice unto idols,
eat not for his sake that shewed it, and for conscience sake: for the
earth isthe Lord's, and the fulness thereof: Conscience, | say, not
thine own, but of the other: for why ismy liberty judged of another
man’ s conscience? (vv. 28-29)

This is the context of verse 24: “Let no man seek his own, but
every man another’s wealth.” The tranglators inserted the word
wealth. Paul had in mind wealth in the broadest sense: well-being or
welfare. He saysthat each Christian isto seek another person’s good
or benefit.

Personal Gain Through Ritual Subordination

Paul tells his readers that they may lawfully eat meat that has
already been offered to idols. They may not lawfully eat meat while
itisbeing offered to idols. What isthe difference? Answer: the pres-
ence or absence of the element of ritual sacrifice. When men ex-
change money for meat, they are not involved in sacramental rites.
They are merely seeking to assuage their hunger. They must give up
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something in order to gain something in voluntary exchange. When
they attend a social feast, they eat meat that has been purchased by
their hosts for money. In contrast, when men offer meat to idols, and
then partake of this sacramental meat, they are not seeking to assuage
their hunger. This is why Paul tells Christians to eat before they
attend the Lord’ s Supper: so that they will not be hungry at the com-
munion meal (I Cor. 11:21-22). Similarly, in their covenant meals,
covenant-breakers ritually confirm a demonic covenant in acts of
covenant renewal. Participation in such pagan mealsis prohibited to
covenant-keepers.

What do sacrificial offerings have to do with seeking personal
gain? Themotivation of the participant iseither to gain positive sanc-
tions from the god to whom the meat is offered, or else to avoid the
god's negative sanctions. The sacrificer’ s goal in either caseis self-
centered. The participant invokes the name of theidol in an attempt
to secure a personal advantage.

The sacrificer surrenders somethingin hisquest for personal gain.
He offers something of valueto anidol: public subordination. Thisis
of valueto the devil represented by the idol because it is a covenant-
breaking act. Thiswastheorigina sinof Adam. The participantinthe
demonicfestival offerssacrifice under the officiating authority of the
idol’s priestly agents. We know this because these agents subse-
guently sell the meat to the general public. This was the issue con-
fronting Paul. “Whatsoever is sold in the shambles [butcher shop],
that eat, asking no question for conscience sake” (v. 25).

There was nothing wrong with buying meat from a middleman
who operated in between a pagan feast and the buyer. Not al of the
meat was consumed at the feast. The excess meat was then sold by
the priest to a specialist in meat sales. This act removed the meat’s
unholy status. It waseven legal to eat in thetemple spublic restaurant
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(I Cor. 8:10).* What was wrong was offering anything to the idol
during acovenantal feast that sought aid from the supernatural being
represented by theidol. This act of ritual subordination affirmed the
power of devils by way of idols. This affirmation is what Paul pro-
hibits.

The Re-allocation of Wealth

To sacrifice to an idol is to invoke the authority of devils to
impose their sanctions in history. But there is nothing wrong, Paul
says, with buying meat from the priests of idols. Thisisatransaction
based on the principle of value for value. The exchange does not
invoke supernatural power.

How does a devil reward his worshippers? He must intervene in
history to provide them with something that they believed that they
could not buy through their own productivity. The sacrificer turnsto
supernatural power as a way to attain his goals at a below-market
price. He seeks to gain something of greater value to him than the
value of the asset sacrificed to theidol.

A devil isnot originally creative. Only God isoriginally creative.
A devil cannot grant favorsin aworld of cursed scarcity without re-
allocating assets from existing owners to new owners. He cannot
autonomously offer something for nothing, or something of valuefor
something of lessvalue. To offer anything to his followers, he must
first steal it. Satan is athief and a squatter. He confiscated Adam’s
inheritance through his successful deception of Eve (I Tim. 2:14) and
his successful temptation of Adam. Whatever he possesses, he pos-

1. See above, Chapter 10.
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sesses only by God’ s common grace? or by prior theft, temptation, or
deception.

By invoking the power of devils, the sacrificer callsonthemtore-
alocate assets, including power, away from what God and God's
socia order have established aslawful. The sacrificer asksadevil or
devils to overcome the results of the operations of God's common-
grace socia order, which isa private property-based order. He seeks
his own ends at the expense of others in society, and he expects a
devil to provide this. To the degree that the sacrificer’s prayers are
answered, weal th movesfrom covenant-keepersto covenant-breakers,
or from productive covenant-breakers to less productive covenant-
breakers. Under such asystem, thewealth of thejust islaid up for the
sinner. This thwarts God's socia order. “A good man leaveth an
inheritance to his children’s children: and the wealth of the sinner is
laid up for the just” (Prov. 13:22).

The sacrificer seeks to become the recipient of coercive wealth
redistribution. He appeals to a devil through an idol to act on his
behalf because of his sacrifice. He gives up something of market
value—meat and time —to gain something of so much greater market
value, that whatever he offersin exchange could not have purchased
whatever it is that he seeks. He seeks his own wealth at the expense
of someone el se. He cares nothing about the lossthat will be suffered
by othersin the hoped-for redistribution of wealth. He seeks hisown
gain at their expense.

Paul isimplicitly saying herethat it isnot just the participation in
unholy feasts that is wrong. He is saying that the mental attitude
behind participation in thisfeast isaso wrong. The participant seeks

2. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 1.
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his own goals at the expense of others. He implicitly seeks to make
it moredifficult for othersto attain their goals. Thisisnot legitimate,
Paul says. Thisis not the way of persona sacrifice. It is the way of
coercing others to sacrifice for the benefit of the ritual feast’s parti-
cipants.

With Whose Assets?

Paul tells covenant-keepers to offer a very valuable sacrifice to
God. “1 beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, that
ye present your bodies aliving sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God,
which is your reasonable service” (Rom. 12:1).2 One way to do this
is to sacrifice some degree of your personal comfort for the sake of
greater comfort of others. Y ou forfeit what could have been yoursfor
the sake of benefiting others. Y ou re-allocate your wealth on behalf
of others.

Thisis not the way of the world. The familiar practiceisfor men
to seek their own ends at the expense of others. Thisis the heart of
pagan sacrifice. Pagan sacrifice should be cut off at the root, not just
at the branch. Covenant-keepers are to sacrifice to God on behalf of
others, just as Christ did for covenant-keepers. “Let thismind be in
you, which was also in Christ Jesus: Who, being in the form of God,
thought it not robbery to be equal with God: But made himself of no
reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made
in the likeness of men: And being found in fashion as a man, he

3. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003), ch. 7.
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humbled himself, and became obedient unto death, even the death of
the cross’ (Phil. 2:5-8).

Thisiswhat charity isall about: sacrificing one’'s own wealth on
behalf of others, asking nothing fromthemin return. Thereisnothing
coercive about this. The person who aids another by means of what
belongsto him has not used power to redistribute other men’ swealth
on behalf of therecipient. In this sense, the sacrificer hasnot imitated
Satan, who always uses evil to gain the assets that he then provides
tohisfollowersor to those covenant-keeperswho have been deceived
by him or his covenant-breaking subordinates.

An ethical problem may arise when someone decides to act on
behalf of others, but not through the use of hisown assets. He decides
that someone else is deserving of support or aid of some kind. He
decides that someone should sacrifice for the sake of thisthird party.
He decidesthat this unnamed someone who should sacrificeis some-
one other than himself, or at least someone in addition to himself. If
he appeal sto the sense of charity in someoneelse, invitinghimtojoin
in arighteous cause of self-sacrifice, there is no coercion involved.
Thereisno violation of ownership rights: the eighth commandment.
But if thejoint-sacrificer iscompelled by threat of violence—legal or
illegal —to sacrifice on behalf of another person, then the organizer
of the “campaign to seek other’s wealth” has violated the eighth
commandment. “Thou shalt not steal” (Ex. 20:15). Notice that this
command does not say, “Thou shalt not steal, except by mgority
vote.”

Democracy degenerates into the politics of plunder when groups
of voters ally with other groups in order to confiscate wealth from
still another group and transfer it to yet another group — or maybe to
themselves. Thisstrategy isasystem of buying votesfrom thosewho
receivetheplunder. AsJamesBovard says, thisconcept of democracy
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is the democracy of two wolves and a sheep who vote on what to
have for dinner.

Far more important than openly seeking to buy votes from the
groups that receive the political plunder, this system of democracy is
motivated by the goal of subtly buying votes from successful people
who seek to assuage their consciences through hel ping the afflicted,
not merely with their own money, but with other peopl€’s money.
These would-be sacrificers understand that an appeal to voluntary
sacrificeon behalf of otherswill rarely produce asmuch money asthe
threat of violenceimposed by the civil government. Through politics
or, in the United States, through the courts, they seek to gain control
over the State, which isthe only lawful monopoly of violence outside
the family’s lawful bounds. They adopt the politics of plunder in
order to assuagetheir consciences, toincorporatetheir vision of ajust
and righteous social order, and to gain morevotesat the next el ection.
Their political goal isto steal from collective Paul to pay to collective
Peter, minus about 50% for government handling.

This is what Satan also does. He has no assets of his own. He
steals from some in order to reward others. In doing so, he seeks to
extend his kingdom, which is based on the violation of all 10 com-
mandments, including the commandment not to steal. The sacrificer
at ademonic ritual feast who invokes demonic power in order togain
his own ends is not different in economic principle from the voter
who subordinates himself to the State in order to gain his own ends
by using the State’ s power to extract wealth from others. Thedevil is
expected by the sacrificer to intervene in history on hisbehalf. Sois
the State expected by the voter to intervene on his behalf. A devil
owns nothing that he has not confiscated from others, either through
an appeal to sin, or thethreat of violence, or the use of deception. The
State, unlike a devil, possesses legitimate though limited authority
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and therefore legitimate limited power, but when it arrogates addi-
tional power to itself in order to use this power to redistribute wealth
from one group to another, it has adopted the politics of plunder,
which isin accord with Satan’s view of his kingdom.

Conclusion

“Let no man seek his own, but every man another’s wealth” (v.
24). Thisis not a call to use State power to benefit the helpless, or,
what is far more common in modern democracies, to benefit the
middle class, which istheincome group that most of the confiscated
wealth actually subsidizes.* Rather, thisisacall for sacrificial giving
on the part of the listeners. It is a call for them to extend God's
kingdom through voluntary sacrifice. It isnot acall for them to org-
anizepolitically to extend Satan’ skingdom by the coerciveredistribu-
tion of wealth owned by covenant-keepers and covenant-breakers
aike.

“Let no man seek his own, but every man another’s wealth.” If
taken out of context, this verse could be interpreted as advocating
universal theft and violence. If weareto seek another person’ swealth
for ourselves, why not steal? After all, stealing certainly isaway to
seek another person’ swealth! But thisisnot what Paul was advocat-
ing. He was advocating sacrificial giving, not universal theft.

The righteous system of ethics that undergirds this passage —
seeking first the welfare of others — has been twisted by modern

4. Consider the modern tax-funded educational system. It isasubsidy mainly to the mid-
dle class. Poverty-stricken students rarely attend colleges and universities, and fewer still
graduate. The rich pay the highest percentage of taxes that support the State. Most of the
income tax revenues are generated by taxes on the top 20% of income recipients.
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communists, socialists, and statists to mean that the State should use
thethreat of violencein order to redistribute privately owned wealth.
Thisview of State power has produced the modern world’ sofficialy
democratic system of universal plunder. Private citizens are not
encouraged by statists to steal from other individuals. Instead, they
are encouraged to band together politically and use the voting booth
as away to establish a system of universal theft. Statists justify this
practice in the name of “economic democracy.” They do this offic-
ially on behalf of the poor, the downtrodden, and the oppressed. They
mimic Satan, the cosmic thief, for they, like he, gain access to the
weal th necessary to subsidize other peopl e sgoal sby meansof decep-
tion, temptation, and force.
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FULL-TIME CHRISTIAN SERVICE

Whether thereforeye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye do, do all tothe
glory of God. (I Cor. 10:31).

The theocentric principle here isthe glory of God.

All of Lifeas Glorification

Paul tellsthe Corinthiansthat all of their activities should glorify
God. This does not mean that any of their activities would not
ultimately glorify God. The glorification of God is an inescapable
concept. It is never a question of glorifying God vs. not glorifying
God. It isaways a question of how one glorifies God: by obedience
or disobedience. First, God is presently being glorified by His
creation, which testifiesto His existence. “For the invisible things of
him from the creation of theworld are clearly seen, being understood
by the things that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead; so
that they are without excuse” (Rom. 1:20). Second, all people will
ultimately glorify God by bowing to His son, Jesus Christ. Paul wrote
elsewhere: “That at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, of
things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth”
(Phil. 2:10).

The crucial persona question isthis: Will an individua publicly
bow to Christ prior to the final judgment, or only at the final judg-
ment? Paul told the church at Rome that Christians are required in
this life to acknowledge that they must bow to Christ on judgment
day, and then conduct themsel ves accordingly. “For whether welive,
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we live unto the Lord; and whether we die, we die unto the Lord:
whether we live therefore, or die, we are the Lord's. For to thisend
Christ both died, and rose, and revived, that he might be Lord both of
thedead and living. But why dost thou judgethy brother? or why dost
thou set at nought thy brother? for we shall all stand before the
judgment seat of Christ. For it is written, As | live, saith the Lord,
every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confess to God.
So then every one of us shall give account of himself to God” (Rom.
14:8-12).

God is publicly glorified by His peoplein history, and He will be
publicly glorified by al people at the final judgment, when every
knee will bow. At the final judgment, God will publicly divide
mankind into sheep (covenant-keepers) and goats (covenant-break-
ers). “And he shall set the sheep on his right hand, but the goats on
the left” (Matt. 25:33). Both groups must publicly glorify Him then,
but they will receive separate eternal sanctions. The sheep will re-
ceive positive eternal sanctions, whilethe goatswill receive negative
eternal sanctions.

Paul warned members of the church at Rometo avoidjudging each
other, because God will judge them all. He was not speaking of for-
mal judgment in a church court. He was speaking of personal judg-
ments regarding non-judicial infractions. The fourth point of the
covenant relates to judgment and sanctions? Paul reminded his
readersin Romethat God' sfinal judgment will be sufficient to settle
the non-judicial infractionsin history.

God will judge all men finally, demanding and receiving honor as

1. Onthefinal judgment, see the Appendix.

2. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 4.
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both Creator and Judge. In the meantime, everything in the creation
necessarily glorifies God. Heis being glorified as cosmic Judge: the
bringer of sanctions. He brings sanctionsin history (Deut. 28).° The
distinguishing issuein history, asin the final judgment, isthe nature
of these sanctions: positive or negative. Through His sanctions, God
is being glorified today and will be glorified through eternity. His
sanctions will never end: positive and negative.

History will culminate in the public glorification of God by the
nations. “All nations whom thou hast made shall come and worship
before thee, O Lord; and shall glorify thy name. For thou art great,
and doest wondrousthings: thou art God alone” (Ps. 86:9-10). Isthis
prophecy eschatol ogical ? It may be. Weread of nationsin Revelation:
“ And the city had no need of the sun, neither of the moon, to shinein
it: for the glory of God did lighten it, and the Lamb is the light
thereof. And the nations of them which are saved shall walk in the
light of it: and the kings of the earth do bring their glory and honour
into it. And the gates of it shall not be shut at all by day: for there
shall be no night there. And they shall bring the glory and honour of
the nations into it. And there shall in no wise enter into it any thing
that defileth, neither whatsoever worketh abomination, or maketh a
lie: but they which are written in the Lamb’s book of life” (Rev.
21:23-27). This cannot refer to history. The book of life has not yet
been opened (Rev. 20:12). It does not yet screen accessto the city of
God. But Old Covenant saints knew almost nothing about the doc-
trineof eternal life. So, thereferencesin the Psalms seemto be histor-
ical. The psalmist expected nations in history to glorify God some-
timeinthefuture. So did Micah. Micah’s prophecy isclearly histori-

3. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronomy,
2nd electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia; Dominion Educational Ministries, [1999]
2003), ch. 68.
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cal. It refers to the last days, which began in the New Covenant era
(Heb. 1:2). Micah wrote:

But in the last days it shall come to pass, that the mountain of the
house of the LORD shall be established in the top of the mountains,
and it shall be exalted above the hills; and people shall flow unto it.
And many nations shall come, and say, Come, and let usgo upto the
mountain of the LORD, and to the house of the God of Jacob; and he
will teach us of hisways, and we will walk in his paths: for the law
shall go forth of Zion, and the word of the LORD from Jerusalem.
And he shall judge among many people, and rebuke strong nations
afar off; and they shall beat their swordsinto plowshares, and their
spears into pruninghooks: nation shall not lift up a sword against
nation, neither shall they learn war any more. But they shall sit every
man under hisvine and under hisfig tree; and none shall make them
afraid: for the mouth of the LORD of hosts hath spoken it (Micah
4:1-4).

With God'’ sfuture historical judgment among nationsin mind, the
psalmist drew a personal conclusion: “ Teach me thy way, O LORD;
| will walk in thy truth: unite my heart to fear thy name. | will praise
thee, O Lord my God, with all my heart: and | will glorify thy name
for evermore” (Ps. 86:11-12). The psalmist said that hewould praise
God and glorify God' s name. He began his praise before the nations
did. His belief in God' s future judgment among the nations led him
to praise. God’ s sanctions are supposed to produce in His followers
an impulse to glorify Him.

This Old Covenant perspective on God’'s glorification by His
peopleiswhat Paul hasin mind in this passage. He knew that all men
must glorify God, one way or the other. He calls on hislisteners and
readersto glorify God self-consciously in history, so that they will not
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be forced at the final judgment to glorify God by God's external
compulsion. God will inevitably gain Hisglory in full public view. It
is better for men to glorify Him publicly through positive acts of
worship in history than to be forced to glorify Him by imposed acts
of submission on judgment day. Better to glorify God through the
continuity of worship in history than by the discontinuity of perma-
nent negative sanctions on judgment day.

Nothing I's Secular

Paul uses eating and drinking as representative examples of cov-
enant-keeping men’s acts of glorification. He does so in a passage
that deals with participation in liturgical covenant meals. demonic
(Chapter 10) and godly (Chapter 11). Verse 21 of Chapter 10 hasto
do with eating meat offered to idols. Eating meat offered to idolsis
lawful for covenant-keepers, Paul says here and in Chapter 8. The
ethical problem ariseswhen thislawful act creates spiritual problems
for weak Christians. Mature Christians are not knowingly to give
offenseto weak Christians. So, he says, Christian liberty must not be
abused. “Even as| please all meninall things, not seeking mine own
profit, but the profit of many, that they may be saved” (v. 33).

He is not speaking in verse 31 about formal worship. He has
aready condemned forma participationindemonic communal meals:
“Y e cannot drink the cup of the Lord, and the cup of devils: ye cannot
be partakersof the Lord’ stable, and of thetableof devils’ (v. 21). So,
thisreference hasto dowith what are sometimesreferred to assecul ar
activities. But Paul’ s words indicate that there are no secular activi-

4. Chapter 10.
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ties. Paul is saying that all activities are acts of God's glorification.
God will finally judge all acts of al mankind. Paul has already men-
tioned this. “ Therefore judge nothing before the time, until the Lord
come, who both will bring to light the hidden things of darkness, and
will make manifest the counsels of the hearts. and then shall every
man have praise of God” (I Cor. 4:5).5 All men must praise God.
There is no escape from this. The question is: Will a person praise
God on the last day under His positive sanctions or His negative
sanctions? Will his praise of God be an extension of hislife’s com-
mitment or a public repudiation of hislife’s commitment?

Theword*“ secular” refersto non-religiousactivities. Paul issaying
here that there are no non-religious activities. In this sense, the word
“secular” isamisnomer, inthesameway that theword “ autonomous’
is a misnomer. Nothing is secular because nothing is autonomous.
Everything isunder God' s overall sovereignty and under His hierar-
chical authority. Everythingisjudgedintermsof God' slaw. Thiswill
be manifested for al to see on the last day. In this sense, all lifeis
covenantal: under God' s sovereignty, authority, law, sanctions, and
final judgment.

This passage is important for reminding covenant-keepers that
nothing that they think or do is irrelevant to God. This is because
God’ swordiscomprehensive, meaning al-inclusive. Jesusresponded
to Satan’s temptation regarding the transformation of stones into
bread by citing the second half of Deuteronomy 8:3, which reads:
“ And he humbled thee, and suffered theeto hunger, and fed thee with
manna, which thou knewest not, neither did thy fathersknow; that he
might make thee know that man doth not live by bread only, but by
every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of the LORD doth man

5. Chapter 5.
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live.” Theissue that had faced national Israel in the wilderness was
the same onethat faced Jesusin the wilderness: hunger. Jesusreplied
to Satan, “Itiswritten, Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every
word that proceedeth out of the mouth of God” (Matt. 4:4b). The
word of God, not food, is central to thelife of man. The content of all
of the words of men should be structured by all of the words of God.
Thisis because al of the words of men will be judged by the words
of God. Jesus later warned His listeners: “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). All of men’'swords arerele-
vant because all of God’s words are relevant as the cosmic Judge.
Man is made in God's image. His words either conform to God's
wordsor arein opposition to them. All of aman’ swordsarerelevant,
for they will be finally judged by God. The relevance of a man’'s
words isimputed by God' s words: judicial declaration.

Paul tells hislisteners here that whatever they do, they must doin
order to glorify God. Such activities as eating and drinking are spec-
ifically subject to this command. Paul brings al of life under a
requirement: to glorify God. All thingsthat men do arerelevant. This
means that all things that men do are under God’'s comprehensive
judgment.

Religious vs. Secular: A False Distinction

Thefamiliar distinction between “religious’” and “ secular” ismis-
leading. It rests on afalse assumption, namely, that God has exemp-
ted most of life from the requirement to worship Him. This assump-
tionisnot merely incorrect; it isdefiantly incorrect. All of man’slife
isworship. Men worship God, or else they worship mammon (Matt.
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6:24).° They worship the Creator, or else they worship the creation
(Rom. 1:18-22).” Therefore, Christiansarerequired by Godto glorify
Himintheir common, everyday activities. Therearethereforeno non-
religious activities.

The common distinction between secular activities and religious
worship defines worship in two ways: (1) formal participation in
corporate rituals; (2) personal prayer — before, during, or after some
activity. This definition is not technically incorrect, but its implied
assumption is incorrect, namely, that without formal acts of some
kind, an act has no element of worship. The definition implies that
worshippers choose to impute an element of worship in their activ-
ities. Put another way, they impute a religious element to some act.
Thisistrue; they do impute religious significance to some act. They
are supposed to impute religious significance to every act. That is
Paul’ smessage here. Thequestionisthis: DoesGod do this, too? The
common assumption today is that he who does not impute such
religious value to aphysical or mental act has thereby established its
secular character for him. If enough peopleimpute asecular character
to their actions, these areas of life become secular. Thereisakind of
implicit democratic theory of secularism operating here. Thistheory
of democratic imputation is incorrect. We live in a theocracy: God
rules (theos = God; kratos = rule).

DoesGod impute secular statusto anything? Paul impliesherethat
He does not. God holds all men accountable for everything they do.
Christians are therefore required to do everything they do in order to

6. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Matthew,
electronic edition (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 2000), ch. 14.

7. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003), ch. 1.
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glorify God. They are to reclaim from the humanists hypothetical
realm of secularism everything that God’ s enemies have defined as
irrelevant to God. Everything is relevant to God. Everything is an
aspect of the praise of God, the glorification of God, and above al,
the judgment of God.

In Psalm 147, we read: “He sheweth his word unto Jacob, his
statutes and his judgments unto Israel. He hath not dealt so with any
nation: and as for his judgments, they have not known them” (vv.
19-20). God' sspecial revelation to the nation of Israel set that nation
apart covenantally under the Old Covenant. This did not establish a
realm of neutrality for the other nations, aneutrality that God exemp-
ted from His judgment. Jonah’s ministry to Nineveh is proof. Nine-
veh was under God’ slaw and the law’ s sanctions. “ And Jonah began
to enter into the city aday’ sjourney, and he cried, and said, Y et forty
days, and Nineveh shall be overthrown” (Jonah 3:4). In Psalm 148,
we read that nature itself praises (glorifies) God. “Praise ye the
LORD. Praise ye the LORD. Praise ye the LORD from the heavens:
praise himinthe heights. Praiseye him, all hisangels: praiseye him,
all hishosts. Praise ye him, sun and moon: praise him, all ye stars of
light. Praise him, ye heavens of heavens, and ye waters that be above
the heavens. Let them praise the name of the LORD: for he com-
manded, and they were created. He hath al so stablished them for ever
and ever: he hath made a decree which shall not pass’ (vv. 1-6). No
areaof creation isbeyond God' sjudgment. The psalmist here denies
the very concept of autonomy and itsimplication, secularism. Nature
isnot neutral. It testifiesto the glory of God. Paul told the church at
Rome the same thing. “For the wrath of God isrevealed from heaven
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the
truth in unrighteousness; Because that which may be known of God
is manifest in them; for God hath shewed it unto them. For the
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invisiblethingsof him from the creation of theworld are clearly seen,
being understood by the thingsthat are made, even his eternal power
and Godhead; so that they are without excuse: Because that, when
they knew God, they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful;
but became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was
darkened. Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools”
(Rom. 1:18-22).

Everything IsWorship

Paul in these chapters is dealing with true and false corporate
worship: covenant meals. In this context, he discusses mealsinvolv-
ing meat offered to idols. For the mature Christian, this should not be
a problem, except insofar as he might disturb the spiritual lives of
weak Christians. Paul then goesto the heart of the matter: the glorifi-
cation of God. In eating, Christiansare supposed to glorify God. They
glorify Him by not participating in demonic ritual meals. They also
glorify Him by eating meat offered to idols. They glorify Him by
refraining from meat offered to idols, when weak Christians faithis
undermined. Finally, in Chapter 11, Paul says that Christians are to
glorify God by participating lawfully in the Lord’s Supper. In all of
these activities, Christians are to glorify God.

Everything that men do is an act of worship. Men glorify the god
whom they represent covenantally in history. They worship either
God or mammon. They worship either the Creator or some aspect of
the creation. Thereisno covenantally neutral realmin between these
rival gods. Paul tells the Corinthians that they must self-consciously
glorify God by means of their common daily activities. Sometimes
thisrequiresabsol ute abstention: demonicfeasts. At other times, itin-
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volves selective abstention: meat offered to idols when weak Chris-
tians observe the mature Christian at his meal. At other times, it
involves participation: enjoying agood meal of meat offered toidols.
At other times, participation is mandated: the Lord’s Supper. But
nothing is neutral: neither eating nor abstention.

Thisview of lifeisnot well understood by Christians, and never
has been. The familiar but false distinction between the religious
realm and the hypothetically secular realm has confused Christians
since the days of the early church. Christian scholars have used the
philosophical categoriesof Greek humanism to defend thefaith since
the days of Justin Martyr in the second century. Christians have
confused other legitimate distinctions with humanism’s distinction
betweenreligion and secularism. Thereisalegitimatebiblical distinc-
tion between sacred and profane, i.e., correct formal worshipvs. false
worship.? Thereisalso alegitimate biblical distinction between sac-
red and common: formal worship vs. informa worship. Christians
have not understood these distinctions. They have adopted something
analogous to the humanists' false distinction: religious vs. secular.
They have also adopted avariation of the humanists’ myth of neutral -
ity. They accept the humanists' view of a neutral, common-ground,
secular realm of life, especialy in politics, the realm of civil justice.
They implicitly deny that God judges every area of life according to
HisBible-revealed law. Why implicitly? Becausethey explicitly deny
that Christians, as God’s covenantal agents in history, have a God-
givenresponsibility to work for the establishment of civil institutions
that govern formally in terms of biblical civil law, which includes
biblical civil sanctions. They view theformal law of God as narrowly

8. Gary North, Leviticus: An Economic Commentary (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitutefor Christian
Economics, 1994), ch. 6; Gary North, Boundaries and Dominion: The Economics of Levi-
ticus, electronic edition (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1994), ch. 6.
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circumscribed, relating to personal morality and family morality.
They regard the general culture as beyond God' s law.

As modern covenant-breaking society has become more self-
conscious and more dominant, afew Christians have begun to ques-
tion the reigning myth of neutrality. This changein opinion began in
the United States in the 1970's. The Supreme Court’s unilateral
legalization of abortion in 1973 was a major factor in this shift of
opinion. Thereisno neutral zone between alive baby and an aborted
baby. There is no neutral realm of God's law that reconciles a live
baby with an aborted baby. Humanistic law has come down against
the live baby and in favor of its executioners. Humanistic law is
clearly — clear for a small minority within the Christian community
—inviolation of God’slaw. A minority of Christian activists now say
that they do not accept the myth of neutrality. Nevertheless, they still
do accept it. To deny the myth of neutrality meansdenyingitinevery
realm of life. Such a denial forces a Christian to come face-to-face
with the ultimate implication of thisdenial: theocracy. If thererealy
isno neutrality, then theocracy is an inescapable concept: the rule of
either one god or another. In our day, the cultural conflict is between
the kingdom of God and the kingdom of man. This culture war rages
in every area of life.

Modern Christians do not want to defend or promote the institu-
tional theocracy of the God of the Bible. In order to escape the embar-
rassment of proclaiming the institutional theocracy of the God of the
Bible, they are willing to accept the kingdom of man as the only
politically acceptable institutional alternative. And so, one by one,
those American fundamentalist leaderswho proclaimedinthe 1980’ s
that there is no neutrality have all quietly abandoned this proclama-
tion. By attempting to retain their position both as political pluralists
and as Christian activists, they have become intellectually schizo-
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phrenic. As political pluralists, they have come before the public as
defenders of Christianity as one legitimate worldview among many,
but never as proclaimersof aninstitutionally, culturally authoritative
word of God. They are trapped on the horns of a self-imposed di-
lemma. They cannot answer this question, and so they pretend that it
does not exist: “How can God's law be authoritative, yet also be
merely one politically legitimate choice among many?” | ask: Which
Old Testament prophet ever came before sinnersin the name of such
aview of social and political ethics? But it is worse than even this.
They al proclaim the present-day inapplicability of Bible-reveaed
civil law. They declare that the issues of political life must not be
settled by an appeal to explicit biblical laws.

When they first discovered the political, moral, and religious
implications of legalized abortion, they told their followers and their
opponentsthat abortionismurder. They opposed abortion, not onthe
basis of its prohibition by biblical law (Ex. 21:22-23),° but because
it is murder. But then, when asked the obvious question by their
critics—"Areyou calling for the Stateto executethelegally convicted
abortionist, his assistants (accomplices), and the mother, since the
Old Testament requires the death penalty for murder?” — most of
them grew uncharacteristically silent, others denied that abortion is
really murder after all, while others declared that God no longer
requires the death penalty for murder. Members of the last-named
group not only have abandoned Moses; they have abandoned Noah.
“Whoso sheddeth man'’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed: for
intheimage of God made heman” (Gen. 9:6). They areintellectually
schizophrenic. This condition affects their public positionsin many

9. Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Institute for
Christian Economics, 1990), ch. 11.
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areas. They affirm their commitment to political pluralism; they deny
God’ stheocracy; they deny the continuing validity of Old Testament
law; and then they insist that Christianity and the Bible have answers
to al of men’s problems, including politics. | commented on this
dilemmain 1982, and said that it would not go away until they aban-
doned either political pluralismor Christianity.” It hasnot goneaway.

Every aspect of life is under God's law. Life is therefore under
God's comprehensive judgment. All of life has been affected by
Adam'’ssin. Wherever sinreigns, there Christ’s offer of redemption
has a healing role to play. This means that all of life is subject to
God’'s comprehensive redemption.* To deny that God's grace
(positive sanctions) can apply to all of lifeisto deny that al of lifeis
under sin and under God'’ s law and therefore also under God' s judg-
ment (negative sanctions). This, in principle, is exactly what pietism
denies. Pietism proclaims a souls-only redemption. Humanists en-
thusiastically agree, for such aview of history surrenders most of life
to mammon and mammon’s covenantal agents. It willingly hands
over thelawful authority of rulershipinhistory to covenant-breakers.
It doesthisinthe name of Jesus. Pietistswant to avoid responsibility
for anything that happens outside of our homes and churches.

Part-Time Humanist Service?

Paul arguesin this passage that all Christian service is supposed

10. Gary North, “TheIntellectua Schizophreniaof the New Christian Right,” Christian-
ity and Civilization, | (1982), pp. 1-40.

11. Gary North, Isthe World Running Down? Crisisin the Christian Worldview (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitutefor Christian Economics, 1988), Appendix C: “ Comprehensive Redemption:
A Theology of Social Action.”
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tobefull-time. It beginswith eating and drinking. Paul takescommon
daily activities and identifies them as means of glorifying God. Paul
issaying that all serviceisnecessarily full-time. The questionisthis:
Which god does aman serve full-time? Does he serve God or mam-
mon? Christ said that we cannot serve both.

Pietistsdo not accept Paul’ steaching on this point, which does not
conform with their view of the world as forever divided in history
intotwo realms: Christianity’ s(small) and anti-Christianity’ s(large).
They praise something they call full-time Christian service. By this,
they have in mind mainly the work of ordained ministers of the gos-
pel and unordained missionariesto foreign lands. They havein mind
people whose income is financed by tithes and (mainly) offerings.
This definition might include a church secretary. Less probably, it
might includethe churchjanitor. It might include ateacher inaChris-
tian school, just so long as he or sheis paid less than what a govern-
ment-school teacher is paid. But it does not include a Christian
businessmanwho isfunding other Christians' full-time Christian ser-
vice with histithe. A Christian who owns a profit-seeking Christian
school and who thereby getsrich would not be regarded by pietistsas
being in full-time Christian service. For pietists, full-time Christian
service means poverty for Jesus.

The concept of full-time Christian service isthe pietist’s version
of thehumanist’ sdoctrine of the sacred-secul ar distinction. The hum-
anist claims that he wants to confine men’s deference to God to the
human heart and the church, “wherereligion belongs.” But whenever
humanists secure sufficient votes, they move to knock down or con-
fiscatethechurches. Russian Communists confiscated churchesinthe
name of the State, and converted them into museums or warehouses.
Thenthey took over theschools. Atheism becametheofficial position
of the schools, and the schools were a State monopoly. Communists
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used tax-funded, compulsory State education to drive the concept of

a supernatural God out of the lives and minds of the students. This
policy was consistent with the ultimate implication of all humanism:

manisgod, and the God of the Bibleisasocially and psychologically
dangerous myth. Onthispoint, non-Communist humanistsbelievethe
same. The atheism of America s tax-funded schoolsis amost asin-
tense as the Communists' schools, and the schools are becoming
more anti-Christian, decade by decade. They were messianic human-
ist institutions from the beginning.?

At every stage in the preliminary development of humanism as a
civilization, there can be found humanist spokesmen who assure
Christiansthat the eradication of all traces of supernatural religionis
not their long-term goal. But whenever humanists gain sufficient
votes or sufficient political power, thisis when humanism’s official
commitment to pluralism ends. We have seen this again and again.
We seeit today in the textbooks of tax-funded schools. Nevertheless,
most Christians remain content with proclaiming (though never
receiving) “equal timefor Jesus.” Humanists want no time for Jesus,
which is what Jesus officially receives whenever humanists gain
sufficient political power. Humanists cannot serve God, any more
than Christians can serve mammon, except inconsistently.

Pietists are inconsistent. They believe that Christianity cannot
redeem the dominion of mammon, which necessarily rulesthisworld,
they insist. They believe that Christians must remain content to live
in a bifurcated society in which mammon provides the means to
wealth, and truly holy Christians must remain in the economic pov-
erty of full-time Christian service. Pietism’ scommitment to thisview

12. R. J. Rushdoony, The Messianic Character of American Education: Sudiesin the
History of the Philosophy of Education (Nutley, New Jersey: Craig Press, 1963).
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of history is why, in the interim stages of humanism, pietists and
humanists invariably establish an informal aliance. The pietists
publicly defer to the humanists in the areas of public, tax-funded
policy. They affirm only theright of “each person to worship God in
his or her own way,” which in the United States means mainly on
Sunday and on Wednesday evenings. Almost everything elsein life
isassumed to be part-time humanist service, and fully legitimate for
almost everyone, including most Christians, to remain apart of. They
do actually not use this phrase, “full-time humanist service,” butitis
implied by adistinction between full-time Christian serviceand. . . ?
What? They never say, exactly. Part-time Christian service? But if
Christian service can legitimately be part-time, then humanist service
is also part-time and also legitimate. Therefore, at least part of the
time, most Christiansareinvolved in part-time humanist service, and
legitimately so, accordingto pietists. If thereisno full-time Christian
service for the vast majority of Christians, then there has to be part-
time service to something other than Christianity.

Pietistsrefuseto discussthisimplication of their position because,
first, they have rarely thought systematically about what they are
really saying, and, second, because to say such thingsin public might
sound goofy. Totell most Christiansthat God hascalled them to part-
time humanist service does, in fact, sound goofy. It wasin opposition
to such an idea that Paul wrote this passage.

Thisis Protestant fundamentalism’ s version of the worldview of
medieval Catholicism, which taught a nature-grace bifurcation. The
celibate priesthood was said to be devoted to full-time Christian
service, which the church called the order of grace. Christians who
supported the friars, monks, and parish priests with their a portion of
their production were said to be involved in the order of nature. The
Roman Catholic Church still formally honorsthis medieval tradition
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by maintaining two forms of priestly ordination: secular (parish
clergy) and regular (monastic clergy). Protestant pietistsare unknow-
ingly the defenders of something resemblingthe medieva worldview,
but without any monasteriesto provide institutional brotherhood for
those who are called into full-time Christian service.

Full-time Christian serviceiswhat Paul callsthe Corinthiansinto.
They were not self-consciously eating and drinking to serve Christ.
Paul tellsthem that everything they do, they should do to glorify God.

Conclusion

This passage undermines every concept of a neutral zone in
between service to God and service to anything else. Christians are
required by God to serve Him with all of their being, all of the time.
“And thou shalt lovethe LORD thy God with al thine heart, and with
all thy soul, and with all thy might” (Deut. 6:5). “Jesus said unto
him, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all
thy soul, and with all thy mind” (Matt. 22:37).*

There is no concept of part-time Christian service found in the
Bible. There is full-time Christian service; there is aso full-time
mammon service. “No man can serve two masters. for either he will
hate the one, and love the other; or else he will hold to the one, and
despise the other. Y e cannot serve God and mammon” (Matt. 6:24).

Full-time Christian service implies the existence of comprehen-

13. North, Inheritance and Dominion, ch. 15.

14. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Matthew, 2nd
electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]
2003), ch. 45.
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sive, authoritative performance standards. It alsoimplies God’ ssanc-
tions. Thisiswhy Jesus offered parables of an owner who goeson a
long journey, but who eventually comes back to demand an account-
ing from his servants. The owner finally imposes sanctions, positive
and negative, in terms of their performance. God's testing of His
stewards began in the garden of Eden, when God departed for atime,
only to return to demand aformal accounting. Everything that Adam
and Eve did during God'’ s physical absence was supposed to be full-
time Christian service: eating from all trees except one. Full-time
Christian servicedid involve arefusal to eat from onetree. Full-time
service to Satan involved eating from that one tree. Everything else
would have been full-time service to God. But, had their act of defi-
ance been maintained apart from God'’ s negative sanctions on them
for their disobedience, Adam and Eve from then on would have been
involvedinfull-time Satanic service. Their eating and drinkingwould
have been rebellious. It would have been full-time service to Satan.
Thisiswhy God closed accessto the tree of life (Gen. 3:24).
Christiansarerequired by God to work to reclaim everything from
Satan, who is a lawless squatter in history. They are, symbolically
speaking, to reclaim the weed-burdened garden of the world for
Christ. Having eaten at the Lord’s Table, they are to go out and re-
claimtheworldfor Christ by eating and drinking to the glory of God.
They are therefore to exercise dominion, as God required of Adam
(Gen. 1:26-28) and aso Noah (Gen. 9:1-3). They are not to forget
that this dominion assignment involves obeying God' s lawsin every
area of life. They are not to eat and drink unlawfully in demonic
covenantal feasts, which were and remain recapitulations of man-
kind’s forbidden meal in the garden of Eden. They are to practice
godly judgment in whatever they do because God's laws invoke
God'’ s sanctions: in history, at the final judgment, and forever.
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HIERARCHY: FAMILY,
MARKET, AND STATE

Beyefollowers of me, even as| also amof Christ. Now | praiseyou,
brethren, that ye remember me in all things, and keep the ordi-
nances, as | delivered themto you. But | would have you know, that
the head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the
man; and the head of Christis God (I Cor. 11:1-3)

The theocentric principle here is the hierarchy of authority, with
God at the top. God has established legal representatives in the
middle of this hierarchy: God> representatives> constituents.

What Would Jesus Do?

A widely popular American fundamentalist slogan in the late
twentieth century was this. “What would Jesus do?’ People even
wore sweat shirtsand tee-shirtswith WWJD?written onthem. When
capital lettersare used assubstitutesfor words, the slogan represented
by these letters has become a commonplace within certain circles.

Anyone who has carefully read the Gospel of John knows that it
was almost impossible for Jesus’ contemporariesto predict what He
would do or say. His answers to questions baffled people, including
those who were closest to Him. His responses seemed to make no
sense. A good example isthe incident at the wedding feast at Cana,
when they ran out of wine. “ And when they wanted wine, the mother
of Jesus saith unto him, They have nowine.” Who could have predic-
ted either Hisverbal responseto Hismother or Hisinstructionsto the
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servants? First, His verbal response: “ Jesus saith unto her, Woman,
what havel to do with thee? mine hour isnot yet come” (John 2:3-4).
Then, His instructions: “And there were set there six waterpots of
stone, after the manner of the purifying of the Jews, containing two
or three firkins apiece. Jesus saith unto them, Fill the waterpots with
water. And they filled them up to the brim. And he saith unto them,
Draw out now, and bear unto the governor of thefeast. And they bare
it” (vw. 6-8).

What stands out in the four gospels, but especially John’s, is that
Jesus was unpredictable. He kept His disciples and His opponents
confused most of the time. If anything, His disciples were more con-
fused than Hisopponents. The best example of thisistheir respective
responsesto Hiscrucifixion. The disciples scattered. Meanwhile, the
Jewish leaderstook stepsto seetoit that the disciples could not steal
His body and then announce His resurrection. They understood what
He had predicted: His bodily resurrection.

Now the next day, that followed the day of the preparation, the chief
priests and Pharisees came together unto Pilate, Saying, Sir, we
remember that that deceiver said, while hewasyet aive, After three
days| will riseagain. Command therefore that the sepul chrebe made
sure until the third day, lest his disciples come by night, and steal
him away, and say unto the people, Heisrisen from the dead: so the
last error shall beworsethan thefirst. Pilate said unto them, Y e have
awatch: go your way, make it as sure as ye can. So they went, and
madethe sepulchresure, sealingthe stone, and setting awatch (Matt.
27:62-66).

The disciples had no ideaabout what Jesus was about to do. They

had repeatedly heard His words about His resurrection, yet they had
comprehended nothing. The Jews had heard the samewords, and they
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had comprehended a little. Neither group expected Jesus bodily
resurrection from the dead, but the Jews at |east understood what He
had said would happen next. They assumed, incorrectly, that the
disciples had also understood. His closest disciples were the last to
know. The women found out before they did (Luke 24:10).

What would Jesus do? Those who were closest to Him did not
know. Even after His ascension and the coming of the Holy Spirit,
none of them foresaw what Jesus would do and say to Saul on the
road to Damascus (Acts 9). Y et that event changed both the history
of the church and the history of theworld. Paul would be sent by God
to the gentiles to preach the gospel and establish new churches. He
would also write his epistles.

Hierarchy and Ordinances

Paul instructs his listeners to follow him, even as he follows
Christ. He does not tell them to follow Christ directly. He does not
ask them to imagine what Jesus would do. He asksthem to “ keep the
ordinances, as| delivered themtoyou” (v. 2). Hetellsthemtoturnto
God' s supernaturally revealed law in their quest to follow Jesus.

God'slaw is an inanimate intermediary between God and man. It
alwayshasbeen, from beforethe creation of man. “ And God said, L et
us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them have
dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and
over the cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing
that creepeth upon the earth” (Gen. 1:26). Man was assigned the task
of worldwide dominion before God created him. Thethree persons of
the Godhead spoke on behalf of man even before man existed. Put
differently, the persons of the Godhead spoke representatively for
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man. The law which they imposed on mankind was positive: to exer-
cise dominion.

Next, God gave Adam alaw to obey during His bodily absence.
“And the LORD God commanded the man, saying, Of every tree of
the garden thou mayest freely eat: But of the tree of the knowledge of
good and evil, thou shalt not eat of it: for in the day that thou eatest
thereof thou shalt surely die” (Gen. 2:16-17). Thislaw wasboth posi-
tive and negative: to eat and to avoid eating. Man was to enjoy feast-
ing, but not from the forbidden tree. That tree was God's exclusive
property.

Because Adam was under God, he was necessarily under God's
law. Hewastherefore al so under God’ ssanctions. Man’ srelationship
with God isalwaysjudicial. Man’'sjudicial status determines where
heisin God's hierarchy. After the Fall of man, there were only two
judicial statuses: disinherited son and adopted son.

In this passage, Paul describes ahierarchy. Heisunder Christ, he
says. Paul’ slisteners/readersarein turn under him. Theintermediary
factor isthe system of ordinances, which Paul says that he delivered
to the church. This hierarchy isjudicial. The test of a person’s posi-
tioninthishierarchy isthereforejudicial: obedience or disobedience
to the ordinances.

The head of every manis Christ (v. 3a). Paul does not say “every
believer.” He says “every man.” The Greek hereis clear. This prin-
ciple of Christ’s universal headship over al mankind is the basis of
mankind’ s final subordination. “For it iswritten, As| live, saith the
Lord, every knee shall bow to me, and every tongue shall confessto
God” (Rom. 14:11). “That at the name of Jesus every knee should
bow, of things in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the
earth” (Phil. 2:10). Having announced that the head of every manis
Christ, Paul writesthat wivesare subordinateto their husbands. “ The
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head of the woman is the man” (v. 3b). This, too, is a universal
condition. It is not limited to Christian marriages. It is based on the
pre-Fall definition of thefamily. Finally, Christissubordinateto God.
“The head of ChristisGod” (v. 3c). Thereisacosmic hierarchy that
extends from God through Jesus Christ, as perfect humanity, and
from Christ to man and to woman.

Hierarchy Within the Godhead

CorneliusVanTil haswrittenthat all Christian heresiesbeginwith
false subordinationism: Christ as less than God.** But this does not
mean that Christ was not functionally subordinate to God in terms of
Hiswork. He repeatedly said that He was. “ And he said unto them,
How is it that ye sought me? wist ye not that | must be about my
Father’ sbusiness?” (Luke 2:49). “I can of mine own self do nothing:
as| hear, | judge: and my judgment is just; because | seek not mine
own will, but thewill of the Father which hath sent me” (John 5:30).
“But | have greater witnessthan that of John: for the workswhich the
Father hath given meto finish, the ssmeworksthat | do, bear witness
of me, that the Father hath sent me” (John 5:36).

Theologians preserve orthodoxy by explainingthe Trinity, first, in
termsof itself; second, inrelation to theworld. Theontological Trin-
ity describes the interaction of three persons, each fully God. The
economical Trinity describesthe functional operations of each of the
three persons in terms of the creation. In Luke, we read of the Holy
Spirit’ sbeing sent by the Father. “If ye then, being evil, know how to

15. Cornelius Van Til, The Defense of the Faith, revised and abridged (Philadel phia:
Presbyterian & Reformed, 1963), p. 25.
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give good gifts unto your children: how much more shall your
heavenly Father givethe Holy Spirit to themthat ask him?’ (Luke 11:
13). In Jesus' long sermon at the Last Supper, we learn that the Spirit
is sent from the Father by way of the Son. “But when the Comforter
iscome, whom | will send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit
of truth, which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me”
(John 15:26).

Jesus said that He represented the Father so perfectly that he who
had seen Him had seen the Father.

If ye had known me, ye should have known my Father also: and from
henceforth ye know him, and have seen him. Philip saith unto him,
Lord, shew us the Father, and it sufficeth us. Jesus saith unto him,
Have | been so long time with you, and yet hast thou not known me,
Philip? he that hath seen me hath seen the Father; and how sayest
thou then, Shew us the Father? Believest thou not that | am in the
Father, and the Father in me?thewordsthat | speak unto you | speak
not of myself: but the Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth the works
(John 14:7-10).

The incarnate Jesus, as perfectly human, was subordinate to God
the Father. “ Then said Jesus unto them, When ye have lifted up the
Son of man, then shall ye know that | am he, and that | do nothing of
myself; but as my Father hath taught me, | speak these things’ (John
8:28). Y et Jesuswas in union with the Father. “But if | do, though ye
believe not me, believe the works: that ye may know, and believe,
that the Father isinme, and | in him” (John 10:38). Hisunionwith a
divine being did not imply shared substance with mankind, for there
are not four personsin the Trinity. So, thisunion hasto be ethical. It
isamatter of His perfect fulfillment of the law in history. Jesus did
the works of the law. We are to believe these works, He said. Jesus
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kept God' s ordinances.

Hierarchy and Adoption

Jesusisthe last Adam, Paul writes later in thisepistle. “And so it
iswritten, Thefirst man Adamwas madealiving soul; thelast Adam
was madeaquickening spirit” (I Cor. 15:45). Christ’ sperfect sonship
isthe sole legal basis of God' s adoption of disinherited sons. “But as
many as received him, to them gave he power to become the sons of
God, even to them that believe on his name” (John 1:12). Further-
more,

But when the fulness of the time was come, God sent forth his Son,
made of a woman, made under the law, To redeem them that were
under the law, that we might receive the adoption of sons. And be-
causeye are sons, God hath sent forth the Spirit of his Son into your
hearts, crying, Abba, Father. Wherefore thou art no more a servant,
but a son; and if a son, then an heir of God through Christ (Gal.
4:4-7).

We are heirs of God through Jesus Christ. The public evidence of
our sonship are these: our participation in the sacraments and our
keeping of God’ slaw. Thisevidenceisnecessary to identify aperson
as being in the camp of the redeemed.

Hethat saith, | know him, and keepeth not his commandments, isa
liar, and the truth is not in him. But whoso keepeth hisword, in him
verily isthe love of God perfected: hereby know we that we arein
him. He that saith he abideth in him ought himself also so to walk,
even ashewalked. Brethren, | write no new commandment unto you,
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but an old commandment which ye had from the beginning. The old
commandment isthe word which ye have heard from the beginning.
Again, anew commandment | write unto you, which thingistruein
him and in you: because the darkness is past, and the true light now
shineth (I John 2:1-8).

Beloved, if our heart condemn us not, then have we confidence
toward God. And whatsoever we ask, wereceive of him, becausewe
keep hiscommandments, and do thosethingsthat are pleasingin his
sight. And thisis his commandment, That we should believe on the
name of his Son Jesus Christ, and love one another, as he gave us
commandment. And he that keepeth his commandments dwelleth in
him, and he in him. And hereby we know that he abideth in us, by
the Spirit which he hath given us (I John 3:21-24).

Antinomianism cannot deal successfully with these passages. The
antinomian seeks to escape the requirements of God's law. But the
New Testament is clear: any such attempt to throw off God'slaw is
evidence of covenant-breaking.

Male and Female Created He Them

“But | would have you know, that the head of every manis Christ;
and the head of the woman isthe man; and the head of Christis God”
(v. 3). God is over Christ in Christ’s capacity as a perfect human.
Christ, in turn, rules directly over every man. This is a universal
hierarchy, based on original creation and also on Christ’ sbodily res-
urrection. “ And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All power
isgiven unto mein heaven andin earth” (Matt. 28:18). Christiansare
in aspecial hierarchy as adopted heirs. They are part of aredeemed
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hierarchy.

Every manisto rule over hiswife. This hierarchy was challenged
when Satan’ s covenantal representative, the serpent, tested Eve, and
Eve tested Adam. The war against God's hierarchy was originally
satanic, for Satan seeksto overthrow God’ shierarchical ruleover him
and his kingdom. Man, as God's image, must be brought under
Satan’ sauthority if Satanisto presshiskingdom claimssuccessfully.
This is why he attacked the woman first. She, in turn, lured Adam
into sin. Thereisawar over hierarchiesin history.

Christ bore responsibility for the original sin of mankind by suf-
fering the sanctions that God the Father applied to this sin. “For he
hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we might be
made the righteousness of God inhim” (11 Cor. 5:21). Christ restored
the hierarchy of inheriting sonship at the cost of the cross. All of the
covenantal hierarchiesweredefinitively redeemed at theresurrection.
It isthe Christians' task in history to act as God’ s agentsin the prog-
ressive redemption of these definitively redeemed hierarchical insti-
tutions.

The Division of Labor and Political Sanctions

Within the Trinity, thereis adivision of labor. Between husband
and wife, there is a division of labor. Free market capitalism has
extended the division of labor by means of the pooling of capital,
which in turn has funded technological improvements. In doing so,
capitalism has narrowed the post-Fall gap between the productivity
of men and women. This process is best represented by an electric
light switch. A typical man has no advantage over atypical woman
in turning on an electric light. Men did have an advantage in provid-
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ing light when the main source of light was a burning log or torch.
Men could haul large branches and chop wood more effectively than
women could. The division of labor in pre-capitalist societies had to
do with differences in physical strength as well as the distinction of
childbearing. But, with the coming of electricity and theinternal com-
bustion engine, horsepower has replaced manpower. The result has
been asteady devel opment toward the gender-equali zation of produc-
tivity. Physical dexterity increasingly counts for more than physical
strength. The mental manipulation of images, sequences, and num-
bers counts for more than the physical manipulation of things.

In the United States, the feminist movement, which began in the
mid-nineteenth century, has paralleled the development of capitalist
tools of production and the arrival of women into the marketplace as
producers. The women’ s suffrage movement began in the northeast-
ern section of the nation, where large numbers of women had been
brought into textile mills. The shift of textile production from the
household — a “ cottage industry” — to the factory made possible the
early political mobilization of women.

American women first gained the right to vote in Kentucky in
1838: local school elections. This legal precedent in school board
€l ections continued throughout the nineteenth century. Thispolitical
right reflected the fact that women were moving into the classrooms
as teachers, displacing men. But it was not until electricity became
widespread in the cities that all American women received the right
to vote. Men voted to ratify this Constitutional amendment in 1919
and 1920 in part because they recognized that women had become
significant factorsin the marketplace, as producers aswell as consu-
mers. World War | (1914-18) had made this clear to the West:
women had goneinto factoriesto produce the weapons that had been
used on the battlefields of Europe.
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In 1946, the year after World War Il ended, Irving Berlin wrote a
musical comedy based on the show business career of the late-
nineteenth-century riflewoman and entertainer, Annie Oakley. One of
themusical’ sbest-known songsis*®| can do better.” Annieand arival
male sharpshooter, whom she defeated (in real life, but not in the
play) and later married, sing aduet. The song’ s back-and-forth lyrics
aresilly, and presumably were meant to be, but its message reflected
anew socia perception in 1946, when millions of women did not
leave the factories after the war ended, unlike the post-war tradition
of World War I.

Anything you can do, | can do better,
| can do anything better than you.
No, you can't./Yes, | can.

No, you can't./Yes, | can.

No, you can't./Yes, | can. Yes, | can.

Therifleisagreat physical equalizer. Annie Oakley was a master
of this tool. She gained technical supremacy. Capitalism has mass
produced rifles and many other tools that have the same equalizing
effect.

Economic transformation preceded political transformationinthe
advent of women’s suffrage. Women gained access to the market-
place as producers before they gained access to the ballot box as
voters. Biblically speaking, the sequence of this transformation was
undesirable. Covenant in principle precedes contract. Civil sanctions
are in principle superior to economic sanctions. But when biblical
principles are not honored in one realm of society, God sometimes
transfers authority to people working in other realms. These realms
may be geographical. They may be institutional. The free market
encouragesexperimentation and change. Consumers, by imposing the
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economic sanctions of profit and loss, pressure producers to make
changes, and these changes have unforeseen and unplanned conse-
guences in other social institutions.

Capitalism’ sempowering of women in the marketplace hasled to
are-thinking of women’srolesin every area of society. What began
simply as a profitable way to produce textiles more abundantly or to
teach children less expensively has resulted in a re-structuring of
socia roles. An increase in the division of labor through capital
accumulation has allowed women to discover niches in the market-
place in which their skills can be matched more closely with con-
sumer demand —demand which isincreasingly dominated by women.
As they say in the American real estate industry, “Wives decide
which house to buy; husbands, at most, retain the right of veto.” The
freemarket rewards producerswho can meet consumer demand more
efficiently than their competitors. Thefree market’ s system of econo-
mic sanctions — profit and loss — rewards those producers who hire
workers whose skills and whose willingness to compete in terms of
price offer their employers an advantage. Producers who refuse to
offer employment to niche-matching workerssuffer losseswhentheir
competitors do offer such employment. Competition pressures all
employersto seek out the most efficient workers. Thisiswhy women
in capitalist societies have successfully invaded thework place. They
have also gained political power.

Communist societies also brought women into the factoriesin the
twentieth century. Their rulers had little choice. To competein world
markets, including the market for military supremacy, the Commu-
nists could not ignore the productivity of women.

Theavailability of employment for women in the marketplace has
dramatically increased the cost of rearing children. Cost isdefined as
the economic value of the opportunitiesforegone. When women had
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few employment opportunities outside of the household, children
were far cheaper for families. But, as women have become employ-
ablefor money, the economic value of their labor time hasincreased.
This has increased the cost of rearing children: forfeited monetary
income for stay-at-home mothers. In an economy that offers mass-
produced, price-competitive contraceptive devices, would-bemothers
weigh the benefits of being full-time mothers at home against the net
income they can earn in the marketplace. Children’s perceived costs
to the family sometimes exceed the percelved benefits when empl oy-
ment opportunities for women outside the home appear in the free
market. This is another example of a fundamental law of life: with
increased opportunities comesincreased responsibility. The decision
to bear children or not imposes costs on the decision-makers. Each
result hasits appropriate costs and benefits, not just for the decision-
makers, but also for society. An obviousexampleisthe effect that the
uncoerced decisions of millions of families not to bear more children
will have a generation later on tax-funded retirement programs. The
West isabout to find out what happens when there are too few work-
ers entering the work force to support the retirees.

The welfare State has pressured married women to enter the labor
market. The economic burden of wealth-transfer paymentsincreases,
especialy the cost of tax-funded retirement and medical programs.
Taxesrise. This has forced wives into the work force because after-
tax family income keepsfalling. Wives seek employment in order to
maintaintheir families' life styles. Thisprocess has reduced the birth
rate and has increased the abortion rate, which in turn steadily in-
creases the tax burden per worker to fund a growing number of

1. Peter G. Peterson, Gray Dawn: How the Coming Age Wave Will Transform America
— And the World (New Y ork: Times Books, 1999).
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retirees. Usually, we call thisaviciouscircle, but defenders of State-
funded retirement programs vastly outnumber the critics, so no one
inauthority speaks of thiscircle of taxation and reduced birth rates as
vicious. Itissimply not discussed publicly intermsof taxation. To do
so would reveal ahidden cost of the modern welfare State.

Rival Hierarchies

When awifebecomesasignificant contributor to afamily’ smone-
tary income, she gains a stronger voice in her home. The cost of ig-
noring her opinionsand desires keepsrising for husbands. Wivescan
walk out of a marriage, and do. They can threaten to quit working.
They spend the money that they earn. The West’s civil courts allow
all of this.

The cost to husbands of laying down thelaw increases. Thereisan
economic rule: as the cost of something increases, less of it is dem-
anded. Husbandstend to defer to wage-earning wives more than they
would defer to non-wage-earning wives. So, the structure of econo-
mic production has the effect of undermining the covenantal hierar-
chy of the family.

Thefree market does not count the cost that must be borne by non-
market institutions. An employer iseconomically responsibleto con-
sumers first and to share-owners second. He is not economically or
legally responsible for what goes on inside the families of his
employees. If he seeksto replace afactor of production, including an
employee, the cost to him of making this replacement is whatever
income the present factor of production offersto him, in comparison
to the income offered by a replacement factor. Economists say that
this difference is marginal. Usually, it is small. Key athletes, enter-
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tainers, or other employees may not be easily replaceable, but most
employees are. The employer can afford to replace most factors of
production. He may or may not consider the effects of corporate
policieson the output of existing employees, but he pays no attention
to the potential effects of his decision on the entire economy’s
employment policies. He cannot personally affect these society-wide
effects, so there is no immediate economic reason for him to pay
attention to them. He would be unwise to worry about whatever he
cannot control. Neverthel ess, competitive pressures within an indus-
try can spread the adoption of new employment policies, and these
policiesmay change society in unforeseen ways, even waysundesired
by those whose individual decisions effected the changes. The deci-
sion to hirewomen is surely one of the most significant examples of
this“law of unintended consequences.”

Decisions made at the margin of firms, such as whether to hire
wives, can sometimes have soci ety-wide effectsthat arenot marginal,
but fundamental. In a free market, the consumer is at the top of the
economic hierarchy. His decision to buy or not to buy imposes
sanctionson sellers: profit or loss. The consumer does not care about
the marginal effects on society of his decision to buy or not buy. He
makes his decision, not in terms of its society-wide effects, but in
termsof hisstandardsasaconsumer: quality, convenience, and price.
Heasks, “What'sin it for me?’ He does not ask, “ Did wage-earning
wives have any part to play in producing this item?”’

The covenantal hierarchy of the family is very often in conflict
with the economic hierarchy of the free market or the economic
hierarchy of a socialist commonwealth. The divisive issue in both
economiesisthedivision of labor. Thedivision of labor imposesins-
titutional costsaswell asinstitutional benefits. When peoplearemore
concerned with monetary income than they are with maintaining
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proper covenantal relationships, they suffer |osses, and society suffers
losses. This insight regarding families monetary income and its
effects on the covenantal chain of command is a specific application
of amore general rule. “No servant can serve two masters: for either
he will hate the one, and love the other; or else he will hold to the
one, and despisethe other. Y e cannot serve God and mammon” (Luke
16:13).2

Economic growth expands the wealth available to members of
both kingdoms: God' s and mammon’s. To blame economic growth
and the extension of the division of labor misses the ethical point.
The covenantal faithfulness or unfaithfulness of market participants
as individuals is the determining factor. People make decisions in
termsof individual costsand benefits, but they cannot properly assess
either costs or benefits apart from considering the law of God. Their
perception of God's law in turn depends on God' s grace: common
and special.

It may be easier to remember this principle by means of two
images. a paycheck and a contraceptive. Choices are individual, but
millions of individual decisions shape society. The West is visibly
committing slow suicide. The national birth rate in every Western
industrial nation is below the population-replacement rate of 2.1
children per woman. Were it not for immigrants from non-Western
or non-industrial nations, the national birth rates would be even
lower. The dominion covenant — biological multiplication —isbeing
rejected in the West. If this does not change, then the West will be
replaced by cultures that conform themselves to the demographic
laws that govern the dominion covenant, such as Islam.

2. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,[2000] 2003),
ch. 39.
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Family Only?

Paul makes it clear in this passage that there is a covenantal
hierarchy in the creation: God> Christ> man> woman. Thisis pres-
entedinuniversal terms. It clearly appliesto thefamily: husbandsand
wives. Does it apply to the church? Does it apply to politics?

Women in the Church

It surely applies to the church. In the verses that immediately
follow, Paul writes:

Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered,
dishonoureth hishead. But every woman that prayeth or prophesieth
with her head uncovered dishonoureth her head: for that is even al
one asif she were shaven. For if the woman be not covered, let her
also be shorn: but if it be a shame for a woman to be shorn or
shaven, let her be covered. For aman indeed ought not to cover his
head, forasmuch asheistheimage and glory of God: but thewoman
is the glory of the man. For the man is not of the woman; but the
woman of the man. Neither was the man created for the woman; but
the woman for the man. For this cause ought the woman to have
power on her head because of the angels (I Cor. 11:4-10).

InPaul’ sday, therewere prophetsand prophetesses. Thedaughters
of the deacon Philip were prophetesses (Acts 21:8-9). So, in the
prophetic division of labor, women possessed equal authority. Never-
theless, they did not possessequal judicial authority withintheeccles-
iastical hierarchy. They wererequired to cover their heads when they
spoke in the name of God. Whenever they became lawful voices of
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authority, they had to subordinate themselvesto male church leaders
by means of a symbol: a head covering. Also, they lawfully spoke
prophetically only outside of church worship services. In worship
services, another rule prevailed. “Let your women keep silenceinthe
churches: for it is not permitted unto them to speak; but they are
commanded to be under obedience, as also saith the law. And if they
will learn any thing, let them ask their husbands at home: for itisa
shame for women to speak in the church” (I Cor. 14:34-35).

A prophetess spoke authoritatively in God’ sname. Listenerswere
required to obey whatever a prophetess said during these unique
instances of direct revelation from God. This gave her judicial auth-
ority. She was at the top of the ecclesiastical hierarchy in terms of
obedience owed during these instances of direct revelation. But the
temporary nature of her authority had to be marked by a public
symbol of her ecclesiastical subordinationto men: thehead covering.?

A symbol isimportant. It represents alarger truth. The symbol of
the prophetess’ s head covering represented the general legal status of
women: subordinate to men. This subordination was true in the
church. It was aso true in the family. Yet in neither institution was
therole of thewoman inthedivision of labor denied. Theword of the
prophetess was no |ess authoritative because of her gender. She pos-
sessed the voice of authority. The value of her revelation wasin no
way diminished because of her subordinate covenantal status. Put
differently, her subordinate covenantal status did not imply the jud-

3. Thisreferred to long hair. “Judge in yourselves: isit comely that awoman pray unto
God uncovered? Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if aman have long hair, itisa
shame unto him? But if awoman havelong hair, itisaglory to her: for her hair is given her
for acovering” (I Cor. 11:13-15). Long hair is amark of covenantal subordination. Thisis
why the Mosaic law required captive foreign women who were willing to become wives of
Israelites to shave their heads one month before the marriage (Deut. 21:12). This severed
their subordinationto their former nation’ sgodsthrough the male heads of their households.
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icidly inferior authority of her words.

We can apply this ecclesiastical |eadership principleto, for exam-
ple, the ability to predict the movement of prices in a developed
capital market. If awoman possesses an advantage here, statistically
speaking, then investors would be unwise not to follow her sugges-
tions. They should invest their money in terms of her forecasts. This
has nothing to do with the covenantal subordination of women to
men. It has everything to do with the economic authority of consum-
ers, whose individual decisions shapethe free market’ s ever-shifting
array of prices. This woman understands the price effects of future
decisions of consumers better than her male competitors do. The
capital markets consider her gender irrelevant to the issue of satisfy-
ing consumer demand. Investorsin the capital markets ask only this:
“What have you done for me lately?”

Women in the Military

In the military, the presence of women in the ranks creates enor-
mous problems, beginning with the system of rank itself. Women are
required to obey orders. This creates opportunitiesfor men of higher
rank to misuse their rank for sexual exploitation. Second, women in
general are not as strong physically asmen are. A soldier in thefield
cannot rely on a woman with the same degree of confidence that he
would rely on a man. Third, society imposes on men a protective
impulse with regard to women. A soldier inthefield will tend to dis-
obey ordersin order to defend awoman in the ranks, when he would
not be equally ready to disobey an order to protect another male. This
threatens to disrupt the chain of command. This is aso the reason
why homosexuality in the military has been universally condemned
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in the West and in most non-Western armies. A combattant may
abandon a buddy to his fate when the battle plan requires it, but he
may not abandon asexual partner. Homosexuality reducesthe predic-
tability of battle plans.

Ontheother hand, womenintechnical fields such asmeteorology,
weapons development, cryptography, software development, ordin-
ance, navigation, and so forth may be equally capable as men. In an
increasingly technological army, the light-switch phenomenon reas-
sertsitself: no special gender advantage. The covenantal problemis
the chain of command. How can women in the ranks be protected
from sexual exploitation? How can their presence not affect joint-
gender team performance? The camaraderie and esprit de corpsin a
military unit or a police unit is heavily dependent on shared risk.
When women are exposed to the same degree of risk of life and
death, thisdisruptsthe military/protective function, which isunques-
tionably masculine. In this sense, the military is different from the
free market, in which the shared risk is economic. In the free market,
men have no sense of obligationto protect women. They may be quite
happy to put rival women out of business.

Modern society has not yet found a way to integrate women’'s
technical productivity into a military chain of command. Either the
military is deprived of technical skills, which can be disastrous in
today’ s high-tech warfare, or else the performance of battle unitsis
compromised by the presence of women, who are perceived by men
asneeding greater protection. It isthelife-and-death risk of participa
tion in amilitary chain of command that makes the official equality
of the sexes aliability organizationaly.

Thereisone other factor that israrely discussed in public: female
homosexuality. The primary characteristics of successin combat are
masculine. This subsidizes the careers of those women who possess
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masculinecharacteristics. It rewardscertain features of femalehomo-
sexuality. The creation of same-sex sexual relationships within a
military chain of command leads to exploitation by rank and also
leads to problems of protective impulses under combat conditions,
andto hierarchical favoritismin peacetime, both of which undermine
military discipline.

Thebest solution seemsto betheuse of specialized femalecivilian
support units behind the lines. Throughout history, there have been
such privately organized, highly specialized civilian support units —
camp followers— so the presence of women close behind thelinesis
not a radical suggestion, strategically speaking. Only the services
officially performed by women would be different. The military
would have to pay competitive wages to the members of such tech-
nical support units, but that isthe cost of maintaining the integrity of
the chain of command.

In the Old Testament, Deborah served as a military commander.
She officially commanded the Israelite army because her second in
command, Barak, refused to go into battle without her presence (Jud.
5:8). Thiswas a disgrace to the men of Israel, as she pointed out to
him (v. 9). Barak commanded the troops (vv. 10, 14). Deborah re-
mained behind the lines. Shewas at the pinnacle of the chain of com-
mand, but shefaced death only if Israel lost. Her presenceinthechain
of command did not threaten the performance of the army. The
protective impul se did not threaten men’ s performance on the battle-
field. She was not on the battlefield. In this sense, she was more like
aqueen or apresident or a prime minister than a general. Her auth-
ority wasjudicial. We should think of thisarrangement asthecivilian
control over the military.
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Women in Politics

Then what of politics? Should women not exercise political rule?
Deborah did (Jud. 4-5). Thiswasrare, but it did take place. Thereis
no biblical evidence that women cannot lawfully declare God’'s law
and impose civil sanctions. Deborah did. The deciding issue hereis
functional. Who best declares the law? Thisis a matter of competi-
tion, just asit isin the labor markets and capital markets.

In civil government, there is no explicit restriction comparableto
thetwo ecclesiastical restrictions. the head covering for prophetesses
andwomen’ ssilencein corporateworship services. Question: Inwhat
way, if any, isthe general principle of the subordination of women to
men supposed to be manifested in New Testament civil government?

The covenantal issue hereis sanctions. Should women be allowed
to impose civil sanctions? Thisiswhat the right to vote is all about:
the imposition of civil sanctions. If women cannot lawfully impose
sanctions from the top by being elected or appointed, then on what
legal basis can they vote, and vice versa? If women can lawfully im-
posecivil sanctions at any level, then they are part of the civil coven-
antal hierarchy. The twin questions of hierarchy and the right to
impose sanctions are inseparable: points two and four of the biblical
covenant model .4

If Paul’ swordsareinterpreted as banning women from exercising
all covenantal sanctionsover men, then Deborah’ sjudgeship must not
be regarded as a precedent for the New Testament. The New Testa-
ment would have to be seen as annulling Deborah’s precedent. But
does it? Paul does forbid women from speaking in church worship

4. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), chaps. 2, 4.
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services, but women never held ecclesiastical officein the Old Cov-
enant. For women, there is continuity ecclesiastically, Old Covenant
to New Covenant. Question: Why would the continuity of civil rule
be different in the New Covenant? There is no express New Testa-
ment rule prohibiting women from exercising civil sanctions. There
was no such rule under the Old Covenant, either.

The hermeneutics governing theonomy isthis: if thereisno New
Testament annulment of an Old Testament law or principle, then the
Old Testament law still prevails. Theonomy assumesjudicial contin-
uity. Deborah’s example provides us with insight into the hierarchy
of civil sanctions. Women had the right to impose them when they
held civil office. Judgeship was surely civil.

Economics. Contractual, not Covenantal

Christian economics moves analytically from covenantal law to
economics, which is contractual rather than covenantal (oath-bound
under God). Economicsis subordinateto family, civil, and ecclesias-
tical law because contracts are subordinate to covenants.

Point two of the biblical covenant model is hierarchy-authority-
representation. The covenantal question is this. Who lawfully pos-
sesses the voice of authority? Hierarchy raises questions of repre-
sentation.

Thisistheissueof covenantal authority in history. The doctrine of
the covenant isitself a manifestation of point two. Thisiswhy Exo-
dus, the second book in the Pentateuch, is called the book of the
covenant. “And he took the book of the covenant, and read in the
audience of the people: and they said, All that the LORD hath said
will wedo, and be obedient” (Ex. 24:7). Theonly thingin history that
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speaks finally is the Bible itself. It is the final voice of authority in
history. The institutional question of lawful covenantal authority
revolves around the Bible. Who speaks lawfully for God, in terms of
the Bible, in any historical situation?

Paul refersto himself as Christ’ srepresentative. Hetells hisread-
ersto follow him, even as he followed Christ. Paul serves as God's
lawful model, according to Paul. Paul’ swritings are canonical, sowe
must take his claim serioudly.

We must also take seriously hisother claim: the man servesasthe
head over the woman, even as God serves as head over Christ. The
guestion institutionally is this: 1s a woman bound by oath under a
man? In marriage, yes. What about in church government? Yes,
because of the sacrament of baptism: an oath sign. Women are not to
speak in church worship services.

Then what about civil government? There is no gender-specific
oath of feminine obedienceto meninacivil covenant, astheexample
of Deborah indicates. There is nothing in the New Testament that
explicitly rejectsthe Mosaic office of judge. Thereisalso nothing in
the New Covenant that rejects the Mosaic authority of women to
serve asjudges.

In the realm of economics, there is nothing to prohibit women
from competing with men. They do so asconsumers, for buyers com-
pete against buyers. Consumers, including women, makedaily decis-
ions regarding which producers have best served them. Consumers
exercise economic sanctions by buying or refusing to buy. Women
makethese decisions. Thebiblical hierarchy of ownership hasalways
included women. Thewife owned her dowry (Gen. 24:53). Daughters
possessed the right of landed inheritance over the deceased’ s next of
kin, if he died without leaving sons (Num. 36). Women in the Old
Covenant also competed against men as producers. “ She considereth
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afield, and buyeth it: with the fruit of her hands she planteth avine-
yard” (Prov. 31:16). “ Shemaketh finelinen, and selleth it; and deliv-
ereth girdles unto the merchant” (Prov. 31:24).

Thecovenantal hierarchy of legal ownership of resourcesincludes
women,; therefore, the hierarchy of economic sanctions also includes
women. Women compete against men as consumers-buyers (sellers
of money). They also compete against men as producers-sellers
(buyers of money). Because women, as consumers, lawfully impose
economic sanctionson producers, they al so possessthelawful author-
ity to seek positive economic sanctions as producers.

The conclusion isinescapable: women possess lawful authority to
impose economic sanctions. TheBible' smale-female hierarchy isnot
judicially applicable in economics. This hierarchy appearsto beim-
posed by biology in certain areas,® but free market capitalism tendsto
reduce gender-related differences in productivity. Capitalism pro-
duceslabor-saving and thereforelabor-equalizing tool sof production.
Women exercise authority over machines equal to men’s authority
over machines. Theelectriclight switchisthe symbol of thisequality.

The essence of the free market is open entry: the right of any
legally responsible adult to make bids for both ownership and temp-
orary control (rent). If women can legally own goods, then they also
possess the right to make bids. If someone owns anything, he or she
can legally seek to disown it. Thereisno right of ownership without
theright of disownership. Themeansof disownershipinafree market
involves making bids.

The Bible says that women possess the right to own property and
also the right to make bids. “ She considereth a field, and buyeth it:

5. Higher mathematics, theoretical physics, highest-level chess, and boxing come to
mind. At the same time, very few men are able to compete in these areas.
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with the fruit of her hands she planteth a vineyard” (Prov. 31:16).
Thereisno escape from this Bible-based conclusion: thereisno cov-
enantal male-female hierarchy in economics. The economy is not a
covenantal institution; it is contractual. No self-maledictory oath
under God establishes the economy. Certain effects of the male-
femal e hierarchy may at timesinfluence economicsbecause of innate
gender differences or family concerns. Such considerations can and
doinfluencethearray of pricesin afree market. Biblically, however,
the male-femal e hierarchy must not be imposed on the free market by
politics, which itself is not bound by any male-female hierarchical
principle, as the example of Deborah the judge indicates. In family
and church, the male-female hierarchy is mandated by biblical law,
but not in civil government and the economy.

Conclusion

There are prices that must be paid and costs that must be bornein
order for covenant-keepers to maintain the male-female hierarchy in
family and church. Thefreemarket enableslegally responsible adults
to count costs more accurately. This is what Jesus recommended:
count the costs (Luke 14:28-30).° To blame the free market for im-
posing certain costs is to blame freedom for imposing costs. Chris-
tians are called into freedom, not into servitude (I Cor. 7:21).” The
costs associated with freedom must be borne by free people under
God. Freedom means that mammon will make his bids ever-more
clearly. Thisfact should not become an excuse for imposing political

6. North, Treasure and Dominion, ch. 35.

7. Chapter 8.
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restrictions on the God-given legal right of adults to buy, sell, and
make bidsto buy or sell, unlessatransactionisidentified by the Bible
as being both inherently immoral and prohibited by civil law. In such
rare cases, the legal issue isimmorality, not the male-female hierar-
chy.

Theright of legally responsible adultsto make bids must be defen-
ded by civil law in abiblical commonwealth. Thismeansthat neither
gender-based equality of economic opportunity nor gender-based
inequality of economic opportunity should be mandated by civil law.
Nevertheless, Christians should recognize that the free market is a
greater threat to those who seek to maintain gender-based inequality
than to those who seek to legidate gender-based equality. It was the
free market, not egalitarian socialism, that produced the light switch.

235



15

THE DIVISION OF LABOR

Now there are diversities of gifts, but the same Spirit. And thereare
differences of administrations, but the same Lord. And there are
diversities of operations, but it isthe same God which worketh all in
all. But the manifestation of the Spirit isgiven to every man to profit
withal (I Cor. 12:4-7).

The theocentric principle here is the unity and the diversity of the
church in God.

The One and the Many

This chapter parallels Romans 12. It deals with the unity and div-
ersity of the church. There is unity despite the fact that its members
are different from each other. They individually reflect various
aspects of God. They represent God in history, both as individuals
and in their corporate capacity as members. Covenant-keepers
represent Christinthe church. Paul’ stwo-fold concerninthispassage
is with the unity of the church and the diversity of gifts given to its
members. Paul offers an extended analogy of the church as a body.

For asthe body isone, and hath many members, and all the members
of that one body, being many, are one body: so also is Christ. For by
one Spirit are we all baptized into one body, whether we be Jews or
Gentiles, whether we be bond or free; and have been all made to
drink into one Spirit. For the body is not one member, but many. If
the foot shall say, Because | am not the hand, | am not of the body;
isit therefore not of the body? And if the ear shall say, Because | am
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not the eye, | am not of the body; isit therefore not of the body? If
the whole body were an eye, where were the hearing? If the whole
were hearing, where were the smelling? But now hath God set the
members every one of them in the body, asit hath pleased him. And
if they wereall onemember, wherewerethe body? But now arethey
many members, yet but one body. And the eye cannot say unto the
hand, | have no need of thee: nor again the head to the feet, | have no
need of you. Nay, much more those members of the body, which
seem to be more feeble, are necessary: And those members of the
body, which we think to be less honourable, upon these we bestow
more abundant honour; and our uncomely parts have more abundant
comeliness. For our comely parts have no need: but God hath
tempered the body together, having given more abundant honour to
that part which lacked (I Cor. 12:12-24).

We read something similar in Romans:

For as we have many members in one body, and al members have
not the same office: So we, being many, are one body in Christ, and
every one members one of another. Having then gifts differing
according to the grace that is given to us, whether prophecy, let us
prophesy according to the proportion of faith; Or ministry, let us
wait on our ministering: or he that teacheth, on teaching; Or he that
exhorteth, on exhortation: he that giveth, let him do it with simplic-
ity; hethat ruleth, with diligence; hethat sheweth mercy, with cheer-
fulness (Rom. 12:4-8).

What | wrote in Chapter 8 of my commentary on Romans' also
appliesto Chapter 12 in | Corinthians.

1. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003).
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Membership today means “belongs to.” People are members of
clubs, associations, teams, and churches. The original meaning of
“member” iscloser to Paul’ smetaphor: an appendage of abody. This
usage is not common today. Because of this, the metaphor has lost
much of its power. It is still a useful metaphor. Paul describes the
church asaliving organism, abody. Hedoesnot say it islikealiving
organism. Hedoes not offer an analogy. He saysthat we are members
of aliving organism. The church’s members participate in a society
called the church, but Paul describes it as a body. Members in a
judicial sense he describes as members in a biological sense. Paul
does not describe church members as cogs in a great machine. He
describes them as appendages — members — of a body.

Sociologist Robert Nisbet observed that “ The organi sm serves not
only asamodel of growth for contemplating the world, but also asa
model of structure, of the articulation of separate entities, such asthe
heart and lungs. To emphasize the harmonious interaction of partsin
an organization, it is customary to use ‘organic’ as highest praise.”?
Metaphors of organic change are more commonly used than meta-
phorsof mechanical change. Thismay be because mechanical change
iscyclical. A machine does not grow. It performs alimited task over
and over. A machine has no sensations. A person does not normally
look at a broken machine and then make a comparison with himself.
He does not see a broken machine rusting in ajunk yard, and think to
himself, “How terrifying!” A machine has a maker, an owner, or a
user, but it hasno head. A body hasahead. A body devel opsthrough

2. Robert Nisbet, Prejudices: A Philosophical Dictionary (Cambridge, Massachusetts:
Harvard University Press, 1982), p. 219.
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time. This is why the organic metaphor is far more powerful than
mechanism for describing social processes or organizations.

Assurely asabody dies without a head, so does an institution die
without leadership. It may merely flounder at first. The phrase,
“running around like a chicken with its head cut off,” is used to
describe an organization that has no leadership. It runs around aim-
lessly beforeit dies. But, of course, organizationsdo not literally run
around. They have no feet. Either they stay in operation or they close.
The question is: Does an organization operate in terms of a shared
vision? A leader must articulate this vision and impose sanctionsin
termsof it. For ahierarchy to function, there must be arepresentative
figure who speaks with authority, and who the makes decisions to
delegate part of this authority. There must be a hierarchy in order to
gain the advantages of thedivision of |abor. Institutional cooperation
isstructured by ahierarchy with arepresentativefigurewho possesses
the authority to impose sanctions.

Paul describes Christ as the head of the church. This head cannot
die, nor can the body, which extendsinto eternity (Rev. 21; 22). But
this body can lose appendages. A body that is missing an appendage
does not function as well as a body with all of its appendages. If an
appendage does not work properly, the body suffers. Paul calls on
members of the church to do their work well. This will benefit the
church even asabody benefitsfrom heal thy appendages. Paul expects
his readers to understand what he is getting at: strife is bad for a
church. He calls them to righteous behavior. “Let love be without
dissmulation. Abhor that whichisevil; cleaveto that which isgood.
Be kindly affectioned one to another with brotherly love; in honour
preferring one another; Not slothful in business; fervent in spirit;
serving the Lord; Rejoicingin hope; patient intribulation; continuing
instant in prayer; Distributing to the necessity of saints; given to
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hospitality” (Rom. 12:9-13).2

Thereare conceptual weaknesseswith organic metaphorsthat des-
cribe ingtitutions. Unless organic metaphors are carefully qualified,
they arenot perceived asjudicial; they becomemerely functional. The
covenantal issues of life arejudicial. It is not simply that an institu-
tion has a leader. The leader serves representatively: between the
organization and the individuals who lawfully own it.

Paul could havelimited hislanguageto strictly judicial categories.
He could also have invoked the image of a family. He did neither.
What is it about a body that is so powerful an image? | suggest that
the economic principle of the division of labor is best understood in
termsof an organic metaphor. Wecan easily understand the operation
of asocial organization when it is described as a body. A body that
experiences conflict among its members may become helpless. A
person whose body suffers epileptic seizuresis unreliable. A person
who suffersfrom spastic discoordinationislimited in what he can do.
Peopl e see such afflictionsin others and shudder. “What if | were so
afflicted?’ It frightens them. The affliction is of a specific kind: dis-
coordination. Paul takes this common fear and makes use of it. How
terrible when a church suffers from conflicts. This discoordination
threatens to paralyze the church. He is making a comparison: if you
fear becoming physically afflicted in such away, you should fear that
the church of Christ should become similarly afflicted. Paul wants
Christiansto regard strifein the church asthey would regard epileptic
seizures. Christiansshould not takelightly such disruptionsinsidethe
church.

3. Paul established hospitality as a requirement for every candidate to the office of
bishop (I Tim. 3:2). Gary North, Hierarchy and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on
First Timothy, electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries,
Inc., 2003), ch. 4.
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Joint Productivity, Joint Service

Paul saysthat we possessdifferent gifts, “ giftsdiffering according
to the grace that isgiven to us.” Thisdiversity of giftsisabenefit to
the church. The church haswithin its membership people with many
kinds of abilities. They can offer their giftsto the church in faithful
service. The church isthen in aposition to offer to its members and
to the world awide range of assistance. The church becomesaclear-
ing housefor adiversity of services. Thelarger the church grows, the
greater itsrange of services.

The same principle of organization operates in the world outside
the institutional church. An increasing division of labor is a major
benefit to a society. Men have been given many different skills and
insights. A social order that encourages peopleto offer their services
for sale to others is able to increase the wealth of its participants,
meaning an increasing range of choices. Adam Smith, in Chapter 1
of The Wealth of Nations (1776), relied on the principle of the div-
ision of labor to explain how people can increase their personal
wealth through voluntary exchange and production for a market.

Theinstitutional churchisnot a profit-seeking entity. It isfunded
by the tithes and donations of its members, not by profit. It offers
healing of al kindsto its members, beginning with physical healing.
“Isany sick among you? let him call for the elders of the church; and
let them pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the
Lord” (James5:14). Servicebeginswithlove. “ A new commandment
| give unto you, That yelove one another; as| haveloved you, that ye
also love one another. By this shall all men know that ye are my
disciples, if ye havelove oneto another” (John 13:34-35). “Be of the
same mind onetoward another. Mind not high things, but condescend
to men of low estate. Be not wise in your own conceits’ (Rom.
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12:16). Asthe church grows, more people are brought into the com-
munity of saints. Some of them have needs that they cannot satisfy
outside the covenant community. Others possess abilities that can
meet the needs of others. The church enablesthose with needsto gain
the help required to restore them. As they become restored to health
in the widest sense, they can become sources of aid to those who are
not yet healthy.

Covenant-keepers serve Christ by serving each other. Thisistrue
inside the institutional church and outside. Then what is unique or
different about the institutional church? Answer: it alone offers the
sacraments. God's special judicial presence in the sacraments is
unigue. Participation in sacramental rites brings God’ s people under
God' s judgment. Sanctions are dispensed to its members by God as
adirect result of their participationinthe sacraments. These sanctions
can be positive' or negative.® A sense of community is one result of
participation in the sacraments. Church members participate in a
community that has been called by God to leave a world that is
ultimately perishing, yet they must return to this perishing world
when the worship service ends. Their worship inside is designed to
make them better citizensoutside. “If it be possible, as much aslieth
in you, live peaceably with all men” (Rom. 12:18). Formal worship
strengthens them in their status as residents of two worlds: eternity
and time. Jesus prayed publicly to His Father: “1 have given them thy
word; and the world hath hated them, because they are not of the
world, even as | am not of the world. | pray not that thou shouldest
take them out of the world, but that thou shouldest keep them from

4. “And now why tarriest thou? arise, and be baptized, and wash away thy sins, calling
on the name of the Lord” (Acts 22:16).

5. “For this cause many are weak and sickly among you, and many sleep” (1 Cor. 11:30).
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the evil. They are not of the world, even as| am not of the world.
Sanctify them through thy truth: thy word is truth. Asthou hast sent
meinto theworld, even so havel also sent them into theworld” (John
17:14-18).

Paul in Romans 12 calls his readers to faithful service inside the
ingtitutional church. His goal is to persuade his readers to present
their bodiesasaliving sacrificeto Christ (v. 1). The starting point for
their sacrificial serviceistheinstitutional church. The proper motiva-
tional impulseis charity, not earthly profit.

Thedivision of labor aids church membersin their ability to serve
each other. Each member knows that there are other members who
possess skillsthat may benefit him sometime. He can put hismind at
greater rest because the church includes people who are willing to
serve each other. The church in thisrespect seems morelike afamily
than a body, yet Paul describes the church in terms of a body. It is
amost if he is reluctant to encourage his readers to associate the
church with the family. A family is the more obvious mental assoc-
iation, yet Paul uses a metaphor instead: body. Otherwise, many
people would be tempted to proclaim the structure of a family to
serve as amodel for the church. The church is not a family.® It has
sacraments. A family does not. The church extendsinto heaven. Men
there have access to the ultimate sacrament, the tree of life. “Blessed
are they that do his commandments, that they may have right to the
tree of life, and may enter in through the gates into the city” (Rev.
22:14). A family doesnot continuein heaven. “ For intheresurrection
they neither marry, nor are given in marriage, but are asthe angel s of
God in heaven” (Matt. 22:30).

6. Gary North, Baptized Patriarchalism: The Cult of the Family (Tyler, Texas: Institute
for Christian Economics, 1995).
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A church member knows that whatever he lacks, others in the
church may possess. Thelarger the church or association of churches,
the more likely that there will be providers of every kind of service.
A member does not have to master every area of service, which is
beyond hisabilities. He need only concentrate on the limited range of
services that he performs best. The same message appearsin Paul’s
first letter to the Corinthians, Chapter 12.

Thelnstitutional Church

Paul is not speaking here of the church in the sense of believersin
genera, i.e, theinvisiblechurch. Heis speaking of the body of Christ
as an identifiable organization that uniquely represents Christ in
history and eternity. Paul’ s audience was a group of Christians who
were assembled together to hear thereading of hisletter. Thisorgani-
zation had members. It had astructure: hierarchy. Thishierarchy had
sanctions. Thefocusof hisconcern in this section isthe smooth func-
tioning of an institution.

Thebody of Christ represents Christ visibly in away that the fam-
ily and the civil government do not. Thisis why the church extends
into eternity. Thefamily and civil government do not. Thismeansthat
the central ingtitution in God’ s kingdom is the church. Sociological
analysis often beginswith thefamily. Theideaof the centrality of the
family isnot abiblical principle. It isfar more pagan than Christian.
It places biological relationships above sacramental relationships. It
places |oyalty to death-bound people above loyalty to the resurrected
Christ, who is represented in history by His body. Jesus severely
condemned the idea of family loyalty’ s being superior to loyalty to
Him. “Think not that | am come to send peace on earth: | came not to
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send peace, but a sword. For | am come to set a man at variance
against his father, and the daughter against her mother, and the
daughter in law against her mother in law. And aman’sfoes shall be
they of hisown household. Hethat loveth father or mother morethan
meis not worthy of me: and he that loveth son or daughter more than
meis not worthy of me” (Matt. 10:34-37). The idea of the centrality
of the Stateis socialist. Thisideal, too, isin conflict with the biblical
principle of the centrality of the church. It is the church alone that
lawfully offers the dual covenantal oath-signs of baptism and the
Lord’s Supper, which are eternal sanctions, not just temporal.

The State can represent Christ judicially. So can the family. But
both institutions can also represent other worldviews, other gods. The
church is uniquely Christ’s. The sacraments are judicial oath signs
that point uniquely to God'’s final judgment. The sanctions that are
imposed by family and State do not uniquely point to God's final
judgment. Excommunication — separation from the sacraments —
judicialy representshell. Paul never usesthefollowinglanguagewith
respect to family or State. “ For | verily, asabsent in body, but present
in spirit, have judged aready, as though | were present, concerning
him that hath so done thisdeed, In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,
when ye are gathered together, and my spirit, with the power of our
Lord Jesus Christ, To deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruc-
tion of the flesh, that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord
Jesus’ (I Cor. 5:3-5).

Family and State sanctions do not covenantally deliver a man’'s
body to Satan, nor do they involve a man’s spirit. Family and State
are common grace institutions. Their covenantal blessings are avail-
able to all people irrespective of their personal confessions. The
churchisaspecial graceinstitution that islawfully open only to those
who confess Jesus Christ, and Him crucified. “For | determined not
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to know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified”
(I Cor. 2:2).

The churchisthe body of Christ. It has many members, Paul said.
It possesses unity. “ So we, being many, are one body in Christ, and
every one members one of another” (Rom. 12:5). It al'so possesses
diversity: “Having then gifts differing according to the grace that is
given to us.” Each member is to serve God by serving others. This
fulfillsPaul’ sinitial command: “| beseech you therefore, brethren, by
the mercies of God, that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice,
holy, acceptable unto God, which isyour reasonable service” (Rom.
12:1).

The division of labor strengthens the church. It creates a broad
range of talents and services. Individuality is affirmed by this broad
rangeof talents, yet institutional unity isalso established: amore self-
sufficient entity.

Paul places no restrictionson either thisdiversity or thisunity. He
does not suggest that members should not cooperate with each other.
Therange of servicesislimited only by the size of the church. There
isno indication that the church isto be broken into non-cooperating
subdivisions. On the contrary, the church is Christ’ s body. It cannot
be broken up into non-cooperating subdivisions without injuring it.
The range of the division of labor is limited only by the size of the
church. The church isinternational. The division of labor within the
church isinternational. In the midst of international violence, there
should be a beacon of peace. In the midst of noncooperation among
peoples and nations, there should be an example of cooperation. The
church isdesigned by God to be the premier example. When it is not
the premier example, then either it is at fault or the observers are.

* k k k k k x k * %
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Offices and Gifts

Paul concludes | Corinthians 12 with alist of ecclesiastical gifts.
He moves from metaphor to description. “ And God hath set somein
the church, first apostles, secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers, after
that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, governments, diversities
of tongues. Areall apostles? are al prophets? are all teachers? areall
workers of miracles? Have al the gifts of healing? do all speak with
tongues? do all interpret? But covet earnestly the best gifts: and yet
shew | unto you a more excellent way” (I Cor. 12:28-31).

Thefirst officelisted isapostle. Thisofficenolonger exists. There
arestill obscure Protestant sects or independent congregationswhose
leaders claim that they are apostles. They do not make it clear what
distinguishes the office of apostle from the office of prophet, nor do
they explain how someone gains this office, or what his distinguish-
ing abilitiesare, or why an apostle should be removed or even can be
removed for malfeasance, or how the office is passed on institution-
aly.

Next comesthe office of prophet. Ever sincethe compl etion of the
New Testament’ sdocumentsand the necessary cessation of authorita-
tive revelation equal to these documents, this office has not existed.
There are till men and women who claim that they are prophets. The
same comments apply to this office as apply to apostle.

Next comesthe teacher. Churches do not usually recognizeit asa
separate office from pastor. Paul here does not mention presbyters or
deacons. So, heis not dealing here with issues of judicial hierarchy.
He is dealing with the diversity of gifts. “After that miracles, then
gifts of healings, helps, governments, diversities of tongues.”

The greater the diversity of giftsin any organization, the greater is
its potential division of labor. The greater the division of labor, the

247



The Division of Labor

greater the level of output from the same quantity of inputs. Paul is
saying that a church’s members should welcome the large diversity
of giftsthat isfound withinits membership. Church memberswho do
not possess any of these gifts of office are nevertheless benefited by
the presence in the church of those who do. The church asan institu-
tion can accomplish more when the members without these unique
gifts cooperate with those who possess them.

Thisiswhy both envy and jealousy areterrible sins. They under-
mine social cooperation. Jealousy is resentment at another person’s
advantages, coupled with the desireto force the other person to share
his advantages. Envy is resentment against another person’ s advan-
tages, coupled with a desire to remove those advantages without
gaining access to them. Jealousy seeks a levelling based on aredis-
tribution of assets in favor of the jealous person. Envy seeks a lev-
elling based on the removal or the destruction of the other person’s
advantages.” Both involvetearing down. Jeal ousy delightsin both the
tearing down and the subsequent redistribution of assets. Envy de-
lights merely in the tearing down. Ahab was jealous of Naboth’s
vineyard. “And Ahab came into his house heavy and displeased be-
cause of the word which Naboth the Jezreelite had spoken to him: for
he had said, | will not give thee the inheritance of my fathers. And he
laid him down upon his bed, and turned away hisface, and would eat
no bread” (I Kings 21:4). The Philistines were envious of Isaac’s
wells. “For al thewellswhich hisfather’ s servants had digged in the
days of Abraham his father, the Philistines had stopped them, and
filled them with earth” (Gen. 26:15). There was no cooperation
between Naboth and Ahab or between the Philistinesand I saac. There

7. On the distinction between jealousy and envy, see Helmut Schoeck, Envy: A Theory
of Social Behavior (New Y ork: Harcourt Brace, [1966] 1970), pp. 5, 13, 14, 71, 96.
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was only conflict. Naboth and Isaac were innocent.

The church in the broadest sense possesses a great diversity of
gifts. A local congregation may not. As in the case of specialized
profit-seeking organizations, churches specialize. They concentrate
on what they do best. They evangelize different segments of society.
They develop traditions that emphasize their particular specialties.
This has been going on from the early church era, but as the church
has spread its influence across borders and social groups, local
congregations have grown very different from others. The same kind
of tolerance that Paul tells the Corinthians to display toward one an-
other isto be displayed by churches toward one another. The funda-
mental issue is confession of faith. This statement reflects the theo-
logical tradition known as Calvinism. Other traditions emphasize
other core issues: the sacraments or emotional enthusiasm or forms
of liturgy. But Jesus settled thisissue long ago: confessionis central.

He saith unto them, But whom say ye that | am? And Simon Peter
answered and said, Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God.
And Jesus answered and said unto him, Blessed art thou, Simon
Barjona: for flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my
Father which isin heaven. And | say also unto thee, That thou art
Peter, and uponthisrock | will build my church; and the gates of hell
shall not prevail against it. And | will give unto thee the keys of the
kingdom of heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be
bound in heaven: and whatsoever thou shalt |oose on earth shall be
loosed in heaven (Matt. 16:15-19).

The church asan international organization possesses amultitude
of gifts. Thelarger it grows, the greater the diversity of giftsthat its
members possess. This is why church growth is an imperative. It
increasesthe efficiency of covenant-keepersasthey seek to fulfill the
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terms of the dominion covenant (Gen. 1:26-28).

The Social Division of Labor

Thelanguage of organic unity isoften applied to society. Wethink
of ourselves as members of society. We are less likely to think of
ourselves as cogs in a great machine, except insofar as we perceive
that we have lost too much of our independence. Y et the member of
a body does not perceive itself apart from the body. It isan “it,” not
a sentient being. So, what is the difference in principle between a
machineand abody?1 think the distinguishing featureislife. A mem-
ber can grow; a cog cannot. A body can grow; a machine cannot. A
body has a representative head; a machine does not.

What isthe basis of growth in a society? Not biological law. But
this comment also applies to the church. There have been social
theorists who have sought to discover the permanent laws of society,
as if society were biological. Their success has been minimal, asis
testified to by all of the other social theorists who also claim to have
discovered the laws of society, but whose laws are different.

Certain varieties of political theory have sought to identify ahead
for society. Monarchy lendsitself to such aformulation, but there are
no monarchs today who possess such overarching headship or even
clam it. Political theory moves from the organic analogy to judicial
categories as soon asit confrontsthe problem of the head. The issues
of sanctions— voting —also move political theory away from organi-
cism. Thisisalsotrue of theories of the church. The language may be
organic; the categories arejudicial.

Thisconcept of corporateinterdependenceappliesto socia organi-
zation in general, but especially to the free market. The free market
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integratesthe plans and productivity of legally sovereign individuals
—an amazing achievement — and thereby provides continuity through
time. The free market integrates the one and the many by means of
private ownership, the legal right to make offers to exchange scarce
resources, the legal enforcement of contracts, and the price system.
The legal right of ownership, including the right to bid, produces an
enormously complex and productive society. Few people recognize
or understand the cause-and-effect connection between private owner-
ship and social cooperation. The system operates nonethel ess.

In afree market economy, there is no overall chain of command.
A major appeal of socialist theory has been its concept of arational
hierarchy. A central planning agency is seen asfunctioning as ahead
functions. But, as Ludwig von Mises pointed out in 1920, this head
isnot omniscient. It cannot plan rationally because, under socialism,
thereisno private ownership, especially of capital goods. Thereisno
price system, so the planners cannot know what the price of scarce
resources should be in order to maximize the value to society of
whatever resources exist. A price system is a system of competitive
bidding by individual swho possessthelegal right to buy and sell and
make offers to buy and sell. Such rights do not exist in a systemati-
cally socialist society. Therefore, Misesconcluded, economiccal cula-
tion is impossible under socialism.® There were severa attempts to
refute his theory, most notably by the Communist economist, Oskar
Lange.® Lange's theory of a national planning board that could set

8. Ludwig von Mises, “Economic Calculation in the Socialist Commonwealth” (1920),
inF. A.Hayek (ed.), Collectivist Economic Planning (London: Routledge, 1935). Thisessay
is posted on the Web: http://www.mises.org/econcalc.asp .

9. Oskar Lange, On the Economic Theory of Socialism (New York: McGraw- Hill,
1964). Thisisareprint of Lange' sarticlesthat appeared in the Review of Economic Sudies,
1V (1936-37).
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prices and change them in response to shortages or surpluses was
never adopted by any socialist or Communist society. His theory
offered too much authority to consumers. In Communist Poland,
Lange served as chief economist, beginning in the late 1940’'s. He
wasthearchitect of Communist Eastern Europe’ ssystem of accounts.
His system never incorporated his theory.

The free market’'s system of market pricing solves most of the
practical problems of reconciling theone and the many, i.e., reconcil-
ingindividual benefitsand aggregate social benefits. But, intherealm
of economic theory, the various theories offered by humanist econo-
mists have not solved the ethical issue or even the theoretical issue of
the one and the many. From the days of Adam Smith, free market ec-
onomists have pointed to the great advantage of the free market:
encouraging greater individual output through an appeal toindividual
self-interest. Freemarket theoristshave argued that greater individual
output benefitsall or at least most members of society, not just those
who are directly involved in exchange. This, they have yet to prove,
given their presupposition of methodol ogical individualism. In order
to say anything scientifically valid about social utility assumes that
the economist can add and subtract individual utilitiesto produce an
assessment of aggregate social utility. This necessarily assumes that
it is possible to make scientifically valid interpersonal comparisons
of subjective utility. Because most free market theorists since the
mid-1930’s have followed Lionel Robbinsin hisargument that it is
impossible scientifically to make interpersonal comparisons of sub-
jective utility, they have found no way theoretically to justify any
statement regarding the free market and social utility. Economists
make such assessmentsall thetime when they recommend policiesto
governments, but they do so only inconsistently. They violate their
own methodol ogical individualism when they make such assessments
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and recommendations. There can be no concept of socia utility in a
world where it is impossible to make interpersonal comparisons of
subjective utility.*

In 1956, Murray Rothbard made an attempt to derive a theory of
socia benefit based on voluntary exchange.** He argued that if two
people make an exchange, they do so because they think they will be
better off after the exchange. Their individual utilities therefore in-
crease. Thisassumesthat after the exchange, they still think they are
better off than they were before the exchange. This also assumes that
no one else is hurt by their exchange. But an envious person may
perceivehisindividual utility ashaving decreased becausetwo people
are made better off by an exchange. What if his decrease in socidl
utility more than offsetstheincrease experienced by the exchangers?
Rothbard dealt with thistheoretical problem by denyingtheverifiable
existence of envy. That is, he defined away the theoretical problem.
In 1971, he changed his view of envy. He became an enthusiastic
promoter of Helmut Schoeck’s thesis in Schoeck’s book, Envy: A
Theory of Social Behavior (1966).2? Schoeck argues that envy has
been an important motivation behind socialism. But as soon as he

10. Gary North, The Dominion Covenant: Genesis, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for
Christian Economics, 1987), ch. 4; Gary North, Tools of Dominion: The Case Laws of
Exodus (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1990), Appendix D.

11. Murray N. Rothbard, “ Toward a Reconstruction of Utility and Welfare Economics,”
in Mary Sennholz (ed.), On Freedom and Free Enterprise: Essaysin Honor of Ludwig von
Mises (Princeton, New Jersey: Van Nostrand, 1956). This has been reprinted by Liberty
Press, Indianapolis, Indiana. It also appears in Rothbard, The Logic of Action Two:
Applicationsand Criticismfromthe Austrian School (Glos, United Kingdom: Elgar, 1997),
pp. 211-54.

12. Murray N. Rothbard, “ Freedom, Inequality, Primitivism and the Division of Labor,”
Modern Age (Summer 1971); reprinted in Rothbard, The Logic of Action Two: Applications
and Criticism from the Austrian School, pp. 3-35. This essay is posted on-line at
http://www.mises.org/fipandol .asp .
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accepted the existence of envy, Rothbard destroyed the theoretical
case that he had made in favor of a utility theory based on mutual
exchange. Henever dealt with thislogical inconsistency over the next
quarter of acentury.

Thebiblical solutionto thisproblemisthe concept of methodol og-
ical covenantalism. God dealswith menintheir capacity asindividu-
als. Hea so judges corporate unitsto which men belong and in which
they arerepresented by other men. God holdsindividualsresponsible
for their actions, but He al so bringsjudgmentsin history on corporate
entities (Lev. 26;= Deut. 28*). He imputes value to men’s actions,
both as individuals and corporate groups. God makes judgments in
history and al so retroactively at the final judgment. Thus, we can say
confidently that the reconciliation of the one and the many is found
in God' s perfect judgment. Asan individual acting on hisown behalf
and also as arepresentative of agroup, it iseach man’s unavoidable
responsibility to make judgments in history based on his present
estimate of God’ sfinal retroactive judgment on his actions.

Christians can legitimately conclude that any economic order that
results when men obey God's laws will reconcile the one and the
many in therealm of scarce resources. Weread in Chapter 12 of both
Romans and First Corinthians that the division of labor is good for
the church. We can legitimately extend this assessment to the
economy. What is good for church membersin the church—thedivi-
sion of labor —is good for individuas in the economy. The division
of labor is a benefit to men in society whenever it is based on the

13. Gary North, Leviticus: An Economic Commentary (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Chris-
tian Economics, 1994), chaps. 34, 35.

14. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteron-

omy, 2nd el ectronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), chaps, 68, 69.

254



Chapter 15. . .| Corinthians 12:4—7

private ownership of the means of production, except when the spec-
ialty isidentified asimmortal by the Bible.

Conclusion

Paul describesthe church as abody and its members as members.
So ingrained is hislanguage today that we speak of church members,
but the meaning has changed since Paul’s day. We speak of church
membership as if it were little more than joining a club, but the
concept of church membership encompasses far more than formal
bel onging. Church membershipisdescribed by Paul asbeing organic.
Church membersare members of abody. Without organic union, the
body ceases to function properly. It beginsto die.

The power of Paul’s metaphor of a body with members is very
great. We seem to be able to understand it better than we understand
such concepts asthedivision of labor or oath-bound subordination to
arepresentativeentity. The essence of the churchisjudicial-covenan-
tal, but Paul’ sanalogy pointsto cooperation, likethe parts (members)
of abody.

We belong to the church in much the same way as members of a
body belong to each other. Thisisnot the way that members of aclub
belong to each other. The church isfar more significant. This means
that we cannot do without each other without suffering individual
losses.

255



16

ESCHATOLOGY AND
CAPITAL ACCUMULATION

For since by man came death, by man came also the resurrection of
thedead. For asin Adamall die, even soin Christ shall all be made
alive. But every man in his own order: Christ the firstfruits; after-
ward they that are Christ’s at his coming. Then cometh the end,
when he shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the
Father; when he shall have put down all rule and all authority and
power. For hemust reign, till he hath put all enemies under hisfeet.
The last enemy that shall be destroyed is death. For he hath put all
things under his feet. But when he saith, all things are put under
him, it ismanifest that heis excepted, which did put all things under
him. And when all things shall be subdued unto him, then shall the
Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things under him,
that God may beall in all (I Cor. 15:21-28).

The theocentric principle here is the complete historical triumph
of God over His enemies.

The lssue of Historical Continuity

The literal bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ in history is the

starting point for this chapter. Paul writes, “For | delivered unto you
first of all that which | also received, how that Christ died for our sins
according to the scriptures; And that he was buried, and that he rose
again the third day according to the scriptures’ (vv. 3-4). Christ’'s
burial was literal. His body was placed in the tomb by Joseph of
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Arimathea(Matt. 27:57—-60). Christ’ sresurrectionwasequally literal.
His body was removed from the tomb, but not by any human being,
for agreat stone had been placed in front of the tomb’s entrance by
the authorities (Matt. 27:62—66). Christ’s resurrection was not sym-
bolic, meaning mythical, meaning alie perpetrated by early Christian
writers for the sake of deceiving the public, which is what liberal
theologians would have us believe. The risen Jesus had hundreds of
witnesses. “ And that he was seen of Cephas, then of thetwelve: After
that, he was seen of abovefive hundred brethren at once; of whomthe
greater part remain unto this present, but some are fallen asleep” (I
Cor. 15:5-6). When Paul testified beforethe Roman governor, Festus,
he said, “For the king knoweth of these things, before whom aso |
speak freely: for | am persuaded that none of these things are hidden
from him; for this thing was not done in acorner” (Acts 26:26).

So crucial isthedoctrine of Christ’ sbodily resurrectioninhistory,
that Paul saystwicethat the Christian’ sfaithisinvainif thisdoctrine
is not historically accurate. “And if Christ be not risen, then is our
preaching vain, and your faithisalsovain” (v. 14). “Andif Christ be
not raised, your faith isvain; ye are yet in your sins’ (v. 17).

Three Stages of Resurrection

Thedoctrine of Christ’ sbodily resurrection servesas Paul’ sintro-
duction to adiscussion of eschatology: thelast things and the next-to-
last things. Christ was resurrected from the dead; His followers will
also beresurrected from the dead. “Now if Christ be preached that he
rose from the dead, how say some among you that there is no resur-
rection of the dead? But if there be no resurrection of the dead, then
is Christ not risen” (vv. 12-13). Christ isrisen; hence, there will be
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afuture resurrection of the dead, who in life placed their trust in the
historical life, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ. Our hopeisnot
confined to thislife. “If in thislife only we have hope in Christ, we
are of all men most miserable” (v. 19).

Paul in this chapter discusses the fina judgment. He says that
God's fina judgment will be characterized by an eschatological
discontinuity: incorruption will inherit aredeemed world. “Soasois
the resurrection of the dead. It is sown in corruption; it israised in
incorruption: It is sown in dishonour; it israised in glory: it is sown
in weakness; it is raised in power: It is sown a natural body; it is
raised aspiritual body. Thereisanatural body, and thereisaspiritual
body” (vv. 42-44). The distinction here is between corruption and
incorruption. Life prior to the final resurrection, the final judgment,
and the establishment of the post-resurrection New Heaven and New
Earth (Rev. 21; 22), is marked by corruption. All men in history are
in sin. Sin affects everything men think and do. They cannot escape
this corruption by sin in history. They cannot experience complete
victory over sinin history. Death till rules them, no matter how long
they live. There is only one deliverance from sin and its effects, i.e.,
God' ssanctionson sin: final judgment for covenant-keepers. Where-
ver sin exists, sickness and death remain. Wherever sickness and
death exist, sin remains. The end is not yet.

Resurrection was definitive in history: the resurrection of Jesus
Christispast. “Now if Christ be preached that he rose from the dead,
how say some among you that there is no resurrection of the dead?
But if there be no resurrection of the dead, then is Christ not risen:
And if Christ be not risen, then isour preaching vain, and your faith
isalsovan” (vv. 12-14).

Resurrectionisprogressivein history: spiritual. “ But thanks beto
God, which giveth us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ.

258



Chapter 16 . . . | Corinthians 15:21-28

Therefore, my beloved brethren, be ye stedfast, unmovable, always
abounding in the work of the Lord, forasmuch as ye know that your
labour isnot in vainin the Lord” (vv. 57-58).

Resurrectionwill befinal. “Now this| say, brethren, that flesh and
blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth corruption
inherit incorruption. Behold, | shew you a mystery; We shall not all
sleep, but we shall al be changed, In a moment, in the twinkling of
an eye, at the last trump: for the trumpet shall sound, and the dead
shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed. For this cor-
ruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put on
immortality. So when this corruptible shall have put onincorruption,
and this mortal shall have put on immortality, then shall be brought
to passthe saying that iswritten, Death is swallowed up in victory. O
death, whereisthy sting? O grave, whereisthy victory? The sting of
death is sin; and the strength of sinisthelaw” (vv. 50-56).

Theliteral truth of Christ’sbodily resurrection in the past, and the
literal truth of mankind’ sfinal resurrection inthefuture, must both be
affirmed without qualification by any Christian who desiresto defend
orthodoxy and avoid heresy. Christians, East and West, have con-
fessed the following for centuries: “Thethird day, He arose from the
dead, and sitteth at the right hand of God, the Father almighty, from
whence He shall cometo judge the quick [living] and the dead.” We
call thisconfessionthe Apostles’ Creed. It haslong served the church
asamagjor judicia standard of orthodoxy. The Nicene Creed (325)
hasasimilar statement. “On the third day he rose again in accordance
with the Scriptures; he ascended into heaven and is seated at theright
hand of the Father. He will come again in glory to judge the living
and the dead, and his kingdom will have no end.”

All of thishasto do with Christ’ sjudgment against sin: at Calvary,
in history through His covenantal representatives, and at the end of
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history. The resurrection was, is, and will be preliminary to public
judgment by Christ against sin and its effects.

TheChristian’ sacts of exercising judgment are affirmationsof the
bodily resurrection, past and future. The Christian, through decision-
making, is supposed to extend God' s kingdom in history. He istold
by God to overcome the effects of sin in his own life and in those
areas of lifethat are lawfully under his covenantal jurisdiction. Heis
to bring judgment against sin progressively. Thisiswhat Paul meant
when he wrote to the Philippians, “Wherefore, my beloved, as ye
have aways obeyed, not asin my presence only, but now much more
in my absence, work out your own salvation with fear and trembling”
(Phil. 2:12). Thisis what he meant when he told them, “Brethren, |
count not myself to have apprehended: but this one thing | do,
forgetting those things which are behind, and reaching forth unto
those things which are before, | press toward the mark for the prize
of the high calling of God in Christ Jesus’ (Phil. 3:13-14).

The continuity of Christians' individual and corporate exercise of
judgment in history culminatesin the eschatol ogical discontinuity of
Christ’ sfinal overcoming of sin’shistorical effects at thefinal judg-
ment. The lake of fire will be God's overcoming of sin’s effects
eternally (Rev. 20:14-15). The efforts of Christiansin history do not
bring about this eschatological discontinuity. Their continuity isthe
continuity of definitiveincorruption’ sprogressiveovercoming of cor-
ruptionin history. But thediscontinuity of incorruption’ sfinal inheri-
tance and corruption’s final disinheritance will be exclusively the
supernatural work of Christ, when hewill end history by finally over-
coming death, God's original negative sanction against sin (Gen.
2:17). On that day, but not before, we will be able legitimately to
declare, “O death, where isthy sting?’ That is because we will aso
be able legitimately to declare, “ O sin, whereisthy power?’ and “ O,
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corruption, where is thy inheritance?” This event till lies in the
future!

Millennial Viewpoints

The major divisiveissue in Christian eschatology is the sequence
of events that will precede the final resurrection of the dead. One
highly divisive question in this regard is this: Will there be a major
historical discontinuity prior to the general resurrection at Christ’s
second coming? Specifically, will Christiansberemoved from history
prior tothesecond coming, aspremillennial, pre-tribul ational dispen-
sationaliststeach? That is, will what dispensationalists call the Rap-
ture, or the secret Rapture, of Christianstake place approximately one
thousand yearsprior to thefinal judgment? Jesus categorically denied
this. In his parable of the tares and the wheat, He made it plain that
Christiansand non-Christianswill operatein history together until the
end of time.

Ancther parable put he forth unto them, saying, The kingdom of
heaven is likened unto a man which sowed good seed in his field:
But while men dept, 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 householder came and said unto him, Sir, didst not thou sow
good seed in thy field? from whence then hath it tares? He said unto
them, An enemy hath done this. The servants said unto him, Wilt
thou then that we go and gather them up? But he said, Nay; lest
whileye gather up thetares, yeroot up aso thewheat with them. Let

1. See the Appendix.
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both grow together until the harvest: and in thetime 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).

The disciples were not sure what this meant. They came to Him
later and asked for clarification. He provided it.

Heanswered and said unto them, Hethat soweth the good seedisthe
Son of man; Thefield istheworld; the good seed are the children of
the kingdom; but the tares are the children of the wicked one; The
enemy that sowed them is the devil; the harvest is the end of the
world; and the reapers are the angels. As therefore the tares are
gathered and burned inthefire; so shall it beinthe end of thisworld.
The Son of man shall send forth hisangels, and they shall gather out
of his kingdom al things that offend, and them which do iniquity;
And shall cast them into afurnace of fire: there shall bewailing and
gnashing of teeth. Then shall the righteous shine forth asthe sunin
the kingdom of their Father. Who hath ears to hear, let him hear
(Matt. 13:37-43).

Hewho hasearsto hear, let him hear. Millionsof pre-tribulational,
premillennial dispensationalists haverefused to hear ever since 1830,
when their eschatol ogy first appeared. So committed are they to the
idea that Christians will be removed from the burdens of history
either 1,007 yearsor 1,003.5 yearsbeforethefinal judgment, that they
have refused to accept Christ’ sexplicit warning that no such removal
will ever take placein history. They have earsto hear, but they do not
hear. They seek an escape from history and its burdens.

Jesus said that there will be historical continuity for tares and
wheat, living side by side, until the final judgment. Christians who
refuse to begin with this premise cannot accurately understand the
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future of Christianity. They cannot understand what God has called
Hisfollowersto do in history: conquer the world on behalf of Christ
asHiscovenantal representatives. They dismisssuchviewsas*trium-
phalism,” asif triumphalism were not the essence of the twin doc-
trines of Christ’ sbodily resurrection and bodily ascension in history.
They regard triumphalism with respect to culture as ridiculous or
even heretical, yet they regard triumphalism with respect to Christ’s
victory over physical death as basic Christian theology. Christ pub-
licly demonstrated Hisauthority to forgive sin by meansof Hisability
totell acrippleto get up and walk, which the crippleimmediately did
(Matt. 9:2-8). Christ’s spiritual authority over sin in general was
manifested publicly by His visible authority over one effect of sinin
genera: healing aphysical disability. Nevertheless, both the premil-
lennialist and the amillennialist insist that Christianity will never
manifest publicly, by means of Christianity’s progressive triumph
over cultural evil in history, the truth of Christ’s bodily ascension to
the right hand of God and His present reign over history.

In contrast, the prophesied continuity of historical victory for
Christianity involves a socia transformation so great that the life
spans of men will begin to approach those that prevailed before
Moses announced this rule: “The days of our years are threescore
yearsand ten; and if by reason of strength they befourscoreyears, yet
istheir strength labour and sorrow; for it is soon cut off, and we fly
away” (Ps. 90:10). Isaiah announced that, sometime in the future,
sinners dying at age one hundred will be regarded as children. Jeru-
salem will rgjoice.

For, behold, | create new heavens and a new earth: and the former
shall not be remembered, nor come into mind. But be ye glad and
rejoicefor ever inthat which | create: for, behold, | create Jerusalem
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aregjoicing, and her peopleajoy. And | will regjoicein Jerusalem, and
joy in my people: and the voice of weeping shall be no more heard
in her, nor the voice of crying. There shall be no more thence an
infant of days, nor an old man that hath not filled his days: for the
child shall die an hundred yearsold; but the sinner being an hundred
years old shall be accursed (Isa 65:17-20).

Thisprophecy cannot possibly refer to the post-resurrection world,
for in the era described by Isaiah, there will be sinners living and
dying. This passagerefutesamillennialisn? assurely asthe parabl e of
the tares and wheat in Matthew 13 refutes pre-tribulational and mid-
tribulational dispensationalism.® Theamillennialist affirmshistorical
continuity, but this continuity is a continuity of earthly defeat for
Christianity. He saysthat therewill never beatimewhen Christianity
will rule the world. Always, he insists, Christians will be under the
dominion of covenant-breakers:*

According to pre-tribulational, premillennia dispensationalism,
Christianity will experience defeat culturally in this, the pre-millen-
nial era of history. This defeat will be reversed only after Christ
returns bodily to set up His earthly millennial kingdom seven years
after the Rapture. At the Rapture, wheat and tares will be separated
by divine intervention: the wheat will be removed from history. This
will be agreat discontinuity. There will be a continuity of defeat for
Christianity until the Rapture’s discontinuity of deliverance out of
history. According to amillennialism, Christianity also experiences
defeat culturally. There is a continuity of defeat until the Second

2. Gary North, Millennialism and Social Theory (Tyler, Texas. Institute for Christian
Economics, 1990), pp. 98—-106.

3. 1bid., pp. 296-98.
4. 1bid., ch. 5.
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Coming'’ s discontinuity of deliverance out of history. Premillennial-
ism and amillennialism are both highly pessimistic regarding our era,
the era of the church.

In historic premillennialism, which is not dispensational, thereis
no separation of the wheat from the tares prior to the fina judgment.
Thereisagreat discontinuity, however: the bodily re-entry into his-
tory of Jesus Christ and (depending on the theol ogian involved) His
angels. Thisis consistent with the parable of the wheat and tares: no
separation. But it maintains an inherent pessimism regarding Chris-
tianity’ sinfluence during our pre-millennial era. It teachesacontinu-
ity of defeat for Christianity until the great discontinuity of Christ’'s
second coming, which supposedly will take place 1,000 years before
the final judgment. The discontinuity of Christ’s bodily return will
presumably establish anew continuity of victory for Christianity, one
based on Christ’ sleadership over aninternational bureaucracy run by
Christians. But thisfuture victory has nothing or very little to do with
the efforts of Christians — including you — prior to Christ’s second
coming and His establishment of an earthly millennial kingdom.

Questions of Social Order

The crucial question here is the issue of institutional continuity
between the pre-millennial age — ours —and a future millennial age.
Wearetold by premillennialistsof all varietiesthat Christ will some-
day return to earth to rulein person. Thisview of Christ’smillennial
kingdom raises once again the problem faced by Moses, who ruled
Israel by means of God’ s perfect and direct revelation. A long line of

5. Ibid., ch. 4.
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judgment-seekers formed in front of his tent and remained there all
day long (Ex. 18:13). In premillennial social theory, thereis a prac-
tical and presently unanswered question regarding thejudicial effects
of adiscontinuity of perfection vs. imperfectionwithintheworldwide
hierarchy of judicial authority, with sinners governing at the bottom,
and Jesus governing from the top. Jesus will be far more busy than
Moses was. Moses ruled only over Israel. Jesus will rule over the
whole world. There are just so many hours in the day. How will the
hierarchical chain of courts operate — church courts and civil courts?
What civil lawswill predominate? Natural laws?Biblical |laws? Some
mixture?

Then thereisthe matter of church courts. Will Baptists still insist
on church independency when Jesus is there to settle the difficult
ecclesiastical cases?Which higher regional church court will lawfully
rule on disputes within alocal congregation? Will Presbyterians and
Episcopaliansserveasjudgesin these higher church courts? How can
ecclesiastical independency survivein asystem of church courts that
isconstructed along thelines of Exodus 18’ scivil court model?Or is
Jesus expected to settlein person every disputein every local Baptist
church? (Jesuswould then beverybusy!) Thesejudicia questionsare
never, ever discussed in print by premillennialists. These questions
are much too practical.

There is another question regarding this future discontinuity: the
transition between today’s ingtitutions and the institutions of the
millennial era. Historic premillennialists and post-tribul ation dispen-
sationalists do not write about this transition, nor do pre-tribulation
and mid-tribulation dispensationalists. That isto say, premillennial-
istsrarely write about social theory at al. When they do comment on
socia theory, they do not use the Bible to defend their social recom-
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mendations.® They do not discuss the institutional implications of
whether or not Jesus will be assisted on earth by angels, or by resur-
rected, sin-free Christians, or merely by sin-cursed Christians. Thus,
they offer no answer to this vitally important social question:

“Is there any significant continuity — intellectual, theological,
financial, institutional — between our pre-millennia era and the
millennial erato come?’

This is the question that premillennialist social theorists must
answer in detail before they can develop a concept of premillennial
institution-building that should be funded today by thrifty Christians.
Thisquestion of thedegreeof institutional continuity or discontinuity
must be dealt with forthrightly and in detail by premillennialist theo-
logians before they or their academic followers can provide Bible-
based opinions concerning the degree of future-orientation that is
appropriate for today’ s Christians.

In the 1950’s, the pre-tribulational, Los Angeles-based radio
preacher-pastor J. Vernon McGee dismissed all socia action prog-
rams (except presumably for urban rescue missionsand foreign medi-
cal missions) with this clever and socially debilitating phrase: “Y ou
don’t polish brass on a sinking ship.”” Was he correct about the use-
lessness of brass-polishing? Given his eschatological views, he was
correct, but his eschatological views were incorrect. | ask: Is it a
waste of Christians’ scarce economic resources for them to finance
explicitly Bible-based universities, academic research foundations,

6. Ibid., pp. 74-75.

7.1 discussthisin greater detail in Prioritiesand Dominion: An Economic Commentary
on Matthew, electronic edition (Tyler, Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 2000), ch.
29. Revised, 2003.
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medical science, political action organizations, and al of the other
ingtitutionsthat provide social |eadership and social transformation?
These are the ingtitutions that humanists have either taken over from
Christians or built on their own ever since 1700, because Bible-
believing Protestant Christians have either defected from such tasks
or have never been involved. Amillennialists and premillennialists,
if they had the courage of their convictions, would say “ yes, polishing
brassisawaste of resources.” J. Vernon McGee still speaksfrom the
grave on behalf of all consistent pessimillennialists. Pre-tribulation
dispensationalism hasnever offered anything beyond the social theory
of the rescue mission.®

First, incontrast to theinstitutional discontinuity of premillennial-
ism, postmillennialism teaches continuity from our erauntil thefinal
judgment. More specifically, postmillennialism teachesthat therewill
be neither a Rapture nor the bodily return of Christ to set up an
earthly kingdom approximately one thousand years prior to the final
judgment. Only thefuture conversion of the Jewswill createasignifi-
cant historical discontinuity (Rom. 11), which will be positive for
Christianity, but will not involve a change in Christ’s present reign
from heaven.® Christ will still extend His earthly dominion represen-
tatively through Hisinvisible church — Christians— but not in person,
just as He has done since His ascension to the right hand of God.®

Second, incontrast to theinstitutional continuity of amillennialism

8. Gary North, Rapture Fever: Why Dispensationalism Is Paralyzed (Tyler, Texas: In-
gtitute for Christian Economics, 1993), ch. 3, section on “Institutional Defeat?’

9. Gary North, Cooperation and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Romans,
revised electronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[2000] 2003), ch. 6.

10. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., He Shall Have Dominion: A Postmillennial Eschatology, 2nd
ed. (Tyler, Texas: Intitute for Christian Economics, 1997).
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—acontinuity of Christianity’s progressive defeat culturally — post-
millennialism teaches a continuity of victory for Christianity, intime
and on earth. Postmillennialism teaches that there will be a literal
fulfillment in history of Isaiah’ s prophecy regarding the New Heaven
and the New Earth (Isa. 65:17-20). Postmillennialism offers Chris-
tians the possibility of both social theory and economic theory based
on the moral legitimacy and eschatological necessity of compound
growth for Christianity.

Psalm 110 Revisited

Psalm 110 is the most frequently cited psalm in the New Testa-
ment. It is short.

A Psalm of David. The LORD said unto my Lord, Sit thou at my
right hand, until | makethine enemiesthy footstool. The LORD shall
send the rod of thy strength out of Zion: rule thou in the midst of
thine enemies. Thy people shall be willing in the day of thy power,
in the beauties of holiness from the womb of the morning: thou hast
the dew of thy youth. The LORD hath sworn, and will not repent,
Thou art a priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek. The Lord
at thy right hand shall strike through kingsin the day of hiswrath.
He shall judge among the heathen, he shall fill the places with the
dead bodies; he shall wound the heads over many countries. He shall
drink of the brook in the way: therefore shall helift up the head (Ps.
110:1-7).

Verse 4, “The LORD hath sworn, and will not repent, Thou art a

priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek,” is the basis of the
argument in the Epistle to the Hebrews that Jesus fulfilled this
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prophecy (Heb. 5:5-10). There is now a new priesthood, the author
argues, for Jesus was part of the tribe of Judah, not Levi (Heb. 7).

Thefirst verse of Psalm 110 isafamiliar one. Jesuscited it in His
final challenge to the Pharisees.

What think ye of Christ? whose son ishe? They say unto him, The
Son of David. He saith unto them, How then doth David in spirit call
him Lord, saying, The LORD said unto my Lord, Sit thou on my
right hand, till I make thine enemiesthy footstool ? If David then call
him Lord, how is he his son? And no man was able to answer hima
word, neither durst any man from that day forth ask him any more
guestions (Matt. 22:42-46).

Psalm 110 speaks of afootstool. God will place His feet on His
enemies, as if they were corporately a footstool. He will rule over
them. The psalm then describes the nature of the rule of God. The
language of victory ismilitary. “Heshall judge among the heathen, he
shall fill the places with the dead bodies; he shall wound the heads
over many countries” (v. 6).

Paul in this chapter picks up the theme of the footstool. “For he
must reign, till he hath put all enemies under hisfeet” (v. 25). Who
is“he’? Jesus Christ. When will He reign? Before the end of time.
After He has put all of His enemies under Hisfeet, then the end will
come. “Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up the
kingdom to God, even the Father; when he shall have put down all
rule and all authority and power” (v. 24). Paul’ s language could not
be clearer. Thereign of Christisin history, prior to Hisfina victory
over His enemies. What is the last enemy to be defeated before the
end?“ Thelast enemy that shall be destroyed is death” (v. 26). There
can be no mistake about this. Christ’s reign in history parallels the
reign of death. As surely as death is present today, so does Christ
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presently reign in history.

A debate over eschatology has long existed over this question:
Must Christ return bodily in order to establish Hismillennial reignin
history? The premillennialist says yes. But the parable of the wheat
and taresin Matthew 13 eliminates the exegetical basis of both mid-
tribulational and pre-tribulational dispensationalism, both of which
teach that the church will be removed from history for a few years
prior to the bodily return of Christ to set up His earthly millennial
kingdom. This leaves historic premillennialism and (possibly) post-
tribulational dispensationalism as contenders in the eschatol ogical
debate.** But | Corinthians 15 removesthem from the debate. Christ’s
reignin history will bethe sameinthefutureasitistoday, until death
is finally defeated at the final judgment.”? His rule in history will
continueto be representative. He will continue to reign from heaven.
He will not leave His position of cosmic eminence at the right hand
of God until the final judgment that will end history.

The amillennialist would also like to remain in the debate, but
Isaiah’ s teaching regarding the New Heaven and the New Earth re-
moves him from the debate, unless he denies the literal truth of the
prophecy regarding an erawithout tears and with extended life spans.
Thisisadifficult exegetical position to defend, for it makes publicly
unverifiable Isaiah’s prophecy regarding the future. There is no way

11. Here, | am assuming that post-tribulational dispensationalism does not predict the
Raptureat thetime of Christ’ sreturn to earth. Such aRapture would separate the wheat from
the tares. | am also assuming that post-tribulation dispensationalism does not predict the
return of perfect, sin-free, death-free people to rule alongside Christ in history. Thiswould
constitute adenial of Paul’ smessage that incorruption and corruption cannot sharethe same
inheritance. Corruption does not inherit incorruption. Incorruption cannot inherit cor-
ruption. Thetwo realmsremain separate until corruption isremoved by final judgment. For
more on this, see the Appendix.

12. Appendix A.
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to verify its fulfillment.®* The fulfillment of a prophecy regarding
extended lifetimes ought to be verifiable actuarially. If nothing else,
the premiums for annual renewable term life insurance policies
shouldfall dramatically. What theamillennialist categorically denies
with respect to Christ’ sresurrection and ascensioninto heaven—their
exclusively symbolic rather than literal character —he affirmsfor this
prophecy of Isaiah.

What this passagein First Corinthiansteachesiscontinuity. Christ
was resurrected first. This points to the bodily resurrection of His
peopleinthefuture. Paul callsChrist’ sresurrectionthefirstfruits (vv.
20, 23). Thisrefersback to the Mosaic law’ sfirstfruitsfestival, when
therewere offeringsto God from thefield of the harvest. “ Speak unto
the children of Israel, and say unto them, When ye be come into the
land which | give unto you, and shall reap the harvest thereof, then ye
shall bring a sheaf of the firstfruits of your harvest unto the priest:
And heshall wavethe sheaf beforethe LORD, to be accepted for you:
on the morrow after the sabbath the priest shall wave it” (Lev.
23:10-11). Thiswas atoken offering, akind of down payment on the
greater offering to God after the harvest was complete. Christ’s
resurrection was God’ sdown payment to His people, apromise of the
great eschatological event to come.

Capital Accumulation

Theissueof historical continuity isfundamental for any discussion

13. An example of such adenia isfound in Anthony Hoekema' s book, The Bible and
the Future (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1979), p. 202. For my responseto hisargu-
ment, see Millennialism and Social Theory, pp. 98-106.
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of capital accumulation. Continuity isthe central issue of compound
economic growth. Investors who believe in long-term economic
growth also believe in the possibility of expanding their capital
through time. This means that they believe that capital, as a tool of
production, can produce ever-greater output over time.

If there must inevitably be a great discontinuity in between the
church’s work today and its work during some future earthly king-
dom, then whatever Christians do today to accumulate capital will be
thwarted by thisgreat pre-millennial discontinuity. If the Antichrist’s
kingdom must be triumphant in between the Rapture and the millen-
nial kingdom, as pre-tribulational and mid-tribulational dispensa-
tionaliststeach, then the capital that isamassed by today’ s Christians
will beinherited by their enemiesduring afuturetribulation era. The
wealth of the just is therefore being laid up today for sinners. But
Proverbsteachesthe opposite. “ A good man |eaveth an inheritanceto
his children’s children: and the wealth of the sinner islaid up for the
just” (Prov. 13:22). Thisistheissue of continuity, which isthe issue
of inheritance: the fifth point of the biblical covenant model .*

Evenif afew elements of this capital legacy somehow survivethe
Great Tribulation, of what significance will thislegacy beinaworld
ruled by Christ in person, possibly assisted by angels and perhaps
even resurrected Christians, who will be sin-free, illness-free, and
death-free? Corruption fades in comparison with incorruption. The
inherently corrupt capital legacy of history can have no significant
role to play in aworld governed by the incorrupt. Thisiswhy Paul
wrote that corruption cannot inherit incorruption (vv. 50-54). Why,

14. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Tex-
as: Ingtitutefor Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 5. Cf. Gary North, Inheritance and Domin-
ion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteronomy, 2nd electronic edition (Harrisonburg,
Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [1999] 2003).
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then, should anyone believe that incorruption has any usefor corrup-
tion? It is doubtful that most premillennialists have even thought
about this question. | have never seen it raised by a premillennialist
author. Y et this question is crucial for any understanding of the mot-
ivation for Christians to sacrifice in the present for the sake of a
permanent and meaningful legacy to the future. When aman believes
that his spiritual heirswill regard hislegacy to them as peripheral to
their lives, what is his motivation to save and sacrifice in order to
build and extend long-term institutions? Premillennialists do not
think carefully about thisissue, but the general implications of their
eschatology do trickle down to the masses of believers. Theresultis
thefamiliar rescue-mission mentality. The trumpet of premillennial-
ismisnot the trumpet of cultural victory; it isthe trumpet of aSalva-
tion Army band.

Similarly, with respect to the cultural effects of Christianity, the
amillennialist insiststhat the continuity of Christianity isacontinuity
of cultural defeat. Any capital amassed by Christians will either be
dissipated or confiscated during afuture period of escalating rule by
covenant-breakers. Christ’ sreignin history is seen by amillennialists
asalmost exclusively internal and psychological, operating mainly in
the heartsof Hisincreasingly persecuted people. Amillenniaistshave
no vision of compound economic growth and social redemptionaong
thelinesof Deuteronomy 28:1-14. They deny the eschatol ogical pos-
sibility of comprehensive redemption.*

With respect to the church’sage, prior to Christ’sphysical return
to set up an earthly millennial kingdom, premillennialists agree with
amillennialists. Thingswill not go well for Christians or any institu-

15. Gary North, Isthe World Running Down? Crisisin the Christian Worldview (Tyler,
Texas: Institute for Christian Economics, 1988), Appendix C: “Comprehensive Redemp-
tion.”
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tional legacy of Christians that may be produced during the present
church age, which dispensationalists call the Great Parenthesis
because it supposedly was never predicted in the Old Testament.

It is appropriate at this point to comment on the dispensational
doctrine of the church age asthe Great Parenthesis. The preaching of
Peter at Pentecost refutesthe position of conventional dispensational -
istsonthispoint, for Peter cited aprophecy in Joel 2 asbeing fulfilled
by the events at Pentecost. “But thisis that which was spoken by the
prophet Joel; And it shall come to passin the last days, saith God, |
will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh: and your sons and your
daughters shall prophesy, and your young men shall see visions, and
your old men shall dream dreams: And on my servants and on my
handmaidens| will pour out in those days of my Spirit; and they shall
prophesy: And I will shew wondersin heaven above, and signsinthe
earth beneath; blood, and fire, and vapour of smoke: The sun shall be
turned into darkness, and the moon into blood, before that great and
notable day of the Lord come: And it shall come to pass, that whoso-
ever shall call on the name of the Lord shall be saved” (Acts 2:16—
21). The only consistent way out of thistheological dilemmafor dis-
pensationalists is to argue, as J. C. O'Hair, Cornelius Stam, and
CharlesF. Baker did, that Peter did not establish the church; Paul did.
Peter’s early converts were not members of the church, the body of
Christ — the ingtitution that we belong to. They were members of a
brief, transitional organization.*® Very few dispensationalists have
been willing to move into ultradispensationalism,* but in refusing,

16. Stam’ sbook, Things That Differ (Chicago: Berean Bible Society, 1959), presentsthe
casefor one version of ultradispensationalism, which marksthe origin of the churchin Acts
9: Paul’s ministry. Others argue that the church came after Acts 28.

17. Themovement isrepresented by the Berean Bible Society and Milwaukee Bible Col-
lege. See the website: http://www.gmaf.org/gracehistory.html
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they remain committed to an obvious falsehood, for the Old Testa-
ment clearly did predict the church, according to Peter. The church
age is not a Great Parenthesis. The church is the fulfillment of Old
Testament prophecy, and isthereforethe heir of Old Covenant prom-
ises. Old Covenant Israel was publicly disinherited by Christ. As
Jesustold the Jewish leaders, “ Therefore say | untoyou, Thekingdom
of God shall be taken from you, and given to a nation bringing forth
the fruits thereof” (Matt. 21:43). The international church is that
nation. The question now is: How many fruitswill it bring forth, and
what kind? The final answer in history will depend heavily on the
eschatologies that are held by its members.

The premillennia-amillennial view of the church’s progressive
cultural failure shortens their adherents' time frames. They become
less future-oriented. They adopt what Ludwig von Mises called high
time preference. They see few long-run benefits from the steady
accumulation of capital in the broadest cultural sense. They believe
that Christian cultural capital will either be dissipated over time or
el se confiscated by sinners during the Great Tribulation or its amil-
lennial equivalent, whenthe powersof darkness overwhelmtheever-
dimming forces of light. Their slogan: “Nice guys finish last.”

Time Per spective and Compound Growth

Mises argued that the more future-oriented a lender is, the lower
the rate of interest that a borrower needs to offer him in order to
secure a loan. Conversely, the higher the lender’ s time-preference,
i.e., themore present-oriented heis, the higher therate of interest that
he will demand from borrowers. High rates of interest in a society
will lower the society’s future rate of economic growth. Capital
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becomes more expensive, so less of it is demanded.®

Future-oriented societies enjoy higher rates of economic growth
than present-oriented societies. Members of afuture-oriented society
rank the value of future income higher than do members of a less
future-oriented society. They consumelessinthe present, invest their
savings for the sake of future income, and thereby finance economic
growth. They get what they prefer: greater wealth and incomein the
future, whichthey value more highly than present-oriented peopledo.
In contrast, a present-oriented society consumes more of its capital,
leavinglessto fund future economic expansi on, than afuture-oriented
society does. Itsmembers also get what they prefer: lessgrowthinthe
future, more consumption now. Each society purchases corporately
what its members prefer. The purchase priceis thrift.

Some view of eschatology forms the time perspective of every
society. A Christian eschatology that is pessimistic regarding the
cultural success of Christianity inthe futurewill lead its adherentsto
invest differently from Christians who hold a more optimistic view
of Christianity’s compound growth in the broadest sense. The stan-
dard rhetorical question from aChristian who hasjust had his eschat-
ology challenged exegetically — “Does it really matter very much
what eschatology a person holds?’ — deserves a forthright answer:
“Yes, it matters greatly.” It also matters greatly what eschatology a
society holds.

Thework of theinstitutional churchisfunded by thetithesand the
above-tithe offerings of thefaithful, and by the bel ow-tithe donations
of the less faithful. The greater the income of church members, the
greater the percentage of their income that they should give away.

18. Ludwig von Mises, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics (New Haven, Connec-
ticut: Yale University Press, 1949), ch. 19.
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Each additional dollar of net income per unit of timeisused to satisfy
adesire that islower on the person’s scale of values. People satisfy
their basic needswith theincomethat they receivefirst. Thus, astheir
net income rises, their savings rate and their charitable contributions
should increase as a percentage. Sadly, thisisrarely the case.

Economic growth funds the expansion of God's kingdom into
every area of life in which sin presently reigns. Anyway, it should.
But when Christians have little faith in the long-term positive results
of their work and their donations, God’s kingdom in history is
hampered by alack of funding. Christians' lack of faith in the future
of Christianity hasled to an under-funding of local churches, aswell
as other Christian ministries. Men do not normally choose to invest
in projects that they expect to go bankrupt.

Conclusion

Paul inthis passage appliesthefootstool eschatology of Psalm 110
to the question of New Testament eschatol ogy. Paul affirms here that
the enemies of God will be placed under Jesus' feet in history. Only
after this process of subduing is complete will God’ s final judgment
come.

The central theme in Paul’ s eschatological argument here is the
resurrection. Jesus Christ was resurrected bodily, Paul insists. This
event iscentral to the Christian faith. Without it, he says, Christians
faith isin vain. But the doctrine of the bodily resurrection appliesto
Christiansaswell asto Jesus Christ. Wewill al beresurrected at the
last day, Paul says. When will this be? Only after Christ’sreign in
history has put all of God's enemies under Christ’s feet. The last
enemy to be defeated will be death. This will mark the end of his-
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tory.»

Paul does not here explicitly refer back to Isaiah 65:17-20, but it
ought to be clear that his prophecy regarding thefinal defeat of death
representsthe consummation of Isaiah’ sprophecy regarding the New
Heavens and the New Earth in history, an erathat will be marked by
exceedingly long life spans. There will be increasing continuity over
time, including biological continuity. People will live longer.

According to the parable of the wheat and tares, there will be no
historical discontinuity prior to the final judgment, which will perm-
anently separate Christiansfrom non-Christians. Thisparablerefutes
pre-tribul ational and mid-tribul ational dispensationalism. There will
be no Rapture, secret or otherwise, that removes all Christians from
history simultaneoudly, leaving non-Christians behind to run the
world for any period of time. The Bible' s doctrine of historical con-
tinuity thereforeal so refutestheinescapabl e social implication of pre-
tribulational dispensationalism, namely, that there will be abreak in
continuity between Christians socia investments in the broadest
sense before Christ returnsand thefinal victory of Christianity in his-
tory before the final judgment.

Postmillennialism teaches that there will be continuity between
what Christians do today and the progressive victory of Christianity
in history. In short, there will be compound growth for the kingdom
of God in history.

Postmillennialism’ s confidence about the earthly future of God's
kingdom makes postmillennial Christians more future-oriented than
those Christianswho are committed to pessimilennialism. They have
confidence that their kingdom-building effortsin history, funded by
their donationsandtheir thrift, will produceinter-generational expan-

19. See the Appendix.
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sion for God' s kingdom in history. There will never be afuture dis-
continuity that will permanently reverse the progressive subduing of
God’ senemiesin history. “For he must reign, till he hath put all ene-
mies under hisfeet.” Christ will have dominion, not through a great
historical discontinuity in the midst of history (premillennialism) or
by an eschatol ogical discontinuity at the end of history (amillennial-
ism), but through historical continuity. This meansthat He will have
dominionrepresentatively in history, through Hischurchinthe broad-
est sense. He will continue to reign from heaven at the right hand of
God. Hisdefinitivevictory over death at theresurrection will be prog-
ressively manifested in history, according to Isaiah. “ There shall be
no more thence an infant of days, nor an old man that hath not filled
his days: for the child shall die an hundred years old; but the sinner
being an hundred yearsold shall beaccursed.” Then, Paul writes, “the
last enemy that shall be destroyed isdeath.” Christ’ sdefinitive ascen-
sion out of history into heaven, to rule at the right hand of God, will
beprogressively manifested by thetriumph of Christianity over God’ s
enemies. “For he must reign, till he hath put all enemies under his
feet.”

Thiseschatology of victory, whenwidely believed, produces|ower
interest rates and, as aresult of greater thrift, more rapid economic
growth than exists in societies where this viewpoint is either absent
or not widely believed. Jesus saves. He savesrepresentatively through
Hispeople. Jesus savestheworld progressively over time. Jesus fol-
lowersthereforeare supposed to save and theninvest wisely whatever
they have saved. They arerequired by God to extend Hiskingdom in
history, and this requires capital. Capital must therefore be progres-
sively accumulated by covenant-keepers in history. This capital is
primarily spiritual, but not exclusively. Thisiswhy a“good man leav-
eth an inheritance to his children’s children: and the wealth of the
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sinnerisladupforthejust” (Prov. 13:22). Itisthisinter-generational
accumulation of capital that serves as the basis of the inheritance of
the earthin history by God’ s covenantal agents. “What manishe that
feareth the LORD? him shall heteach intheway that he shall choose.
His soul shall dwell at ease; and his seed shall inherit the earth” (Ps.
25:12-13).
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SYSTEMATIC CHARITY

Now concerning the collection for the saints, as| have given order
to the churches of Galatia, even so do ye. Upon the first day of the
week |et every one of you lay by himin store, as God hath prospered
him, that there be no gatherings when | come. And when | come,
whomsoever ye shall approve by your letters, them will | send to
bring your liberality unto Jerusalem (I Cor. 16:1-3).

The theocentric principle hereis the requirement that God’ s cov-
enant people who possess assets show mercy to God’'s covenant
people without assets. God’ s covenant is extended in history through
charitable giving.

The Church Universal

Paul indicates here that he was in communication with other con-
gregations in the Mediterranean. These were gentile congregations.
The object of hiscall for charity was the church in Jerusalem, which
was made up mainly of Jews. The international church’s confession
was understood by Paul as the basis of a unity that transcended the
differences between Jews and Greeks. “For there is no difference
between the Jew and the Greek: for the same Lord over al isrich
unto all that call upon him” (Rom. 10:12). This being the case, the
suffering of one congregation had become amatter of concernfor all
of the others. The church of Jesus Christ is international. This fact
should bring the sufferings of one congregation to the attention of the
others.
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The universality of the church is part of the international division
of labor in the broadest sense. The unity of the church isbased on the
doctrine of the church as Christ’s body. “And he is before all things,
and by him all things consist. And he is the head of the body, the
church: who is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead; that in all
things he might have the preeminence. For it pleased the Father that
in him should all fulness dwell; And, having made peace through the
blood of his cross, by him to reconcile all things unto himself; by
him, | say, whether they be thingsin earth, or thingsin heaven” (Col.
1:17-20). The members of thisinternational, inter-cultural body are
interconnected, as Paul had explained earlier in this epistle (ch. 12).
They are bound to each other by an oath to the same covenantal God.

Paul here mentions other congregations. They were also taking
collectionsfor the Jerusalem church. Heremindsthe Corinthiansthat
they are not alone in this effort. He also subtly reminds them that
other congregationsaredoing their share. No singlecongregation was
being asked to bear an excessive burden. Thiswasajoint relief effort.

Because the church is universal, its members are supposed to be
able to rely on the generosity of other members. This membership
extends beyond any local congregation. This sense of belonging and
mutual obligation served the churches as an early form of economic
insurance. Groups have always developed informal and formal sys-
tems of mutual aid in order to reduce the risks of disaster to individ-
ual members. This has always been one of the benefits of joining a
closely knit group. Paul here establishes a principle that the group
known as the church islarger than alocal congregation.

The farther away from a central location —in this case, Jerusalem
— the weaker are the perceived claims of mutual obligation. Local
bonds are stronger. They are more personal. Participants know each
other and possess information about each other. Donors know if
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recipientsarewasteful or not. They know if the person who hasfallen
on hard times is in trouble because of external circumstances or
because of hisown folly. The farther away the recipient of charity is,
the more that the donors must rely on the judgment of third parties
regarding the legitimacy of a distant poor person’s claims.

The Fund-Raiser

Paul was the most important third party in the gentile church. The
congregations' leaderstrusted him and his judgment. He had spoken
on behalf of the Jerusalem congregation. Because the Jerusalem
church was suffering as a collective unit, gentile donors could safely
assume that the plight of that congregation was not the result of
foolish behavior onthepart of afew people. The Jerusalem congrega-
tion had overseers who were apostles. If that premier congregation
was suffering, this must have been the result of external circum-
stances, not the moral weakness of its members or its leaders.

Theimportance of atrusted spokesman in raising charitable funds
isvery great. His assessment of the situation is vital for the success
of thefund-raising effort. First, people must trust both hismoralsand
his judgment. Paul, as the primary founder of the gentile churches,
possessed this trust. Second, he must be an effective motivator. Not
everyone knows how to persuade other peopleto donate money. Paul
wrote effective fund-raising letters. His two surviving letters to the
Corinthians contain fund-raising sections (Il Cor. 8-9). Third, he
must have accessto the donors, either directly or indirectly. In Paul’s
case, contact was both direct and indirect. He visited congregations.
He also wrote letters, which would be read by local |eaders. Fourth,
there must be some way to collect the money. He said that he would
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visit the Corinthian church. He might even accompany the men who
would take the money to Jerusalem. “And if it be meet [fit] that | go
also, they shall go with me” (v. 4).

Paul |eft the details of collecting the money to thelocal congrega-
tions. Hetold the Corinthians to select representatives to go to Jeru-
salem and deliver the money. Transportation costs being what they
were —high —this project was amajor undertaking. The presumption
wasthat alot of money would be involved, making it mandatory that
someone from the congregation personally deliver the money to the
representatives of the Jerusalem church. Paul acted as a spokesman
for that church, but theresponsibility for thedelivery of thefundswas
the local church’s. Paul wisely delegated this responsibility to local
church members. Thisreduced hisresponsibility, and it also made it
clear to donors that they would be represented by people from their
own congregation. No accusation could subsequently be made against
Paul if something happened to him while he was carrying the money.
He would not carry the money. He could not fairly be accused of
misappropriating the funds if something happened to him or the
money.

We can see that Paul had set up a system of international charity
that was based on trust — several layers of trust. He was serving as an
agent on behalf of the Jerusalem church, but also on behalf of the
church international. Local control over funding was retained in his
system, but he coordinated the coll ection of the funds. He also served
asatrusted intermediary, thereby legitimizing the claims of the Jeru-
salem church. By doing all this, he reduced institutional and personal
resistance to the Jerusalem church’ sappeal for funds. Infact, thereis
no mention by Paul of such an appeal by the Jerusalem church. He
was acting on their behalf as the initiating agent.

Paul accepted no personal support from any congregation. He
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earned his money as a tentmaker (Acts 18:3). This was wise. He
maintai ned hisindependencethisway. So, when he asked for money,
peopleknew that thismoney was not for hispersonal use. Thistended
to reduce criticism, but it did not eliminate it. By the time he was
about to arrive to collect the money (Il Cor. 8), he had come under
fire by disgruntled members. He therefore reminded the church of
their lack of charity toward him.

Behold, the third time | am ready to come to you; and | will not be
burdensome to you: for | seek not yours, but you: for the children
ought not to lay up for the parents, but the parents for the children.
And | will very gladly spend and be spent for you; though the more
abundantly | love you, the less | be loved. But be it so, | did not
burden you: nevertheless, being crafty, | caught you with guile. Did
I make again of you by any of themwhom | sent unto you?| desired
Titus, and with him | sent a brother. Did Titus make a gain of you?
walked we not in the same spirit? walked we not in the same steps?
Again, think yethat we excuse ourselves unto you?we speak before
Godin Christ: but wedo all things, dearly beloved, for your edifying
(Il Cor. 12:14-19).

Paul acted from the beginning of the collection process as though
he knew that where donated money is concerned, criticismiscloseat
hand. When peopl e decide that they do not want to honor their prom-
ises, they seek ways to assuage their consciences. “Blame the fund-
raiser” is atried-and-true conscience-assuager. Paul called them to
task for this: “Now therefore perform the doing of it; that astherewas
a readiness to will, so there may be a performance also out of that
which ye have” (II Cor. 8:11).

It is easy to make a pledge. The hard part is doing what you have
pledged. Jesus used thisfact to accuse the Phari seesof treason against
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the kingdom of God.

But what think ye? A certain man had two sons; and he came to the
first, and said, Son, gowork to day in my vineyard. He answered and
said, | will not: but afterward he repented, and went. And he came
tothe second, and said likewise. And he answered and said, | go, sir:
and went not. Whether of themtwain did thewill of hisfather? They
say unto him, Thefirst. Jesus saith unto them, Verily | say unto you,
That the publicansand the harl otsgointo the kingdom of God before
you. For John came unto you in the way of righteousness, and ye
believed himnot: but the publicansand the harlots believed him: and
ye, when ye had seen it, repented not afterward, that ye might
believe him (Matt. 21:28-32).

Paul warned them months in advance to begin laying aside a por-
tion of their wealth, week by week. “Upon the first day of the week
let every one of you lay by him in store, as God hath prospered him,
that there be no gatherings when | come” (v. 2). Thiswas a serious
fund-raising project. It wasinternational. Paul was not relying on his
ability to create a one-time event in which he would come through
town, whoop up the crowd, take the money, and leave. He told them,
on the contrary, that he would not ask them to donate anything new
when hearrived. They wereresponsible before hisarrival tolay aside
their donations. Week by week, the accumulated wealth was to
accumul ate even more.

Paul was relying on the consciences of covenant-keeping men to
provide the funding. He was not relying on his ability to whip
peopl€e’ s emotions to a high pitch. He was an apostle. He acted like
an apostle. He possessed lawful authority. He did not possess great
speaking ability, as he had already admitted:
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And |, brethren, when | came to you, came not with excellency of
speech or of wisdom, declaring unto you the testimony of God. For
| determined not to know any thing among you, save Jesus Christ,
and him crucified. And | waswith you in weakness, and in fear, and
in much trembling. And my speech and my preaching was not with
enticing words of man’swisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit
and of power: That your faith should not stand in the wisdom of
men, but in the power of God (I Cor. 2:1-5).

So, he had to rely on their consciences and their self-discipline. He
advised them to set aside their donations systematically, week by
week. That would be sufficient.

Proportional Giving

Paul asksthem to give asthey are able, in terms of however much
God had prospered them. This standard is consistent with the prin-
ciple of the tithe. This specia collection of funds went beyond the
tithe. It was an offering, asin “tithes and offerings,” as modern Prot-
estant churches put it. It was not to betithes or offerings. The church
issupported by thetithes of itsmembers.! Paul’ srequest wasin addi-
tion to the tithe. This was why he was writing a special appeal to
church members. He was not asking the church’s leaders to pay for
this special collection out of the local congregation’s tithe money,
which belonged to the local congregation.

Theprinciple hereisthat God providesmen’ sblessings, so church
members should be willing to distribute a portion of their blessings

1. Gary North, Tithing and the Church (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics,
1994).
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to others who have suffered setbacks. The donor thereby becomes a
means of God's provision of a blessing for others. God has estab-
lished charity as an indirect means of delivering His blessings. He
normally doesthisthrough nature, human labor, creativity, and thrift,
and throughthedivision of labor, whichincludesmarkets. Heenables
peopleto produce goodsand servicesfor each other. The productivity
of their labor ismaximized through voluntary exchange. But, insome
cases, God providesblessingsindirectly. When peopl e sproductivity
fails to provide them with sufficient income, other peopl€e’ s produc-
tivity can provide supplemental income. Thisispart of God’ soverall
system of blessings.

Clearly, thegreater aperson’ s productivity, themore heiscapable
of providing blessingsfor othersout of hissurplusincome. Similarly,
the greater asociety’ sproductivity, the greater itsmembers’ ability to
provideblessingsout of their surplusincome. Paul callsonthe Corin-
thian church to give proportionally to their prosperity. He does not
ask them to give sacrificialy. He limits his request. Corinth was a
rich city. Itslocal congregation was better able to provide blessings
for others than were, say, the Macedonian congregations. Paul re-
minded them of thisin a subsequent letter.

Moreover, brethren, we do you to wit of the grace of God bestowed
on the churches of Macedonia; How that in agreat trial of affliction
the abundance of their joy and their deep poverty abounded unto the
riches of their liberality. For to their power, | bear record, yea, and
beyond their power they werewilling of themselves; Praying uswith
much intreaty that we would receive the gift, and take upon us the
fellowship of the ministering to the saints. And this they did, not as
we hoped, but first gave their own selvesto the Lord, and unto us by
the will of God (Il Cor. 8:1-5).
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The Very Poor Give More

By comparing the reactions of the members of the Corinthian
church with the reactions of the members of the Macedonian
churches, Paul soon discovered afact of life about charitable giving:
the very poor are often the more dedicated givers than the compara-
tively rich. This had been pointed out by Jesus in the incident of the
widow’ smite, alow-value coin. “And helooked up, and saw therich
men casting their gifts into the treasury. And he saw aso a certain
poor widow casting in thither two mites. And he said, Of atruth | say
unto you, that this poor widow hath cast in more than they all: For all
these have of their abundance cast in unto the offerings of God: but
she of her penury hath cast in al the living that she had” (Luke 21:
1-4).2

We would expect that charitable giving would increase as a per-
centage of after-tax income when men’sincomeincreases. They can
moreeasily afford to pay for their basi ¢ necessities, which do not vary
much from person to person, unless high medical expenses are
involved. After all, people can eat only so much food. They can wear
only one pair of shoesat atime. But it iswell known that as people’s
incomeincreases, their expenditures on consumer goods keep pace or
even increase as a percentage of their income. Only when they attain
enormous wealth do their consumption expenditures begin to lag
behind their income.

Thisindicatesthat peopl €' stastes change when their incomerises.
Tastes for consumer goods change. We hear of someone who has

2. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,[2000] 2003),
ch. 50.
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“more expensive tastes’ than he had before hisincomerose. Thisis
another way of saying that money and the things that money buysare
addictive. The more money you receive, the more you spend. The
more you spend, the more things you want. Jesus warned against the
addictive power of money, especially in His sermons and sayingsthat
are recorded in the Gospel of Luke?

In contrast, Christians believe that, through God'’s grace, righ-
teousness can become addictive. A person who gives 10 percent of
hisincome may find pleasure from giving an even larger percentage
the next year. But Christians do not believe that this preference for
righteousness is natural. It is a consciously developed taste which
normally takes years to develop. A growing trust in God, which the
disciplineof giving produces, doesnot comenaturally. It runscounter
to autonomous man’s assumption that this world is stacked against
him, and that he must beat it into submission. Autonomous man does
not believe in God’ s grace — an unmerited gift from God — nor does
he believe that the universe is governed by an omnipotent God who
takes care of His peoplewhen they give money to extend thekingdom
of God in history. He sees the universe either as malevolent or
impersonal. In neither case does grace influence its operations, let
alone govern them.

Thefailure of Christiansto increase the proportion of their giving
when they are economically blessed by God testifiesto their limited
vision. They havenot violated God’ slaw, solong asthey havetithed,
but they have not shown the courage of their convictions regarding
God's care of His people. They need not feel guilty if they have
faithfully tithed, but they should feel a sense that something valuable
ismissing in their lives. God’ s kingdom must be funded. Assisting

3. Luke 8:11-15; 8:18; 12:15-21; 12:22-34; 16:13.

291



Systematic Charity

other Christiansin their time of need is agreat privilege. Paul made
this clear: “1 have shewed you all things, how that so labouring ye
ought to support the weak, and to remember the words of the Lord
Jesus, how he said, It is more blessed to give than to receive’ (Acts
20:35).4

Conclusion

Paul here asks members of the Corinthian church to show liber-
ality toward the Jerusalem church. The Jerusalem church wasin dire
straits. Paul asks the members of the Corinthian church to display
generosity to the Jerusalem church, even as God has provided
generously for the members of the Corinthian church. There should
be proportionality here: morereceived from God, moredistributed in
God's name.

This should be systematic giving, he said: week by week. God
gives blessings daily; church members should set aside their surplus
wealth and bring it to the church to coincide with weekly worship
services. Thisis systematic giving. It is the model for all giving. It
should be habitual. Habits are hard to break. Good habits are to be
incul cated through self-discipline.

Paul avoided using his appearance at the church to pressure
members to give at one meeting. He appealed instead to their self-
discipline. A regular habit providesgreater resultsinthelong runthan
sporadic emotional commitments.

4. Gary North, Sacrifice and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Acts, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg,m Virginiaz Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc., [2000]
2003), ch. 9.
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According to the grace of God which is given unto me, as a wise
masterbuilder, | have laid the foundation, and another buildeth
thereon. But | et every man take heed how he buildeth thereupon. For
other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus
Christ. Now if any man build upon this foundation gold, silver,
precious stones, wood, hay, stubble; Every man’s work shall be
made manifest: for the day shall declare it, because it shall be
revealed by fire; and thefire shall try every man’ swork of what sort
itis. If any man’ swork abide which he hath built thereupon, he shall
receiveareward. If any man’swork shall be burned, he shall suffer
loss: but he himself shall be saved; yet soasbyfire(l Cor. 3:10-15).

Christians are workers who are engaged in a great construction
project: building the kingdom of God in time and on earth (Matt.
28:18-20).* Paul says in Chapter 3 of this epistle that Christians
should understand that their work will bejudged by God at the end of
time. Thisfuture, final judgment should serve asthe primary motiva-
tionfor Christiansto make evaluations—render judgment —in aGod-
honoring way, and then to act in terms of them. This epistle deals
with the correct rendering of judgment.

Thiskingdom-construction project isacorporate effort, Paul says.
He is not writing in this epistle primarily about personal salvation.
We know this because he says that he has laid the foundation, and
others have built on it. This refers to a foundation for something
corporate. “ According to the grace of God whichisgiven unto me, as
awise masterbuilder, | havelaid thefoundation, and another buildeth

1. Gary North, Priorities and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Matthew, 2nd
electronicedition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, [ 2000] 2003),
ch. 48. Kenneth L. Gentry, Jr., The Greatness of the Great Commission: The Christian En-
terprisein a Fallen World (Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1990).
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thereon. But | et every man take heed how he buildeth thereupon. For
other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, which is Jesus
Christ” (vv. 10-11). The foundation defines the building. What was
thisoriginal foundation? Christ. Thisisthe foundation of salvationin
thebroadest sense: comprehensiveredemption.z Paul laid thisfounda-
tionin Corinth. Itisnow each individual church member’s responsi-
bility to build on it, he says. Thisisacorporate effort, as he explains
in Chapter 12.

Thisjoint effort in building Christ’ s kingdom was being thwarted
by divisions in the church at Corinth. Paul in this epistle deals with
divisions within the congregation, which were based on rival alleg-
iances to the perceived co-founders of the local church. “Now this|
say, that every one of you saith, | am of Paul; and | of Apollos; and |
of Cephas; and | of Christ. Is Christ divided? was Paul crucified for
you? or were ye baptized in the name of Paul?’ (I Cor. 1:12-13).
Members were treating the foundation asif the builders, rather than
Christ, were the foundation. Thisled them to adopt atheory of multi-
plefoundations. These divisionsin the Corinthian church were ham-
pering the work of the local church. Paul argues that its members
should find their unity in the church, which is the body of Christ (I
Cor. 12).2 Paul here brings the Corinthian church under judgment.

Final Judgment, Present Judgments

Paul teachesin | Corinthians 3 that God’ sfinal judgment of every

2. Gary North, Isthe World Running Down? Crisisin the Christian Worldview (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1988), Appendix C.

3. Chapter 15.
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Christian will involve God’ s presentation of rewardsfor their earthly
service. There is also the threat of a negative sanction: a public
revelation of theworthlessness of aChristian’ svain effortsin history.
“If any man’s work shall be burned, he shall suffer loss: but he
himself shall be saved; yet so asby fire.” Thismeansthat everything
that a Christian has accumulated in history will go through a cleans-
ing fire at the last day. Some of it will survive; some of it will be
consumed. In some cases, all of it will be consumed. Thiswill bethe
bonfire of the vanities.

The message here is that there is continuity between history and
eternity: spiritual gold, silver, and precious stones. Thiswill survive
into eternity. There is also discontinuity: spiritual wood, hay, and
stubble. Thiswill not surviveinto eternity. God’ sfinal judgment will
publicly test the quality of each Christian’s legacy in history insofar
asit extendsinto eternity. A Christian possesses | egitimate hope that
some of what he doesin history will extend into eternity. That isto
say, the solid building that he constructs on Christ’ s foundation will
serve as a capital asset in eternity. Jesus made the same point. He
recommended that people make this exchange in history: temporal
weadlth for eternal wealth (Luke 8:11-15).* Covenant-keepers can lay
uptreasurein heaven throughtheir charitableactivitiesand sacrificial
service in history. “Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth,
where moth and rust doth corrupt, and where thieves break through
and steal: But lay up for yourselvestreasuresin heaven, whereneither
moth nor rust doth corrupt, and where thieves do not break through
nor steal” (Matt. 6:19-20).°

4. Gary North, Treasure and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Luke, 2nd elec-
tronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educationa Ministries, Inc., [2000] 2003),
ch. 15.

5. North, Prioritiesand Dominion, ch. 13.
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The Final Judgment

What God will do at the final resurrection of mankind (I Cor. 15;
Rev. 20:14-15), all men must do in history: render judgment. God’'s
final judgment will involve declaring retroactive evaluations. Men
make evaluations, too, but our major judgments should be future-
oriented into the realm beyond history. There is no escape from
making decisionsin history, other than asevere, incapacitating mental
disease, when the disease’'s victim becomes a ward of others. We
exchange one set of conditions for another, decision by decision, as
we move through time. We eval uate our present condition and imag-
ine various possible future conditions. Then we decide which condi-
tion we should seek to achievethrough our present actions. Individual
decision-making involves making an overall self-assessment of our
abilities and disabilities, our present assets, our plans for the future,
and the nature of the challengefacing us. Then we allocate our scarce
economic resources, including time, to fulfill our plans.

Paul recommendsthat we consider thelikely outcomeon judgment
day of our present actions. Thisinvolvesimagining the rewards that
will come to us as a result of God's retroactive evaluation of our
actions. We are to think God'’ s thoughts after Him, in advance. This
ispossible only because covenant-keepers possessthemind of Christ.
“But hethat is spiritual judgeth all things, yet he himself isjudged of
no man. For who hath known the mind of the Lord, that he may
instruct him? But we have the mind of Christ” (I Cor. 2:15-16).°

The covenant-keeper istold to imagine God’ sfinal judgment: the
content of God’ s judgment rendered retroactively on his lifetime of
individual labors. Theologians call God's judicial assessment and

6. Chapter 2.

296



Conclusion

declarationimputation. Thedecision-maker al soimputes. Heimputes
future valueto hispossiblerewards, and he also imputesfuture value
to the possible destruction of part or al of hislegacy. He renders
judgment in the present regarding the probabl e declaration of God on
judgment day. Having made this evaluation, the covenant-keeper is
supposed to act in the present in terms of this imagined future
judgment. He should impute to the present the net value to him today
of God's future retroactive imputation of value to hiswork. A per-
son’ s assessment or imputation of value to the future must be acted
upon in the present, day by day. Making a correct judgment in the
present invol ves makingacorrect judgment regarding thefuturevalue
of the results of present decisions. This future value will be imputed
by God retroactively.

| mputation and Economics

To impute is to assess. The Greek work translated as “impute”
comesfrom another Greek word meaning “to takeaninventory.” The
longest section in Scripture dealing with imputation is found in
Romans 4.

For what saith the scripture? Abraham believed God, and it was
counted unto himfor righteousness. Now to him that worketh isthe
reward not reckoned of grace, but of debt. But to him that worketh
not, but believeth on him that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is
counted for righteousness. Even as David also describeth the bles-
sednessof theman, untowhom God imputeth righteousnesswithout
works, Saying, Blessed are they whose iniquities are forgiven, and
whose sins are covered. Blessed is the man to whom the Lord will
not impute sin. Cometh thisbl essednessthen upon the circumcision
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only, or upon the uncircumcision also? for we say that faith was
reckoned to Abraham for righteousness (Rom. 4:3-9).

God will impute judicially on judgment day. He will take aretro-
activeinventory of each person’ sthoughts and actionsin history. He
will assess hispermanent judicial statusintermsof Hislaw. Then He
will declare His findings. “guilty” or “not guilty.” Were it not for
Christ’ sperfect substitutionary atonement, the declaration would uni-
versaly be “qguilty.” This is the doctrine of imputation: a judicial
declaration by God. But thisjudicial declarationisalso economic, for
it assesses comparativevalue: wood, hay, and stubblevs. gold, silver,
and precious stones.

Because each person is made in the image of God, he imputes
valueto thingsin the world around him. He assesses subjectively the
value to him of whatever isthe object of his decision. Thisincludes
comparing present subjective value to expected future subjective
value. It al'so includes comparing its present market price to the mar-
ket price of other resources. He then comparestoday’ sarray of prices
with tomorrow’ s expected array of prices. If heiswise, hethen com-
parestoday’ s value with his expectation regarding God’ sretroactive
assessment of today’s value. “For what shall it profit a man, if he
shall gainthewholeworld, andlosehisown soul 7’ (Mark 8:36). This
imputation process is subjective, but it is ultimately related to
objective value: God' simputation. God’simputation of value is ob-
jective, for He is the absolutely sovereign Subject. God’s absolute
sovereignty establishes objective value in history. Thisiswhy econ-
omics, in order to be objectively true, must be grounded in the
doctrine of the sovereignty of God. If value theory isgrounded solely
on each individual’s subjective valuations, then the objectivity of

298



Conclusion

economic science dissipates into non-rational intuition.’

Price is not the same asvalue. A priceis objective; value is sub-
jective. A decision-maker estimates subjectively what the value to
him of some resource is; then he checks its objective price. He then
compares this price—what he must exchange in order to obtain legal
control over the resource — with the price of other scarce resources.
Then he asks himself: “What should | buy, if anything, in order to
maximize my immediate subjective value?’ His subjective decision
isinfluenced by the objective array of prices. He seeks to minimize
the obj ective price he must pay in order to obtain the subjective value
he seeks.

People impute value to scarce economic resources. Then they
make objective bids in order to obtain those resources that they
expect will maximize their subjective value. The interplay of these
objective bids is what we call the price system. These competitive,
objective bids for ownership or temporary legal control over scarce
resources produce an objective array of prices. These bids do not
create value. On the contrary, the bids are the results of subjectively
imputed value, decision-maker by decision-maker. Their competing
bids establish objective prices.

To impute value correctly, the decision-maker must begin with an
imaginative forecast regarding God's present and final retroactive
imputation of valueto the outcome of somedecision facingthedecis-
ion-maker. Imputed value has two aspects: value to the decision-
maker and value to God with respect to building Hiskingdom. Need-
lessto say, it is the second imputation that is authoritative, but both
have eternal consequences.

7. Gary North, “Economics: From Reason to Intuition,” in Gary North (ed.), Founda-
tions of Christian Scholarship: Essays in the Van Til Perspective (Vallecito, Caifornia
Ross House Books, 1976).
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Rival Scales of Value

Paul begins the epistle with a consideration of foolishness. Cov-
enant-keepers and covenant-breakers have irreconcilable definitions
of foolishness. What is considered wise by the covenant-breaker is
considered foolish by the covenant-keeper, and vice-versa(1:18-25) 2

Imputation requires standards. Thisistrue of both judicial impu-
tation and economic imputation. “Guilty” vs. “not guilty” isjudicial;
“valuable” vs. “worthless’ is economic. There arerival standards of
right and wrong. There arerival standards of valuable and worthless.
Thecompetitionin history between the kingdom of God and the king-
dom of Satan is based, not on power, but on the objective results of
the imputations and actions of each kingdom’s covenantal agentsin
history.

Imputation beginswith an individual’ s scale of values. Theseval-
uescalesarenot morally neutral. Thereisno agreement among acting
men regarding the authority of these rival scales of value. On the
contrary, there is great disagreement. But, as we shall see, the dis-
agreement is not total. There is some agreement, asaresult of God's
common grace to covenant-breakers?® If there were no agreement,
there could not be economic cooperation. There could be no division
of labor.

Therearerival scalesof valuethat separate covenant-keepersfrom
covenant-breakers, but certain features of the biblical system of cov-
enantal sanctions do invite obedience to covenantal laws. Common
grace involves common law and common sanctions. The creation is

8. Chapter 1.

9. Gary North, Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progress (Tyler,
Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1987).
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under God's law and God'’ s sanctions. This includes economic law.
Moses wrote: “But ye that did cleave unto the LORD your God are
aliveevery oneof youthisday. Behold, | have taught you statutesand
judgments, even as the LORD my God commanded me, that ye
should do so in the land whither ye go to possess it. Keep therefore
and do them; for thisis your wisdom and your understanding in the
sight of the nations, which shall hear all these statutes, and say, Surely
thisgreat nation isawise and understanding people. For what nation
isthere so great, who hath God so nigh unto them, as the LORD our
God isin all things that we call upon him for? And what nation is
there so great, that hath statutes and judgments so righteousasall this
law, which | set before you this day?’ (Deut. 4:4-8).° For example,
honesty is the best policy. Covenant-breakers generally perceive a
predictable relationship between honesty (law) and success (sanc-
tions) in history. This perception — this accurate judgment — on the
part of sinnersiswhy social order ispossiblein history.

The covenant-breaker seeks personal advantagesthat his presuppo-
sitions neither entitle him to nor enable him to attain. His presupposi-
tions, when acted upon, lead to poverty and death. “But he that sin-
neth against me wrongeth his own soul: all they that hate me love
death” (Prov. 8:36). So, in order to gain his advantages, he must ap-
propriate certain aspects of the biblical worldview, although stripped
of their foundation: faith in God, Christ, and the power of the cross.
God restrainsthe covenant-breaker in his pursuit of his God-denying,
God-defying presuppositions. Thisis an aspect of common grace.

The covenant-breaker hasarival set of presuppositionsand arival
set of ethics. His ethical values, if they conform to what the Bible

10. Gary North, Inheritance and Dominion: An Economic Commentary on Deuteron-
omy, 2nd el ectronic edition (Harrisonburg, Virginia: Dominion Educational Ministries, Inc.,
[1999] 2003), ch. 8.
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teaches, are consistent with the attainment of successin history. He
who serves consumers effectively can become wealthy, despite his
denial of God. Covenant-breakers seethiseconomic success, and they
aretempted to adopt the covenant-keeper’ s practices, so that they can
also participate in the benefits — the positive sanctions — that obedi-
enceto God’ slaw producesin history. The covenant-breaker isoften
willing to cooperate with covenant-keepers on the latter’s ethical
terms, for the sake of increasing his own wealth. If adherence to
God's law did not lead to success in history, the covenant-breaker
would have no incentive to obey God' s law. But obedience to God's
law does produce success, and covenant-breakers see this. God's
sanctions in history — point four of the biblical covenant model* —
promote social cooperation.

Most Christian theologiansand social theorists deny the existence
of any New Testament correl ation between covenant-keepingand vis-
ible success, and a so between covenant-breaking and visiblefailure.
They therefore have an obligation to explain the existence of socia
cooperationthat isbased on men’ ssubjectiveagreement regarding the
objectiveresults of obeying or disobeying God' slaw. They generally
invoke some version of natural law theory, which in the world of
Darwinism, is no longer a persuasive argument. There are no fixed
laws in Darwinism.

Making Godly Judgments

Free men are better capable of making accurate, responsible judg-

11. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Tex-
as: Institute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 4.

302



Conclusion

ments regarding their lives than men in bondage are. This includes
assessments regarding their service to God. Men are to assess their
skillsand their opportunitiesfor serving God, and then match thetwo.
They are supposed to seek out their most productive area of service
to God. Then they are to accept this area of service as God’'s special
call to them. Thisiswhat Paul callsthe calling (I Cor. 7:20).2

Over time, covenant-keepers are supposed to increase their ability
to perform their godly service. This means that they should experi-
ence increasing productivity over time. This principle of increasing
productivity applies to the calling, and it aso applies to a person’s
occupation. Increased performanceis an aspect of aman’sincreased
power of judgment. As covenant-keepers mature through on-the-
calling training, they should become better able to understand and
apply cause and effect (predictable sanctions) in history. They should
be able assess more accurately the role of specific facts or opportuni-
ties beforethem in terms of general biblical principles. Thisistheart
of casuistry. It isanearly lost art today.

At some point in aman’s life, old age intervenes. Men's perfor-
mance may begin to falter. Thiswas the problem faced by Barzillai.
David asked him to come to Jerusalem with him. Barzillai declined
on the basis of his age.

Now Barzillai was a very aged man, even fourscore years old: and
he had provided the king of sustenance while he lay at Mahanaim;
for he wasavery great man. And the king said unto Barzillai, Come
thou over with me, and | will feed thee with me in Jerusalem. And
Barzillai said unto the king, How long havel tolive, that | should go
up with the king unto Jerusalem? | am this day fourscore years old:
and can | discern between good and evil ? can thy servant taste what

12. Chapter 8.
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| eat or what | drink? can | hear any more the voice of singing men
and singing women? wherefore then should thy servant be yet a
burden unto my lord the king? Thy servant will go alittle way over
Jordan with the king: and why should the king recompense it me
with such areward? L et thy servant, | pray thee, turn back again, that
I may diein mine own city, and be buried by the grave of my father
and of my mother. But behold thy servant Chimham; let him go over
with my lord the king; and do to him what shall seem good unto thee
(I Sam. 19:32-37)

This indicates that there should be no abdication of the responsi-
bility to make judgments until the infirmities of old age intervene.
Covenant-keepers should continue to serve God for as long as they
are capable. If they have selected their callings wisely, they can con-
tinueinthem even after they areno longer capable of earning aliving.
Their lifetime service to God can continue. It isagreat blessing to be
able to continue to serve in old age. Caleb understood this, and he
should be our model.

And now, behold, the LORD hath kept me alive, as he said, these
forty and five years, even since the LORD spake this word unto
Moses, while the children of Israel wandered in the wilderness. and
now, lo, | am this day fourscore and five years old. Asyet | am as
strong this day as | was in the day that Moses sent me: as my
strength was then, even so is my strength now, for war, both to go
out, and to come in. Now therefore give me this mountain, whereof
the LORD spake in that day; for thou heardest in that day how the
Anakims were there, and that the cities were great and fenced: if so
be the LORD will bewith me, then | shall be ableto drive them out,
asthe LORD said. And Joshuablessed him, and gave unto Caleb the
son of Jephunneh Hebron for an inheritance. Hebron therefore
became the inheritance of Caleb the son of Jephunneh the Kenezite
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unto this day, because that he wholly followed the LORD God of
Israel (Josh. 14:10-14).

Sanctions and judgment are both aspects of point four of the bibli-
cal covenant model. Caleb had rendered accurate judgment, along
with Joshua, with respect to the weakness of the Canaanites (Num.
14). For this public testimony, God blessed both men publicly. They
alone of their generation would go into the Promised Land, God said.
God then blessed Caleb with vigorous long life. Caleb, in turn,
accepted great responsibility, despite his age, when the conquest of
Canaan began. Blessingsand responsibility go together (Luke 12:47—
48).: So do blessings and good judgment.

Private Property

A consumer owns property. With his property, he can make offers
to purchase other forms of property. He makes offers because he has
imputed economic valueto hisown property and then to the property
of others. He has concluded that the item that the other person owns
ismore valuabl e subjectively to him than whatever he himself owns.
Exchanges take place because of men’s subjective imputations —
“mine in exchange for yours” — and also their legal right to make
bids.

A worker has legal titleto hislabor. He can exchange it or use it
directly to satisfy hiswants. The laborer isworthy of hishire (I Tim.
5:17—- 18). Because an ox has the right to eat from the field that it

13. North, Treasure and Dominion, ch. 28.
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plows, so is the producer entitled to his output (I Cor. 9:7-10).*
Consumers impute value to the fruits (output) of a worker’s labor.
They make objective competing bids to purchase this output. Pro-
ducers expect this imputed value by consumers to continue, so they
expect to sell itsoutput to consumerslater. These competitivebids by
producers-employers establish labor’ sfree market price, whichisthe
price of labor’s expected output. Buyers of labor will not pay more
than the expected price of the worker’ s expected output, discounted
by the interest rate. They are happy to pay less, but competition from
other buyers of labor keeps the price high.

Legally, aworker owns hislabor. He can legally refuse any offer
to buy it from him. When he does, he thereby forfeits whatever he
was offered in exchange, but he has the right to refuse to sell. If a
person owns something, he possessestheright to disownit or keepit,
as he seesfit.

Itisthelegal right to make offersor bidsthat establisheseconomic
freedom. It also establishes the final earthly authority of the consu-
mer. Hislegal right to make an offer to buy imposes economic costs
on anyone who refuses to accept his offer. This is the consumer’s
“hammer.” Thisisthe basis of hisauthority: legal and economic.

Paul’ scommand to covenant-keepersto seek other people sbene-
fitsisacal to voluntary charity (I Cor. 10:24).* The context of this
command isPaul’ sprohibition against participationinritual feastson
behalf of idols. The devils represented by idols are thieves and sedu-
cers. Peoplewho sacrificetoidolsseek their own goal sat the expense
of those from whom devils will steal or will deceive. The opposite
approach is God's way: self-sacrifice for others. Thisis why Jesus

14. Chapter 11.
15. Chapter 12.
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Christ voluntarily died on the cross. “But God commendeth hislove
toward us, in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ died for us’
(Rom. 5:8).

Thisprinciple of self-sacrifice, when coupled with the prohibition
against ritual feasting, leads to a conclusion: godly people must not
use stolen or confiscated wealth to sacrifice on behalf of others.
Christians must not mimic devils. They must not use coercion by the
State to gain access to wealth that is then transferred to others, even
if the beneficiaries are poor and needy. To use the State to conduct
coercive wealth transfers on behalf of any economically needy group
is to adopt the way of Satan. It is to violate property rights in a
fundamental way. It violatesthe eighth commandment: thou shalt not
steal .

This violation of property rights has taken place on a massive
scale, accelerating in the West during the second decade of the twen-
tieth century and escalating rapidly during and after World War |
(1914-18). The West has established enormous inter-generational
wealth transfers by means of compulsory retirement programs and
compulsory medical insurance programs that benefit the aged. This
hasled to escalating taxation and the entrance of wivesinto the work
force. Working wives bear fewer children, which reducesthe growth
of the work force, which reduces the future tax base, which leads to
the actuarial bankruptcy of the State’s compulsory retirement prog-
rams. Thisisaclassic vicious circle. It threatens the solvency*” and
therefore the legitimacy of Western civil governments.

The extension of the economic division of labor through capitalist

16. Gary North, The Snai Strategy: Economics and the Ten Commandments (Tyler, Tex-
as. Institute for Christian Economics, 1986), ch. 8.

17. Peter Peterson, Gray Dawn: How the Coming Age Wave Will Transform America
— And the World (New Y ork: Times Books, 1999).
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ownership has made opportunities for employment available to
women as never before in history. Capitalism has produced technol-
ogy that has steadily equalized the productivity of men and women.
This has created disruptions in the social order, especialy in the
family’ shierarchy, but a'soin politics. Because of theincreasing div-
ision of labor under capitalism, women have been able to enter the
work force, a development which employers and tax collectors have
applauded. Output hasincreased, but the ever-increasing empl oyment
opportunities of women have increased the cost — forfeited income —
for wives who decide to stay out of the work force. Salaried wives
have gained greater influence in the family, in the consumer goods
markets, and in politics. Thisdevelopment has challenged the coven-
antal male-female hierarchy in the family.

Full-Time Christian Service

“Whether therefore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye do, do al to
the glory of God” (I Cor. 10:31). This admonition establishes an
important principle of Christian economics: any form of lawful
serviceto God can legitimately become part of aChristian’scall into
full-time Christian service. Thisisan aspect of alife of sacrifice. Paul
wrote to the church in Rome, “1 beseech you therefore, brethren, by
the mercies of God, that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice,
holy, acceptable unto God, which isyour reasonable service” (Rom.
12:1).* This sacrificial service involves eating and drinking. These
seemingly common activities become uncommon through God's

18. Chapter 14.

19. North, Priorities and Dominion, ch. 7.
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grace. They do not become sacramental, but they become holy: set
apart by God.

The familiar distinction in modern pietism between full-time
Christian service and that form of Christian service which pietists
refuse to name is a false distinction. Pietists see full-time Christian
serviceasamost exclusively ecclesiastical, i.e., tithe-supported. The
kingdom of God in history they see aslimited to churches and Chris-
tian families. But full-time Christian service is much broader than
ecclesiastical employment or running a Christian household. It in-
volves every aspect of life. Wherever sin reigns, there we find atask
for Christians. to overcome sin and its effects through the preaching
of the gospel and progressive sanctification, both individua and
corporate. Christ’s redemption is comprehensive. No area of lifein
which sin operates is off-limits to Christ’s redemption. Wherever
Christians labor to overcome sin and its effects, there we see an
aspect of full-time Christian service. To declare any area of life as
being irrelevant to full-time Christian service is necessarily also to
declare this area of life as either sin-free or beyond the command of
Christ to redeem it. Both statements would be so obviously heretical
that pietists do not announce either of them, but one or the other
conclusion is implied by their view of Christ’s supposedly limited
atonement, i.e., atonement only for souls, not for social policies, prac-
tices, and institutions. Such a view of redemption officially hands
most of the world over to the devil.

TheDivision of Labor

In Chapter 12, Paul develops at greater length a theme found in
Chapter 12 of hisletter to Rome. He pictures the church as a body.
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Members of the church are membersof abody. Theword “members’
appliesto both. Church members are part of awhole. Some of them
perform prestigious tasks; others perform lowly tasks. All of thisis
necessary to the proper functioning of the church. No church-
enhancing service should be despised, either by the person perform-
ing it or by others, who are the beneficiaries of the service. Paul does
not arguethat there are no differencesamong tasks. He doesnot argue
that services should be equally rewarded economically. On the con-
trary, he elsewhere says that ministers of the gospel are entitled to
double honor. “Let the elders that rule well be counted worthy of
double honour, especially they who labour in the word and doctrine”
(I Tim. 5:17).%2 What heis saying in this passage is that, with respect
to the legitimacy of work, all God-honoring work is equally legiti-
mate.

Paul’ s discussion of services and servants in the church is analo-
gousto thetheol ogical distinction between theontological Trinity and
the economical Trinity. The doctrine of the ontological Trinity ex-
pressesthe equality of being among the three persons of the Godhead.
The doctrine of the economical Trinity expresses the differencesin
function among the three persons of the Trinity. Thereisno hierarchy
of divine being; thereisahierarchy of divinefunction. Soitiswithin
the church. Thereisan equality of legitimacy for all labor, yet also a
hierarchy — inequality — of function.

The implications of Paul’s presentation extend far beyond any
local congregation. They extend to the church international. They
apply to al institutions that serve a legitimate end. Paul affirms the
dignity of all God-honoring labor. I know of no biblical passage that

20. Paul does not say this of “teaching elders,” but of “ruling elders.” This traditional
Presbyterian distinction within the office of elder faces a serious difficulty with this verse.
Paul identifies rulership as the basis of double honor.
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more forcefully affirms this principle.

The division of labor is extended most effectively when workers
have respect both for the legitimacy of their work and its positive
effects on others. People are more willing to sacrifice in the present
in order to increase their performance and output in the future when
they view their work as legitimate. This passage should be seen as
complementing Paul’ s earlier command that people not change their
callingsinlife, except for slaveswho are offered their freedom (1 Cor.
7:20-24).* That command applies to men’s highest service to God:
the calling. This passage appliesalso to serviceto God, but it can and
should be extended to peopl€’ s occupations.

Eschatology and Capital Accumulation

Paul’ sdiscussionin Chapter 15 regarding thelast things (eschatol -
ogy) applies the footstool theology of Psalm 110 to the future of
Christ’s earthly kingdom. Christ will subdue all of His enemies,
including death. This process of subduing Hisenemieshasto refer to
history. The final removal of death hasto refer to the end of history,
because people will still die during the erathat fulfills the prophecy
of Isaiah (Isa. 65:17-20). Christians can therefore have legitimate
confidence that their efforts to extend Christ’s kingdom can bear
permanent fruit, in time and on earth. Whatever they do today that is
of value on behalf of God’ skingdom will extend into thefuture: gold,
silver, and precious stones. This time perspective we call future-
oriented. Ludwig von Mises called it high time-preference.

Using asubjectively determined rate of interest, men discount the

21. Chapter 8.
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value of their expected future income. For example, an ounce of gold
isworth more in the present than the secure promise of an ounce of
gold in the future. Thisis because we are responsible to God in the
present. The value of our lives and our capital is greater for us today
than in the future because we can apply our lives and our capital to
our callingsand occupationstoday. We areresponsibleto God for the
use of our resources today. This immediate burden weighs heavily
upon us. Jesus warned: “ Take therefore no thought for the morrow:
for the morrow shall take thought for the things of itself. Sufficient
unto the day is the evil thereof” (Matt. 6:34).2 Those people who
subjectively value futureincome more highly than other peoplevalue
it will act accordingly. They save ahigher percentage of their income
than less future-oriented people do. Men seek their subjective goals,
and those who value future income more highly will sacrificein the
present morewillingly than thosewho do not place equally high value
on future income.

Eschatology and Continuity

Christians who understand and accept the implicationsfor history
of Paul’ s teaching in Chapter 15 — and very few ever have — see the
future cultural success of Christ’s earthly kingdom as prophetically
secure. They view their present sacrificeson behalf of God’ skingdom
as contributing directly to the eventual triumph of Christ’s visible
kingdom in history. They believe in a positive correlation between
covenant-keeping and visible success. They place higher present
value on these sacrifices than do those Christians who believe that

22. North, Priorities and Dominion, ch. 15.
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either (1) Christ’s earthly kingdom will steadily lose influence cul-
turally, and will infact be ever-more under siege by victoriouscoven-
ant-breakers (amillennialism); or (2) Christ’s earthly kingdom will
steadily lose influence culturally, and will in fact be ever-more under
siege by victorious covenant-breakers until Christ comes again in
person to establish His millennial kingdom, thereby introducing a
wholly new system of government, i.e., a new “economy” (premil-
lennialism). The first view of the future predicts a falling rate of
cultural return in history for any investment that Christians make in
the kingdom. The second view does the same. Premillennialism
teaches that only a future, discontinuous, supernatural reversal of
today’ sculturally futile kingdom-investment program—afutureinter-
vention which has nothing to do with today’ sinvestment programsor
today’s rate of saving — will reverse the kingdom'’s falling rate of
return. Both viewsconfinetheir discussionsof today’ smanifestations
of kingdom victory to inward spiritual experiences and the superior
family values of an ever-declining percentage of the world’ s popula-
tion over time.

Only postmillennialism affirms a continuity of victory in history
for Christ’skingdom. Only postmillennialism fostersatheologically
grounded optimism regarding the long-term growth of Christian cap-
ital that will compound over time, |eading to thetriumphant extension
of Christ’ skingdominstitutions. Institutionsmust befunded, and this
takes economic productivity. Postmillennialism affirms the inevita-
bility of greater compound growth over time for covenant-keepers
than for covenant-breakers. Compound growth over many genera-
tions, even at avery low arate of growth, will outperform compound
growth over three or four generations, even at a very high rate of
growth. Thisisthe implication of the second commandment. “Thou
shalt not make unto thee any graven image, or any likeness of any
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thing that isin heaven above, or that isin the earth beneath, or that is
in the water under the earth: Thou shalt not bow down thyself to
them, nor serve them: for | the LORD thy God am a jealous God,
visiting theiniquity of thefathersupon the children unto thethird and
fourth generation of them that hate me; And shewing mercy unto
thousands of them that love me, and keep my commandments” (EX.
20:4-6).7

Greater future-orientation produces higher rates of thrift. Higher
rates of thrift produce greater capital investment: tools. Greater capi-
tal investment produces an extension of the division of labor: the
specialization of production. Greater specialization of production
produces a higher rate of output for resource inputs, especially labor,
because workers are better able to match their specific skills with
ever-more specialized employment opportunities. Greater output
produces ahigher rate of compound growth. Thisisanother example
of why eschatology matters. It matters agreat deal.

Giving Wealth Away Systematically

Unlike humanistic theorists of economic growth, Paul taught that
Christians must give away some of their wealth. Jesus taught this
even more emphatically, as the Gospel of Luke emphasizes. Instead
of re-investingall of their income aboveaminimal standard of living,
Christians are supposed to allocate a rising percentage of their in-
creasing income to charitable activities. This outlook was best
articulated by John Wesley in his 50th sermon, The Use of Money
(1745), based on Luke 16:9: “And | say unto you, Maketo yourselves

23. North, Snai Strategy, ch. 2.
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friends of the mammon of unrighteousness; that, when ye fail, they
may receive you into everlasting habitations.” Wesley concluded, in
afamous aphorism, “Gain all you can, save all you can, give al you
can.” The Methodiststaught thisdoctrineto thelower classesof Eng-
land, not to the rich, who were not the targets of the movement’s
evangelistic program. Within three generations, Methodists both in
England and the United States went from abject poverty to middle-
class comfort.

Paul in Chapter 16 calls on the Corinthians to adopt a program of
making weekly contributions to the fund for the relief of the church
at Jerusalem. He identifies systematic giving as the proper way to
raise fundsfor large projects. Week by week, the Corinthianswereto
bring their offerings for the Jerusalem church and hand over the
money to church officers. Thiswas their reasonable service.

Conclusion

Paul’s first epistle to the church at Corinth is judgmental. He
brings judgment against the congregation. He also calls on the cong-
regation to begin to exercisegreater self-judgment in order to heal the
congregation’ s divisions. This self-judgment had to involve the fol-
lowing:

1. their recognition of the unity of the church in Christ;

2. their awareness of rival standards of evaluation between
covenant-keepers and covenant-breakers;

3. their perception of personal rewardsand punishment at the
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final judgment;
their devotion to living as stewards for God;
their excommunication of a public sinner;
their establishment of church courts;
their lifetime commitment to their individual callings
before God (unless they are slaves who are granted their
freedom);
their acceptanceof theresponsibilitiesof Christianliberty;

their adoption of hope regarding the fruits of their labor;

their understanding of the whole of their lives as the wor-
ship of God;

their willingnessto serve their fellow-believers;

their willing subordination to thecovenantal hierarchiesof
church and family;

their purging of bad practices during the Lord’ s Supper;
their development of the church’s division of labor; and

their voluntary increase of sacrificial giving on behalf of
the Jerusalem congregation.

He called on the church of Corinth to reform itself comprehen-
sively through self-judgment.
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The primary issue confronting the church at Corinth wastheissue
of responsibility, bothindividual and corporate. The Corinthianswere
indulging in amassive corporate flight from responsibility. They had
adopted some sort of common-ground speculation with covenant-
breakers, ignoring the fact that the wisdom of one group is the fool-
ishness of the other. Paul called them to abandon common-ground
thinking in every area of life. This meant that they had to set up a
church court, so that memberswould not go before pagan civil courts
against one another. The institutional mark of their irresponsibility
was their subservience to heathen civil courts in preference to a
church court.

Thisisnot acall for Christians to withdraw from social life. Itis
rather acall for them to work to reform social life, to reform and then
incorporate all of social life within Christ’s kingdom, in time and on
earth. It isacall for Christians to establish alternative social institu-
tions, such as church courts, in preparation for the guaranteed histor-
ical victory of Christ over His enemies in time and on earth. This
victory will be achieved, not by Christ in person, but through His
covenantal representatives. It will be achieved by means of the
preaching of thegospel and the progressive sanctification, bothindiv-
idual and corporate, that is produced by this gospel in time and on
earth.
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A CRITIQUE OF
HERETICAL PRETERISM

For evildoers shall be cut off: but those that wait upon the LORD,
they shall inherit the earth (Ps. 37:9).

Yea, they are greedy dogs which can never have enough, and they
are shepherds that cannot understand: they all ook to their own
way, every one for his gain, from his quarter. Come ye, say they, |
will fetch wine, and we will fill ourselves with strong drink; and to
morrow shall be asthisday, and much more abundant (Isa. 56: 11—
12).

Well, which will it be? Will evil-doersbe cut off at theend of his-
tory, leaving Christianswith the completeinheritance of the earth?In
short, will there be a corporate final judgment at the end of the age
that will end the effects of original sin on earth forever? Or, on the
contrary, will evil-doers operatein history forever? The eschatol ogi-
cal questionisthis: Isoriginal sin eternal in history? Thefirst position
says no; the second saysyes. Here aretwao irreconcilable views of the
culmination of history and what will follow. Which oneis correct?

The church of Jesus Christ has always accepted thefirst view and
has publicly denounced the second as heresy. The fourth-century’s
three main creeds declared that there will be an end to evil and evil-
doers at the end of history. God's final judgment will end the sin-
cursed realm of nature, including the curse of sin in human nature.
Therewill beafinal separation of sinnersand saints, goats and sheep.
Sinwill ceaseto beafactor intheworld of the New Heaven and New
Earth that follows God' sfinal judgment. All of this has been so com-
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monly believed among Christians for so long that there has been no
debate over these tenets of the faith. But now thereis. These funda
mental eschatological precepts of the Christian faith are now being
challenged by an unorganized group of creed-denierswho call them-
selves full preterists. One of them posted this statement on-line in
July, 2001, in response to an early version of this appendix:

6. Arethe Nicene Creed and Apostles Creed incorrect when
they identify Christ’sfinal judgment of theliving and the dead
asbeingin thefuture?

Absolutely.

At the end of this essay, | reprint the man’s appendix on why the
creeds are wrong. But, for now, be aware that | am not exaggerating.
The spokesmen of thisheretical movement areaware of what they are
doing. Their agendaisclear: thereversal of Christian orthodoxy and
its replacement by dualism, i.e., the doctrine that sin and righteous-
ness necessarily exist side by side in history, and history will never
end. Put theologically, thisisthe doctrine that the Fall of manwill be
operational in history forever. Or, as Walt Hibbert wrote in alengthy
private response — now much longer* —to my initial challenge,

God hasalr eady demonstrated for 2000+ year sin history that he
has chosen to use sin for the sanctification of his people, by
allowingitspresenceon theearth toprepareHispeoplefor their
entrance into Heaven after they physically die. Would that so-
called final generation be treated soteriologically different from the
way that He has gracioudly treated His people for 2000+ years?

24. Hibbert's essay is posted here: http://tinyurl.com/2e7pu
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A Critique of Heretical Preterism

Would God abandon the sanctification process for that one final
generation?

The correct answersto hisrhetorical questions areyes and yes.

Before dealing exegetically with this position, it iswiseto survey
what the church hastaught on theissue of God' sfinal judgment from
its beginning, and which was placed into the church’ searliest official
common creeds and the Reformed Presbyterian confessions.

Universal Creeds and Calvinistic Confessions

The Nicene Creed says this about the final judgment by Jesus
Christ:

Heascended into heaven and is seated at the right hand of the Father.
Heshall comeagaininglory tojudgetheliving and thedead, and his
kingdom will have no end.

The Apostles Creed saysthis:
He ascended into Heaven, and is seated at the right hand of the God
the Father Almighty. From there he will come again to judge the
living and the dead.

The Athanasian Creed saysthis:

He ascended into heaven, is seated at the right hand of God the
Father almighty, and from there he will cometo judgetheliving and
the dead. At his coming all people will rise again with their own
bodies to answer for their personal deeds. Those who have done
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good will enter eternal life, but thosewho have doneevil will gointo
everlasting fire.

It adds thiswarning: “Thisisthe true Christian Faith. Whoever does
not faithfully and firmly believe this cannot be saved.”

In these formulations, God’ sfinal corporate judgment of both the
resurrected living and the resurrected dead is said to take place in the
future. It cannot have been an event in A.D. 70. This eschatological
affirmation is denied by all heretical preterists.

Thisisthe official eschatology of the Christian church. It hasbeen
so from the beginning, when the New Testament’ stextswerewritten.
This view extended through the first three centuries of the church
until the earliest creeds were formulated. The men who formulated
the judicia statements that have defined the Christian faith institu-
tionally had no doubt about what the New Testament teaches regard-
ing the last days. The church has been clear for almost two millennia
that anyone who denies these views is a heretic. Therefore he who
denies this view of the future and who remains voluntarily as a
member of the churchisasubversive. Heremainsin theinstitutional
church in order to undermine the Christian faith and steal God's
church, as surely as Arius and his followers were subversives who
were trying to capture the church for the devil.

The Protestant Reformation

Wecome now to the confessionsin the Reformed Protestant tradi-
tion.

Article 37 of the Belgic Confession (1561), “Of the Last Judg-
ment,” says:
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Finally we believe, according to the Word of God, when the time
appointed by the Lord (which is unknown to all creatures) is come,
and the number of the elect complete, that our Lord Jesus Christ will

comefromheaven, corporally and visibly, asheascended, with great
glory and majesty to declare himself judge of the quick and the dead;
burning thisold world with fireand flame, to cleanseit. And then all

men will personally appear before this great judge, both men and
women and children, that have been from the beginning of theworld
to the end thereof, being summoned by the voice of the archangel,
and by the sound of the trumpet of God. For all the dead shall be
raised out of the earth, and their souls joined and united with their
proper bodies, in which they formerly lived. Asfor those who shall

then beliving, they shall not die asthe others, but be changed in the
twinkling of an eye, and from corruptible, become incorruptible.
Then the books (that isto say the consciences) shall be opened, and
the dead judged according to what they shall have done in this
world, whether it be good or evil. Nay, all men shall give an account
of every idle word they have spoken, which the world only counts
amusement and jest: and then the secrets and hypocrisy of men shall

be disclosed and laid open before all. And therefore the consider-
ation of thisjudgment, isjustly terrible and dreadful to the wicked
and ungodly, but most desirableand comfortableto therighteousand
elect: becausethentheir full deliveranceshall be perfected, and there
they shall receive the fruits of their labor and trouble which they
haveborne. Theirinnocence shall beknowntoall, and they shall see
the terrible vengeance which God shall execute on the wicked, who
most cruelly persecuted, oppressed and tormented them in this
world; and who shall be convicted by the testimony of their own
consciences, and beingimmortal, shall betormented in that everlast-
ing fire, which is prepared for the devil and his angels. But on the
contrary, the faithful and elect shall be crowned with glory and
honor; and the Son of God will confess their names before God his
Father, and his elect angels; all tears shall be wiped from their eyes;
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and their causewhichisnow condemned by many judgesand magis-
trates, as heretical and impious, will then be known to be the cause
of the Son of God. And for a gracious reward, the Lord will cause
them to possess such aglory, as never entered into the heart of man
to conceive. Therefore we expect that great day with a most ardent
desire to the end that we may fully enjoy the promises of God in
Christ Jesus our Lord. AMEN.

The Westminster Confession of Faith (1647), Chapter 33, says:

I. God hath appointed aday, wherein hewill judgetheworldinrigh-
teousness by Jesus Christ, to whom all power and judgment isgiven
of the Father. In which day, not only the apostate angels shall be
judged; but likewise all persons, that have lived upon earth, shall
appear before the tribunal of Christ, to give an account of their
thoughts, words, and deeds; and to receive according to what they
have done in the body, whether good or evil.

I1. The end of God' s appointing this day, is for the manifestation of
the glory of hismercy inthe eternal salvation of the elect; and of his
justice in the damnation of the reprobate, who are wicked and
disobedient. For then shall therighteous go into everlasting life, and
receivethat fullness of joy and refreshing which shall comefromthe
presence of the Lord: but the wicked, who know not God, and obey
not thegospel of Jesus Christ, shall be cast into eternal torments, and
punished with everlasting destruction from the presence of the Lord,
and from the glory of his power.

I11. AsChrist would have usto be certainly persuaded that there shall
be a day of judgment, both to deter all men from sin, and for the
greater consolation of the godly in their adversity: so will he have
that day unknown to men, that they may shake off all carnal security,
and be always watchful, because they know not at what hour the
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Lordwill come; and may be ever prepared to say, Come, Lord Jesus,
come quickly. Amen.

The WCEF teaches the following. First, this event is still in the
future. Second, it will lead to the eternal assembling of all the saints:
“For then shall the righteous go into everlasting life, and receive that
fullness of joy and refreshing which shall come from the presence of
the Lord.” Third, the fear of this future event should “deter all men
from sin.” Thetiming of thisday is“unknown to men, that they may
shake off all carnal security, and be always watchful, because they
know not at what hour the Lord will come.” Thereisan ethical aspect
of this doctrine, which must be upheld by orthodox Christians.

TheWestminster Assembly’s Larger Catechism (1647) explicitly
refersto the joining together of all the saints, which will occur at the
timeof theresurrection. Noticethereferenceto being caught upinthe
clouds. At that time, the transformed saints will judge the angels.

Question 90: What shall be done to the righteous at the day of judg-
ment?

Answer: At the day of judgment, the righteous, being caught up to
Christ in the clouds, shall be set on hisright hand, and there openly
acknowledged and acquitted, shall join with him in the judging of
reprobate angels and men, and shall be received into heaven, where
they shall be fully and forever freed from all sin and misery; filled
withinconceivablejoys, made perfectly holy and happy bothinbody
and soul, in the company of innumerable saints and holy angels, but
especially intheimmediate vision and fruition of God the Father, of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit, to all eternity. And this
isthe perfect and full communion, which the members of the invis-
ible church shall enjoy with Christ in glory, at the resurrection and
day of judgment.
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Thiswill bethe unification of the saints. “perfect and full commu-
nion.” The church militant will disappear: “they shall be fully and
forever freed from all sin and misery.” The church triumphant will
replace it entirely: “filled with inconceivable joys, made perfectly
holy and happy bothin body and soul, in the company of innumerable
saints and holy angels, but especialy in the immediate vision and
fruition of God the Father, of our Lord Jesus Christ, and of the Holy
Spirit, to all eternity.”

In summary, these detailed Reformation statements define the
doctrine of the final judgment for Reformed denominations. While
lay membersare not required to affirm these statementsasacondition
of communicant membership, elders are so required. The elders of
local congregationsdeterminewhich beliefsarerequired for commu-
nicant membership. Some local congregations are loose in their en-
forcement of theology. Othersarerigorous. But any congregation that
allows non-ordained members to promote beliefs that run counter to
the denomination’s formal statements of faith are thereby allowing
those with adifferent confession to pursue their clandestine agendas
at the expense of members who uphold the confessions.

Each church tradition has defining documents. These documents
are used judicialy to screen church officers. These documents are
designed to be used judicially. Those people who oppose the theo-
logical contents of these screening devices are unofficialy invited to
keep out. Those who have achieved membership and who then adopt
views counter to the denomination’ sformal statement of faith should
be officially told to cease speaking about their views or elseleave the
church voluntarily. If they refuse to stop and refuse to leave, then
contumacy isinvolved. They can and should be tried for contumacy
and removed from membership through public excommunication.

When you think “screening,” think “ Arius.” Had the early church
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not screened Ariusand hisfollowersby meansof ajudicially enforce-
ableconfession, Trinitarianismwould not haveprevailed. Thechurch,
had it survived, would now be some variant of the Jehovah's Wit-
nesses or Islam: unitarian. Heretics, once in power, know how to
screen out their opponents, as the Arians demonstrated for two dec-
ades after the Nicene Creed was officially adopted (325). Athanasius
was on the run for the rest of hislife, because of his orthodoxy. But
the defenders of the Nicene Creed had visibly triumphed by 381. We
are the heirs of their triumph, atriumph based on excommunication
and the formal screening of candidates for ordination.

Without sanctions, there is no law. Without excommunication,
there is no orthodoxy.

Confessions of faith are an inescapable concept. It is never acase
of confession of faith vs. no confession of faith. It is always a ques-
tion of the content of the confession of faith and the peoplein charge
of enforcing it.

Heresy Isa Reaction Against Orthodoxy

Heresiesin the church begin asrival theol ogies, based on philoso-
phies developed outside the church, and then are presented to the
church as a new, improved orthodoxy. Alien philosophies of God,
man, law, historical causation, and time and eternity are reworked to
fit Scriptural terminology and concepts. They spread within the
church as supposed clarifications of an original true Christianity. To
remove these heresies from the church, theol ogians and pastors must
first recognizethem asalien imports. Thisiswhy J. Gresham Machen
wrote Christianity and Liberalism (1923): to identify the heresy of
theological liberalism as an aien religion, the religion of sovereign,
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covenant-breaking man.:

Inthisbrief study, | identify the theological origin what isclearly
a heretical version of what is known as preterism. Preterism argues
that most, but not all, of the prophecies of the New Testament were
fulfilledat thefall of JerusaleminA.D. 70. Heretical preterismargues
that all of these prophecieswerefulfilledin A.D. 70. Preterismis not
taught in any of the church’s creeds or confessions, nor isit rejected.
In contrast, the conclusions of heretical preterism are denied by the
creedsand confessions. Themoreforthright of the heretical preterists
admit this publicly.

Inorder to understand thisheretical theology, the reader first needs
to know where the heresy comesinto conflict with orthodoxy. In two
passages above all othersin Scripture, the conflict becomes inescap-
able: | Corinthians 15 and Revelation 20.

Biblical Texts

Paul set forth the orthodox view of the final judgment in his
account the Christ’s second coming. He spoke of an inheritance that
is closed to men in sinful flesh.

Now this| say, brethren, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the king-
dom of God; neither doth corruption inherit incorruption. Behold, |
shew you a mystery; We shall not all sleep, but we shal al be
changed, In amoment, in the twinkling of an eye, at the last trump:
for the trumpet shall sound, and the dead shall be raised incorrupt-
ible, and we shall be changed. For this corruptible must put on

1. Gary North, Crossed Fingers: How the Liberals Captured the Presbyterian Church
(Tyler, Texas: Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1996), Part 3.
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incorruption, and thismortal must put onimmortality. So when this
corruptible shall have put onincorruption, and thismortal shall have
put on immortality, then shall be brought to pass the saying that is
written, Death is swallowed up in victory. O death, where is thy
sting? O grave, where isthy victory? (I Cor. 15:50-55).

Paul’s discussion of the final judgment is the consummation of
this epistle-long argument regarding judgment in general. He had
pointed to the final judgment in Chapter 3: “Now if any man build
uponthisfoundationgold, silver, preciousstones, wood, hay, stubble;
Every man’swork shall be made manifest: for the day shall declare
it, because it shall be reveaed by fire; and the fire shal try every
man’ swork of what sort it is. If any man’swork abide which he hath
built thereupon, he shall receive areward. If any man’ swork shall be
burned, he shall suffer loss: but he himself shall be saved; yet so as
by fire” (vv. 12-15). At thefinal judgment, every covenant-keeper’s
work will be judged retroactively by God. “If any man’s work shall
be burned, he shall suffer loss: but he himself shall be saved; yet so
as by fire” (v. 15). But every person’s work will be judged and re-
warded accordingly.

First Corinthians 15 might be interpreted as referring only to
heaven. John undermined thisinterpretation. Revelation 20 provides
additional informationregarding (1) the historical eventsthat immed-
iately precede the final judgment, (2) the physical resurrection of the
dead, and (3) the post-resurrection state of covenant-breakers.

And when the thousand years are expired, Satan shall be loosed out
of his prison, And shall go out to deceive the nations which are in
the four quarters of the earth, Gog and Magog, to gather them to-
gether to battle: the number of whom is as the sand of the sea. And
they went up on the breadth of the earth, and compassed the camp of
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the saints about, and the bel oved city: and fire came down from God
out of heaven, and devoured them. And the devil that deceived them
was cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast and the
false prophet are, and shall be tormented day and night for ever and
ever. And | saw a great white throne, and him that sat on it, from
whose face the earth and the heaven fled away; and there was found
no place for them. And | saw the dead, small and great, stand before
God; and the books were opened: and another book was opened,
which is the book of life: and the dead were judged out of those
things which were written in the books, according to their works.
And the sea gave up the dead which were in it; and death and hell
delivered up the dead which were in them: and they were judged
every man according to their works. And death and hell were cast
into the lake of fire. Thisisthe second death. And whosoever was
not found written in the book of life was cast into the lake of fire
(Rev. 20:7-15).

What is the first death, if the second death is the lake of fire?
There is only one possibility: the physical death of each individual.
Y et even here, there is alegitimate hope that it will be avoided by a
few. Paul teaches elsewhere that at the final judgment, covenant-
keeperswho are alive at thetime of Christ’ sbodily returnwill escape
thefirst death.

But | would not have you to be ignorant, brethren, concerning them
which are asleep, that ye sorrow not, even as others which have no
hope. For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, even so them
also which sleep in Jesus will God bring with him. For this we say
unto you by the word of the Lord, that we which are alive and
remain unto the coming of the Lord shall not prevent [precede] them
which are asleep. For the Lord himself shall descend from heaven
with a shout, with the voice of the archangel, and with the trump of
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God: and the dead in Christ shal risefirst: Then wewhich arealive
and remain shall be caught up together with them in the clouds, to
meet the Lord in the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord.
Wherefore comfort one another with thesewords (I Thes. 4:13-18).

Those who “ sleep with Jesus’ have passed through thefirst death
that separates history from heaven. They will accompany Jesus when
Hereturns bodily in final judgment. Some peoplewill bealive at the
time when Christ returns with the trumpet and a shout. Thiswill be
no secret Rapture. Thiswill be a public event —the most public event
in the history of man. The dead in Christ will rise. This cannot mean
“gpiritually dead,” for in Christ, no oneis spiritually dead. It refersto
physical death. Those covenant-keepers who are till aive in their
physical bodieswill be caught up with the resurrected dead into the
clouds.

Corruption and I ncorruption

Paul teachesin | Corinthians 15 that those covenant-keepers who
have not experienced what Johnwould havecalled thefirst death, and
who are therefore still burdened by sin and its curse, will join those
covenant-keeperswho return with Christ. For thisto take place, they
must bedelivered from original sinanditscurse, death. Thiswill take
place prior to their ascent into the sky. “In amoment, in the twinkling
of an eye, at the last trump: for the trumpet shall sound, and the dead
shall be raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed” (v. 52). This
has to take place before the ascent because corruption cannot inherit
incorruption. “ For this corruptible must put on incorruption, and this
mortal must put on immortality” (v. 53). This is Paul’s theme of
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inheritance in this chapter. Eschatology has to do with point five of
thebiblical covenant model: inheritance.? Paul is speaking here of the
nature of the covenant-keeper’ sinheritance on judgment day. Hewill
inheritincorruption. Whether hewill subsequently receiverewardsof
gold, silver, and precious stones depends on God'’ s retroactive judg-
ment of hiswork, but he will inherit incorruption, which beginswith
the transformation of his death-cursed physical body and his sin-
ravaged soul.

And soitiswritten, Thefirst man Adam was made aliving soul; the
last Adam was made a quickening spirit. Howbeit that was not first
whichisspiritual, but that whichisnatural; and afterward that which
is spiritual. The first man is of the earth, earthy: the second man is
the Lord from heaven. As s the earthy, such are they also that are
earthy: and asisthe heavenly, such are they also that are heavenly.
And aswe have borne theimage of the earthy, we shall also bear the
image of the heavenly. Now this| say, brethren, that flesh and blood
cannot inherit the kingdom of God; neither doth corruption inherit
incorruption. Behold, | shew you a mystery; We shall not all sleep,
but we shall al be changed, In amoment, in the twinkling of an eye,
at the last trump: for the trumpet shall sound, and the dead shall be
raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed. For this corruptible
must put on incorruption, and this mortal must put on immortality.
So when this corruptible shall have put on incorruption, and this
mortal shall have put on immortality, then shall be brought to pass
the saying that iswritten, Death is swallowed up invictory. O death,
whereisthy sting? O grave, whereisthy victory? (vv. 45-55).

The theological issue here is the separate physical condition of

2. Ray R. Sutton, That You May Prosper: Dominion By Covenant, 2nd ed. (Tyler, Texas:
Ingtitute for Christian Economics, 1992), ch. 5.
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what the English-language version of the Apostles’ Creed calls the
guick and the dead. Covenant-keepersare spiritually alivein history.
Jesus said, “Verily, verily, | say unto you, He that heareth my word,
and believeth on him that sent me, hath everlasting life, and shall not
come into condemnation; but is passed from death unto life” (John
5:24). But there is a difference between the celestial body, which
covenant-keepers inherit at the time of their physical death, and the
earthly body, which they must occupy in history. This difference
cannot be bridged by sinful men, not even at the last trump. They
must receive their celestial bodies before they can be joined with
covenant-keepers who have already received their celestial bodies.
The dead in Christ will rise first (I Thes. 4:16). All flesh is not the
same flesh, and the two cannot mingle together.

But God givethit abody asit hath pleased him, and to every seed his
own body. All flesh is not the same flesh: but there is one kind of
flesh of men, another flesh of beasts, another of fishes, and another
of birds. There are aso celestial bodies, and bodies terrestrial: but
the glory of the celestia is one, and the glory of the terrestrial is
another. There is one glory of the sun, and another glory of the
moon, and another glory of the stars: for one star differeth from
another star in glory. So aso is the resurrection of the dead. It is
sown in corruption; it is raised in incorruption: It is sown in dis-
honour; it israised in glory: it is sown in weakness; it israised in
power: It issown anatural body; it is raised a spiritua body. There
isanatural body, and thereisa spiritual body. And so it iswritten,
Thefirst man Adamwas madealiving soul; thelast Adamwas made
aquickening spirit. Howbeit that was not first which isspiritual, but
that whichis natural; and afterward that which is spiritual. Thefirst
man is of the earth, earthy: the second man isthe Lord from heaven.
As is the earthy, such are they also that are earthy: and as is the
heavenly, such arethey also that are heavenly. And aswehaveborne
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theimage of the earthy, we shall also bear theimage of the heavenly.
Now this | say, brethren, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the
kingdom of God; neither doth corruption inherit incorruption (vv.
38-50).

There can be and has been mingling in history between men and
sin-free angels, but angels are not members of the church. They are
not part of the bride of Christ (body of Christ), which the churchis.
There was a so mingling between incorruption and corruption in the
earthly ministry of Jesus Christ, but He was born of awoman by the
Holy Spirit. He was God as well as a perfect man. God can mingle
with sinful men.

A biblical example of mingling in history between sinful humans
and adeceased saint is Samuel’ s appearance to Saul and the witch of
Endor. Calling him up from the grave was amajor sin on the part of
Saul, and helost his kingdom and hislife the next day because of it.
Samuel told him: “Moreover the LORD will aso deliver Israel with
theeinto the hand of the Philistines: and to morrow shalt thou and thy
sons be with me: the LORD also shall deliver the host of Israel into
the hand of the Philistines’ (I Sam. 28:19). Thejudgment on Saul was
an extension of hissin. Saul and his sonswould soon minglewith the
dead. Hisfamily’ s kingly inheritance in Israel would end.

Church Militant and Church Triumphant

The difference between the church in history and the church in
heaven has long been acknowledged in the two terms applied to the
church’s two branches. The church in history is called the church
militant. The church in heaven is called the church triumphant.
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The distinguishing feature between them is not spiritual warfare
with Satan. It is not that the church in heaven has in some way been
taken out of the spiritual battle against Satan. We know this because
of what John records in Revelation 6:

And when he had opened the fifth seal, | saw under the altar the
souls of them that were slain for the word of God, and for the testi-
mony which they held: And they cried with a loud voice, saying,
How long, O Lord, holy and true, dost thou not judge and avenge our
blood on them that dwell on the earth? And white robes were given
unto every one of them; and it was said unto them, that they should
rest yet for alittle season, until their fellowservants also and their
brethren, that should bekilled asthey were, should befulfilled (Rev.
6:9-11).

The saintsin heaven remainin thefight against Satan, interceding
with God on behalf of the church militant. In this context, “trium-
phant” refers to the heavenly church’s perfect victory over sin and
corruption. Original sin no longer afflicts its members.

In contrast, the church in history is still afflicted with sin. It is till
in the great ethical war against the kingdom of Satan. In heaven, the
church hasbeentransformed. Sinisnolonger aproblem. Incorruption
has inherited incorruption in heaven. There is more to inherit, of
course, for the bodily resurrection of all mankind still liesahead. The
final judgment lies ahead. “But the heavens and the earth, which are
now, by the sameword are kept in store, reserved unto fire against the
day of judgment and perdition of ungodly men” (Il Peter 3:7). The
post-resurrection transformation of theworld after thefinal judgment
has not yet taken place (Rev. 21; 22). But, in heaven, thereis a pre-
liminary inheritance of incorruption, beginning with the church’s
complete victory over sin, which is the inheritance that counts most
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in the warfare between good and evil. Jesus made this clear in the
Lord’s Prayer: “Thy kingdom come. Thy will be donein earth, asit
isinheaven” (Matt. 6:10). The ability to do thewill of God perfectly
isthe greatest inheritance of all.

Because those who occupy corrupt bodies cannot do the will of
God perfectly, as those in heaven do it, which is why they are re-
quired to pray this prayer, the two realms of the church are separated
by agreat gulf. So also are heaven and hell, and for the same reason.
The sinner in hell remains a sinner. There is no good remaining in
him. Jesusrevealed in his parable of Lazarus the beggar and the rich
man that the spiritual gulf that existsafter thefirst deathispermanent.

And it came to pass, that the beggar died, and was carried by the
angels into Abraham’s bosom: the rich man also died, and was
buried; And in hell helift up his eyes, being in torments, and seeth
Abraham afar off, and Lazarusin hisbosom. And he cried and said,
Father Abraham, have mercy on me, and send Lazarus, that he may
dip the tip of his finger in water, and cool my tongue; for | am
tormented in thisflame. But Abraham said, Son, remember that thou
in thy lifetime receivedst thy good things, and likewise L azarus evil
things: but now heiscomforted, and thou art tormented. And beside
all this, between us and you there is a great gulf fixed: so that they
which would pass from hence to you cannot; neither can they pass
to us, that would come from thence (Luke 16:22—26).

Thedecisiveissuehereisorigina sin. Sin’spresence and itscurse
afflict the soul: in history (all mankind) and in eternity (covenant-
breakers). God does transform each covenant-keeper’s sin-cursed
soul, either at thefirst death, or, in the unique case of those still alive
at the time of Christ’s second coming at the final judgment, without
any transition through the first death. Those covenant-keepers who
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will be graced by God by being alive at the time of Christ’s Second
Coming will belike Elijah: carried up into the sky without having to
go into the ground or the seain burial.

So, theterms* corruption” and “incorruption” refer to original sin
and its effects. The word “corruption” refers both to men in history
and covenant-breakers in eternity. In neither case can corruption
inheritincorruption. Sin’ sgreat gulf separates covenant-keepersfrom
their incorrupt inheritance until after thefirst death. Everything good
which they possessin history isan earnest, or down payment, ontheir
future inheritance.

Now he which stablisheth us with you in Christ, and hath anointed
us, is God; Who hath also sealed us, and given the earnest of the
Spirit in our hearts (11 Cor. 1:21-22).

For we that are in this tabernacle do groan, being burdened: not for
that we would be unclothed, but clothed upon, that mortality might
be swallowed up of life. Now he that hath wrought us for the
selfsamething is God, who al so hath given unto usthe earnest of the
Spirit. Therefore we are always confident, knowing that, whilst we
are at homein the body, we are absent from the Lord: (For we walk
by faith, not by sight:) We are confident, | say, and willing rather to
be absent from the body, and to be present with the Lord (I1 Cor.
5:4-8).

Will all of themembersof God’ schurch ever celebratetogether in
ajoint victory over sin? Put another way, will there be any timein
history when al covenant-keepers will be able to mingle together in
ajoint operation? The answer isno. A great gulf separates them sin-
cursed covenant-keepersfrom sin-free covenant-keepers. So, if there
is ever to be sin-free fellowship by all members of the church, then
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original sin’s presence and its curse must be removed entirely.

Final Judgmentsin Matthew 25

Matthew 25 contains two parables and a prophecy. The parables
are specific. They describe the kingdom of heaven. This means that
they describeasinglecorporateentity whichisstill inexistence. They
tell of judgment: afinal reckoning or accounting. Thethird section of
the passage, the prophecy of the sheep and the goats, does not
mention thekingdom. Theexpositor’ stask isto keep these categories
straight. There is one common theme: final judgment.

The Parable of the 10 Virgins

Thefirst parable presents the story of the bridegroom who comes
in judgment.

Then shall thekingdom of heaven belikened unto ten virgins, which
took their lamps, and went forth to meet the bridegroom. And five of
them were wise, and five were foolish. They that were foolish took
their lamps, and took no oil with them: But the wisetook oil in their
vessels with their lamps. While the bridegroom tarried, they all
slumbered and slept. And at midnight therewas acry made, Behold,
the bridegroom cometh; go ye out to meet him. Then all thosevirgins
arose, and trimmed their lamps. And the foolish said unto the wise,
Give us of your oil; for our lamps are gone out. But the wise
answered, saying, Not so; lest there be not enough for us and you:
but go yerather to them that sell, and buy for yourselves. And while
they went to buy, the bridegroom came; and they that were ready
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went in with him to the marriage: and the door was shut. Afterward
came also the other virgins, saying, Lord, Lord, open to us. But he
answered and said, Verily | say unto you, | know you not. Watch
therefore, for ye know neither the day nor the hour wherein the Son
of man cometh (Matt. 25:1-13).

Christ used a variation of the phrase, “I know you not,” in the
same eschatological context — final judgment — in another passage.
“Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the
kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father whichis
in heaven. Many will say to mein that day, Lord, Lord, have we not
prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils? and in
thy name done many wonderful works? And then will | profess unto
them, | never knew you: depart from me, yethat work iniquity” (Matt.
7:21-23).

Both of these passages can be applied to God' s judgment on Old
Covenant Israel, which was final. The question is: Must this be their
exclusive application? The kingdom of heaven in Matthew refersto
the kingdom of God in history. The Old Covenant order still was part
of God’ skingdomin Christ’ sday. Therewill befinal judgment, Jesus
taught. Thefinal judgment on Old Covenant Israel, whichwasstill in
the future when Christ spoke these words, took place at the fall of
Jerusalem in A.D. 70. The final judgment on the church will be the
final judgment at the end of time. Wise virgins keep oil in their
lamps. Unwise virgins do not. The latter will be caught short, Christ
taught. This warning applied to Old Covenant Israel. Because the
kingdomisstill operatingin history, itwill also apply to self-deceived
church members at the end of time. At the final judgment, there will
be self-deceived people who have run out of ail.

The parable of the 10 virgins pictures akingdom in which half the
participants are on duty, and the other half are not. Thisappliesto the
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churchand Old Covenant Isragl . Jesuswaswarning Hislisteners, who
included representatives of both branches of the kingdom during the
era of transition, that they should remain faithful, alert, and on the
job. At the fall of Jerusalem, judgment came on members of the half
associated with Old Covenant Isragl. Theother half survived, because
they had paid attention to Christ’s words in Matthew 24 (Luke 21).
Their survival meant that they possessed exclusive title to the
kingdom of God, just as Christ had warned the Jews: “ Therefore say
| unto you, The kingdom of God shall be taken from you, and given
to anation bringing forth the fruits thereof” (Matt. 21:43).

The term “kingdom” applied in Jesus day to both the New Cov-
enant church and Old Covenant Israel. It no longer does. It now
applies only to the church. This means that the parable of the 10 vir-
ginsnow appliesexclusively to the church. It indicatesthat within the
church on the final day of judgment that will end Satan’s kingdom,
there will be unprepared church members who will be caught short.
There will be covenant-breakers within the church at the final judg-
ment. Origina sin will still be a problem. This parable describes the
kingdom of heaven, which still operatesin history. Thus, we should
conclude that its warning still applies to history. There will be an
unexpected day of corporate reckoning. Keep oil in your lamp.

A Long Journey and a Final Accounting

The next parable in Matthew 25 presents the story of arich man
who leaves agreat deal of gold behind for hisworkerstoinvest. This
indicates a long period of stewardship. The Greek text does not
mention the kingdom. The trandlators inserted the phrase on the
assumption — reasonable — that this parable also describes the king-

339



A Critique of Heretical Preterism

dom. Again, Jesus was telling His disciples to be diligent workers.
This warning applies to every Christian throughout history. That it
also applied to the Jewsin Jesus' day isequally true. Their long time
of testing was about to end. They were about to be forced to give an
account of their stewardship. The kingdom was about to be taken
from them and transferred to the church.

Inthe parallel versionin Luke, thisinformation isadded. “But his
citizens hated him, and sent amessage after him, saying, Wewill not
have this man to reign over us’ (Luke 19:14). The king brings final
judgment against them: “But those mine enemies, which would not
that | should reign over them, bring hither, and slay them before me”
(Luke 19:27). In Luke' s version, the poor steward is not said to be
cast into outer darkness, as the servant in Matthew is (Matt. 25:30).
What little he had was taken from him and given to the most
profitable servant (Luke 19:24). Jewsliterally died in A.D. 70. Inthe
future final judgment, covenant-breakers will die the second death.
“ And death and hell were cast into the lake of fire. Thisisthe second
death. And whosoever was not found written in the book of life was
cast into the lake of fire” (Rev. 20:14-15).

In both versions of this parable, the profitable servants receive
rewards based on their prior performance. “Hislord said unto him,
WEell done, thou good and faithful servant: thou hast been faithful
over afew things, | will maketheeruler over many things: enter thou
into the joy of thy lord” (Matt. 25:21). “And he said unto him, Well,
thou good servant: because thou hast been faithful in a very little,
have thou authority over 10 cities (Luke 19:17). This testifiesto an
extension of life on earth. Their venue does not change. What they
have achieved in history will lead to greater authority and therefore
greater responsibility in a post-judgment world. This testifies to a
post-resurrection world that will have continuity with this one, but
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without the presence of evil-doers: a major discontinuity. With res-
pect to the final judgment on Old Covenant Israel, the church inher-
ited everything associated with the kingdom. In the post-resurrection
world, the church will inherit the earth, which will then become co-
extensive with God'’ s kingdom.

What wasfinal for Old Covenant Israel in A.D. 70 was at the same
time the beginning of the church’ sexclusive monopoly of titlefor the
kingdom of God/heaven. The inheritance of Old Covenant Israel in
A.D. 70 was passed exclusively to the church. This kingdom still
operatesin history. The progressive extension of the kingdom by the
church is described in the parable of the rich man: his departure, his
long journey, and hisreturn. The next accounting will befinal. It will
end the long period of history that the Bible defines as the kingdom
of God/heaven.

With respect to the church, thetime was short before the judgment
came on Old Covenant Israel. Y et this parable speaks of aruler who
goes on along journey. This indicates that Jesus looked ahead and
saw two judgments: on Old Covenant Israel, asthe culmination of its
long period of poor stewardship, and the final judgment, as the
culmination of the church’slong period of stewardship.

Sheep and Goats Assembled, Yet Separated

Next comes something very different from the two kingdom para-
bles. The final section of Matthew 25 deals with the final judgment
at theend of time: the sheep and the goats. Thispassageisnot limited
to the kingdom of God. What it describesis a general judgment.

When the Son of man shall comein hisglory, and all the holy angels
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with him, then shall he sit upon the throne of his glory: And before
him shall be gathered all nations: and he shall separate them one
from another, as a shepherd divideth his sheep from the goats: And
he shall set the sheep on his right hand, but the goats on the left.
Then shall the King say unto them on hisright hand, Come, ye bles-
sed of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the
foundation of the world (vv. 31-34).

Then shall he say also unto them on the left hand, Depart from me,
yecursed, into everlasting fire, prepared for the devil and hisangels
(v. 41).

The goats here are corporately separated from the sheep. Why?
Paul tellsuswhy in | Corinthians 15, which also declares an absolute
separation: celestial bodies vs. terrestrial bodies, spiritual bodiesvs.
natural bodies, incorrupt bodies vs. corrupt bodies. They will never
mingle. Thisprohibition on mingling appliesto the sheep. When God
finally judges sin and its effects, he will bring together all of the
membersof Hischurch, but none of themwill bein aterrestrial body.
This is why all covenant-keepers who are alive at Christ’s second
coming will havetheir bodies changed before they meet the returning
saintsfrom heaven. With respect to the goats, thereis separation from
the sheep because sin and its effectsare still with the goats. They will
not receive purified bodies and souls at the resurrection, for Christ’s
perfect humanity was not imputed to them by God in history. Their
moral corruption extendsinto eternity. Therefore, they cannot mingle
with the sheep. Thewall of separation will be maintained throughout
eternity, just asit is maintained between heaven and hell today.

To argue that sin-cursed covenant-keepers and sin-free covenant-
keepers can operate jointly, either in heaven or in history, isto deny
what Paul and Christ clearly taught regarding this mandatory separa-
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tion. Thisisamajor argument against any version of popular premil-
lennialism which teaches that heavenly saints will return to rule in
history alongside sin-burdened saints. (The professionally trained
theol ogiansof thedispensational movement, such asJ. Dwight Pente-
cost,® have fully understood this and have taught against any “mixed
multitude” of saints during the millennium.) But there is a related
heresy, asweshall see. Toargueinfavor of the permanent separation,
but then to conclude that the church must be separated throughout
eternity into two parts—celestial and terrestrial — because the church
militant will always coexist with the church triumphant, isto deny the
final judgment’s bringing together of both branches of the church
through the discontinuous transformation of the pre-first death
members of Christ’s bride: from corruption into incorruption. This
eschatology —really, an anti-eschatology (no last things) —deniesthe
literal historical fulfillment of Paul’s prophecy regarding the future
resurrection of the sin-free physical bodies of the saints, who have
died the first death in Christ, to be joined with their sin-free souls
returning to earth from heaven. It also denies the future transforma-
tion from corruption to incorruption of the bodies and souls of living
and breathing covenant-keepers at the time of Christ’s coming at the
final judgment.

Thereweretwo final judgmentsin Christ’ steachings: the one that
ended the Old Covenant order in A.D. 70, and the other that will end
Satan’s kingdom in history. The two parables in Matthew 25 were
therefore warnings to the Jews, but also still serve as warnings to
Christians. The still unfulfilled prophecy of the sheep and the goats
refers to covenant-keepers in general and covenant-breakersin gen-

3. “Thus the millennial age will be concerned only with men who have been saved but
areliving in their natural bodies.” J. Dwight Pentecost, “ The Relation between Living and
Resurrected Saintsin The Millennium,” Bibliotheca Sacra, Vol. 117 (Oct. 1960), p. 341.
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eral. Old Covenant Israel has nothing to do with it.

Heretical Preterism

Preterismisaninterpretation of biblical propheciesthat arguesthat
many, but not all, of the New Testament’s prophecies of judgment
werefulfilled in A.D. 70 with the Roman army’ s destruction of Jeru-
salem and the temple, and the defeat of Israel’s rebellion. This
interpretation hasbeen around for centuries. It isgenerally associated
with postmillennialism, but there is nothing in preterism that cannot
be accepted by amillennialists. It is because J. Marcellus Kik’ s short
books, Revelation 20 and Matthew 24, revived interest in preterism
ageneration ago that postmillennialismisclosely associated withthis
view. Kik was a postmillennialist, and so was R. J. Rushdoony, who
encouraged the Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Company to
publish Kik’s two short books in one paperback, An Eschatol ogy of
Victory (1971). Itisquite possiblefor an amillennialist to hold classic
preterism, just as C. Vanderwaal does.*

Classic preterism argues that the key to understanding the proph-
ecies of Matthew 24 isverse 34: “Verily | say unto you, This gener-
ation shall not pass, till all thesethingsbefulfilled.” Everything prior
to this verse was fulfilled by the fall of Jerusalem. In contrast, the
separation of the sheep and the goats in Matthew 25 has always been
seen by the church as referring to the final judgment. Heretical pret-
erism contends that Matthew 25 is governed by the prophetic time
frame of Matthew 24:34. Indeed, all New Testament prophecy issaid

4. C. Vanderwaal, Hal Lindsey and Biblical Prophecy (Neerlander, Alberta: Inheritance
Publications, [1978] 1991).
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to be governed by this verse. As heretical preterist J. Stuart Russell
asked rhetorically in 1878, “What can be more comprehensive and
conclusive than our Lord’ s words, ‘Verily | say unto you, This gen-
eration shall not pass, till all thesethingsbefulfilled’ 7’ The pointis,
this passage is not comprehensive. It applies to the events described
in Matthew 24, but we may not legitimately assume that it covers
every eschatological passage in the New Testament, which is what
heretical preterists assume and then attempt to prove. In this attempt,
they wind up in one of two camps:. dualism or perfectionism-Pelag-
ianism, as we shall see.

A dualist believesin the eternality of evil. There will be no final
judgment in history. There will never be atime in history when men
are free from sin. History, cursed by sin, is eternal. It operates side-
by-side heaven. The New Heavensand New Earth will alwaysbesin-
cursed. Satan’s successful entrapment of Adam will have its effects
throughout eternity. God will never overcome sinin history.

Heretical preterismisan interpretation of biblical propheciesthat
arguesthat all of the New Testament’ s prophecies of judgment were
fulfilled in A.D. 70. To argue that all of the prophecies concerning
God's final judgment were fulfilled in A.D. 70 is to take a public
stand against Paul’ steaching regarding the final inheritance of incor-
ruption only by incorruption. It is also to reject the historic creeds of
the church. The heretical preterists deny the creeds of the church on
this point, whichiswhy they are heretical ecclesiastically. They deny
Paul with regard to the final overcoming of sin in history — the full
inheritance of incorruption by incorruption —which is why they are
heretical theologically. They proclaim “full preterism,” which denies

5. J. Stuart Russell, The Parousia: A Critical Inquiry into the New Testament Doctrine
of Our Lord's Second Coming, new edition (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, [no date]
1983), p. 545.
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the full inheritance of incorruption in the future. Corruption must
remain the permanent incomplete inheritance of the church militant.

Because heretical preterists believe that God's final judgment is
behind us historically — A.D. 70 — most of them (probably all of
them) also believe that sin is eternal. Sin iswith the church today in
this, the supposedly post-final-judgment world. They insist that there
isnofutureeschatological event that will transformthisworld. “What
we see now iswhat we Christianswill get in history forever.” There
is therefore no hope of deliverance from sin in history, and no hope
of deliverancefrom history for the church militant. Because preterism
is not necessarily postmillennial, this position can be interpreted as
teaching that the church militant will suffer ever-more grievously at
the hands of covenant-breakers in history, which will never end.
Surely, it means at least this. there must forever be a separation
between the church militant and the church triumphant. The Lord’'s
Prayer will never be answered: “ Thy will be donein earth, asitisin
heaven” (Matt. 6:10b). Heaven' s perfectionisforever denied to his-
tory, which isinfinite in duration. The church militant must forever
struggle with sin and its effects. Satan’s work of treachery in the
garden will never be finally and completely overcome.

There aretwo waysto affirm this heretical position in the name of
Chrigtianity. First, deny that Satan is ever fully judged and cut off
from history. Second — and thisisthe heretical preterist’s position —
affirm that Satan was finally judged in A.D. 70, but sin liveson in
mankind in history, whichiseternal. That is, sin has been forever cut
off from any connection with Satan and hisfallen angels, and isfor-
ever part of history. Thus, the following is no longer the case:

Put on the whole armour of God, that ye may be ableto stand against
thewiles of the devil. For wewrestle not against flesh and blood, but
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against principalities, against powers, against the rulers of the dark-
ness of thisworld, against spiritual wickednessin high places (Eph.
6:11-12).

Supposedly, Christians since A.D. 70 have been at war, not with
principalities and powers, but only with their own independent sin-
fulness. Satan and the principalities have been out of the picture. This
theological positionwasaffirmed inaprivateletter to meby apredes-
tinarian who adopted heretical preterism a decade ago. The author,
Walt Hibbert, later put an expanded version on the Web. On page 12
of his 16-page paper dated August, 2001, he wrote the following:
“Since Satan, therefore, was cast into the lake of fire at A.D. 70,
giving the Lord complete victory over him, he is not a force to be
reckoned with, either by the Church Militant or the Church Trium-
phant, since that time.” He even quotes Walt Kelley, the cartoonist
who put these words in Pogo Possum’ s mouth: “We have found the
enemy, and itisus!” Walt Kelley was funny. Walt Hibbert is not.

Siniseterna inthisman’sview. Therewill never beafinal over-
coming of sinin history or eternity, for history is coterminous with
eternity. Responding to me (in this instance, accurately), he wrote:
“He[North] demandsavisible manifestation of sin being completely
removed from the earth. He obviously is looking for an extreme lit-
eral fulfillment of this covenantal concept of deliverance from sin.
The Scripture teaches otherwise” (p. 12). Thisisthe heresy of dual-
ism, pure and simple. Heis clearly no perfectionist. Heistherefore a
dualist. This heretical preterist insists that death will reign in history
forever. In effect, he answers Paul’s rhetorical question “O, death,
where isthy sting?’ with this: “ Forever.”

But what of the fina judgment? A myth, he says. “The phrase
‘“final judgment’ doesnot appear in Scripture.” My responseto thisbit
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of sophistry is simple: neither does the word “Trinity.”

This view of history and eternity stands in opposition to what
every branch of the Trinitarian church hastaught throughout recorded
history. Thisman knowsthisand is proud —immensely proud — of it.
He responds to my defense of the creeds as follows:

Our author definitely makes it clear where his supreme authority
lies. It snot the Bible; it isthe historic creedsthat arereally hisfinal
authority. . . . The cry of some pseudo-preterists seems to be best
expressed in the words: “ Abandon Sola Scriptura— back to Rome.

This man is a sophist, and not a very skilled one. The creeds that
| have cited are fourth-century creeds. Any orthodox Christian who
defends the Trinity goes to them. Is this “back to Rome’? No; it is
back to ecclesiastical orthodoxy. Thereisno institutional orthodoxy
without creeds. Thisman, inthenameof Calvin and the Reformation,
throws out Niceabecause he knowsthat it brands him and hisfellows
as heretics. He also abandons the Belgic Confession and the West-
minster Confession, inthenameof Reformed Presbyterianism (which
he claims to represent). Thisis subversion. Mark it well.

Until recently, the heretical nature of their position hasbeen down-
played by the system’s own public defenders. They have preferred,
for tactical and perhaps personal psychological reasons, to avoid dis-
cussing the obviousimplicationsof their position. If they enthusi asti-
cally and continually declared their view of history as sin-cursed for-
ever, they would eventually be excommunicated. Their main spokes-
men have preferred to avoid this. But now afew of them are growing
bolder than the more cautious founders, aslate-arrival heretics even-
tually do. They will force the hand of the leaders, just as my original
essay forced their hand. That was my original intent: to force afew of
them to defend their heresy forthrightly in public. Now one of them
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has, on-line. For this, | am grateful. May his colleagues have equal
courage. David Green responded in July, 2001. | reproduce his
answers, word for word, at the end of this essay. When you read
them, you will know why | have called for the excommunication of
anyone who persistsin defending these views.

If these people do get excommunicated, they will have to fund
their own churches with their own money. This is as it should be.
They should not redefine the meaning of common wordsin Scripture
in order to make their secret, “insiders-only” positions seem more
acceptable to naive church members who have not examined the
details of their system. They should all forcefully say in public that
the historic creeds are wrong and therefore not binding on them as
church members. They should have the courage to chalenge the
eldersin their congregations to publicly abandon or rewrite both the
Nicene Creed and the Apostles Creed. It istimefor heretical preter-
iststo come clean in public and confidently declaretheir belief in the
eternal separation of the church militant and the church triumphant,
challenging all of their theological opponents to refute them, to
excommunicatethemif they dare. To do lessthan thisisto substitute
astrategy of subversion for open theological discussion. Itistimefor
them publicly to answer Paul’ s rhetorical question, “O death, where
isthy sting?” with the only answer that is consistent with their sys-
tem: “In history and forever.”

The implications of this position are numerous. First, God will
never bring history to a close; thus, good and evil will battle for the
minds and souls of men eternally. Second, because corruption cannot
inherit incorruption, as most heretical preterists acknowledge when
pressed, the continuity of corruption in history makesimpossible any
inheritance of perfection in some post-resurrection New Heaven and
New Earth (Rev. 21; 22). The only New Heaven and New Earth that
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Christianswill ever obtain in their physical bodiesis an extension of
what Christians experience now. Third, Paul’ s promise of the eschat-
ological transformation of the creation at the final judgment (I Cor.
15:24-25, 42-50) is seen as applying not to the creation but to the
individual’ stransformation at death. Corruption in history iseternal.
Terrestrial bodieswill occupy the earth for aslong as celestial bodies
praise God in heaven. Fourth, covenant-breakers possess equally
valid eschatological claimsto the earth as covenant-keepers do. The
tares will occupy the field of history eternally, right alongside the
wheat. Matthew 13 will never cometo passastheend of history: “As
therefore thetares are gathered and burned in thefire; so shall it bein
the end of thisworld. The Son of man shall send forth hisangels, and
they shall gather out of hiskingdom all things that offend, and them
which do iniquity; And shall cast them into a furnace of fire: there
shall be wailing and gnashing of teeth” (vv. 40-42).

Anyonewho equatesthefulfillment of thisprophecy with A.D. 70
has broken with the historic faith of the church. Such aview stands
out most clearly initsreection of the post-resurrection fulfillment of
verse 43: “Then shall the righteous shine forth as the sun in the king-
dom of their Father. Who hath earsto hear, let him hear.” Heretical
preterists refuse to hear.

Sometimes heretics help usto hear more clearly. They pressure us
to do our homework. One place to begin is a book edited by Keith
Matheson, When Shall These Things Be?, whichispublished by P& R
Books. But the following ought to be sufficient.

The Deviant Theology of J. Stuart Russell
When apastor discoversthat someonein hiscongregation believes

350



Appendix

what the member callsfull preterism, it would be wise for the pastor
to devote several sermons to refuting the heretical version of preter-
ism, most notably the views of J. Stuart Russell. Russell’ s book isa
common, agreed-upon source for contemporary proponents of heret-
ical preterism. If the member can be made to say to the elders, “But
| don’'t believe what Russell taught,” the elders will have left the
member theologically defenseless. To refute Russell isto refute the
theol ogical foundationfor modern heretical preterism, at leastin Pres-
byterian and Reformed circles. It is not worth your time to interact
with numerous epigone who have adopted Russell’ s theology. They
want you to interact with them. Interaction appearsto givethem cred-
ibility. I recommend that you forego the opportunity. Asthe old say-
ing goes, “you don’t need to eat all of arotten apple to know it’ srot-
ten.” Once you refute Russell, you have refuted his followers.

Russell taught that the parable of the 10 virginsrefers exclusively
to the imminent fall of Jerusalem. He also taught that the separation
of sheep and goats described in Matthew 25 refersexclusively to this
event. “ The parables of the ten virgins, the talents, and the sheep and
the goats all belong to this same event, and are fulfilled in the
judgment of Isragl.”® Also fulfilled in A.D. 70 was the bodily resur-
rection of the dead, he said. “The resurrection of the dead, the judg-
ment of the world, and the casting out of Satan are represented as
coincident with the Parousia, and near at hand.”” Here is his general
principle of prophetic interpretation:

We have in these passages another new phrase in connexion with
the approaching consummation, which is peculiar to the Fourth

6. Russell, Parousia, p. 140.

7. 1bid., pp. 139-40.
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Gospel. Wenever find in the Synopticsthe expression ‘ thelast day,’
although we do find its equivalents, ‘that day,” and ‘the day of
judgment.” It cannot be doubted that these expressions are synony-
mous, and refer to the same period. But we have already seen that
the judgment is contemporaneous with the * end of theage’ (sontel-
eiaton awnoj), and weinfer that * thelast day’ isonly another form
of the expression ‘the end of the age or Aeon.” The Parousiaalso is
constantly represented as coincident in point of time with the ‘end
of the age,’ so that al these great events, the Parousia, the resurrec-
tion of the dead, the judgment, and the last day, are contemporane-
ous. Since, then, the end of the age isnot, asis generally imagined,
the end of the world, or total destruction of the earth, but the close
of the Jewish economy; and since our Lord Himself distinctly and
frequently placesthat event within the limits of the existing genera-
tion, we conclude that the Parousia the resurrection, the judgment,
and the last day, all belong to the period of the destruction of Jeru-
salem.®

Russell’ s book is an example of heresy by stealth, assuming that

he believed in the doctrine of original sin. By relegating to A.D. 70
all of the New Testament’ s passages that relate to the final judgment,
Russell implicitly introduced a variant of dualism: the eternality of
evil asaforcein history. | can well understand why he refused to put
his name on thefirst edition of hisbook in 1878.° He wanted to “test
thewaters’ before heidentified himself in public. Why elsewould he
insist that his book be published anonymously, the same way that
Karl Marx and Friedrich Engelspublished The Manifesto of the Com-

munist Party in 1848.

8. Ibid., p. 126.
9. Ibid., p. 1.
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Giventhefact of original sin, which ispermanent in corrupt man-
kind, Russell’ seschatology isdualistic, but he moves hisdisciplesto
this position by default. As a result of his theology, they initially
decide what they do not believe about eschatol ogy — the final, comp-
rehensive, worldwide inheritance of incorruption by incorruption —
but they rarely publicly announce what they, by default, must believe
about the future: an eternal conflict between good and evil. Russell
was as subtle as a serpent, for he held the formal theol ogy of the ser-
pent: the eternality of the historical kingdom of Satan.

Was He Really a Dualist?

Russell’ s language at the end of his book indicates that he was a
postmillennialist. He was not. Hewas adualist. If he was not adual-
ist, then he was a perfectionist and a Pelagian. Some perfectionists
teach that a sinner can overcome original sin through self-discipline
under God. Others teach that perfection is attained at the time of
regeneration — not merely Christ’s perfect moral status imputed to
him legally, but His perfect moral status worked out historicaly.
Pel agianism teachesthat, in theory, some people need not ever sin at
all, from womb to tomb.

Russell began the final section of his book with a crucial admis-
sion: the Bible is silent regarding the future of history. For him, the
Bibleis silent about eschatology — the last things — because all New
Testament prophecy was fulfilled in A.D. 70. He writes: “Here we
might pause, for Scripture prophecy guidesusno further.”** He spoke
of history asif it were open-ended eschatol ogically — the essence of

10. Ibid., p. 549.
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dualism in a world where origina sin exists. His next sentence is
important in this regard: “But the close of the aeon is not the end of
theworld, and thefate of Israel teaches us nothing respecting the des-
tiny of the human race.”** Hewaswrong. Christ’ scorporate judgment
of the Old Covenant order in A.D. 70 teaches Christians to expect a
future corporate judgment of the whole world. After along period,
from Abraham’s call until A.D. 70, Christ returned to require afinal
accounting from that nation which had long possessed the kingdom
of God. At that time, Hetransferred Hiskingdomto the church (Matt.
21:43), which is now an international institution, a new nation. He
will come again in judgment to require afinal corporate accounting
from His people and from all mankind, as John taught in Revelation
20:12-15.

Russell continued: “Whether wewill or no, we cannot help specu-
lating about the future. . . .” Here he identified all statements about
the church’ s future as mere speculation. Thiswas because his herm-
eneutic appliesall biblical prophecy to A.D. 70. Thereis supposedly
nothing left over to guide Christians or the church regarding the fu-
ture. For the brief remainder of the book, he cited not one passage
that deals explicitly with prophecy. How could he? He had already
squandered exegetically on A.D. 70 the church’ seschatol ogical inher-
itance. So, he speculated. What he proposed bore asuperficial resem-
blance to postmillennialism’s view of the future. But a postmillen-
nialism that is stripped of all Bible passages relating either to proph-
ecy or to eschatol ogy —last things—ismerely adisguised importation
into the church of either the late nineteenth century’ s pop-Darwinian
ideal of moral progress or €l se perfectionism-Pelagianism.

Russell theninvokedtheLord’ sPrayer: “Thy will bedonein earth,

11. 1bid., p. 549.
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asitisin heaven’ (Matt. 6:10b). He commented: “For every God-
taught prayer contains a prophecy, and conveys apromise.”*? Indeed,
it does. Thiscorporate prayer (“ our Father,” not “ my Father”) asksfor
corporate perfection: life on earth will someday be as sin-free aslife
in heaven. It asksfor aworld inwhich the church militant will follow
thewill of God on earth with the same success asthe church triumph-
ant does now. This can be achieved in only one way: by completely
removing sin from the world. The church militant must be trans-
formed into the church triumphant. This will be done discontinu-
ously, Paul taught: in the twinkling of an eye (I Cor. 15:52). Perfec-
tion for sinful man can never be the culmination of the compound
growth of righteousnessover sinin history. Man isburdened by orig-
ina sin. The effects of original sin arein his very being. Moral cor-
ruption is a permanent condition in every man in history, Paul taught
(Rom. 7). It can be overcome only by the discontinuous intervention
of God: either at theindividual’ sdeath or at thelast trump. Inhistory,
No person can ever escape thislimitation: “If we say that we have no
sin, we deceive ourselves, and thetruthisnot inus’ (1 John 1:8). The
perfectionist denies this, which iswhy heis aheretic.?

Russell denied that there will be a last trump. There will be no
final corporatetransformation of the church militant. The church mil-
itant iseternal, asfar asthe Bible tells us, if we apply every passage
dealing with final judgment to A.D. 70. Russell imported an alien
imitation of postmillennialism to match his alien concept of time
without end. He wrote: “The true implication of New Testament
prophecy, instead of leaving us in darkness, encourages hope. It

12. bid., p. 553.

13. B. B. Warfield, Studies in Perfectionism (Philadel phia: Presbyterian & Reformed,
[1931] 1958).
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relievesthe gloom which hung over aworld which wasbelieved to be
destined to perish. Thereisno reason to infer that because Jerusalem
was destroyed the world must burn; or, because the apostate nation
was condemned, the human race must be consigned to perdition. All
sinister anticipation rests upon an erroneous interpretation of Scrip-
ture; and, thefallaciesbeing cleared away, the prospect brightenswith
a glorious hope.”* Some hope: the ethical progress of the church
militant in history, with no prospect of a discontinuous deliverance
from the curse of death, or deliverance from the burden of original
sin, or the final victory of God over His covenantal enemiesin his-
tory. Some hope: theeternality of original sinanditscursesin history.

Unless. . . . Unless Russell did not believe in original sin. He
ended his book on this upbeat note: “ This world belongs no more to
the devil, but to God. Christ will redeem it, and will recover it, and
draw al men unto him.”*> This may mean progressive sanctification
without final sanctification, i.e., the permanence of residua sin for-
ever: aheresy (dualism). If it does not mean this, then it must mean
absolute perfection in history: a heresy (perfectionism). It would
therefore mean that Christians can escape origina sin in history: a
heresy (Pelagianism).

Russell was not a postmillennialist, despite a superficial resem-
blance. He was either a happy-face dualist or else a perfectionist-
Pelagian. Whichever he was, he was heretical, and not just a little
heretical. He stood in defiance of the church’ screeds and confessions
on the question of the final judgment, and in doing so, he adopted
either an implicit dualism or else multiple explicit heresies that deny
the permanence of original sinin history.

14. Russell, Parousia, pp. 551-52.

15. bid., p. 553.
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Thisisalwaysthereality of heresy. Y ou cannot limit heresy to just
one. To adopt oneforcesyou to adopt others. Russell’ sofficial heresy
was his denia of the final judgment. He chose not to name his
accompanying heresy (dualism) or heresies (perfectionism-Pel agian-
ism), but they are inevitable implications of his system nonethel ess.

Russell’ s modern disciples can successfully refute my accusation
that he was adualist only by arguing that he was a perfectionist and
aPelagian. Thiswill do them little good if they are brought to trial in
churchesthat adhere to the teachings of John Calvin. (Lutheranism’s
official amillennialism is sufficient to condemn them in Lutheran
churches.) If they are found to be promoting heretical preterismina
Presbyterian church, they will find no theological support for any
denial of their dualism by an affirmation of perfectionism-Pelagian-
ism. On the other hand, if they are not perfectionists or Pelagians,
then they are dualists. Take your pick.

| pick dualism for them. Thisis because | see Russell’ s theology
as offering an indefinite extension of time to Satan and/or Satan’'s
legacy to man: original sin. Russell says that the world belongs to
God. So what? God has always owned theworld. Original sinisnev-
ertheless aforce that can be overcomein men only by God’ s discon-
tinuous tranglation of their bodies. terrestrial bodies into celestial.
Only if Russell did not believe in original sin —and on this, he was
silent —was he not a dualist.

If he was not a dualist, then the two key theological questions
regarding histheology are these. First, on what theol ogical basis can
any Christian argue that original sin will be completely removed in
history? Second, how much time has God allotted to history, i.e., the
realminwhich original sinoperates, and the church militant struggles
continually to overcome sin progressively? It is clear that Russell
denied any future, final, and discontinuous corporate judgment of the
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world by God. He was therefore unquestionably heretical — a man
who was wise initially to publish his book anonymously. It is clear
that he also denied any future, final, and discontinuous corporate
deliverance of the church militant from the bondage and curse of
origina sin. He was therefore unquestionably heretical.

Hisdisciplesnow havethe moral responsibility of decidingwhich
of his possible heresies to accept by remaining his disciples. either
dualism or acombined package of perfectionism-Pelagianism. There
is no orthodox theological way out for any follower of Russell who
affirms the doctrine of original sin. By adopting Russell’ s theory of
world history without a final corporate judgment, but also without
Russell’ s perfectionism and Pelagianism, he must affirm dualism: a
world without end and al so without deliverance from sin. Thisview
grants to Satan what the creeds and confessions deny: influence in
history forever.

| recommend demanding an immediate public recantation and
personal repentance of Russell’ stheology. Barringthis, | recommend
the heretic’s excommunication by his church’sjudicial body. But an
excommunicant always retains his liberty of conscience. He has his
choiceamong several possible Russelliteheresies. Russell wasavery
creative theologian. He offered so many ways for his followers to
drift into heresy! The elders should alow the accused member to
identify the heresy for which he is then excommunicated.

Russell is typical of most one-shot theological heretics. He took
his stand against the entire church, wrote one book, and let it go at
that. But, in theology as in everything else, you cannot change just
one thing. Y ou cannot revise just one doctrine. Trinitarian theology
after almost two millenniaisafinely honed, carefully balanced enter-
prise. Orthodox theol ogians know that when anyone revisesasingle
doctrine, even at the edges, awholehost of fall-out effectswill result.
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An innovating theologian has an obligation to explore these unin-
tended and unforeseen implications and deal with them before here-
leases his new discovery to the church.

Russell rgected thedoctrineof final corporatejudgment. Hewrote
anarrowly focused monograph that promoted the obviously heretical
position of “no final corporate judgment and no end of history,” and
then he abandoned his naive disciples to take the consequences for
defending histhesis. Histhesisimmediately raised the issue of dual-
ismvs. Pelagianism, but he provided no indication in hisbook that he
recognized either implication. Hedid not try to deal with theseissues
exegetically or philosophically.

He initially published his book anonymously. This indicates that
he recognized at least some of the personal risksin proposing such a
creed-defying thesis. Most of his followers have not been equally
alert totheserisks. They have committed themselvesemationally and
intellectually to aticking time bomb. Russell’ s book makes subver-
sives out of hisdisciples. As awareness spreads among church offi-
cers regarding the dangerously heretical nature of histheology, only
afew of hisfollowerswill avoid the accusation of being subversives
by becoming frontal-assault kamikazes who are willing to go public
in defense of his position. As laymen without any institutional base,
such members can bedealt with easily enough. Thesubversivesinthe
churches are the main threat. They are termites of orthodoxy.

The Structural Necessity of Subversion

Because heretical preterists opposethe historic creedsand confes-
sions of the church, they have aninstitutional problem. Their spokes-
men have only rarely been ordained as church officers. Thereis no
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good reason for aheretical preterist to seek ordination in any denom-
inationthat isgoverned by the historic creedsor by aReformation-era
confession. As soon as he announced from the pulpit or in print his
views on the final judgment, he would be subject to formal de-frock-
ing. Few menwill spend thetime and money necessary for ordination
in a hierarchical, creed-bound church in order to be publicly de-
frocked soon after he articulates his most precious distinguishing
truths. What would be the point?

This makes the heretical preterist movement of necessity aperm-
anent movement of laymen. These laymen recognize early that they
will spend their lives in the wilderness, ecclesiastically speaking.
They have cometo gripswith thisemotionally; they remainin ortho-
dox churches. They see themselves as ecclesiastical spoilersof other
men’ singtitutional legacies, not as long-term builders of their own.
The means of their spoilation is clandestine evangelism among the
faithful. They seek to recruit other laymento a“new, improved” theo-
logy that breakswith almost two millenniaof creedal tradition onthe
doctrineof thefinal judgment. Their theological positionisnot taught
in any seminary. It isnot found in any systematic theology. It is not
the product of decades or centuries of formal debate and refinement.
It is encapsulated in no formal confession of faith. This theology
remains undevel oped. Neverthel ess, its proponents continueto evan-
gelize.

Heretical preteristswant al of the benefits of church membership:
Christian fellowship, the sacraments, and help in times of need. But
they are unwilling to start their own congregations, ordain their own
ministers, pay for their own buildings, start their own seminariesor,
aboveall, cometo any formal, judicially enforceabl e agreement with
one another regarding the details of what it is that they believe about
auniverse without afinal historical judgment.
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They seek to create afellowship of private confessional believers
withinalarger fellowship of public confessional believers. Thelarger
fellowship is covenantal. It is based on a public creed or confession
of faith that formally rejects the eschatological position of heretical
preterism. Heretical preteriststoday cannot win by afrontal assault on
these creeds and confessions. They do not have the votes. So, they
seek to create their own insiders’ group within alocal congregation.
They seek to create a divisive mentality of “themvs. us’ intheir tar-
geted victims, where “them” represents the covenantal hierarchy of
the church, and “us’ refers to members of a clandestine sub-group
who have formally placed themselves under the judicial authority of
elderswhose task it is to police the congregation by means of adoc-
trinal statement. Thenthey clandestinely deny thetruth of thebinding
doctrinal statement. A few of their spokesmen are public; most of
them are not. If these laymen do not call attention to themselves by
making public pronouncements, they can continue to recruit.

They can operatein thisway far more successfully in adenomina-
tionthat doesnot requirelaymenformally to affirm their commitment
to the denomination’s confession of faith as a condition of gaining
voting membership. This is one reason why heretical preterism is
spreading inside Presbyterian churches. Presbyterianism’ sby-lawsdo
not require either voting or communing membersto affirm allegiance
to the Westminster standards or any previous church creed. Thisfact
makes far easier the recruiting activities of heretical preterists. They
can quietly go about their evangelism, and, whenever discovered by
church authorities, they can evade or at least postpone the threat of
church sanctions. How? Because they have never affirmed the Wes-
tminster standards. The church’s authorities must actively seek to
force them to admit that they are in rebellion. This is not easy. It
usually takes a formal hearing. It may take a trial. Only rarely will
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heretical preterists make an admission of guilt voluntarily. Why
should they? Not for conscience's sake. They are not emotionally
burdened by guilt for subverting confessional standards that they
have never formally affirmed. By keeping quiet in public and recruit-
ing in the shadows, they can undermine the orthodoxy of other lay-
men before church authorities recognize what is going on.

Presbyterian laymen can promote heresy without violating Pres-
byterian law until such time as they are ordered by a local church
court to cease and desist. They have not previously been asked by the
elders to affirm their commitment to the Westminster standards. As
long asthey do not seek ordination, which requiresformal affirmation
of the Westminster standards, they feel free to evangelize for their
position on a guilt-free basis because, technically, they are not vio-
lating any formal rules. They adhere to the letter of Presbyterian law
while defying its spirit.

“But | Don’'t Believe That!”

Heretical preterism is strictly a laymen’s movement. Heretical
preteristshold no church councils, hammer out no statementsof faith,
sign no affirmations, and submit themsel vesto no ecclesiastical auth-
ority that can enforce the provisions of their defining theology. They
refuse to subordinate themselves formally to anyone in their move-
ment who could then hold them accountable for what they say or do.
Instead, they officially subordinate themselves to historic churches,
but they mentally crosstheir fingersregarding the clear statements of
the historic creeds and confessions regarding the final judgment as
being in thefuture. When it comesto these historic creeds, they men-
tally say to themselves, “But | don’t believe that.”
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Thisphrase—*“But | don’'t believe that!” —isaway of psychologi-
cal preservation for them. It is their way of being in the historic
church, but not being confessionally of it. Thisphraseisalso amajor
component of their strategy of subversion. When confronted by
church authorities regarding the obvious implications of their faith,
they respond, “But | don’t believethat.” They can get away with this
because their intellectual spokesmen usually refuse to put into print
the obvioudly heretical implications of their faith: either dualism or
perfectionism-Pelagianism. A critic cannot go to a public document
that they have passed around privately that openly declares the dual-
ism or perfectionistimplicationsof their position. Whenthey are con-
fronted by church officials with these inescapabl e theol ogical impli-
cations, they seek to evade responsibility for them by saying, “But |
don’'t believethat.” Thisgainsthem additional timeto underminethe
orthodox faith of laymen around them whom they continue clandes-
tinely to seek to recruit.

They do not choose to make a public announcement of their faith
in its dualist implications or its aternative perfectionist-Pelagian
implications. Some of them may not even be aware of theseimplica-
tions. Thisisnot an erain which laymen are encouraged or trained to
think theologically. Those few who do have an interest in theology
can be sidetracked by other laymen who hand them athick, seemingly
thought-out book like The Parousia. Thisiswhy the subversivesgain
converts.

Orthodox Christians, especialy church officers, should recognize
thisheresy for what it is: either an affirmation of the eternal power of
Satan through mankind’s original sin or else adenial of the perma-
nence of original sin in history. | think heretical preterism today is
dualistic rather than perfectionist, becauseits adherents are believers
inoriginal sin. Given the doctrine of the permanence of original sin,
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heretical preterism represents one more attempt to import dualism
into the church: the doctrine of an eternally unresolved struggle
between good and evil.

Church officers who learn of any member’s commitment to the
doctrine of “full preterism” have an obligation to help this member
clarify hisor her thinking, and either becomefully consistent with the
full-preterist position or elsefully abandon it. The member should be
brought before the church’s session or other disciplinary body and
asked the following six questions in writing:

1. IsGod'sfinal judgment (Matt. 25:31-46; Rev. 20:12-15)
behind us historically?

2. Isthe physical resurrection of the dead (I Cor. 15; | Thes.
4:13-18; Rev. 20:12-13) behind us historically?

3. Will the church militant struggle against sin in history forever,
paralleling the church triumphant’ seternally sin-free existence
in heaven?

4. Will sin and its curse, including physical death, continue
throughout history, paraleling sin-free eternity in heaven?

5. Isorigina sin atemporary condition of mankind in his-
tory?

6. AretheApostles Creed, Nicene Creed, and Athanasian Creed

incorrect when they identify Christ’'s final judgment of the
living and the dead as being in the future?

If he answers yes to question four, he has adopted dualism. If he
answers yes to question five, he has adopted either perfectionism or
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Pelagianism. If he answers yesto both four and five, heis confused.

It is quite possible that the member has not thought through the
implications of his position. He may not be willing to affirm any of
these conclusions. In fact, his refusal to affirm any of thisis quite
likely. The elders must be prepared for the standard answer of hereti-
cal preteristswho are “caught in the act”: “But | don’'t believe that!”
In order to pressure the member to begin to think carefully about
whatever it is that he really does believe, it is imperative that the
disciplinary body obtain a signed statement from the member that he
does not affirm any of these six views, and also that he holds the
opposite views. The signed and dated statement should look some-
thing like this:

| believe the following:

God's fina judgment is still in the future. The judgment that He
brought on Israel and the Old Covenantin A.D. 70 was not the final
judgment described in Matthew 25:31-46; | Corinthians 15:24-56,
and Revelation 20:12-15.

God'sfina judgment will involve the simultaneous resurrection of
all of the dead, at which time God will publicly identify covenant-
keepers and covenant-breakers (Matt. 25:31-46). Members of each
group will be consigned to their eternal places of abode: either the
New Heaven and New Earth (Rev. 21; 22) or the lake of fire (Rev.
20:15).

Sin will no longer operate in history after this final judgment of
Satan and all those joined by covenant to him.

Thiswill be the fulfillment of the Lord’ s prayer, “Thy will be done
in earth, asitisin heaven.”
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If the congregationis Presbyterian, the member must al so be asked
tosign an affirmation of Chapter XX X111 of the Westminster Confes-
sion of Faith and Answer 90 of the Larger Catechism. This signed
statement constitutes a formal rejection of the “ full preterist” posi-
tion. The member must be told in advance that this signed statement
can be shown to others at the discretion of the session. If the member
refuses to sign such a statement under these conditions, the elders
should continue the disciplinary process.

There are only three lawful ways out of alocal congregation: by
death, by letter of transfer, and by excommunication. Presbyterian
laymen who have been brought before the church’s session because
they are suspected of holding heretical preterism, and who persistin
their commitment to heretical preterism by refusing to sign a state-
ment that is consistent with the Westminster standards, must be re-
moved from membership by excommunication.

Dealing I nstitutionally With Heretical Preterism

Ecclesiastical judgment is necessary (I Cor. 6). It is a prelude to
final jJudgment. Morethan this: it isan affirmation of final judgment.
Thisiswhat Paul told the church at Corinth. He told them that they
had an obligation to deal with public sin in their midst (I Cor. 5).
Modern churches are no less obligated.

Those who hold heretical preterism are not inclined to keep their
eschatological opinionsto themselves—just the theological implica-
tions of their opinions. A pastor should assumethat any church mem-
ber who has been influenced by Russell’ s book or by Russell’ s con-
temporary disciples has discussed Russell’ s ideas with members of
the congregation, though not its dualist or its perfectionist impli-
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cations. As with Russell himself, who initially published his book
anonymously, hisdisciplesare sometimes clandestinein their promo-
tion of these opinions. A pastor should automatically assume that a
strategy of subversionisin operation whenever hediscoversevenone
Russdllite in his congregation. He must take steps to undermine it
early.

Heretical preterismisamatter for church discipline, not academic
debate in ajoint forum. These two approaches for dealing with theo-
logical error must be distinguished. In 1880, the faculty of Princeton
Seminary made acatastrophic error. They decided to enter into ajoint
publishing venturewith liberal Union Seminary. Thiswastheideaof
Union’s Charles A. Briggs, who was de-frocked for heresy in 1893,
mainly because of his harsh rhetoric in an 1891 lecture.® Briggs
understood in 1880 that if he could lure the Princeton faculty into a
jointly sponsored debate over the higher criticism of the Bible, he
could move thisissue from amatter of church disciplineto atopic of
formal academic debate — just one opinion anong many. Thejointly
published journal, Presbyterian Review, opened the floodgates to
higher criticism within the Presbyterian Church, 1881-83." These
gates were never again closed.

No critic of Russell’s version of preterism should participate in
any joint venture with those who hold any variation of Russell’ sposi-
tion unlesshe publicly identifiesthe position as heretical and amatter
of church discipline. If athird party invites representatives of hereti-
cal preterism to present their case, orthodox Christians involved in
the conference or forum should begin their presentations with a clear
statement that heretical preterism isin fact heretical and should be a

16. North, Crossed Fingers, chaps. 4, 5.
17. Ibid., ch. 3.
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matter of church discipline. Academics tend to forget that public
debates are representative forums. Theseforumsgrant equal statusto
all participants. A Russellite should never be acknowledged as pos-
sessing equal status by someonewho affirmsthehistoric creedsof the
church. He should be treated asif he were a Jehovah’ s Witness. The
Apostles’ Creed is more clearly anti-Russellite than it is anti-Arian.
Jehovah' sWitnessesare Arians. Bothformsof Russellismareequally
heretical: J. Stuart’s and Charles Taze's. They should be dealt with
inside the church in the same way.

Conclusion

God' sfinal judgment of theworld is coming. It did not take place
inA.D. 70, whichwas God’ sfinal judgment on Old Covenant Israel.
The bodily resurrection of all mankind isin the future. The dumping
of the contents of hell into the lake of fire also lies ahead. If aperson
to be an orthodox Christian, he should take his stand publicly with
Paul, John, and the historic creeds and confessions of the church.
They all agree with respect to thefinal judgment: it lies ahead. For as
long as original sin remains the condition of humanity, God's final
judgment of the world remainsin the future.

Heretical preterism offersno eschatol ogy, if wedefine eschatology
as “the doctrine of last things.” For heretical preterism, there are no
last things for the church militant. Thereisonly eternity: the perma-
nently sin-cursed world of the church militant and theincorrupt world
of the church triumphant. In place of eschatology, heretical preterism
offers either dualism or perfectionism-Pelagianism. In our day, it
offers mainly dualism: the equal ultimacy of good and evil forever,
world without end, amen. It offers avision of a church that forever
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will receive agrim answer to its prayer, “Thy will be done in earth,
asitisinheaven.” That answer issimple: “Not achance.” It is Satan
who gives this answer, not God.

J. Stuart Russell introduced his book with this statement: “The
work isalmost wholly exegetical; and thereis no attempt to invent or
establish a theory, but only, by honest and faithful interpretation of
the New Testament Scriptures, to allow them to speak for them-
selves.”*® | conclude with this warning: whenever anyone tells you
that he is merely letting the facts speak for themselves, and that he
has no hidden agenda or underlying theory, | strongly advise you to
keep your hand upon your wallet and your back against the wall.

For orthodoxy to persist, heretics must be excommunicated. Inthe
case of heretical preterism, it ishighly unlikely that it will become a
major ecclesiastical threat in my lifetime. There are too few of them,
they are underfunded, they cannot get through ordination without hid-
ing their beliefs, and they have yet to produce a single systematic
theology that incorporates their dualism. The old rule is true: “Y ou
can’'t change just one thing.” Their dualism threatens all aspects of
orthodoxy and ethics, not just eschatology. Theology is a package
deal. Their package is openly, forthrightly, defiantly, middle-finger-
extended heretical.

They are devoted to the cause of dualism. They want to take over
our churches in order to rewrite the historic creeds to conform to
dualism. That which they cannot subvert and capture, they will des-
troy. Whatever they cannot run in terms of their agenda, they will
undermine. They have not been willing to pay the freight to build
their own publishing houses, congregations, and ordination process.
They seek the positive sanctions of church membership without the

18. Russell, Parousia, p. 1.
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threat of negative sanctions. They want accessto the sacraments des-
pite their denial of the confession that gains them legal accessto the
sacraments. They want Christian fellowship on their terms, namely,
their right to quietly teach an alien faith and subvert orthodoxy. They
want the right to re-write the historic creeds and then toss you out.
Fortunately, they are not competent enough to succeed, but they
would give you the right boot of fellowship if you let them re-write
the creeds. Take action now. Remove them.

They will do their best to persuade orthodox people to engage
them as equals in open debate. Thisis afamiliar tactic of heretics.
They want to stay in the church and subvert it for aslong asthey can
before sanctions are applied. Y ou have already read enough to know
that these laymen are obviously far too heretical for pastorsto spend
time arguing with them. Put them on trial. Let them conduct their
debates in the shadows of the church on their own time, with their
own money. If you have alot of spare time to waste, you can argue
with them to your heart’ s content after your church has excommuni-
cated them, but not before. If they repent, you may decide to readmit
them as communi cant members after ayear or two of closeinterroga-
tion and careful monitoring of their activities. But you must take the
initiative. Arguewith themin private (never in public) only after they
are outside the church, looking in. This is a war in defense of the
orthodoxy of God’s church, not a friendly debating society among
eguals. These people are no more “ignorant brethren” than Jeho-
vah’s Witnesses are. They are self-consciousin their defiance. They
will undermine your ministry if you hesitate.

Hereisagood statement of their position. Y ou do not need more
evidence to conduct a successful trial than the following.
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Postscript: David A. Green’s Reply

Thisis Mr. Green’s Appendix | of his essay, “Gary North: Post-
millennial or Neo-Manichean?’ It was still on-line as of March 19,
2004. (http://tinyurl.com/2fy3p) He had removed it by mid-2005,
substituting an alleged refutation of this appendix, but in fact an
earlier, weaker version of it. (http://tinyurl.com/9cth3). Clever!

APPENDIX |
North says that preterist church members “should be brought before
the church’ s session or other disciplinary body and asked the follow-
ing six questions in writing.” (Ibid., “But | Don’'t Believe That!”)

Submitted below are answersto North’s six questions:

1. Is God’'s final judgment (Matt. 25:31-46; Rev. 20:12-15)
behind us historically?

Yes.
God'’s corporate judgment of all men is behind us historically, and
God continuesto judge all men of every generation, in history (Zech.

14:16-19) and at each man’s death (Heb. 9:27).

2. Isthe physical resurrection of the dead (I Cor. 15; | Thess.
4:13-18; Rev. 20:12-13) behind us historically?

No. The spiritual Resurrection of the dead is behind us historicaly.
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3. Will thechurch militant struggleagainst sinin history forever,
paralleling the church triumphant’s eternally sin-free existence
in heaven?

Thisquestion has ambiguities, making it impossiblefor apreterist to
answer it with an unqualified yes or no.

Does the church’s“struggle against sin” imply the church’ snon-tri-
umph over sin on Earth? If so, then No, the church militant will not
“struggle against sin in history forever.”

What does “paralleling” mean? Does it mean that the power of sin
and Satan on Earth is equal to the power of God and His Righteous-
nessin Heaven? If so, then No, the church militant’ s struggle against
sin in history will not forever “paralel” the church triumphant’s
eternally sin-free existence in Heaven.

Let us put it thisway:

The church militant will increasingly triumph over sin and sinnersin
history forever, paralleling the church triumphant’ seternally sin-free
existence in Heaven. God' s will is being done “on Earth asitisin
Heaven.”

4. Will sin and its curse, including physical death, continue
throughout history, paralleling sin-free eternity in heaven?

Sinwill continuethroughout history, but believershave beenforgiven

of their sins. Death isno longer acursefor believerswho fall asleep.
Death no longer has any sting for them. There is nothing for them to
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fear (Heb. 2:15). Because they trust in Jesus and keep Hisword, they
will never die (Jn. 8:51; 11:26).

Again, what does “paralleling” mean? Does it mean that sin and its
curse on Earth are equal to the Righteousness of God in Heaven? If
so, then No, sin on Earth is absolutely not equal to (parallel to) the
Righteousness of God in Heaven. Thereisno “parallel” between sin
and God' s Righteousness. God wins. Sin loses, even if sin continues
to exist.

North understands this, since he is a postmillennialist. The mere
existence of sin and suffering does not imply the non-triumph of

righteousness. If it did, we would be forced to say that the Cross of
Christ has as of yet won zero victories, beyond Christ Himself.

5. Isoriginal sin atemporary condition of mankind in history?

No. Otherwise, how could Christ Jesusbe a“ Priest forever?” (Heb.
7:21-25)

6. Are the Nicene Creed and Apostles Creed incorrect when
they identify Christ’sfinal judgment of theliving and thedead as

being in the future?

Absolutely.
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