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Christopher J. H. Wright is one of the leading evangelical voices today address-
ing the theology of the church’s mission. Wright, an Anglican pastor, Old 
Testament (OT) scholar, and International Ministries Director of Langham 
Partnership International, is a key figure in the Lausanne Movement. This 
includes his role as the chair of the Cape Town 2010 Statement Working 
Group which drafted the Cape Town Commitment, the third major decla-
ration of the Lausanne Movement, following the 1974 Lausanne Covenant 
and the 1989 Manila Manifesto. Both the Cape Town Commitment and the 
larger body of Wright’s publications are expressions of his project “to present 
a whole-Bible approach to missional theology,” framing the Christian mission 
within the metanarrative of Scripture and the larger mission of God.1 As an 
OT scholar, Wright particularly wants Christians to see the special role of the 
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OT in formulating missiology, an expression of what Wright calls “the great 
love-affair of my life with the ethical study and relevance of the Old Testament.”2

Not only does Wright highlight the importance of framing missions 
within the larger story of Scripture but also the importance of having “the 
right story ‘in our heads,’” with Wright especially emphasizing that God’s 
mission—and related human missions—are central to understanding “the 
right story” of the Bible.3 The right story produces the right conception of 
missions since “if we are to understand the mission of the church, then, we 
must understand the overarching biblical narrative within which the church 
participates.”4 Furthermore, Wright identifies the centrality of the biblical 
covenants to this scriptural storyline. According to Wright, 

the story of the covenants in the Bible is the story of God, and vice versa ... The 

succession of covenants recorded in the Bible is like a series of signposts in the 

developing story of God’s saving response to the plight of humanity ... In fact, 

to trace the sequence of major covenants within the Bible is a very useful way of 

seeing the Bible as a whole, that is, to see the coherent plot that runs through it all.5  

For Wright, the story of Scripture is the story of God’s mission, and “cov-
enant runs through this story like a core nerve.”6  Wright’s understanding 
of missions cannot be separated from his understanding of the covenants, 
since “the mission of God is as integral to the sequence of covenants as they 
are to the overarching grand narrative of the whole Bible.”7

The importance of the covenants for doing theology (including theology 
of mission) is affirmed by many, including Peter Gentry and Stephen Wellum 
who argue that “every loci of theology is affected by one’s understanding 
of the relationship between the biblical covenants, given the fact that the 
covenants form the backbone of Scripture’s story line.”8 But more debated 
is how properly to conceive of the Bible’s covenantal structure and how 
rightly to understand our present “covenantal location.”9 This article will first 
describe Wright’s view of the mission of the church, followed by a demon-
stration of the connection between his view of missions and his emphasis 
on covenantal continuity within the biblical storyline. Finally, this article 
will suggest an alternate conception of the Bible’s covenantal structure that 
posits more discontinuity than in Wright’s story of the covenants, thereby 
avoiding some of the pitfalls that Wright’s view produces.
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Christopher Wright’s View of the Mission of the Church

Wright is among the foremost proponents of “holistic missions,” an approach 
which upholds both verbal proclamation and social action as equal elements 
of the Christian mission toward those still outside the New Covenant. For 
Wright, the holism of the Christian mission is ultimately rooted in the holism 
of God’s own mission, as “mission is the dynamic process by which God will 
transform the earth of God’s own creation, now spoiled by human sin and 
the powers of evil, into the new heaven and new earth of God’s redeemed 
creation.”10 The human role in God’s mission can then be described as “the 
committed participation of God’s people in the purposes of God for the 
redemption of the whole creation.”11 According to Wright, “the compre-
hensiveness of the biblical understanding of God’s redeeming work, as 
portrayed in the Old Testament” means that the Christian work of redemption 
must likewise be comprehensive.12 Wright understands Christ’s work as “an 
accomplished victory over the effects of the fall in every dimension of our 
lives—spiritual, intellectual, physical, and social, as well as the cosmic realm. 
This has the crucial implication for our social ethics that in wrestling with 
the problems and brokenness caused by sin in the social realm, we are not 
struggling to achieve victory but to apply a victory already won.”13 As a result, 
Wright sees some measure of presently realized holistic social transformation 
as both a Christian responsibility and an expected result, all because of the 
finished work of Christ. The cross and resurrection of Christ are therefore 
“good news for every area of life on earth that has been touched by sin—
which means every area of life,” and Christians are therefore responsible 
actively to bring redemption to every area of life.14 Wright proclaims, “we 
need a holistic gospel because the world is in a holistic mess.”15

As an OT scholar, Wright gives special attention to holistic missions 
as rooted and evident in the OT. Wright identifies “the primary model 
for redemption in the Old Testament” as “the exodus,” an event in which 
God redeemed his people politically, economically, socially, and spiritu-
ally.16 Wright believes that God’s “exodus-shaped redemption demands 
exodus-shaped mission” from us, a holistic approach to missions which 
“must demonstrate the same broad totality of concern for human need that 
God demonstrated in what he did for Israel.”17 The church’s “exodus-shaped 
mission” therefore should combine “effective evangelism and discipleship” 
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with efforts “to work for political reform, the replacement of tyranny with 
democratic freedoms, to devise programs of economic uplift and community 
development, to campaign for redistribution of resources, social justice, the 
restraint of state-sponsored violence or genocide.”18 According to Wright, 
such social action (and additional work, like “car[ing] for and protect[ing] 
God’s creation against exploiters and polluters”) is “just as much” a part of 
“the battle against the powers of evil” and the confrontation of “the reality of 
sin and Satan” with “the light and good news of Jesus Christ and the reign of 
God” as is the “struggle evangelistically to bring people to faith in Christ as 
Savior and Lord and plant churches.”19 Because God’s work of redemption 
is holistic and because God’s redemptive model in the OT (the exodus) was 
holistic, Wright believes that Christians must not prioritize verbal evangelism 
over social action but instead see “redemptive” work in every sphere of life 
as equally valid expressions of our God-given mission.

The Roots of Christopher Wright’s Holistic View of Missions 
in his Conception of Continuity within the Bible’s Covenantal 
Structure

Wright warrants his call for holistic missions by reaching back to the era 
of the Old Covenant (as well as the Adamic/Noahic Covenants) and by 
reaching forward to the era of the consummated New Covenant. According 
to Wright, since God’s redemptive action in the Old Covenant (the exodus) 
and in the consummated New Covenant (new heavens and new earth) 
is comprehensive and holistic, therefore God’s redemptive action in the 
present inaugurated New Covenant era (and by extension, in the church’s 
mission) is likewise comprehensive and holistic. Crucial to Wright’s telling 
of the story of Scripture (and his understanding of the holistic mission of 
the church) is a fundamental continuity between the different covenantal 
eras of the biblical narrative. This is not to suggest that Wright sees only 
continuity between these covenantal eras. He acknowledges discontinuity 
between the covenants, affirming that there is not “a flat identity between the 
two Testaments” but instead “diversity within the Testaments and ... crucial 
developments between them,” such as different “historical eras, covenantal 
articulations, and changing cultural contexts at each stage of [the biblical 
storyline].”20 On one hand, in contrast to theonomists (who believe that 
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the OT law should function directly as civil law in contemporary society, 
a claim of radical covenantal continuity), Wright asserts that there is “no 
hermeneutical validity in seeking to reestablish some kind of political the-
ocracy on Old Testament lines in modern nations,”21 even if he “appreciates 
[theonomists’] over-riding desire to see the lordship of Christ recognized 
and realized in all of life on earth.”22 On the other hand, in contrast to dis-
pensationalists (who typically emphasize covenantal discontinuity), Wright 
rejects the claim that the OT land promises to Israel will be fulfilled literally 
in the millennial kingdom as a necessary expression of continuity between 
an Old Covenant promise and a New Covenant fulfillment. Instead, Wright 
affirms discontinuity in the land promises since he believes that “the land of 
Palestine as territory and turf is no longer theologically (or eschatologically) 
significant in the New Testament.”23 He believes that OT promises (such 
as the land promises) do not need to be fulfilled literally but instead have 
“the potential of different and progressively superior levels of fulfillment”24 
because of “changed circumstances and the progress of history,” even if the 
promises were “probably understood quite literally at the time of their giving.”25

But even while recognizing legitimate discontinuity, Wright concludes that 
“the unity of God’s people in the Bible is a far more important theological 
truth than the different periods of their historical existence,”26 transcend-
ing “the varying degrees of cultural discontinuity.”27 Wright’s view of the 
church’s mission is rooted in “the organic unity and continuity of God’s 
work of revelation and redemption in history, from the call of Abraham to 
the return of Christ, [as] the fundamental key to understanding the whole 
grand-narrative of the biblical canon ... Therefore, discerning the unity of the 
narrative exercises hermeneutical priority over isolating its parts.”28 Wright 
is convinced that “the Reformed, covenantal understanding of the unity 
of the testaments and of the fulfilled, redefined nature of Israel in the New 
Testament is a more adequate framework for biblical interpretation than 
dispensationalism.”29 Wright also identifies this “continuity between Old and 
New Testaments” as crucial to the 2010 Cape Town Commitment which 
he took the lead in drafting,30 with its declaration that “the Church from all 
nations stands in continuity through the Messiah Jesus with God’s people 
in the Old Testament.”31 Furthermore, in describing the church’s mission as 
“wholly derived from God’s mission,” a mission which “addresses the whole 
of God’s creation,”32 the Cape Town Commitment also expresses Wright’s 
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conviction of fundamental continuity between the cosmic mission of God 
and the mission of God’s people, with the result that “the scope of our mission 
must [emphasis added] reflect the scope of God’s mission, which in turn will 
match the scale of God’s redemptive work.”33

Wright’s emphasis on covenantal continuity undergirds his proposal for 
the functional authority of OT ethics in contemporary settings, applying the 
reality of OT Israel to both the New Testament (NT) church and to broader 
society. Wright’s “paradigmatic method” for OT ethics34 allows “the objectives 
of Old Testament laws” to be brought authoritatively to bear on present-day 
circumstances, “with much more sharply articulated objectives” than most 
other Christian uses of OT laws, even while still “allow[ing] for a degree 
of variety and disagreement among Christians over the details of ethical 
decisions and social policies.”35 This broader ethical continuity of Wright’s 
“paradigmatic method” is likewise expressed in the continuity of the mission 
of God’s people throughout covenant eras. For example, according to Wright, 
just as Old Covenant Israel was to care for its covenant land, so is the New 
Covenant church to care for the environment of the whole earth. Wright is 
convinced that “justice towards the earth and entire cosmos forms an inte-
gral part of the mission of the church ... [which] must include the ecological 
sphere within its scope, and see practical environmental action in general and 
aggressive responses to the climate crisis in particular as a legitimate part of 
the Christian mission.”36 If someone raises the objection that the NT does 
not record Jesus explicitly giving the church a mission of creation care, Wright 
dismisses such an objection as unwarranted since “it is a distorted and surely 
false hermeneutic to argue that whatever the New Testament tells us about 
the mission of the followers of Christ cancels out [original emphasis] what we 
already know about the mission of God’s people from the Old Testament.”37 
For Wright, continuity between the Old Covenant and the New Covenant 
is such that Old Covenant responsibilities are assumed to continue into 
the New Covenant, unless explicitly abrogated. This contrasts with a view of 
greater discontinuity which assumes that Old Covenant responsibilities do 
not necessarily continue into the New Covenant, unless explicitly reaffirmed.  

Wright’s championing of paradigmatic continuity extends beyond the 
connection between OT Israel and the NT Church to include also the link 
between OT Israel and broader human society. Accordingly, the exodus is 
not merely a paradigm for God’s work in the church but is also a “model for 
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the way God wishes to act in the world.”38 Wright agrees with John Stott’s 
critique that liberation theologians’ use of the exodus does not typically 
recognize sufficient discontinuity between the position of those within the 
covenant and those outside, but Wright goes on to claim that Stott’s point 
of objection is “not the whole truth” since Stott does not go “far enough in 
recognizing the paradigmatic nature of the exodus on the basis of the para-
digmatic significance of Israel itself for the rest of humanity”—that is, Stott 
does not embrace a position which acknowledges enough continuity between 

the society of OT Israel and general 
human society.39 Wright’s view of 
“essential continuity”40 between 
OT Israel and all humanity is visu-
ally expressed in his double triangle 
illustration, whereby he sees “unmis-
takable correspondence between the 
‘redemption triangle’ of Israel’s faith 
(God, Israel and the land) and the 
‘creation triangle’ (God, human-

kind and the earth)”41 [see Figure 1]. Consequently, Wright believes that 
“unavoidably ... we are led to see that what God did in and to [OT Israel], 
what he demanded of them, is intended to relate to the wider stage of God’s 
creation” since, by “assuming [God’s] moral consistency,” Christians should 
be able to “argue for social objectives and policies which are comparable in 
principle to Israel’s, even in the wider world of fallen humanity around us.”42 
Wright identifies this continuity and correspondence between OT Israelite 
society and broader human society as “the theological key which unlocks 
the ethical relevance of the Old Testament to the wider world of nations 
and the global mission of the church” through means of his paradigmatic 
method,43 empowering Christians to “work to bring their society nearer to 
conformity with the overall paradigmatic structure of principles underlying 
the concrete laws of Old Testament society.”44

Offering an Alternative to Christopher Wright’s View

By stressing continuity between God’s mission and the human missions 
(in creation, in the Old Covenant, and in the New Covenant), Wright’s 

The Church’s Mission Constrained by the Covenants



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 23.3 (2019)

68

conception of the covenantal structure of Scripture lends support to his 
call for holistic missions, carrying the holism of Genesis 1-2, of the Old 
Covenant, and of the Consummated New Covenant into the present age 
of the Inaugurated New Covenant. An alternate telling of the covenantal 
narrative of Scripture, one which highlights greater discontinuity between 
the covenants, would correspondingly call Wright’s view of holistic missions 
into question. I have developed just such an alternate proposal in my book Do 
Good to All People as You Have the Opportunity: A Biblical Theology of the Good 
Deeds Mission of the New Covenant Community.45 This article will give a brief 
look at some elements of that more detailed covenantal proposal, demon-
strating that a recognition of greater discontinuity in the Bible’s covenantal 
macro-structure avoids some of the pitfalls that arise from Wright’s view.

Adamic Creation Covenant and Noahic Fallen Creation Covenant 
Relationship
Although Wright notes that “the relationship between God and Adam is not 
described [explicitly as a covenant relationship in Genesis 1-2],”46 he does 
believe that “a strong case” can be made “for seeing a covenantal pattern in 
the prefall relationship between God and creation (including humankind).”47 
This Adamic Creation Covenant, like all biblical covenants, includes cove-
nant responsibilities for the human members. Wright describes the human 
covenant mission as “the fundamental creation mandate to care for the earth 
... [as well as] other duties and responsibilities built into creation—such 
as the task of filling the earth, engaging in the rhythm of productive work 
and rest, and marriage.”48 For Christians, Wright proposes, creation care is 
a part of our mission, both because we share this “first great responsibility 
that God laid on the human race”49 and because “the cross of Christ is good 
news for the whole creation,” with the result that “our mission must include 
being and bringing good news to the whole creation.”50

But what about the impact of sin’s entrance into creation in Genesis 3? 
Wright acknowledges that human creation responsibilities “have been radi-
cally impacted by our sin, the consequent curse on the ground, and Adam and 
Eve’s expulsion from the garden context,” but nonetheless asserts that “there 
is no rescinding of the basic function and mission of our humanity.”51 This 
unchanging mission is reflected in Wright’s view of the relationship between 
the Adamic Covenant and the Noahic Covenant (Genesis 9), with “God 
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renew[ing] his original creation mandate to Noah and his sons”52 and with “the 
human task remain[ing] the same.”53 But if more discontinuity is recognized 
between the Adamic and Noahic Covenants, Wright’s warrant from Genesis 
1-2 for a strong creation care mission for the New Covenant community is also 
more questionable. While there is continuity between these two covenants 
in their universal orientation to all creation, in the special role of humanity as 
the multiplying “image of God,” and in the overarching goal of divine blessing, 
evidence of discontinuity is also readily seen in the text. Discontinuity between 
the covenants includes: changed human partners (sinless vs. sinful), changed 
responsibilities (no longer a command to “subdue the earth,” the introduction 
of sword-wielding government, and a changed relationship to animals, agri-
culture, and childbirth), a changed arena (the garden vs. life “east of Eden”), 
and changed promises (the tree of [eternal] life vs. general preservation and 
provision—or special grace versus common grace).54 When the relationship 
between the Adamic and Noahic Covenants is seen as a mixture of continuity 
and discontinuity, including a greater level of discontinuity than Wright high-
lights, his paradigmatic transfer of Adamic Covenant responsibilities into the 
New Covenant context, including a strong church mission for creation care, 
becomes less defensible. To highlight both the continuity and discontinuity 
between these two covenants, we can label them the “Adamic Creation Cov-
enant” and the “Noahic Fallen Creation Covenant.”

Noahic Fallen Creation Covenant and Old Covenant Relationship55

Wright recognizes clear discontinuity between the Noahic and Old Covenants, 
including a “distinction between the general blessing of God and the specifically 
covenantal blessing that is enjoyed by the descendants of Abraham and Sarah 
through the line of promise.”56 Though Wright does not distinguish between 
the Adamic and Noahic Covenants as a “special grace” covenant [Adamic] vs. a 
“common grace” covenant [Noahic], he does identify this distinction between 
the Abrahamic and Noahic Covenants, with the Abrahamic as “the basis of 
God’s redemptive work within human history” and the Noahic as “the basis of 
God’s providential preservation of all life throughout the span of human history.”57 
In spite of this recognition of discontinuity, Wright continues to emphasize 
broad continuity between the Creation Covenants (Adamic/Noahic) and the 
Old Covenant, with this continuity functioning as additional support for his 
holistic mission claims. This continuity means that, in Wright’s view, OT Israel 
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is intended to function as an ethical model for all people, with Christians rightly 
applying the paradigm of OT Israel to “our socio-ethical endeavor in secular 
society” today since Israel as a model was rooted in universal “principles of 
creation” or “creation ordinances” [see the double triangle illustration above].58 
The Christian holistic mission in broader society is therefore “authorized” 
by the paradigm of Old Covenant Israel since that paradigm was itself drawn 
from the Creation Covenants.

On the basis of the paradigm of Old Covenant Israel, Wright makes fairly 
expansive claims concerning holistic goals which Christians ought to pursue 
in the public square. For example, concerning redistribution of land, Wright 
proposes that:

[The OT system of land tenure] is itself a reflection of God’s wider original 

creation purpose for mankind on the earth. That all people should have access to 

some of the resources of the earth that is God’s gift is a basic human right which 

takes priority over the unchecked accumulation of private ownership. Israel, 

as God’s redeemed, ‘model’ community, were given an institution designed to 

protect this principle in their own stewardship of their land. So we may justifiably 

take it as a moral paradigm and apply its force as a ‘lever’ in Christian-based 

arguments for land reform.59

In stressing the continuity between the Creation Covenants and the Old 
Covenant, Wright makes clear that “what God required of Israel reflects what 
in principle he desires for humanity; namely, broadly equitable distribution 
of the resources of the earth, especially land, and a curb on the tendency to 
accumulation with its inevitable oppression and alienation.”60 Concerning the 
redistribution of wealth in general, Wright believes that proper application of 
the Old Covenant paradigm means that “If in our day the rich—individuals 
or nations—cannot be persuaded [original emphasis] to make the sacrifices 
necessary to enable a more equitable deal for the poor, we face the moral and 
political question of whether they should be compelled to do so, whether by 
radical revolutionary means or by the more gentle process of redistributive 
taxation.”61 But should Wright’s strong statements in favor of his vision of 
holistic missions (in this case, a vision which appears tilted toward efforts 
of social reform through the mechanism of coercive government power) 
be accepted as bearing the weight of biblical authority? Wright believes his 
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proposals for the public square are “authorized” by Scripture on basis of the 
paradigm of Old Covenant Israel. But when one identifies more discontinu-
ity between the unique circumstances of the Old Covenant and the limited 
parameters of the Noahic Fallen Creation Covenant, Wright’s use of the 
paradigm of Israel to “authorize” expansive proposals for holistic missions 
in the public square fails to persuade.

Old Covenant and Inaugurated New Covenant Relationship62

Once again, Wright acknowledges a measure of discontinuity between 
another set of covenants, asserting that “we must take into account the radical 
newness of the era of salvation history inaugurated in the New Testament. We 
are not Old Testament Israelites living within a theocratic covenant bound 
by Old Testament law.”63 And yet, Wright once more proceeds to stress the 
continuity between the Old and New Covenants in that “the paradigmatic 
force of the socioeconomic legislation that governed Israel’s life in the land 
still has ethical and missional relevance for Christians—in the church and in 
society.”64 This emphasis on covenantal continuity provides further support 
for his vision of holistic missions as “the relevance of Israel as a society will 
feed and shape our evangelism and social action. Both together are the means 
of extending the redemptive sphere of the Kingdom of God in the world.”65 
But if one focuses on what the NT writers actually state concerning the 
Christian responsibility in the public square (rather than on responsibilities 
paradigmatically derived from OT Israel), one encounters more modest 
exhortations, such as “do good to all people as you have the opportunity, and 
especially to those who are of the household of faith” (Gal 6:10). In contrast 
to a holistic mission which Wright roots in a meta-narrative of covenantal 
continuity, Paul’s words are difficult to interpret as a call to “extend the 
redemptive sphere of the Kingdom of God in the world” through “social 
action.” With a greater emphasis on discontinuity between the Old and New 
Covenants, the “holistic mission” of God in theocratic Old Covenant Israel 
cannot be transferred quite as readily into the Inaugurated New Covenant 
church as Wright does through his paradigmatic method.

Inaugurated New Covenant and Consummated New Covenant Relationship
One final area of covenantal continuity which Wright offers in support of his 
call for holistic missions is the continuity he sees between the Inaugurated 
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New Covenant of today and the Consummated New Covenant of the escha-
ton. Wright acknowledges that in the present age “we cannot redeem or 
transform the world—that is God’s, not ours, to accomplish” but also believes 
that we should be more optimistic about the results of our holistic work in 
broader society during this age.66 One reason why we should be more opti-
mistic, according to Wright, is that by God’s “purging and redeeming power, 
our [present] work will contribute to the new creation”67 Wright believes 
that “all [emphasis added] that humanity has accomplished in fulfilment of 
the creation mandate” in this age will not be destroyed or in vain but will 
instead be “purged and disinfected of all the poison and corruption of our 
fallenness” and brought into “an eternity of new creation and new creativity.”68 
Though this optimistic vision of our holistic labors continuing into the New 
Creation is attractive in many ways, it is hard to find significant and clear 
biblical support for this claim of continuity. Nevertheless, in articulating this 
position, Wright is providing one final example of covenantal continuity in 
support of holistic missions. For Wright, since the New Heavens and New 
Earth of the Consummated New Covenant will be the realization of holistic 
transformation, our mission in the Inaugurated New Covenant era should 
likewise be holistic, both in contribution to and in anticipation of the com-
plete transformation to come. But if one posits more discontinuity between 
the New Covenant in its inaugurated and consummated forms, Wright’s 
final argument for holistic missions is again unpersuasive. The ontological 
continuity of our good deeds into eternity is never offered in Scripture as a 
motivation for holistic missions.

Conclusion

Like the old hymn, Christopher Wright “loves to tell the story ... to tell the old, 
old story” of Scripture. He correctly identifies the story’s unity as centered in 
overarching metanarrative of God’s mission, with the covenants providing 
the skeletal structure which the story fleshes out. Even while recognizing 
aspects of discontinuity between the covenants, Wright consistently priori-
tizes covenantal continuity as more fundamental to interpreting the biblical 
narrative. Wright’s emphasis on continuity provides the framework for his 
extended argument in favor of holistic missions, a view that the church’s mis-
sion should be as comprehensive as God’s own mission, including God’s 
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“exodus-shaped” redemption of OT Israel. But if the story of Scripture is told 
with more discontinuity between the covenants, Wright’s expansive claims 
for holistic missions become hard to sustain. As well, a recognition of greater 
discontinuity between covenants keeps the local church more focused on the 
verbal proclamation mission of the Inaugurated New Covenant, along with 
the NT’s (more modest) good deeds mission (Gal 6:10). Even as Christians 
do good to all as they have the opportunity, their good deeds even then serve 
the “greatest good deed” of evangelism, in that, by their good deeds, Christians 
“adorn” and beautify the Gospel message proclaimed verbally (Titus 2:10). In 
contrast to Wright’s advocacy for holistic missions, the verbal proclamation 
mission must maintain operational priority for the institutional local church 
since verbal proclamation of the Gospel message is a uniquely Christian voca-
tion which will largely not occur if the local church neglects or downplays it. 
As well, verbal proclamation is the only means of bringing individuals into 
the eternal blessings of the New Covenant, while doing good deeds at best 
provides temporal blessings. As Jesus says, “For what will it profit a man if 
he gains the whole world and forfeits his soul?” (Matt 16:26). Additionally, 
since the local church has limited resources of time, money, and personnel, 
verbal proclamation should be given priority—questions of priority cannot be 
bypassed in a world of scarce resources. Moreover, any consideration by a local 
church of doing good in matters of public policy and politics is complex and 
moves quickly into many issues not directly addressed by Scripture, meaning 
that when the local church gives priority to such matters they typically speak 
beyond the authority of Scripture and beyond the competency and expertise 
of the institutional church. Therefore, in order to uphold the NT priority for 
verbal proclamation, local churches must allow their understanding of missions 
to be properly “constrained by the covenants.”
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