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Editorial: The Importance 
of Covenants in Scripture 
and Theology
Stephen J. Wellum

Stephen J. Wellum is Professor of Christian Theology at The Southern Baptist Theo-

logical Seminary and editor of Southern Baptist Journal of Theology. He received his PhD 

from Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, and he is the author of numerous essays and 

articles and the co-author with Peter Gentry of Kingdom through Covenant, 2nd edition 

(Crossway, 2012, 2018) and God’s Kingdom through God’s Covenants: A Concise Biblical 

Theology (Crossway, 2015); the co-editor of Progressive Covenantalism (B&H, 2016); 

the author of God the Son Incarnate: The Doctrine of the Person of Christ (Crossway, 

2016) and Christ Alone—The Uniqueness of Jesus as Savior (Zondervan, 2017); and 

the co-author of Christ from Beginning to End: How the Full Story of Scripture Reveals 

the Full Glory of Christ (Zondervan, 2018); and the author of The Person of Christ: An 

Introduction (Crossway, 2021).

All Christians agree that “covenants” are central, indeed fundamental to the 
Bible’s story. At its heart, “covenant” speaks of God entering into relationship 
with his creation and specifically his people—“I will be your God and you 
will be my people” (Exod 6:6-8; Lev 26:12, etc.). Also, all Christians agree 
that God’s redemptive plan is progressive, that is, it has not occurred at once 
but over time, and that the fulfillment of God’s salvific plan is in our Lord 
Jesus Christ. As such, all Christians acknowledge some form of redemptive 
epochs or dispensations across history demarcated by the biblical covenants, 
and that the fulfillment of God’s redemptive purposes in Christ has brought 
some kind of change or discontinuity from past eras. However, Christians 
disagree on the exact relationships between the covenants. This is not a new 
debate. In the early church, the apostles wrestled with the implications of 
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Christ’s new covenant work (see Acts 10-11; Gal 3-4; Eph 2:11-22).
In current evangelical theology, Christians continue to disagree on the 

precise relationships between the covenants, which have implications for 
other theological disputes. For example, disputes regarding the nature of the 
covenants and their relationships leads to disagreement over such things as: 
the newness of the new covenant; what moral demands from the OT apply 
to Christians today, as reflected in differences regarding the Decalogue and 
the Sabbath/Lord’s Day observance; and how previous OT promises are 
now fulfilled in Christ and the church, related to the larger discussion of 
the Israel-Church relationship and the role of national Israel in God’s plan. 
Although evangelicals agree on many doctrinal points, disagreements over 
the nature of the biblical covenants are significant and they require careful 
discussion, interaction, and debate.

Broadly speaking, within evangelical theology, people tend to think about 
the nature and relationship of the biblical covenants within the views of either 
dispensational or covenant theology, while the viewpoints of progressive 
covenantalism, 1689 Federalism, and new covenant theology serve as medi-
ating views. In this issue of SBJT, we will discuss important issues regarding 
the covenants from a progressive covenantal view, plus hear from the view of 
1689 Federalism as we seek to compare and contrast these two viewpoints. 
In addition, we will interact with paedobaptist covenant theology from a 
Baptist viewpoint, with the goal of furthering our understanding of the 
biblical covenants and why a correct understanding of them is necessary to 
discern the message of the Bible and thus God’s self-disclosure which centers 
and culminates in Christ. Before we embark on this task, it may be helpful 
to outline the views of dispensational and paedobaptist covenant theology 
that the essays in this edition of SBJT will interact with in their discussion 
of various issues central to the covenants.

First, as a movement, Dispensationalism began in the early nineteenth 
century among the Brethren in England and quickly spread to other coun-
tries. It is associated with such people as: John Darby, C. I. Scofield (Scofield 
Reference Bible), Lewis Sperry Chafer, Charles Ryrie, and current scholars. 
Dispensational theology has undergone various revisions now described as 
classic, traditional/revised, and progressive dispensationalism.

Dispensational theology divides up redemptive-history into various 
dispensations which reflects God’s ordering of his plan in relationship to 
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humans. Classic dispensationalism divided history into seven dispensations 
and viewed each one as a different arrangement under which humans were 
tested. Later dispensationalists modified this view. For example, progressive 
dispensationalists argued for one plan of God throughout history with each 
dispensation revealing a different aspect of that plan with a qualitative advance 
as fulfillment arrives in Christ.

What is unique to all forms of dispensationalism is the Israel-church dis-
tinction, which is largely tied to its understanding of the biblical covenants 
and their relationships. For all varieties of dispensationalism, Israel refers to 
an ethnic, national people, and the church is never the transformed, restored, 
eschatological Israel in God’s plan. The salvation of Gentiles is not part of 
the fulfillment of the promises made to Israel as a nation now realized in the 
church. Instead, God has promised national Israel, first in the Abrahamic 
covenant and reaffirmed by the prophets, the possession of the Promised 
Land under Christ’s rule, which still requires a future fulfillment in the 
premillennial return of Christ and the consummation.

Furthermore, given the Israel-Church distinction, the church is distinc-
tively new in God’s plan and ontologically different than Israel. Although in 
our present dispensation the church is comprised of believing Jews and Gen-
tiles, the church is only receiving the spiritual blessings of the Spirit that was 
promised to Israel. But in the future, Christ will rule over redeemed nations, 
not the church as another “people” group. The church as a present-day people 
will not receive all God’s promises equally and fully in Christ or continue in 
its present form. Instead, believing Jews and Gentiles, who now constitute 
the church, will join the redeemed of national Israel and Gentile nations 
to live under Christ’s rule according to their respective national identities 
and specific promises. In this way, a clear distinction is made between Israel 
as a nation and the church as a people, who at present, in an inaugurated 
form, reveal what is still to come. Presently, the church is constituted as a 
regenerate community, which entails that the sign of baptism is only to be 
applied to those who profess faith in Christ. 

Second, paedobaptist covenant theology has its roots in the Reformation 
(Ulrich Zwingli, Henrich Bullinger, John Calvin), in the post-Reformation 
era (Herman Witsius and Johannes Cocceius). It is probably best summa-
rized by the famous Westminster Confession of Faith (1643-1649), along with 
other Reformed Confessions.
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Covenant theology organizes God’s plan in history by God’s covenantal 
dealings with humans. As in dispensationalism, covenant theology is not 
monolithic. There are various debates within it especially over the uncondi-
tional/conditional nature of the covenants, yet broadly covenant theology 
speaks of three covenants: (1) The covenant of redemption: God’s intra-trini-
tarian plan of redemption prior to the creation of the world; (2) The covenant 
of works made with Adam on behalf of the entire human race. To Adam and 
his posterity, eternal life was promised on the condition of perfect obedience 
to the law of God, yet Adam disobeyed resulting in the reality of sin and 
death and God’s judgment; (3) The covenant of grace made through Christ 
for the salvation of God’s people which is unfolded over time by different 
administrations as reflected in the covenants. 

While covenant theology admits there are multiple biblical covenants, 
it subsumes the plurality of the covenants from Adam to Christ under the 
overarching category of the covenant of grace. By doing so, unlike dispensa-
tionalism, it stresses the continuity between Israel-Church, so that by nature 
the two are essentially the same, yet administered differently. For this reason, 
covenant theology argues that there is a continuity between Israel and the 
church in two ways: both are comprised of believers and unbelievers (i.e., a 
mixed people within the covenant people); and their respective signs (i.e., 
circumcision and baptism) signify the same spiritual reality, thus the rationale 
for applying baptism to infants in the church. Furthermore, for covenant 
theology, the qualitative nature of our salvation experience remains very 
similar to saints within Israel. In these ways, covenant theology differs from 
dispensational theology.

Between these two views, especially within Baptist theology, are the views 
of progressive covenantalism, 1689 Federalism, and new covenant theology. 
Although, this issue of SBJT does not interact directly with new covenant 
theology, it will offer an important discussion between the other two views. 
Sam Renihan will describe the historical development of the 1689 Federalist 
view, and Richard Lucas will compare and contrast the two views. All of the 
other authors write from a progressive covenantal view as they discuss some 
important biblical and theological issues related to the covenants. Jason 
DeRouchie provides a helpful overview of the biblical covenants, while 
Joshua Greever revisits the biblical legitimacy of the tripartite distinction 
that covenant theology makes in their understanding of the Mosaic covenant 
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and its application to the church today. Dallas Vandiver applies a proper 
understanding of the covenants to the Lord’s Supper and helps us reflect on 
this glorious ordinance given to us by our Lord. In my article, I interact with 
the important recent work on covenant theology published by the faculty 
of Reformed Theological Seminary, thus highlighting important points of 
agreement as well as ongoing points of disagreement between paedobaptist 
and credo-baptist covenant theology.

Given that a proper understanding of the covenants is fundamental to 
getting the Bible’s story right, my prayer is that this issue of SBJT will help us 
think deeply about the covenants. May the truth that our glorious triune God 
is the covenant-maker and keeper lead us not only to a greater understanding 
of his Word, but a greater knowledge, trust, and love of him.
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An Arc of the Covenants: 
Tracing How the 
Bible’s Storyline 
Climaxes in Christ
Jason S. DeRouchie

Jason S. DeRouchie is Research Professor of Old Testament and Biblical Theology 

at the Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, Kansas City, Missouri and Content 

Developer and Global Trainer with Hands to the Plow Ministries. He earned his PhD 

in Old Testament from The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary. He has published 

numerous articles, and is the author, co-author, or editor of many books, including most 

recently How to Understand and Apply the Old Testament (P&R, 2017) and 40 Questions 

on Biblical Theology (Kregel, 2020). He has served as a pastor in two churches and fre-

quently leads teams to train church leaders and to visit the poor in Africa’s horn. He is 

married to Teresa, and they have six children. For many of Dr. DeRouchie’s resources, 

see www.jasonderouchie.com.

Introductory Matters

Covenants as Scripture’s Backbone
Covenant (Hebrew běrîṯ; Greek diathēkē) is the Bible’s term for “a chosen 
[as opposed to natural] relationship in which two parties make binding 
promises to each other,” often with God as the witness.1 That is, a cove-
nant’s core is a non-biological, oath-bound relationship like those in clan 
alliances (Gen 14:13), personal agreements (Gen 31:44), international 
treaties ( Josh 9:6; 1 Kgs 15:19), national agreements ( Jer 34:8–10), and 
loyalty agreements (1 Sam 20:14–17), including marriage (Mal 2:14).2 
Some scholars assert that “covenant” or “the covenantal kingdom” is 
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the controlling center of the Christian canon.3 Others more modestly 
argue that the covenants’ progression “forms the backbone of Scripture’s 
metanarrative.”4 Through covenants God relates to others, reverses sin’s 
ruinous effects, and introduces his saving reign into the world.

The concept of covenant correlates closely with that of canon, for the latter 
is by nature the authoritative written word of a covenant lord.5 The Bible 
grew up in the context of covenant and is, therefore, canonical revelation.6 
This fact led the early church fathers to designate the Bible’s two parts as 
Testaments (i.e., “covenants”), with the Mosaic (old) covenant and the new 
covenant respectively dominating the first and second.

A development of the covenants guides the biblical storyline. Each his-
torical covenant includes both common grace and saving grace elements 
that Jesus’s person and work culminate or realize. This study overviews 
the nature and interrelationship of the five main historical covenants 
between God and his creatures, which I refer to as the Adamic-Noahic, 
Abrahamic, Mosaic, Davidic, and new.7 The specific covenant head or 
mediator determines the names of the first four, and the title new cov-
enant derives from its contrast with and superseding of the old Mosaic 
administration. 

Tracing the Covenantal Argument Through an Arc
“Arcing” is a type of argument diagraming that allows interpreters to 
quickly trace an author’s thought flow through visual representation.8 
Arcing is a tool for analyzing discourse at any level. It usually serves to 
trace the logical relationships of propositions and paragraphs within Bible 
passages, but I use it here to help visualize the progress and inter-relation-
ship of the biblical covenants. Thought units relate in either a coordinate 
or subordinate way. Coordinate relationships include series, progression, 
or alternative. Subordinate relationships have a main or primary structure 
and then another that restates it, stands distinct from it, or stands con-
trary to it. The question, then, is: How do the Bible’s five main covenants 
progress, integrate, and climax in Christ, and how may one visualize 
such interrelationships through arcing? Table 1 synthesizes the various 
semantic relationships that are possible between two linguistic entities. 
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1. Adamic-Noahic Covenant

Adam’s Headship in the Covenant with Creation 
Because the word “covenant” (běrîṯ) first appears in Genesis 6:18 in relation 
to Noah, some question if God formally makes a covenant with creation 
through Adam.9 However, Yahweh’s interactions with David in 2 Samuel 7 
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indicate that the substance of a “covenant” can exist without the term (cf. 2 
Sam 23:5; Ps 89:3; 132:11–12). Furthermore, the Bible’s earliest chapters 
depict the results of God’s choosing to initiate a kinship-type bond with 
creation through Adam’s representative headship (see Gen 1:1; 5:1–3; Jer 
33:20, 25), and this is a covenant’s essence.10 Finally, Adam’s royal-priestly 
duties (Gen 1:28; 2:15; cf. Exod 19:6) and his conditional enjoyment of the 
garden sanctuary and consequences for disobedience (Gen 2:17; cf. Deut 
28) foreshadow Israel’s life under the Sinai/Horeb covenant and suggest 
that Moses viewed what God was doing with Adam as a prototype for the 
Sinai covenant.11 

While creation was “very good” (1:30), it was incomplete. Thus, this 
elected covenantal relationship includes both God’s pledge to providentially 
sustain terrestrial life (1:29–30) and humanity’s conditional responsibility 
to fulfill the Lord’s charge to serve as his image-bearing priest-kings who 
expand a God-dependent community and the garden sanctuary to the 
ends of the earth (1:26–28; 2:15–18).12 From the start, God’s covenant 
with creation through Adam stresses the themes of progeny, property, 
and power (rule) (1:28), all of which resurface in Scripture’s covenantal 
progression culminating in Christ.13 That is, God’s blessing was linked to 
his kingdom, as humans would represent his reign on the earth (1:28). 
By dependently obeying, Adam and his offspring would have gained both 
wisdom and eternal life (3:22, 24), but they gained knowledge and death 
through their disobedience (2:17; 3:1–6, 22).14 Functioning as covenant 
head/representative, Adam transgressed the covenant (Isa 43:27; Hos 
6:7) when he submitted to the serpent’s rule rather than God’s (Gen 4:7; 
cf. Rom 6:12). He failed to spread God’s blessing (Gen 1:28) and sinned 
by disobeying God’s word and not protecting his wife and the land from 
the serpent (2:15, 17; 3:6). As a result, God cursed the earth and con-
demned humanity to spiritual and physical death (2:17; 3:17–19; cf. Isa 
24:4–6; Jer 25:30–38). Thus, “one trespass resulted in condemnation for 
all people,” and “through the disobedience of the one man the many were 
made sinners” (Rom 5:18–19). 

Whereas the first Adam sinned, failing his probationary test for securing 
life, his antitype––the last Adam Jesus Christ––would succeed, securing 
“justification and life for all people” (5:18).15 Hence, the Lord “subjected 
[the creation] to frustration … in hope” (8:20) and renewed his covenant 
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with creation even through the curse.16 Before punishing Adam and the 
world (Gen 3:17–19), God cursed the serpent and promised that the wom-
an’s male offspring would eventually destroy the evil one (3:14–19), thus 
reinstating God’s kingdom blessing.17 By naming his wife “Eve” (ḥawâ), 
which resembles the Hebrew term for “life” (ḥay), Adam professes his 
faith in the promise that the coming Savior would overcome the curse 
of death. God then clothed his royal priests with animal skin garments 
likely because a substitutionary sacrifice was necessary to reestablish his 
relationship and partnership with them (3:20–21).18

Covenant Affirmation through Noah
Rebellious humanity expands, and Yahweh preserves a remnant of those 
calling on his name.19 Yet, because of mankind’s wickedness (Gen 6:5, 
13), God sent a great flood that resulted in the death of “everything on 
the dry land in whose nostrils was the breath of life” (7:22). He saved 
only eight people, the head of whom was Noah, who “found favor [i.e., 
grace] in the eyes of the Lord” (6:8) and who in turn “walked faithfully 
with God” and “was a righteous man, blameless among the people of his 
time” (6:9). 

After the flood, Yahweh fulfilled his promise (6:18) to “establish … the 
everlasting covenant” between himself and all living creatures on the earth, 
including Noah and his descendants (9:16). This singular covenant included 
God’s promise to never again destroy all life with a flood (9:9–11; cf. 8:22).20 
Recalling his earlier command to the first couple (1:27–28), God charges 
Noah and his offspring to fill the earth with his image (9:1, 7). The sign of 
the covenant was his rainbow in the clouds, which symbolically portrays 
that Yahweh’s war-bow was raised and that a season of common grace was 
now blowing over the world (9:12–17). 

A substitutionary blood-sacrifice was necessary for Yahweh to declare, 
“Never again will I curse the ground because of humans. … And never 
again will I destroy all living creatures, as I have done” (8:21). The burnt 
offering of clean animals was a “pleasing aroma” to Yahweh (8:20), and 
it moved him to proclaim the covenant promises. Because even among 
the survivors of the flood “the inclination of the human heart is evil from 
childhood” (8:21; cf. 6:5), Yahweh’s blood-bought grace alone could 
justly allow him to make “his sun to rise on the evil and the good” and 



An Arc of the Covenants: Tracing How the Bible’s Storyline Climaxes in Christ

15

to send “rain on the righteous and the unrighteous” (Matt 5:45). That 
is, the symbolic and predictive nature of the substitutionary sacrifice of 
clean animals after the flood anticipated Jesus’s atoning work. This fact 
indicates that what God would ultimately accomplish through Christ 
purchased the very context of common grace that allows for saving grace 
to become operative. 

At least two features show that God affirms with Noah his pre-existing 
relationship with creation under Adam’s headship (thus, the Adamic-No-
ahic covenant [singular]), though with some developments. First, parallels 
suggest that Yahweh recreates the world with Noah as covenant head in ways 
that intentionally recall God’s earlier work with Adam: (1) (re-)creation 
begins in watery chaos (Gen 1:2 // 7:17–24); (2) the Spirit/wind moves 
(1:2 // 8:1); (3) God’s image bearers are creation’s stewards (1:26–27 // 
7:1–3; 9:2, 6); (4) animals are “according to their kind” (1:21–22, 24, 28 
// 7:2–3, 13–14); (5) God blesses/commands humans to be fruitful (1:28 
// 9:1, 7), (6) designates food (1:29–30; 2:16 // 9:3–4), and (7) restricts 
food (2:17 // 9:4); (8) both families include father, mother, and three 
sons (4:1–2, 25 // 6:10; 7:13). Second, God’s “establishing” (Hiphil qûm) 
rather than “cutting/making” (krṯ) the Noahic covenant (hēqîm běrîṯ; 6:18; 
9:9, 11, 17) points to God’s affirming or sustaining his earlier covenant with 
creation rather than his initiating (e.g., Gen 15:8; Exod 24:8; Deut 5:2–3; 
28:69[29:1]) or renewing an old one either after it has been broken (e.g., 
Exod 34:10; Deut 29:1[28:69]) or with a new party (e.g., Josh 24:25; 2 
Chr 34:31).21 Scripture applies “affirmation” language with the Noahaic 
(Gen 6:18; 9:9, 11, 17), patriarchal (Gen 17:7, 9, 21; Exod 6:4; Lev 26:9; 
Deut 8:18), Mosaic (Lev 26:9), and new (Ezek 16:60, 62) covenants. 

Additionally, God’s affirmation with Noah develops the divine-creation 
relationship. Fear and defense of human life now occur within humanity’s 
dominion (Gen 9:2, 6). God sanctions animal life as food (9:3; cf. 1:29), and 
he also guarantees the new context’s perpetuity for redemption by specific 
promises and the covenant sign of the rainbow (9:12–17).22 
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Tracing the Plotline’s Argument: Adamic-Noahic Covenant

Because Yahweh’s purposes and commitments to and through Noah affirm 
those with Adam, the Bible portrays these two figures as successive heads 
of one Adamic-Noahic covenant with creation. What God does with Noah 
restates his earlier work with Adam by sustaining and expounding upon 
what he already started, and this points to a relationship of Idea-Explanation 
(Id/Exp). Furthermore, humanity’s sin and the resulting curse in the garden 
and at the flood are matched by God committing to maintain a context of 
common grace from which he will fulfill his earlier promise to save through 
the first woman’s male offspring. The Adamic-Noahic covenant, therefore, 
provides a Situation, and the rest of the redemptive story provides the divine 
Response (= Sit/R). 

2. Abrahamic Covenant

After the flood and Shem, Ham, and Japheth’s families multiplied and rebelled 
against God by exalting themselves, Yahweh confused their languages and 
dispersed some seventy nations across the globe (Gen 11:8–9; cf. ch. 10). 
From one of them, he then distinguished Abram and his offspring through 
whom he purposed to reverse the global curse and reconcile the world to 
himself.23

God Fulfills the Covenant in Two Stages
Yahweh commissioned Abram to “go” to the land of Canaan and there “be 
a blessing” (12:1–3), the latter of which implies spreading God’s kingdom 
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rule through the world (1:28). These two coordinated commands (12:1b, 
2d) are each followed by one or more conditional promises (12:2abc, 3ab), 
and the second command-promise unit includes the ultimate promissory 
result: global blessing (12:3c).24 

Table 2. Genesis 12:1–3, DeRouchie’s translation
And Yahweh said to Abram, 1

Stage 1:

Realized in 
the Mosaic 
Covenant

“Go from your land and your kindred and your father’s 
house to the land that I will show you,

b

so that I may make you into a great nation, 2
and may bless you, b
and may make your name great. c

Stage 2: 

Realized 
in the New 
Covenant

Then be a blessing, d
so that I may bless those who bless you, 3
but him who dishonors you I will curse, b
with the result that in you all the families of the ground 
may be blessed.”

c

At least three features are important from this command-promise struc-
ture. First, the two command-promise units indicate how God would reverse 
the punishments of property and progeny from Gen 3:14–19.25 He would 
do so as the patriarch or his representative would “go” to the land and there 
“be a blessing.” 

Second, the command-promise units foresee two major stages in sal-
vation history.26 Stage 1 relates to Abraham fathering one nation with a 
kingdom centered in Canaan, which Yahweh fulfills through the Mosaic 
covenant after Egypt afflicted Israel four hundred years (Gen 15:13, 18; 
17:8; cf. Exod 2:24; 6:4–5, 8; 33:1; Deut 1:8; 9:5).27 God gave Israel 
Canaan for the twelve tribes during the days of Joshua ( Josh 11:23; 
21:43–45; cf. Gen 17:8), but it is not until kings David and Solomon 
reigned that Israel’s realm stretched from the River of Egypt to the Euphra-
tes River (2 Sam 7:1; 8:1–14; 10:19 1 Kgs 4:20–21; 8:65; cf. Gen 15:18).28 
Stage 2 occurs when God’s representative “blesses” the “clans/families” 
Yahweh dispersed (Gen 12:2d–3; cf. 10:32), thus reversing the universal 
curse. God would commission Israel the nation to extend the blessing of 
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Yahweh’s rule to the nations (Exod 19:5–6; Deut 4:5–8). Yet, like Adam, 
they would fail (Hos 6:7), and a royal representative would be needed 
to fulfill the commission.

Paul recognized how in Christ the church is the beneficiary of these 
blessings: “The Scripture, foreseeing that God would justify the Gentiles 
by faith, preached the gospel beforehand to Abraham, saying, ‘In you 
shall all the nations be blessed’” (Gal 3:8). Thus, Abraham’s ultimate 
offspring, Christ (Gal 3:16), fulfills stage 2 of the Abrahamic covenant 
by triumphing over God’s enemies (Col 2:15) and blessing the world 
(Acts 3:26; Gal 3:14, 29). This he accomplishes through his perfect life 
of obedience culminating in his death and resurrection (Rom 5:18–19; 
Phil 2:8; 1 Pet 2:22), by which he created the new covenant community 
(Luke 1:54–55, 72–73).

Third, the patriarch initially obeyed (= fruit) only because he first believed 
(= root).29 Thus, the author of Hebrews declares, “By faith Abraham obeyed 
when he was called to go out to a place that he was to receive as an inheritance” 
(Heb 11:8; cf. Gen 12:1–4). The promises must have been desirable, and 
the promise-maker must have been believable to move a former moon-wor-
shiper to leave family and the familiar to go with his barren wife to a far-off 
land ( Josh 24:2–3). As Stephen testifies, “The God of glory appeared to our 
father Abraham” (Acts 6:2). 

Significantly, while Abraham’s faith is apparent already in Genesis 12, 
the narrator reserves the vocabulary of faith for Genesis 15, specifically 
where the hope of the coming offspring is at the fore: “And [Abraham] 
believed the Lord, and he counted it to him as righteousness” (Gen 
15:6). Abraham’s justifying faith was trusting God to do in, through, 
and for him what he could not do on his own, specifically in relation to 
bringing the promised offspring-Deliverer, in whom the world’s hopes 
rested.30 Throughout the Pentateuch, “righteousness” language refers to 
doing righteous acts, yet the declaration of Genesis 15:6 focuses on the 
patriarch’s inability and not his ability. Hence, God imputes to Abraham 
by faith something that was by nature not his own––righteousness. As 
Brian Vickers notes, 

Because Abraham believes the promise for an heir, God counts Abraham as hold-

ing the same status or position as that of a person who has done everything right 
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according to God’s standards…. The status or description typically reserved 

for actions is here counted to Abraham on the basis of faith. Abraham’s faith is 

counted to him as something that it inherently is not, righteousness…. What 

might usually be declared over a person who did what is right in God’s sight 

is declared upon Abraham through faith.31

Within the biblical framework, Abraham’s justification by faith directly 
contrasts with the idea that he was justified by works (Rom 4:1–5), and 
his later willingness to offer Isaac as a sacrifice (Gen 22:1–19) simply “ful-
fills” his earlier belief, such that his “faith was completed by his works” ( Jas 
2:21–23). That the Genesis narrative places Abraham’s faith directly in the 
promised offspring highlights how he already recognized that a person and 
not a people would be the ultimate instrument of restoring God’s kingdom 
blessing to the world. 

Genesis 17 contrasts Abraham’s fatherhood of a single covenant nation 
in Canaan (17:7–8) with his becoming “a father of many nations” (17:4–6; 
cf. 35:11), which fulfills the promise in 12:3 and 15:5 (cf. Rom 4:16–17). 
Fulfilling the promise of a singular “offspring” in Gen 3:15, Yahweh would 
raise up the patriarch’s biological “offspring” and multiply him like the 
stars (Gen 15:3–5; cf. 22:17). He will be named through Isaac (21:12; cf. 
17:19, 21), conquer his enemies’ gate, and stand as the agent of blessing 
for all nations (22:17–18).32 Although God refers to both the limited 
“Canaan” and the larger suzerain state with the singular “land” (15:18; 
17:8), this singular offspring from Gen 22:17–18 would inherit plural 
“lands” (26:3–4). By this means God would overcome the world’s curse, 
and Abraham would inherit “the world” (Rom 4:13; cf. Ps 2:8; Dan 2:35; 
Matt 5:5; Eph 6:3).33 Quoting the land promise in Genesis 26:3 with 
an allusion to 22:18 (cf. 13:15; 17:8; 24:7), Paul identifies Christ as the 
“offspring/seed” that blesses the world (Gal 3:16; cf. 3:8, 14), and those 
belonging to him become “Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the 
promise” (3:29).34 

The Fulfillment of God’s Promise is both Conditional and Certain
The Abrahamic covenant testifies to the conditional nature and certain 
fulfillment of its promises. Conditionally, the patriarch must “go” to the 
land and there “be a blessing” to overcome curse and bless the world (Gen 
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12:1–3). For Yahweh to confirm the covenant, the patriarch must “walk 
before” God and “be blameless” (17:1–2).35 The covenant sign of circum-
cision reminded recipients of this priestly commission (cf. Exod 19:5–6), 
portrayed the curse of excision for violators, and distinguished Abraham’s 
offspring from all other ancient peoples.36 Alternatively, Yahweh stresses 
certain fulfillment through his self-imprecatory oath-sign and promise 
(Gen 15:17–21; cf. 1 Sam 11:7; Jer 34:18)37 and by swearing upon himself, 
following Abraham’s faith-filled obedience wherein he nearly sacrificed 
Isaac (22:16–18; cf. 26:3–5). 

Hence, Yahweh vows to fulfill both covenant stages ([1] great nation; 
[2] blessed world), but he would do so only in response to his covenant 
“son’s” obedience (cf. Rom 5:18–19; 8:4; Phil 2:8).38 Using the infinitive 
absolute + yiqtol construction in Gen 18:18 followed by the conditional 
reason plus purposes statements in 18:19 highlights the certainty yet 
contingent nature of God’s promise: “Abraham will surely become [hāyô 
yihyê] a great and powerful nation, and all nations on earth will be blessed 
through him. For [kî] I have chosen him, so that [lema‘an] he will direct 
his children and his household after him to keep the way of the Lord by 
doing what is right and just, so that [lema‘an] the Lord will bring about 
for Abraham what he has promised him.”39 Abraham’s covenant mediating, 
faith-generated obedience does secure initial fulfillment (Gen 22:18; 
26:5), but his own faith rested in the promised obedience of the singu-
lar, male “offspring,” who would become numerous like the stars (Gen 
15:5–6; 22:17ab), expand the kingdom turf from land to lands (22:17c; 
26:3–4), and be the agent through whom the nations regard themselves 
blessed (22:18; 26:4).40 

The Abrahamic covenant parallels ancient royal grants, which obligated 
every generation to loyalty but promised irrevocable or perpetual prom-
ises ensuring the pledged land or kingship remained in the family, even 
if disloyal individuals forfeited their participation in the covenant bless-
ings. This stands in contrast to suzerain-vassal treaties, which a suzerain 
could terminate when a vassal rebelled. The following excerpt supplies an 
example of a grant of royal succession and land that Hattusili III of Hatti 
bestowed on Ulmi-Teshshup of Tarhuntassa: “If any son or grandson of 
yours commits an offense, then the King of Hatti shall question him. …If he 
is deserving of death, he shall perish, but his household and land shall not 
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be taken from him and given to the progeny of another.”41 Whereas both 
grants and suzerain-vassal treaties were conditional for every generation, 
grants alone ensured that the property or dynasty would remain in the 
family. The Mosaic covenant is like the suzerain-vassal treaties in the way 
Israel’s rebellion resulted in the covenant’s termination. In contrast, the 
Abrahamic and Davidic covenants express the conditional yet perpetual 
qualities found in ancient grants.42 

Paul likely emphasizes this distinction when he draws attention to 
the Abrahamic covenant’s promissory quality in contrast to the Mosaic 
law-administration: “The law, which came 430 years afterward, does not 
annul a covenant previously ratified by God, so as to make the prom-
ise void. For if the inheritance comes by the law, it no longer comes by 
promise; but God gave it to Abraham by a promise” (Gal 3:17–18; cf. 
Rom 4:13–14). Furthermore, Christ’s perfect obedience to both the 
Adamic-Noahic covenant with creation (Rom 5:18–19; 2 Cor 5:21) and 
the Mosaic covenant with Israel (2 Cor 3:9; Gal 3:10–13; Col 2:13–15) 
merits all kingdom blessings for those in him, and his once-for-all sacri-
fice and eternal life and reign secure these blessings eternally (Rom 5:9; 
6:22–23; 1 Thess 1:10).

The Single Abrahamic Covenant
Paul Williamson argues that Yahweh builds off his commission in Genesis 
12:1–3 by initiating two distinct covenants with Abraham; (1) Genesis 
15’s temporary, national, and unilateral covenant, and (2) Genesis 17’s 
eternal, international, and bilateral covenant.43 However, both chapters 
include national (Gen 15:18; 17:7–8) and international (15:5; 17:4–6) 
elements, later Scripture always speaks of a single “covenant” with the 
patriarchs (e.g., Exod 2:24; 2 Kgs 13:23; Neh 9:7–8; Ps 105:9; Acts 
3:25), and the switch from God’s “cutting” a covenant (krṯ, Gen 15:18) 
to “affirming” a covenant (Hiphil qûm, 17:7, 19, 21) strongly suggest a 
single covenant administration that develops over two redemptive-his-
torical phases.44 We will see that the Mosaic and new covenants fulfill 
different aspects of the single Abrahamic covenant. 
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Tracing the Plotline’s Argument: Abrahamic Covenant

In response to the five occurrences of “curse” as noun (’ārûr) or verb (Qal 
or Piel’rr) in Genesis 1–11 (Gen 3:14, 17; 4:11; 5:29; 9:25), Gen 12:1–3’s 
five uses of “blessing/bless” (berāḵâ/Piel or Niphal brḵ) signal a major shift 
in salvation history from the problem to the solution (= Situation-Response). 
Paralleling the structure of the Adamic-Noahic covenant, God develops the 
Abrahamic covenant in two phases by first cutting the covenant (15:18) and 
then committing to affirm it (17:7; cf. 22:16–18). The reinstatement and 
expansion point to a relationship of Idea-Explanation (Id/Exp). Furthermore, 
the command-promise structure in Gen 12:1–3 along with the rest of the 
patriarchal narrative anticipate two stages of fulfillment, the first associated 
with Abraham serving as a father of one nation centered in the land of Canaan 
(17:7–8; cf. 13:15–16; 15:18) and the second linked to the rise of the coming 
royal Deliverer in the line of Judah when Abraham will serve as the father of 
many nations in many lands (17:4–6; 22:17–18; 26:3–4; 49:8–10). God’s 
promises stand at the fore in the Abrahamic covenant, and this Anticipation 
prepares us for the Fulfillment (Ant/F) later in the plotline.

3. Mosaic Covenant

The Mosaic Covenant Fulfills Stage 1 of the Abrahamic Covenant
After Yahweh brought Israel through the exodus to Mount Sinai, he charged 
them to respond to his salvation by heeding his voice, keeping his “covenant,” 
and being his treasured possession amid the world so that they might ulti-
mately serve him as “a kingdom of priests and a holy nation” (Exod 19:5–6; 
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cf. Deut 10:12–13).45 God called Israel to love him with all their hearts (Deut 
6:4–5) and to love their neighbor as themselves (Lev 19:18). By treasuring 
God through surrendered lives and by valuing his image in others they would 
mediate and display his worth and beauty to their neighbors through their 
loyalty to Yahweh (cf. Deut 4:5–8). This could happen only by Yahweh’s 
presence igniting holiness (Exod 33:16; cf. Lev 9:23–10:3; 20:8; 21:8; 22:32). 

The national “covenant” of Sinai (Exod 19:5) realized stage 1 fulfillment of 
the Abrahamic covenant (2:24; 6:4)––Israel would become a single nation 
in the land (Gen 12:1–2; 17:7).46 This link between Sinai and Abraham is 
apparent in at least three ways: (1) After the golden calf rebellion Moses 
pleads for the people’s pardon by urging him to remember his covenant prom-
ises to the patriarchs (Exod 32:13; Deut 9:27), and this resulted in Yahweh 
restoring the covenant (Exod 34:1–2, 27–28). (2) Moses’s covenant renewal 
sermons at Moab in Deuteronomy frequently clarify that in giving Israel 
the land God was directly fulfilling his pledge to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob 
(Deut 1:8; 6:10; 9:5; 29:13; 30:20; cf. 29:1[28:69]).47 (3) The Abrahamic 
covenant sign of circumcision (Gen 17:10–11) continues into the Mosaic 
covenant as a mark of God’s covenant people (Exod 12:43–49; Lev 12:3).

After synthesizing (Exod 20:1–17) and detailing (20:22–23:19) the 
covenant obligations, Yahweh formalized his relationship with Israel 
(24:1–11). Leviticus and the scroll of the law (ESV = “Book of the Law”) 
in Deuteronomy then develop the covenant through their holiness instruc-
tions and sanctions, and Deuteronomy’s law scroll supplies a formal 
covenant renewal after the exodus generation’s rebellion in the wilderness 
(cf. Deut 29:20; 30:10; 31:26). The way Deuteronomy organizes the 
embedded law scroll resembles second millennium BC suzerain-vassal 
treaty patterns,48 and this link aligns with the way Scripture describes this 
covenant’s contingent and temporary nature. The Mosaic covenant guided 
the evaluation of Israel’s history, determined the indictments, instruc-
tions, warnings and hopes of the prophets, and supplied the framework 
for the wisdom of the sages. It governed God’s people’s existence until 
the coming of Christ (see Josh 1:7–8; Mal 4:4[3:22]; Luke 16:16). Now, 
however, the new covenant has superseded this old administration. As 
Paul states, “Now before faith came, we were held captive under the law, 
imprisoned until the coming faith would be revealed. So then, the law 
was our guardian until Christ came, in order that we might be justified 
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by faith. But now that faith has come, we are no longer under a guardian, 
for in Christ Jesus you are all sons of God, through faith” (Gal 3:23–26; 
cf. Heb 8:6–13).49 

The Mosaic covenant’s sign was the Sabbath (Exod 31:13–17). Yahweh 
instituted it to supply rest (Deut 5:14) and to develop holiness by testing 
obedience and nurturing trust (Exod 16:4–5, 23–26). Through the Sabbath 
Yahweh proved himself to be Israel’s Provider.50 Furthermore, the weekly and 
yearly Sabbath cycles reminded Israel that through them and their Messiah 
Yahweh would reestablish right order in his world (cf. Matt 11:27–12:8; Heb 
4:9–10) and would restore the sovereign peace he enjoyed with his creation 
in the beginning (Gen 2:1–3; cf. Ps 132:7–8, 13–14). Israel’s Sabbath, there-
fore, represented a future reality to which both Israel and the world were to 
hope––a hope now realized in Jesus.51

The Mosaic Covenant Brings Death
Had Israel “kept” the Mosaic covenant (Exod 19:5), their obedience would 
have brought blessing both temporal (Lev 26:3–10; cf. Deut 28:1–14) and 
spiritual (26:10–11; cf. 2 Cor 6:16), and they would have served as a royal 
priesthood, magnifying and mediating Yahweh’s presence and to the world 
(Exod 19:6; cf. Deut 4:5–8) and igniting the universal blessing linked to 
stage 2 of the Abrahamic covenant (Gen 12:2–3; cf. Deut 4:5–8; 26:18–19; 
28:10; 32:43 LXX; 33:19).52 However, by connecting the means of this 
blessing to the promised royal Deliverer (Gen 3:15; 22:17–18; 26:3–4; 
49:8–10), Genesis already anticipated the nation itself would fail and 
that faith in the coming offspring was the people’s only hope (Gen 15:6) .

The Mosaic covenant shows similarities to both second millennial BC law 
codes and suzerain-vassal treaties, but its conditionality and revocability most 
approximate the latter.53 Yahweh’s gift of righteousness, blessing, and lasting 
life depended upon Israel perfectly obeying all God’s commands (Lev 18:5; 
Deut 4:1; 6:25; 8:1; 28:1–2). Thus, in this “old” covenant, righteousness 
was the goal and not the ground (Deut 6:25; cf. 16:20). Where unforgiven 
disobedience prevailed, curse and death reigned (27:26; 28:15).54 

While a remnant of true believers existed in Israel (e.g., Moses, Rahab, 
Ruth, Hannah, David, Isaiah, etc.; cf. Rom 11:7), the majority needed heart 
surgery (Deut 10:16) since at the core they were unrighteous (9:6) and spiri-
tually disabled (29:4[3]). As Moses characterized them, they were stubborn, 
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unbelieving, and rebellious (9:6–7, 23–24; 10:16; 31:27).55 Their spiritual 
want should have moved them to recognize their deep neediness and that 
their only hope was for God to reconcile them by grace through faith in his 
provision of a substitutionary sacrifice, which would atone for them if they 
realized their guilt and confessed their sins (e.g., Lev 5:5–6; Num 5:6–7). 
If they were to enjoy any blessing, it would be solely because of God’s grace 
and not because they earned it. It would be because they would enjoy a right 
standing only attainable by faith (Rom 9:30–32; cf. Gen 15:6) and because 
Yahweh’s past pardoning of them would produce for them power to obey 
and purchase promises that would motivate loyalty (Deut 30:6, 8).

Nevertheless, Moses saw that Israel’s stubbornness would lead them to 
rebel even more in the land and then experience God’s just exilic wrath 
(4:25–28; 31:16–17, 27). The lengthy covenant curse lists (Lev 26:14–39; 
Deut 28:15–68; much longer than the blessing, Lev 26:3–13; Deut 28:1–14) 
forecasted what was to come, and Israel’s history unfolded just as Moses 
predicted (e.g., 2 Kgs 17:13–18; Dan 9:11–14). 

Because the Mosaic covenant era included a sustained hardness that 
resulted in the people’s destruction (Rom 11:7–8; 2 Cor 3:14), Paul rightly 
noted that “the law is not of faith” (Gal 3:12).56 The Mosaic covenant bore 
a “ministry of death” and “condemnation” (2 Cor 3:7, 9) and demonstrated 
Israel and the world’s need for the promised Deliverer (Rom 3:19–22; 
5:20), whose new covenant mediation and rule would result in a “ministry 
of righteousness” (2 Cor 3:9).57

The Mosaic Covenant Anticipates the New Covenant
Moses himself recognized that the covenant he mediated would bring Isra-
el’s death (Deut 4:25–28; 31:16–17, 27) and also that after exile Yahweh 
would remember his covenant promises to the patriarchs (Lev 26:42) and 
the exodus generation (26:45), restore his people, transform the remnant’s 
hearts, curse their enemies, and secure their life (Deut 4:30–31; 30:1–14; 
cf. Hab 2:4).58 Yahweh’s promised Savior would lead a new exodus, bring 
kingdom blessing, and establish global dominion (Num 24:5–9, 17–19). 
Other nations would gather to and rejoice in Yahweh (Deut 32:43; 33:19; 
cf. Isa 60:15; Rom 15:10), and this would ignite jealousy to draw Israelites 
back to God (Deut 32:21; cf. Rom 10:19). In this age, the remnant would 
heed Moses’s commandments (Deut 30:8; cf. Matt 5:19) because a prophet 
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like Moses would supersede Moses’s role (cf. 1 Tim 2:5; Heb 9:15; 12:24), 
perform signs and wonders (Deut 34:10–12; cf. John 20:30–31), clarify 
the divine word (Deut 18:15, 18; cf. Matt 5:17–18; 17:5), and ensure its 
internalization within God’s people (30:8–14; cf. Isa 59:21; Matt 28:20; 
Rom 10:6–8).59

Tracing the Plotline’s Argument: Mosaic Covenant

The Mosaic covenant fulfills stage 1 of the Abrahamic covenant promises 
since under the Mosaic administration Israel becomes a nation centered in 
Canaan with a calling to serve as royal priests amid the world. The covenant 
Yahweh cut with Israel at Sinai/Horeb, he renewed in Deuteronomy with 
a new generation after the exodus generation’s wilderness disobedience. 
Yahweh’s covenant affirmations with Noah and Abraham are different 
than his covenant renewals at Sinai after the golden calf revolt (Exod 34) 
and in Deuteronomy after further wilderness rebellions.60 By affirming a 
covenant, God graciously upholds his previous commitment, whereas by 
renewing a covenant he mercifully re-cuts or re-institutes what the vassal 
broke. Whereas I represented covenant affirmation with the relationship 
Idea-Explanation (Id/Exp), I portray covenant renewal with General-Spe-
cific (Gn/Sp). Thus, in Deuteronomy God instates the new wilderness 
generation and its offspring as his covenant people, assumes the lasting 
validity of the previous covenant materials, and develops the implications 
of the covenant relationship for the whole community dwelling in the 
promised land. Had Israel “kept” the covenant, they would have served 
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Yahweh and his world as royal priests (Exod 19:5–6; cf. Deut 4:5–8), 
thus igniting stage 2 of the Abrahamic covenant (Gen 12:2–3). Instead, 
the law revealed and increased sin (Rom 3:20; 5:20; 7:7–9; cf. Gal 3:19) 
and brought wrath (Rom 4:15) and death (7:10; 2 Cor 3:7, 9). Israel’s 
only hope would be in God’s new work through the promised offspring.

4. Davidic Covenant

During the Mosaic covenant era after Israel settled the promised land, Yahweh 
advanced his promise of a coming royal Savior by pledging to David an eternal 
kingdom (2 Sam 7:8–16; 1 Chr 17:7–14). While the narrative accounts do 
not call the event a “covenant,” other Scriptures do (2 Sam 23:5; Pss 89:3, 
28, 34, 39[4, 29, 35, 40]; 132:12).

The Nature of the Davidic Covenant
Scripture progressively reveals Yahweh’s commitment to raise up a roy-
al-priestly offspring to deliver the world. He would overcome the curse 
with blessing, expand God’s kingdom, and come from the first woman 
(Gen 3:15) and from the lines of Shem (9:26–27), Abraham (17:6, 16; 
22:17–18), Isaac (17:19; 21:12; cf. 26:3–4), Jacob (35:11; Num 24:17–19), 
and Judah (Gen 49:8–10). He would lead a new exodus, overcome enemies, 
and bestow blessings (Num 24:7–9). His reign would curb the self-rule of 
God’s people ( Judg 21:25), be the means by which Yahweh would judge 
the ends of the earth (1 Sam 2:10), and fulfill the hope for a faithful king-
priest around whom Yahweh would build a sure house (2:35; cf. Ps 110:4; 
Zech 6:12–13).61 The Davidic covenant now reveals that God’s kingdom 
blessing would rest on his house and that the coming royal Son of God in 
his line would reign eternally (2 Sam 7:16, 29).62 

While describing his prior (7:8–9) and subsequent (7:9–11a; cf. Ps 
89:21–23, 27[22–24, 28]) accomplishments for David, Yahweh echoes 
the Abrahamic covenant. Yahweh then vowed that after David’s death he 
would build David a “house/dynasty” (2 Sam 7:11b–16). David’s biolog-
ical descendant (“offspring”) would build a “house” for God’s name, enjoy 
a lasting kingdom, and be Yahweh’s royal son (7:12–15). David’s house, 
kingdom, and throne would remain steadfast and established forever (7:16). 
In response, David recognized that such promises bore hope and guidance 
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for the world (7:19).63 Thus, David’s final words before death unpack his 
confident longing for this Deliverer to work justice, overcome the curse, and 
establish a new creation (23:3–7).64

Because of the royal son’s potential for sin (7:14) and because Solomon 
was convinced that his temple fulfilled God’s promise that David’s son 
would build Yahweh’s “house” (1 Kgs 8:18–20), Solomon initially and 
typologically fulfilled God’s promise of a royal son. Nevertheless, as with 
royal grants, Yahweh promised that the royal son’s throne would last for-
ever (2 Sam 7:13, 16) but also stressed how fulfillment was conditioned 
on the king’s lasting loyalty (1 Kgs 2:4; 8:25; 9:4–5; Ps 132:12). Hence, 
only a monarch with perfect obedience and an eternal reign would fulfill 
God’s Davidic promises––facts manifest only through Christ Jesus in the 
new covenant (Isa 9:6–7[5–6]; 11:4–5; 50:5–9; 55:3; Luke 1:32–33; 
Acts 2:29–36).65

Other Scriptural Reflections on the Davidic Covenant
The writing prophets identified the promised Savior of the Pentateuch 
and Former Prophets with David’s seed and noted that through him 
God would work a new exodus and new creation and reconcile many 
from Israel and other nations to himself (Isa 9:7; 11:1–12:6; Jer 23:5–8; 
30:9; Ezek 37:24; Hos 3:5; Amos 9:11–15; Zech 12:10; 13:1; cf. Acts 
15:16–18). The royal psalms also anticipate this Davidide, who would 
be Yahweh’s “begotten son” (Pss 2:7; 89:27[28]; cf. Acts 13:33; Heb 
1:5; 5:5), receive Yahweh’s everlasting blessing (Pss 21:6[7]; 45:2[3]; 
cf. 72:17), fulfill the Davidic covenant promises (89:28–37[29–38]; 
132:11–12, 17–18), and inherit both the nations (2:8–9; cf. Rev 5:9–10; 
12:5; 19:15) and Melchizedekian priesthood (Ps 110:1–4; cf. Heb 5:6; 
7:17, 21).66 

Peter identifies Jesus as the descendant whom God promised to sit on 
David’s throne (Acts 2:30–31). The author of Hebrews views Jesus as 
fulfilling the promise, “I will be to him a father, and he shall be to me a 
son” (Heb 1:5). And the rest of the NT stresses that Jesus’s already and 
not yet end-time reign realizes all Davidic kingdom hopes (Matt 1:1; 
Luke 1:68–75; Rom 1:1–4; Rev 22:16).
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Tracing the Plotline’s Argument: Davidic Covenant

The Abrahamic covenant anticipated a two-stage fulfilment, the second of 
which would include a single, male Deliverer from the line of Judah whose 
reign would extend Yahweh’s influence to the earth’s ends (Gen 17:4–6; 
22:17–18; 26:3–4; 49:8–10). The shift from Abraham’s fatherhood of one 
nation in the Mosaic era to many nations in a future era would mark a true 
Progression (P) in Scripture’s plotline that cannot be reversed. The Davidic 
covenant narrows the promise from Judah to the Davidic line and signals this 
Progression. While Yahweh made the promises to David during the Mosaic 
administration, the covenant Anticipates an ultimate Fulfilment after this era 
in stage 2 of the Abrahamic covenant (Ant/F).

5. New Covenant

The new covenant in Christ between God and his church realizes the hopes 
of Scripture’s previous divine-human covenants. The new covenant solves 
the global problem of sin and death that the Adamic-Noahic covenant 
creates. It also accomplishes the universal blessings promised to the patri-
archs, overcomes the Mosaic administration’s condemnation, realizes the 
old covenant’s restoration blessings, and embodies the Davidic kingdom 
hopes. Yahweh’s elect seers, sages, sovereigns, and song writers foresaw 
from a distance the glories that you and I now enjoy in Jesus (Matt 13:17; 
Luke 10:24; John 8:56; Heb 11:13; cf. 1 Pet 1:10–20).

The Old Testament Terminology Associated with the New Covenant
Among the various labels the OT uses for the end-times relationship between 
Yahweh and those reconciled in Christ are “covenant” ( Jer 31:33; Ezek 16:62; 
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Dan 9:27; Hos 2:18; Zech 9:11; Mal 3:1), “new covenant” ( Jer 31:31), 
“everlasting covenant” (Isa 55:3; Jer 32:40; 50:5; Ezek 16:60; 37:26), and 
“covenant of peace” (Isa 54:10; Ezek 34:25; 37:26). Yahweh also calls the 
messianic servant himself a “covenant” (Isa 42:6; 49:8; 59:21; cf. 55:3; Dan 
9:27).67 The relationship is commonly associated with other features like:

• New exodus (Isa 11:10–12, 15–16; Jer 16:14–15; 23:7–8; Hos 11:10–11; 

Zech 10:8–12; cf. Mark 1:1–3; Luke 9:30–31; 2 Cor 6:17–18);

• New “David” (Isa 9:7; 16:5; 22:22; 55:3; Jer 23:5–6; 30:9; 33:15; Ezek 

34:23–24; 37:24–25; Hos 3:5; Amos 9:11; Zech 12:10; 13:1; cf. Luke 

1:32–33, 68–69; Acts 2:30–35; Rev 5:5; 22:16);

• Restoring past fortunes (Zeph 3:20; to a remnant of Israel/Judah: Jer 29:14; 

30:3, 18; 31:23; 32:44; 33:7, 11, 26; Ezek 39:25; Hos 6:11; Joel 3:1; Amos 

9:14; Zeph 2:7; to a remnant of other nations: Jer 48:47; 49:6, 39; Ezek 16:53; 

29:14; cf. Deut 30:3);

• New “heart” ( Jer 24:7; 32:39; Ezek 11:19; 36:26; cf. Deut 30:6; Rom 2:29);

• The outpouring of God’s Spirit (on the messianic Servant: Isa 11:2; 42:1; 

59:21; 61:1; cf. Matt 12:18–20; Luke 4:18–19; on the people: Isa 32:15; 44:3; 

59:21; Ezek 36:27; 37:14, 27; Joel 2:28–29; Zech 12:10; cf. Acts 2:16–18; 

Rom 2:29; Gal 3:14);

• A new “Jerusalem” (Isa 2:2–4; 4:2–6; 11:6–9; 65:18, 25; Jer 3:16–17; cf. 

Gal 4:25–26; Heb 12:22) that appears coterminous with a new creation (Isa 

43:19; 48:6; 65:17; 66:22; Hos 2:18[20]; Amos 9:13–15; cf. Rev 21:1–2).

From one perspective, in the new covenant Yahweh affirms the origi-
nal patriarchal covenant promises (hēqîm běrîṯ; Ezek 16:60, 62 with Lev 
26:42).68 But Scripture also treats the covenant Christ mediates as new 
and freshly initiated (kāraṯ běrîṯ) when contrasted with the temporary 
Mosaic covenant ( Jer 31:31; 32:40; Ezek 34:25; 37:26).69 Only in Jer 
31:31 does the OT use the adjective “new” to describe the end-times 
relationship between God and humanity that Jesus inaugurates through 
his life, death, and resurrection (Luke 22:20; 1 Cor 11:25; Heb 9:15). 
This covenant’s newness brings “righteousness,” against the old Mosaic 
covenant that brought “death” and “condemnation” ( Jer 31:32; 2 Cor 
3:6–7, 9, 14). In relation to the outworking of the Abrahamic covenant 
promises, the author of Hebrews notes that the Mosaic administration 
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was the “first covenant” and the “new covenant” the “second” and that 
because of Christ the new covenant supersedes the old, which is now 
“becoming obsolete and growing old” and will soon “vanish away” (Heb 
8:6–8, 13; cf. Gal 3:23–25).70

The Old Testament depiction of the New Covenant community
The prophets at times portray the new covenant in national terms ( Jer 
31:36; Mic 4:7; Ezek 37:22), specifically when describing the Messiah’s 
kingdom people (cf. 1 Pet 2:9).71 This community, however, includes a 
remnant from Israel/Judah (Isa 10:20–22; 11:11, 16; Mic 2:12; 7:18; 
Zeph 2:7, 9; Zech 8:11–12) and––fulfilling the Abrahamic promises (Gen 
12:3; 22:18; cf. Isa 54:1–3; Jer 4:1–2; Acts 3:25–26; Gal 3:8, 14)––other 
nations (Amos 9:12; cf. Isa 2:2–4; 49:6; Jer 3:17–18; Zech 8:22–23).72 
God adopts both groups into his single family (Isa 19:24–25; Jer 12:16; 
Zech 2:11; cf. Gal 4:4–5; Eph 1:5) by their faith in the righteous Ser-
vant-person’s substitutionary sacrifice and victorious resurrection (Isa 
53:10–11; Zech 12:10; 13:1). Together they serve Yahweh their God 
and the Davidic king ( Jer 30:9; Hos 3:5) and enjoy new birth certificates 
associated with the new Jerusalem (Ps 87; cf. Ezek 16:61).73 Thus, God 
counts as Abraham’s multi-ethnic offspring the single “Israel of God” (Gal 
3:29; 6:16; Eph 2:13–22; cf. Rom 2:28–29; Phil 5:3) whom Yahweh’s 
Servant-person “Israel” justifies (Isa 45:25; 49:3, 6; 53:10–11; 54:2–3; 
59:21).74 These peoples are Christ’s church and God’s new “holy nation” 
(1 Pet 2:9; cf. Rev 5:10) connected with the heavenly “Jerusalem” (Gal 
4:25–26; Heb 12:22; cf. Phil 3:20). The church does not replace Israel. 
Instead, its members are part of the true Israel (cf. Rom 2:28–29; Gal 
3:29; 6:16; Phil 3:3) by means of their faith in Christ, who is the true 
“Israel” (Isa 49:3) and who saves a remnant offspring of ethnic Israelites 
and some from other nations (49:6; cf. 53:10–11; 54:1–3).

From the prophets’ perspective, whereas sin once characterized the 
hearts of foreigners ( Jer 3:17) and most Israelites/Judeans alike (4:4; 
9:26; 17:1), every member of the new covenant will gain new, united, 
law-filled hearts (3:17; 31:33; 32:39; cf. Ezek 11:19–20; 36:26–27). 
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Yahweh will restore his relationship with them ( Jer 24:7; 31:33; 32:38; 
Ezek 11:20; 37:23, 27; Zech 8:8), and from the least to the greatest, all 
will know, fear, and obey God because every covenant member will expe-
rience blood-bought forgiveness (Isa 43:25; 44:22; 54:13; Jer 31:33–34; 
32:39–40; Ezek 36:25–26, 33; cf. Matt 26:28; John 6:45; Heb 10:26; 
1 John 2:20–21). God will count the many as righteous, all on account 
of the righteous Servant-person’s perfect obedience culminating in his 
substitutionary sacrifice and victorious resurrection (Isa 53:10–11; 55:3; 
Zech 12:10; 13:1; cf. Isa 45:25; 50:7–9; Rom 5:19).75

The New Testament sets forth how the New Covenant is Realized
Jesus’s ministry inaugurates the new covenant and God’s end-times reign 
that the OT anticipates (Matt 26:28–29; cf. Mark 14:24–25; Luke 22:20). 
Christ is Abraham’s singular, male “offspring” (Gal 3:16). Through him 
believers from every nation become God’s children and inherit every 
kingdom promise (3:8, 14, 28–29; cf. Acts 3:13–14; 1 Cor 2:20).76

Many faithful evangelicals, especially in paedo-Baptist circles, claim 
that Christ has only partially inaugurated the new covenant, thus allowing 
both regenerate and non-regenerate covenant membership.77 The use of 
perfect verbs in Hebrews, however, indicates that Christ has already fully 
initiated the new covenant, though God has not brought it to comple-
tion—fully now, finally later.78 “Christ has obtained [tetychen] a ministry 
that is as much more excellent than the old as the covenant he mediates 
is better, since it is enacted [nenomothetēai] on better promises” (Heb 
8:6). Indeed, “By calling this covenant ‘new,’ [God] has made the first 
one obsolete [pepalaiōken]; and what is obsolete and outdated will soon 
disappear” (8:13 NIV; cf. John 1:16–17; 2 Cor 3:9–10). If the new cov-
enant is fully inaugurated, then all, and not just some, of its members are 
already experiencing the internal transformation that God promised ( Jer 
31:31–34; Heb 8:8–12). Furthermore, we know that “by a single offering 
[Christ] has perfected [teteliōken] for all time those who are being sancti-
fied” (10:14)—that is, those who are part of the new covenant, in whose 
hearts Yahweh has already put his law and whose sins he remembers “no 
more” (10:16–17; cf. Jer 31:33–34). Such teaching reaffirms that only 
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those who “have come [gegonamen] to share in Christ,” the new covenant 
priestly mediator, “hold our original confidence firm to the end” (Heb 
3:14), for sustained sinning results in punishment (10:26–27). One does 
not over-realize the new covenant by stressing that membership into it 
comes only by faith in Christ’s covenant mediating, priestly-sacrifice.79

Within the Abrahamic covenant, physical circumcision depicted an 
excising curse, marked one out for God’s service, and typologically 
foreshadowed a heart circumcision that would bring about the required 
devotion.80 Until Christ’s coming, for most Israelites the sign announced 
only their coming punishment rather than actual loyalty. However, in 
his death, Jesus underwent the excising curse to which the physical 
circumcision pointed (Col 2:11; cf. 1:22; John 3:14–15; 1 Cor 5:21; 
Gal 3:13)81 and secured the new covenant’s sign of promised heart cir-
cumcision for those believing in him, thus characterizing God’s new 
people as true “Jews” (Rom 2:28–29; Gal 6:15; Phil 5:3; cf. Rev 2:9).82 
Baptizing believers in the Triune God’s name externally testifies to this 
inward reality (Matt 28:19; cf. John 3:23; Acts 8:36–39) and signifies 
membership in Christ’s church as his new people (Mark 1:4–5; Rom 
2:28–29; 4:16; Gal 3:7). Rather than replacing circumcision in the flesh, 
water baptism symbolizes primarily the believer’s union with Christ in 
his death and resurrection (Rom 6:3–4; Col 2:11–12) and secondarily 
the believer’s cleansing from sin (Heb 10:22; 1 Pet 3:21). Because heart 
circumcision as the antitype is now realized among all new covenant 
members, physical circumcision as a type is no longer necessary (1 Cor 
7:19; Gal 5:6; cf. 3:28–29).

Along with the one-time rite of water baptism, gathered members of 
Christ’s church regularly partake of the Lord’s supper (1 Cor 11:17–20, 22) 
to remember Christ (11:25) and receive spiritual nourishment (10:16–17; 
cf. John 6:53–57, 63). We eat bread signifying his body given for his people, 
and we drink the Lord’s cup signifying the new covenant in his blood (1 
Cor 11:23–26; cf. Luke 22:20).

The contrast of the old and new covenants parallel a number of other 
NT end-times old and new contrasts like old wine in old wineskins vs. new 
wine in fresh wineskins (Matt 9:17; Mark 2:22; Luke 5:37–38), old man 
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vs. new man (Rom 6:6; Eph 4:22–24; Col 3:9–10), oldness of the letter vs. 
newness of the Spirit (Rom 7:6; cf. 2:29; 2 Cor 3:6), old leaven vs. new leaven 
(1 Cor 5:7–8), and old creation vs. new creation (2 Cor 5:17; Gal 6:15). 
Furthermore, Paul highlights a series of theological contrasts that often 
parallel the old and new covenant distinction: law vs. faith (Rom 3:20, 
28; 4:13–14; 9:30–10:8; Gal 2:16–21; 3:1–14; Phil 3:9), first Adam vs. 
last Adam (Rom 5:14, 18–19; 1 Cor 15:22, 45), sin vs. righteousness 
(Rom 5:21; 6:20; 8:10), flesh vs. Spirit (Rom 8:4–13; Gal 3:3; 4:29; 
5:16–25; 6:8), letter vs. Spirit (Rom 2:29; 7:6; 2 Cor 3:3, 6), and slavery 
vs. freedom (Gal 4:21–5:1). These all highlight two different ages and 
place Jesus’s person and work as the decisive turning point in salvation 
history.83 In Christ, God fulfills what he promised, and Christ realizes 
what the OT anticipates.

Jesus is a better covenant mediator than Moses (Heb 8:6; 9:15; 12:24; 
cf. Deut 18:15–19) because he offers a superior sacrifice (Heb 9:6–10:18) 
that brings better results, better provision, and better promises. Whereas 
the first Adam failed to secure lasting life, Christ as the last Adam suc-
ceeds, winning justification unto life for all who believe (Rom 5:18–19; 
cf. 1 Cor 15:45). Through his perfect covenant keeping unto death (Rom 
5:19; 2 Cor 5:21; Phil 2:8), he triumphs over all powers of darkness (Col 
2:15), satisfies God’s wrath against his elect (Rom 5:9; 8:1; Gal 3:13; 
Col 3:14; Heb 9:26), and secures for them every eternal blessing and 
consummate inheritance (Matt 5:3, 10; 28:18–20; Gal 3:14, 29; Eph 1:3, 
14; 1 Pet 1:3–5), including eternal redemption, forgiveness, adoption, 
sonship, peace with God, righteousness, sanctification, and glorification 
(Rom 5:1; 8:4, 30; Eph 1:3–14; Heb 9:12; 10:10, 14). “Christ, having 
been offered once to bear the sins of many, will appear a second time, 
not to deal with sin but to save those who are eagerly waiting for him” 
(Heb 9:28). In that day, the victorious King will punish his enemies, 
consummate his new creation, and bless all his redeemed with the right 
to eat from the tree of life in God’s paradise and to reign with him for-
evermore (2 Thess 1:9–10; Rev 5:10; 21:1–22:5, 14)), thus fulfilling 
humanity’s original mandate (Gen 1:28).
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Tracing the Plotline’s Argument: New Covenant

Christ came declaring, “The time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of God is at 
hand; repent and believe in the gospel” (Mark 1:15). Indeed, Christ fulfills all 
that that the OT anticipated both directly and indirectly (Matt 5:17), but that 
fulfillment comes in various ways, depending on the covenant. For example,

• In fulfillment of the Adamic/Noahic covenant, Jesus is the Son of Man, last 

Adam, and image of God (Mark 10:45; 14:62; Rom 5:14, 18–19; 1 Cor 

15:45; 2 Cor 4:4). 

• In fulfillment of the Abrahamic covenant, Jesus is the offspring of Abraham 

and agent of universal blessing (Gen 22:17b–18; Acts 3:25–26; Gal 3:16).

• In fulfillment of the Mosaic (old) covenant, Jesus represents Israel and stands 

as God’s Son, Yahweh’s servant, the embodiment of wisdom, the one who 

fulfilled the law’s demands, and the substance of all covenant shadows (Exod 

4:22–23; Isa 49:3, 5–6; Matt 3:17; 11:2, 19; 12:42; 13:54; John 2:19–21; 

Acts 3:25–26; Rom 5:19; Col 2:17; Heb 9:9–12; 10:1).

• In fulfillment of the Davidic covenant, Jesus is the King of the Jews, the Son 

of David, and the builder of the true temple (Matt 2:1; 16:18; 21:9; Luke 

1:32–33; Eph 2:19–21).

• In fulfillment of the new covenant promises, Jesus is the prophet like Moses 

who was to come, the only true mediator between God and man, and the 

one who grants new hearts and the indwelling Spirit (Deut 18:15, 18; Luke 

7:16; 22:20; Acts 3:22–26; 7:37; Rom 2:29; 2 Cor 3:3; 1 Tim 2:5; Heb 

8:6; 9:15; 10:16; 12:24).

The tragic Situation of sin and curse that the Adamic-Noahic covenant 
introduced finds its divine saving Response ultimately in Jesus’s life, death, 
and resurrection. What Yahweh resolved to accomplish in the Abrahamic 
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covenant, he fulfilled in two stages climaxing in Christ (Ant/F). The OT 
is dominated by the first stage, realized in the Mosaic old covenant, whose 
ministry was one of death and destruction (2 Cor 3:7, 9). Yet God had a 
purpose in delaying the resolution to the world’s problem: “What if God, 
desiring to show his wrath and to make known his power, has endured with 
much patience vessels of wrath prepared for destruction, in order to make 
known the riches of his glory for vessels of mercy, which he has prepared 
beforehand for glory—even us whom he has called, not from the Jews 
only but also from the Gentiles?” (Rom 9:22–24). The OT’s story of deep 
darkness through rebellion and punishment supplies a backdrop for Christ’s 
light to shine all the brighter.

Christ’s coming initiates the second stage of Abrahamic covenant ful-
fillment (P) and the culmination of all salvation history (Sit/R). In direct 
realization of the Davidic covenant promises, which themselves built on God’s 
promises to Abraham, the angel Gabriel foretold of Jesus, “He will be great 
and will be called the Son of the Most High. And the Lord God will give to 
him the throne of his father David, and he will reign over the house of Jacob 
forever, and of his kingdom there will be no end” (Luke 1:32–33). Indeed, 
the one who would be born in David’s city was the “Savior, who is Christ 
the Lord” (2:10–11). What the Davidic covenant anticipated, Jesus fulfills 
(Ant/F), and he does so in a way that overcomes the problems set forth in 
both the Adamic-Noahic covenant (Sit/R) and the Mosaic covenant (P).

As for the Mosaic covenant, “Before faith came, we were held captive under 
the law, imprisoned until the coming faith would be revealed. So then, the 
law was our guardian until Christ came, in order that we might be justified by 
faith. But now that faith has come, we are no longer under a guardian” (Gal 
3:23–25). Why? “When the fullness of time had come, God sent forth his 
Son, born of woman, born under the law, to redeem those who were under 
the law, so that we might receive adoption as sons” (4:4–5). 

As for the Adamic-Noahic covenant, “As one trespass led to condemnation 
for all men, so one act of righteousness leads to justification and life for all 
men. For as by the one man’s disobedience the many were made sinners, so by 
the one man’s obedience the many will be made righteous” (Rom 5:18–19). 

In Christ Jesus, the use of law for righteousness finds its end (Rom 10:4), 
every promise gains its Yes (2 Cor 1:20), and every OT shadow finds its 
substance (Col 2:16–17). All the OT’s laws, history, prophecy, and wisdom 



An Arc of the Covenants: Tracing How the Bible’s Storyline Climaxes in Christ

37

point to Jesus, and through him God fulfills all the OT anticipates (Matt 
5:17–18; Mark 1:15; Acts 3:18; 1 Cor 1:23–24).

Summary

The Bible’s storyline progresses through the historical covenants between 
God and his people. Jesus fulfills each covenant in different ways. The 
Adamic-Noahic covenant with creation establishes the crisis and context 
of global curse and common grace out of which the other covenants 
clarify God’s solution and saving grace. The Abrahamic covenant 
forecasts the hope of Christ and new creation through its conditional 
yet certain kingdom promises of land(s), seed, blessing, and divine 
presence. The remaining covenants clarify how God fulfilled these 
promises in two progressive stages. In the Mosaic covenant (stage 1) 
Abraham’s offspring as a single nation experience blessing and curse, 
which results in their exile from the promised land. The Davidic cove-
nant recalls the promises of a royal Deliverer and declares the specific 
line through whom he will rise. Then the new covenant (stage 2) real-
izes these hopes in an already-but-not yet way through the person and 
perfect obedience of Christ Jesus, whose kingdom work overcomes 
the curse with universal blessing, makes Abraham the father of many 
nations to the ends of the earth, and reconciles all things to God through 
the new creation.84
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The question this essay will address concerns the Apostle Paul’s perspective 
on the use of the law of Moses in the Christian life and in civil government. 
This is a single question with two prongs of application. One prong concerns 
the Christian life, broadly conceived, and seeks to address the continuing 
relevance of the law of Moses for new covenant believers. The other prong 
addresses the continuing relevance of the law of Moses for civil government 
at all levels (e.g., local, state, federal), specifically whether the law of Moses 
should be the standard to which Christians should hold their governments 
accountable and which Christians should promote through their normal 
legislative processes. At the heart of the question, which inevitably affects 
both prongs of application, is whether the Bible portrays the law of Moses 
as divisible into parts or aspects, and if so, which of these parts are now 
abolished through Christ and which remain in force.

Within the Reformed tradition, it has been commonplace to construe 
the law of Moses as tripartite, consisting of the ceremonial, civil, and moral 
law. Within this schema, a common view has been that only the moral law 
remains in force, whereas the ceremonial and civil laws have been abolished. 
Christians are still bound to obey the moral law but are not obligated to 

SBJT 26.1 (2022): 46-66



Paul and the Tripartite View of the Law of Moses

47

obey the ceremonial or civil laws, the ceremonial being abolished through 
the definitive work of Christ and the civil being limited in application to the 
time and place of theocratic ancient Israel.1 However, within this tradition, 
some have stressed that only the ceremonial law has been abolished and that, 
in addition to the moral law, the civil law remains in force today, whether 
maximally in the details of its legislation or minimally in its principles of 
justice. This latter approach is associated with the label “theonomy,”2 which 
in some of its manifestations has roots in the Reformed tradition, had a 
heyday in a particular form in the late twentieth century,3 and within some 
circles is apparently increasing in influence today.4

In view of this variegated tradition, I will argue that it goes astray essen-
tially in its conception of the law as tripartite. Paul did not conceive of the 
law of Moses as tripartite but as a fundamental unity, which as a whole was 
abolished by Christ and replaced by the new covenant. No part or aspect 
of the law of Moses remains in force in the new covenant era since Christ 
fulfilled it and rendered it obsolete. This does not require that Paul rejected 
any continuing relevance of the law of Moses—after all, he continued to 
cite it positively—but only that the law of Moses no longer functioned as 
covenantal law for God’s people but instead exemplified God’s righteousness 
and wisdom within a particular era of redemptive history. The tripartite 
view of the law, in obscuring its fundamental unity, fails to reckon with the 
planned obsolescence of the entire law within redemptive history. As a result, 
it does not rightly perceive the abiding relevance of the law of Moses to the 
Christian life and civil government. 

The argument for this thesis will unfold in three stages. First, I will address 
Paul’s negative statements concerning the law, which evince the abolition 
of the entire law. Second, I will address Paul’s reappropriation of the law as 
an example of God’s righteousness and wisdom. Finally, I will show that in 
Paul’s reappropriation of the law, he applies it to new covenant believers, 
not the civil government. Of these three stages in the argument, the first is 
foundational since it concerns whether the law of Moses is tripartite. The 
second stage of the argument addresses the proper use of the law in the new 
covenant era. The final stage, which builds on the others, addresses those to 
whom the law of Moses can be properly applied today, whether the church 
or the civil government.
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The Abolition of the Entire Law of Moses

Paul viewed the law of Moses as indivisible because it was inherently bound 
up with the old covenant, the whole of which Christ abolished, having 
brought it to its intended end. In Paul’s negative statements concerning the 
law of Moses, there is no indication that only some aspects of the law were 
abolished whereas others remained covenantally binding. Rather, Paul 
repeatedly claims that Christians are not under the law but are free from 
it. The old covenant’s stipulations do not function anymore as covenantal 
authority for God’s people.

The Meaning of “Law” in Paul’s Letters
To understand Paul’s treatment of the law of Moses, the issue must be set in 
its covenantal context. The word for “law” in Paul’s letters is νόμος (nomos), 
and almost every occurrence in the Pauline corpus refers to the law of Moses.5 
Hence, Paul’s treatment of the “law” isn’t a commentary on every kind of 
legislation—not even divine law in its entirety—but the specific and par-
ticular legal code given by God to Israel at Mt. Sinai.6

Paul’s use of the term νόμος probably owes to the influence of the LXX, 
which strongly preferred νόμος as the translation of the Hebrew term ּתֹוָרה 
(Torah). The word ּתֹוָרה refers to instruction, and in its Mosaic context refers 
to the stipulations of the Sinai covenant.7 Hence, as a translation of ּתֹוָרה, 
the term νόμος in the LXX and Paul should be understood to refer to the 
legislation of the Sinai covenant. It was not simply legislation, but legislation 
within a covenantal framework. The law code was equivalent to covenantal 
stipulation; the commands or individual stipulations within the law code 
filled out the content of the love and faithfulness Israel was required to have 
and hold for God. Obedience to the commands of the law was an expression 
of Israel’s love and loyalty to the God of the covenant.

The point thus far is that the legislation at Sinai was indivisible from the 
covenant that framed and gave rise to it. It is illegitimate to divorce the Sinai 
covenant from its legal content, since the former is the basis for the latter, 
and the latter gives expression to the former. Hence, the term νόμος in Paul’s 
letters can be translated as “law-covenant,” since it refers to the law code of 
the Sinai covenant. Any discussion of Paul’s view of the law of Moses must 
therefore take into account the law’s inseparability from the Sinai covenant. If 
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in Paul’s theology the Sinai covenant is deemed obsolete, so must its law code.

The Meaning of “Under the Law” in Paul’s Letters
The phrase “under the law” (ὑπὸ νόμον, hypo nomon) in Paul’s letters also 
suggests that Christians are free from the entire law of Moses. In the Pauline 
corpus the phrase appears in eleven verses, mostly in Romans and Galatians.8 
The law in view is the law-covenant of Moses, despite the absence of the 
Greek article modifying νόμος.9 What does Paul mean when he speaks of 
a person or group being “under the law”? Given the lexically predominant 
referent of νόμος as the Sinai covenant’s legislation, to be “under the law” 
refers to being “under the Sinai covenant’s legislation.”10 To be “under” a 
law-covenant is to be a member of that covenant community, to be obligated 
to do and keep that specific covenant’s stipulations. Some have stressed 
that “under the law” means to be “under the curse of the law” or “under 
the dominion of sin,”11 and Paul can certainly align the law closely with sin 
and death (esp. cf. Rom 6:14–15; Gal 3:22–23). Nevertheless, this is not 
the formal meaning of the phrase but rather a function of the impotence 
of the Sinai law-covenant. Perhaps the clearest instance of this is Galatians 
4:4, where the Son of God was born “under the law.” Surely Paul did not 
mean that God’s sinless Son was born under sin’s dominion! Rather, Jesus 
was born and grew up under the stipulations of the old covenant and, as a 
man, was obliged to keep its commands.

Not once does Paul claim that Christians are still “under the law” in any 
sense. Christians are not “under the law” but “under grace” (Rom 6:14–15). 
Christians have been redeemed from a life “under the law” and adopted as 
God’s sons (Gal 4:4–5). In the new covenant era, to live according to the 
Spirit is to be free from a life “under the law” (Gal 5:18). In these texts, Paul 
never indicates that Christians are still obligated to keep parts of the law of 
Moses but not others. Attempts to show otherwise read implicit qualifications 
into the text and fail to observe what Paul actually says of the law as a whole, 
not simply its ceremonies.12 Paul’s consistent distancing of Christians from 
a life “under the law” indicates they are free from the obligation to do and 
keep the stipulations of the Sinai covenant.

The Temporality of the Law in Paul’s Letters
In Pauline perspective, God intended the law of Moses as a whole to be 
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temporal and provisional, not eternal and final. From the standpoint of 
redemptive history, God never intended the Sinai law-covenant to be ever-
lasting and definitive. Rather, its goal was to instruct and prepare Israel for 
the arrival of the Messiah. For our purposes, this point can be adequately 
demonstrated through a brief survey of Romans 9:30–10:4; 2 Corinthians 
3; and Galatians 3:15–4:7.

In Romans 10:4 Paul calls Christ “the end of the law.” The word “end” 
(τέλος, telos) can refer to the goal or culmination of something, and such a 
meaning fits well the Romans context. In Romans 9:30–10:4 Paul utilizes 
the metaphor of a race. Israel was running the race of law-pursuit but did 
not arrive at the finish line, whereas the Gentiles, though not pursuing the 
law, received the victor’s award of righteousness by faith (9:30–31). Israel 
didn’t finish the race because they “stumbled” over the stone of faith in Christ 
(9:32–33) and instead sought to establish their own righteousness (10:1–3). 
Using the race metaphor, Paul says the law had a finish line—a τέλος—and 
the finish line was Christ himself, whose arrival would bring the law to its 
intended conclusion and usher in the eschatological age of righteousness 
(10:4).13 The law of Moses pointed to Christ, and when Christ arrived, the 
law—not just the legalistic misuse of it14—came to its proper end.

Paul makes a similar argument in 2 Corinthians 3, in which the law-cov-
enant of Moses is called “old” (παλαιός, palaios, 3:14) in contrast with the 
“new” covenant, the latter of which Paul was a minister.15 The old covenant 
had a ministry of glory with Moses as its minister, yet it ultimately was an 
external ministry of condemnation because it could not overcome Isra-
el’s hardness of heart, which was expressed in their inability to look upon 
Moses’ shining face (3:7, 13). The covering on Moses’ face showed that the 
old covenant could not internalize the law and bring the Israelites into the 
presence of God to behold him with unveiled face (3:14–18). One of the 
key words is καταργέω (katargeō), which occurs four times in the chapter 
(3:7, 11, 13–14). Initially it refers to the “fading” glory on Moses’ face (3:7), 
but then it refers more broadly to the entire ministry of Moses (3:11) and 
the “setting aside” of the old covenant (3:13), which is “set aside” in Christ 
(3:14).16 The transitory glory of Moses’ face depicts the transitoriness of 
the entire old covenant and its ministry. In 2 Corinthians 3:13–14 we have 
a parallel with Romans 10:4, for the Israelites were unable to see the “goal” 
(τέλος) of the old covenant, which was to point beyond itself to the coming 
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of the Messiah.
Galatians 3:15–4:7 stresses the limited duration and planned obsoles-

cence of the law to an even greater degree. In Galatians 3:15–18 Paul teaches 
that since the law-covenant of Moses arrived subsequent to the promises 
to Abraham, it did not add to or render invalid the promises. The law was 
not meant to bring about the inheritance, for such was given by a promise 
to Abraham. Positively, in Galatians 3:19–25 the law’s temporal purpose is 
made clear, as the number of temporal words or clauses indicates.

• “until the Seed came to whom it had been promised” (3:19)

• “before the faith came we were imprisoned under the law” (3:23a)

• “being shut up until the faith to be revealed” (3:23b)

• “the law was our instructor until Christ” (3:24)

• “when the faith came, we are no longer under the instructor” (3:25)

Similarly, Paul resumes the temporal words and clauses in 4:1–7, this time 
utilizing the metaphor of maturation to describe Israel under the law of Moses.

• “for as long as the heir is a child” (4:1)

• “until the appointed time set by the father” (4:2)

• “when we were children” (4:3)

• “but when the fulness of time came” (4:4)

• “you are no longer a servant but a son” (4:7)

According to these texts, God planned the law of Moses to be in effect only for 
a time, until the time of fulfillment through the Messiah. The Sinai covenant’s 
legislation was never meant to be final and definitive, nor was it intended to 
bring about the inheritance, life, or righteousness (3:18, 21). Instead, it was 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

52

meant to show Israel her need to obtain the Abrahamic promises through 
faith in the Messiah (3:24–29). It was meant to be in force only until the 
maturation of God’s people—the fullness of time—when the Messiah would 
arrive (4:4–7). 

This quick survey of some key texts in Paul’s letters sufficiently clarifies the 
temporality and provisional nature of the law of Moses. It was never intended 
to be an everlasting law-covenant but was intended to remain in force only 
until the coming of Christ. Further, there is no evidence in these texts that 
Paul thought only a certain part or aspect of the law-covenant of Moses was 
to be set aside.17 For instance, Israel’s blindness as to the τέλος of the law was 
pervasive, for they failed to see the purpose of the whole law, not just some 
of its parts (Rom 9:30–10:4; 2 Cor 3:13–14). When Paul contrasts the old 
with the new covenants in 2 Corinthians 3, it is the entire Sinai covenant, 
not just some of its parts, that is rendered old, set aside, and transcended by 
the glory of the new covenant. Again, in Galatians 3:15–4:7 the entire law, 
not only some of its parts, is in view. The whole law was given subsequent to 
the promises to Abraham (3:17), and the whole law was given on account of 
transgressions and was mediated by angels (3:19). The whole law functioned 
to imprison and instruct Israel (3:23–24), and it is therefore the whole law 
we are no longer under (3:25) and from which we have been redeemed 
(4:5). The entire Sinai covenant, along with its inseparable legislation, had 
come to its intended end since the Messiah inaugurated the new covenant.

Given that Paul portrays the whole law as having been abolished, and that 
he does so without qualification or division of the law into parts or aspects, 
the burden of proof rests on those who claim otherwise. The tripartite view 
of the law, whether applied broadly to the Christian life or, in the case of 
theonomy, more specifically to civil government, obscures the Scriptural 
witness regarding the planned obsolescence of the entire Sinai law-cove-
nant. In its zeal to uphold the law of God, the tripartite view dims the glory 
of the new covenant, in which we find God’s final and definitive covenant 
legislation, written on his people’s hearts.

The Reappropriation of the Entire Law of Moses

Given Paul’s portrayal of the abolition of the entire law of Moses, it is perhaps 
surprising that he freely reappropriated it.18 Within the new covenant era, 
the law of Moses was no longer binding covenantal instruction but retained 
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abiding relevance as an example of God’s righteousness and wisdom within 
the old covenant era. Paul did not reject the law of Moses as useless and 
irrelevant; after all, its author was God and was therefore instructive for 
the Christian in the way of righteousness and wisdom (Rom 7:12; 2 Tim 
3:15–16).19

A Sampling of Paul’s Positive Use of the Law
That Paul retained a positive use of the law to instruct is evident from a 
sampling of texts in which he cites the law in support of his teaching. In 
Romans 13:9 Paul cites four commandments from the second table of the 
Decalogue and says Christians fulfill them when they love one another. He 
positively cites the fifth commandment in enjoining children to obey their 
parents (Eph 6:2).20 Of chief importance for Paul is the love command, which 
is summarily articulated in Leviticus 19:18 (Rom 13:9; Gal 5:14). He cites 
the law of not muzzling the ox in support of the need to provide material 
sustenance to apostles and elders in their ministry (1 Cor 9:9; 1 Tim 5:18 
= Deut 25:4). Moreover, even when he doesn’t cite the law explicitly, it is 
probable that the principles of the law informed Paul’s teaching on issues 
such as generous giving (2 Cor 9:7 = Deut 15:10), sexual ethics (Rom 1:27 
= Lev 18:22; 20:13), the right treatment of workers (Eph 6:9; Col 4:1 = 
Lev 25:43, 53), and the discernment of innocence and guilt (2 Cor 13:1; 
1 Tim 5:19 = Deut 19:15). Paul even applies the pleasing aroma from the 
Levitical food offerings to depict how Christian holiness pleases the Lord 
(Eph 5:2; Phil 4:18 = Exod 29:18 et al.). That Paul used the law of Moses in 
support of his teaching to primarily Gentile Christian churches shows that 
Paul saw the old covenant as still instructive in some sense for new covenant 
believers, even though those new covenant believers were not under that 
former covenant.21

So, in what sense is the old law-covenant still instructive for believers 
today? Does the law’s remaining relevance to instruct Christians prove the 
tripartite view, particularly that the moral law remains in force? Two obser-
vations from these texts suggest that the tripartite view is too simplistic in 
its formulation. First, in contexts of moral instruction, Paul cites from the 
entire law, not just the moral law. Paul certainly highlights the Decalogue as 
instructive (Rom 13:9; Eph 6:2)—often the Decalogue is cast as the moral 
law or at least a summary of it—but by no means does Paul use only the 
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Decalogue in allowing the law to instruct Christians. As seen above, Paul’s 
moral teaching is informed by the civil law (1 Cor 9:9; Gal 5:13–14; 1 Tim 
5:18–19) and even the ceremonial law (Eph 5:2; Phil 4:18). Apparently 
for Paul, the entire law of Moses retained the ability to instruct, not just the 
moral law. In this regard, the argument that Paul’s ongoing use of the law 
proves the binding validity of the moral law proves too much, since Paul 
cited more than just the moral law for moral instruction. The tripartite view 
fails to explain adequately the ease with which Paul can find support from 
anywhere in the law for his moral instruction. 

A second observation is that Paul distances new covenant believers from 
the law by claiming that they “fulfill” (πληρόω, plēroō) the law instead of 
“doing” (ποιέω, poieō) and “keeping” (φυλάσσω, phylassō) the law. In the LXX 
the ordinary verbs used to depict the relationship between Israel and the law 
were ποιέω and φυλάσσω—Israel was to “do” and “keep” the commandments.22 
However, despite Paul’s frequent mention of the law of Moses, as well as his 
willingness to use these verbs to depict the obligation of those under the 
law to keep it (cf. Rom 10:5; Gal 3:10, 12; 5:3; 6:13), he almost never says 
Christians “do” or “keep” the law.23 An instructive parallel is 1 Corinthians 
7:19, where Paul stresses the importance of “keeping the commandments 
of God” (τήρησις ἐντολῶν θεοῦ, tērēsis entolōn theou), yet excludes circum-
cision from those commandments which Christians should keep.24 Since 
circumcision was the entrance rite into a life of obedience to the laws and 
customs of Moses (Acts 15:5; Gal 5:3), Paul’s exclusion of circumcision 
from the commandments suggests the commandments Christians should 
keep aren’t coextensive with the commandments of Moses.

Instead, Paul stresses that Christians “fulfill” (πληρόω) the law. What the 
law required is fulfilled in Christians because of the accomplished work of 
Christ (Rom 8:4), and when Christians love one another, they fulfill the love 
of neighbor command that summarized the social ethic of the old covenant 
(Rom 13:8–10; Gal 5:14; cf. Lev 19:18). The notion of fulfillment includes 
elements of continuity and discontinuity with regard to the law of Moses. 
On the one hand, that Paul urges Christians to do the very thing Leviticus 
19:18 enjoined Israelites to do shows the goodness of the law of Moses, and 
that the summative ethic of the new covenant—love—is essentially identical 
to that of the old. On the other hand, that Paul teaches Christian fulfillment 
of the law suggests that the Christian’s relationship to the stipulations of 
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Moses is different from that of ancient Israel, for it shows the law from the 
perspective of its completed and accomplished reality through Christ. That 
Christians “fulfill” the law suggests both the goodness of the law of Moses 
and the covenantal distance Christians have in relationship to it—a distance 
the tripartite view diminishes.25

A Balanced Approach: 1 Corinthians 9–10
A nice example of Paul’s balanced approach to the law of Moses is found 
in 1 Corinthians 9–10, in which Paul cites the law of Moses positively yet 
distances himself from the obligation to keep it.

In 1 Corinthians 9:9 Paul cites Deuteronomy 25:4 in support of the idea 
that an apostle has a right to “worldly/fleshly things” (9:11). He specifically 
locates the teaching “in the law of Moses” (9:9), which serves as a basis (γάρ, 
gar, 9:9) for his point. That Paul cites Deuteronomy 25:4 for support shows 
he thinks it still instructs new covenant believers and is useful for wisdom.26 
Similarly, in 1 Cor 10:1–13 Paul reminds the Corinthians of Israel’s idolatry 
in their wilderness wandering. He twice states that Israel’s story occurred as 
an “example” (τύποι/τυπικως, typoi/typikōs) for Christians (10:6, 11), and 
that it was recorded in writing “for our instruction” (10:11). Even though the 
Exodus narrative of Israel’s wilderness wandering isn’t the Sinai covenant’s 
legislation per se, Paul’s description of Israel’s wilderness experience around 
Mt. Sinai as “for our instruction” aptly describes his approach to the law in 
general.27 From these examples, it is clear that Paul retained a positive use 
for the law of Moses in its ability to instruct Christians.

Nevertheless, 1 Corinthians 9:20–21, occurring in the same context, 
strikes another tone, for it distinguishes between the law of Moses and the 
law of God.28 In 1 Corinthians 9:20 he ministered “to those under the law,” 
which refers to adherents to the old law-covenant (primarily Jews). Paul 
immediately clarifies that he himself was not under the law, but he could 
keep those regulations for the sake of the gospel. Additionally, he ministered 
“to those apart from the law” (9:21), which probably refers to Gentiles who 
did not adhere to the old covenant’s stipulations. While ministering to those, 
Paul lived as one free from those stipulations. His freedom relative to the 
stipulations of the old covenant speaks to those stipulations as adiaphora 
for Paul; at this stage of redemptive history, Paul was under no obligation to 
adhere to them as covenantal legislation. But Paul’s freedom from obligation 
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to the law of Moses didn’t entail freedom from moral norms or any covenantal 
obligation, for Paul immediately clarifies that he was not “apart from the law 
of God, but in the law of Christ.” Fascinatingly, Paul distinguished between 
“the law of God” and the “law of Moses”; he was obligated to the former but 
not the latter. Further, he was not free from covenantal obligation—after all, 
he was “in the law of Christ,” probably a reference to the new covenant, with 
Christ set in contrast to Moses.29

To summarize Paul’s balanced approach in 1 Corinthians 9–10, Paul can 
speak positively of the law-covenant of Moses. It can still be an authority 
for Christian ethics (9:9) and an instructor for Christian righteousness 
(10:11). Since the law of Moses exemplified God’s law at an earlier stage in 
redemptive history, it still has the ability to confirm and make explicit for the 
Christian the righteousness and wisdom of God. At the same time, the old 
law-covenant doesn’t obligate the Christian as such but is now adiaphora, for 
the Christian isn’t under that covenant. What the Christian is obligated to 
obey is the law of God, which in this redemptive era instructs climactically 
and definitively through the lens of Christ’s new covenant and is grounded 
in the character of God and the created order.30 As Brian Rosner has argued 
regarding Paul’s use of the law, the law was still “a critical and formative 
source for his moral teaching . . . Rather than reading the law as law, Paul 
reads it as wisdom for living, in the sense that he has internalized the law, 
makes reflective and expansive applications, and takes careful notice of its 
basis in the order of creation and the character of God.”31

The Law of Moses Applied to Christians, Not the Government

Thus far I have argued that Paul stressed the abolition of the whole law of 
Moses, not just parts of it, and that he reappropriated the whole law of Moses 
as indicative of God’s righteousness and wisdom in a previous redemp-
tive-historical era. The argument thus far has addressed the tripartite view 
of the law and has found it wanting in its conception of the ceremonial, civil, 
and moral aspects of the law. At the same time, the tripartite view rightly 
recognizes the ongoing instructive value of the law of Moses within the new 
covenant era. What remains to be seen is the manner in which Paul applies 
the reappropriated law, whether to the Christian life or civil government. 
Specifically, the focus of this section will be on who it is that the law of Moses 
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instructs. To whom does Paul think the law of Moses still speaks? For whom 
in the new covenant era was it written? I will suggest that Paul applied the 
law’s instruction to new covenant believers, not civil government. When 
the law of Moses is cited for its moral instruction, Paul consistently has in 
view Christians; he never applies the law of Moses to civil magistrates. This 
section thus overturns theonomy’s core holding, i.e., that the law of Moses, 
particularly the civil law, is the standard for civil government at all levels.

The Law of Moses Applied to Christians
Paul consistently applies the law of Moses to new covenant believers. In 
Romans 13:8–10, he applies some of the Decalogue and Leviticus 19:18 to 
the church of Rome, urging them to love one another. Paul calls the entire 
churches of Corinth and Ephesus to heed the law’s teaching regarding not 
muzzling the ox (1 Cor 9:9; 1 Tim 5:18; cf. Deut 25:4). It is the entire church 
at Ephesus that Paul urges to remember the Deuteronomic principle of 
needing two or three witnesses to uphold an accusation of wrongdoing (1 
Tim 5:19; cf. Deut 19:15). Paul urges specifically children in the church to 
render Christian obedience to their parents, in keeping with the fifth com-
mandment (Eph 6:2; cf. Exod 20:12). In 1 Corinthians 10 Paul explicitly 
states that the account of Israel’s wilderness generation occurred “for our 
sake” (10:6) and “was written for our instruction, on whom the ends of the 
ages has arrived.” The “instruction” (νουθεσία, nouthesia) found within the 
law was intended ultimately for “us,” believers belonging to the eschatolog-
ical, new covenant era.

1 Corinthians 5 gives a particularly instructive example of how Paul applied 
the law of Moses to the church. The problem in the Corinthian church was 
that there was some man who was having sexual relations with his “father’s 
wife” (5:1). Instead of rebuking the man and calling for him to repent, the 
Corinthians were not only tolerating this behavior but even boasting about 
it (5:2a, 6a). In response, Paul urged the church to exact the punishment of 
excommunication, which he reiterates several times in the chapter:32

• “Remove the one who did this from your midst” (5:2)

• “Hand over such a one to Satan for the destruction of the flesh” (5:5)
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• “Cleanse out the old leaven” (5:7)

• “Let’s feast not with the old leaven” (5:8)

• “Do not associate with the sexually immoral” (5:9)

• “Do not associate with or even eat with such a one” (5:11)

• “Should you not judge those inside?” (5:12)

• “Send away the evil one from among yourselves” (5:13)

Paul’s response is instructive, for it shows how in the new covenant era Paul 
can still apply the civil law of Moses to the church, albeit in a distinct way 
due to the advent of the new covenant.33 The specific sin of sexual immo-
rality—especially of the incestuous kind depicted in 1 Corinthians 5—was 
punishable by death in ancient Israel (cf. Lev 18:11; 20:11).34 In the new 
covenant, old covenant capital punishment has become excommunication 
and disfellowship from the church.35 While there are obvious differences 
between the application of the civil law in theocratic Israel and the reap-
propriation of the civil law in the new covenant, the point here is to note 
the similarities: Paul applies the civil law of Moses to the church, not the 
Corinthian magistrates. LXX-Leviticus 18:29 calls for the “destruction” 
(ἐξολεθρεύω, exolethreuō; cf. LXX-Lev 20:17) of the offender, which is similar 
to the result Paul intends for the man at Corinth (ὄλεθρος, olethros, 1 Cor 
5:5). Similarly, LXX-Deuteronomy 17:7 calls Israel to remove the offender 
from their midst, a command Paul echoes in 1 Corinthians 5:13.36 Paul gives 
no indication that the church was to bring the man before the Corinthian 
magistrates but directs the church to deal with it themselves. Perhaps one 
could object that Paul didn’t seek punishment from the Corinthian mag-
istrates because they were pagans and had no interest in pursuing biblical 
justice.37 But this objection fails to consider Paul’s consistent demarcation in 
1 Corinthians 5–6 between those inside the church and those outside (1 Cor 
5:12; 6:1, 6); the church has a specific responsibility and authority to judge 
one another, a responsibility and authority that the civil magistrates lack.
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Paul’s application of the law of Moses to the church isn’t farfetched since, 
as mentioned above, the law of Moses is covenant legislation and both Israel 
and the church represent different but related covenant communities. The 
Israel-Christ-church paradigm intrinsic to Pauline ecclesiology—in which 
Christ fulfills the promises to Israel and the church shares those promises in 
Christ—explains the ease with which Paul sees the law of Moses as retaining 
moral instruction for Christians.38 After all, “we are the circumcision” (Phil 
3:3), “the Israel of God” (Gal 6:16), the “one new man” (Eph 2:15), God’s 
treasured possession (Titus 2:14; cf. Exod 19:5), and God’s dwelling place (2 
Cor 6:16; cf. Lev 26:11). Since it is new covenant believers who specifically 
have a share of the covenant promises God made to Israel, it is fitting that 
Paul would enjoin specifically new covenant believers to reappropriate the 
legislation of that covenant.

The Law of Moses Not Applied to Civil Government
In contrast to the church, Paul never applies the Sinai covenant promises or 
legislation to civil government, since civil government—and more broadly 
civil society—is not a redeemed covenant community. Perhaps one could 
object that since Paul wrote his letters to churches or individual Christians 
and not to emperors or civil magistrates, his failure to apply the law of Moses 
to civil government is hardly surprising; naturally Paul would seek the law’s 
application to his intended audience, not to another audience. This objection 
sees rightly that the occasional nature of Paul’s letters dictated the content of 
those letters; we don’t have everything Paul could say about specific topics.39 
Further, we should remember the dictum that “the absence of evidence 
doesn’t entail the evidence of absence.” However, this objection ultimately 
fails because on at least two occasions Paul provides his basic expectations 
for civil magistrates; in neither of them does he draw from or allude to the law 
of Moses, nor does he draw conceptual parallels between Israel’s theocracy 
and civil governments. Rather, he gives indications that civil magistrates are 
under a moral standard different from that stipulated in the law of Moses.

The two texts are Romans 13:1–7 and 1 Timothy 2:1–3.40 In Romans 
13:1–7 Paul states that civil magistrates have been instituted by God and 
exist to reward the good and punish evildoers. In order to fulfill this, mag-
istrates must have the ability to distinguish between the good (τὸ ἀγαθόν, to 
agathon) and the bad (τὸ κακόν, to kakon; 13:3–4). But what constitutes the 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

60

good that a magistrate rewards and the evil that a magistrate punishes? Two 
clues suggest that the “good” and “evil” Paul has in mind refer to a basic stan-
dard of justice and goodness, which accords with natural knowledge, being 
known through the created order. First, when Paul wrote Romans towards 
the end of his third missionary journey (probably AD 57), Nero was the 
emperor of Rome. While not yet as hostile as he would later become towards 
Christians, Nero was certainly no friend to early Christianity, nor was he a 
paragon of virtue. According to the Roman historians Tacitus, Suetonius, and 
Cassius Dio, his behavior was self-aggrandizing and debauched.41 Certainly 
Paul did not think Nero was upholding the law of Moses or even simply the 
Decalogue. Nevertheless—and this is the second clue—Romans 13:1–7 
contains numerous indicative-mood verbs, suggesting that Paul considered 
Romans 13 to be a reality, even under the reign of Nero. God truly institutes 
authorities like Nero (13:1–2), and Nero truly rewarded the good and 
punished evildoers (13:3–4). The indicatives don’t require that Nero did so 
perfectly, only that he did them truly and to some degree. Both clues—the 
historically impious Nero and the Romans 13 indicatives—suggest that the 
“good” and “evil” Paul had in mind wasn’t identical to the Sinai covenant 
legislation but expressed a basic standard of good and evil in keeping with 
natural law and the created order, which even a pagan emperor like Nero 
could protect, promote, and enforce through the use of the “sword” (13:4). 

The second text where Paul lays out briefly his expectations for civil 
magistrates is 1 Timothy 2:1–3. Here Paul urges the Ephesians to pray 
“for all people, for kings and all those in authority.” The purpose of the 
prayer—marked by a ἵνα (hina) clause—is “that we might lead a tranquil 
and peaceful life in all piety and godliness.” The terms “tranquil” (ἤρεμος, 
ēremos) and “peaceful” (ἡσύχιος, hēsychios) connote a quiet, undisturbed, 
and orderly life.42 The implied ideal for which Christians should pray and 
to which magistrates should strive to achieve and maintain is a situation in 
which Christians are able to live without fear of persecution and with the 
freedom to live in godly ways. This ideal situation is “good and acceptable 
before God our Savior” (2:3). The precise laws or policies in order to achieve 
such a situation Paul does not lay forth, and Christians can disagree on these 
matters in good conscience. Nevertheless, Paul’s minimal expectation for civil 
magistrates is that they enforce and abide by laws that would allow Christians 
a basic freedom of religion. At the same time, he gives no indication that in 
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order to achieve such a situation, civil magistrates must abide by the law of 
Moses. Surely Paul would not object to a legal code that resembles some 
of the second table of the Decalogue, but he would do so not because civil 
magistrates are beholden to the Decalogue per se but because some of the 
Decalogue resembles natural law.43

This brief survey of Paul’s application of the law of Moses shows that 
he consistently applies it to the church that through Christ typologically 
corresponds to old covenant Israel. On the other hand, he never applies the 
law of Moses to the civil government but instead expects civil magistrates to 
protect and uphold a basic standard of justice and goodness, which accords 
with natural law and the created order.44 This is not to say that Paul would be 
unhappy if a magistrate became a Christian (e.g., Acts 26:28–29), and ideally 
legislative bodies will enact and enforce laws that are increasingly just and 
good. But the standard of justice and goodness to which those laws should 
conform is one distinct from the covenantal legislation at Sinai.

Conclusion

This essay has shown that, from the evidence from Paul’s letters, the tripartite 
view of the law of Moses cannot explain adequately Paul’s negative and pos-
itive statements concerning the law. Negatively, Paul taught that Christ had 
brought the entire law of Moses to an end, not just certain parts or aspects 
of it. Positively, he also reappropriated the entire law of Moses—not just the 
moral law—as illustrative of the wisdom and righteousness of God. Finally, 
in its reappropriated form, Paul consistently applied the law of Moses to the 
new covenant community, not the civil government—a fitting application 
due to the covenantal correspondence between the old and new covenant 
communities. Paul’s negative and positive approach to the law clarifies that 
he considered the law a fundamental unity with a particular function in 
redemptive history. The tripartite view of the law, in its variegated forms, fails 
to grasp the law’s unity and thus obscures its redemptive-historical function.

Further, we have seen that a tripartite view of the law is not required to 
uphold a standard of morality for the Christian life or the civil government. 
With regard to civil government in particular, sometimes theonomists are 
concerned that if the law of Moses is removed as the basis for civil legislation, 
effectively there will be no standard of morality and we will have societies 
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based on “the sinful and foolish speculations of human beings.”45 But as shown 
above, this fails to grasp the manner in which Paul cast his moral expectation 
for civil magistrates in light of the created order. Indeed, Christians must 
call their governments to pursue and maintain a divinely-given, objective 
standard of morality. But Paul did not hold forth the law of Moses as this 
standard; instead, he located it in that which every human being shares by 
virtue of their participation in the created order.46 This is also not to say that 
the law of Moses cannot provide an example for civil legislation, but only 
that those laws are not binding on civil government today.47 Paul’s approach 
to the law of Moses does not necessitate a standard-less basis for morality 
and civil government.

Finally, it should be reiterated that the only hope for societal transfor-
mation is through the gospel of the new covenant, the heralding of which 
is the mission of the church, not the civil government. As a result, there are 
necessary limits on what Christians can expect and require a civil government 
to accomplish.48 The responsibility of the civil government is to provide a 
place in which the church can fulfill its mission; the civil government and 
the church have complementary but not identical missions. The theonomic 
approach to the law confuses and conflates these missions. Rightly analyz-
ing Paul’s teaching concerning the abolition and reappropriation of the law 
of Moses for the new covenant community clarifies and distinguishes the 
complementary missions of the church and the civil government.
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30 This does not entail Moo’s view that says Christians “are bound only to that which is clearly repeated 
within New Testament teaching” (“Law of Christ,” 376). Nor does it entail Bahnsen’s competing view 
that “[w]e should presume that Old Testament standing laws continue to be morally binding in the 
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New Testament, unless they are rescinded or modified by further revelation” (“Theonomic Reformed 
Approach,” 142; similarly, Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, 654). Rather, it entails interpreting the 
law of Moses in light of the biblical metanarrative of creation, fall, redemption, and new creation (rightly 
Stephen J. Wellum, “Progressive Covenantalism and the Doing of Ethics,” in Progressive Covenantalism: 
Charting a Course Between Dispensational and Covenant Theologies [eds. Stephen J. Wellum and Brent E. 
Parker; Nashville: B&H, 2016], 226–28). For a good example of how to construct Christian ethics with 
a view to the biblical metanarrative, see Iain Provan, Seeking What Is Right: The Old Testament and the 
Good Life (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2020). This is a more objective and satisfying approach 
than that of Gane (Old Testament Law, 197–218), who considers the Sinai legislation as still in force if 
the purpose for which the law was given remains.

31 Rosner, Paul and the Law, 204 (italics original).
32 James W. Thompson, Moral Formation According to Paul: The Context and Coherence of Pauline Ethics 

(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2011), 116 rightly notes that the commands to remove the man (1 Cor 5:2) and 
purge the evil one (1 Cor 5:13) form an inclusio, establishing a common referent for the similar verbs 
in the entire pericope.

33 There are elements of continuity and discontinuity regarding the punishment. On the one hand, excom-
munication clearly is not identical to capital punishment. On the other hand, excommunication is a kind 
of death—or at least a pronouncement that one is spiritually dead—and thus shares some similarities 
with the old covenant punishment. This combination of continuity and discontinuity makes best sense 
if the new covenant is seen as a genuinely new covenant that fulfills the promises of the old covenant.

34 LXX-Leviticus 18:8 has the very phrase “the wife of your father” (γυναικὸς πατρός σου, gynaikos patros 
sou; cf. 18:11), which is virtually identical with 1 Cor 5:1.

35 This point is recognized by many Pauline scholars. Contra Rushdoony (Institutes of Biblical Law, 399), 
who understands the “destruction of the flesh” to refer to physical death, and that the act of handing 
the man over for such was the church’s pronunciation of the Levitical death sentence on the man. 
According to Rushdoony, if ancient Corinth had been a godly society with godly magistrates, the man 
would have been executed.

36 First Corinthians 5:13b differs from LXX-Deut 17:7 only in the form of the verb used: ἐξαρεῖς (1 Cor 
5:13: ἐξάρατε) τὸν πονηρὸν ἐξ ὑμῶν αὐτῶν (exareis [exarate] ton pone ̄ron ex hymo ̄n autōn). Moreover, 
that Paul has the Deuteronomic stipulation of community removal in mind is clear, for as Rosner has 
noted (Paul, Scripture, and Ethics, 69), the five Deuteronomic texts where purging is stipulated (Deut 
17:3, 7; 19:18–19; 21:20–21; 22:21; 24:7) align with five of the six items in the vice list of 1 Cor 5:11.

37 E.g., this objection is registered by Rushdoony (Institutes of Biblical Law, 399).
38 For an explication of the Israel-Christ-church relationship, see Brent E. Parker, “The Israel-Christ-Church 

Relationship”, in Progressive Covenantalism, 39–68.
39 Rightly J. Christiaan Beker, Paul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life and Thought (Philadelphia: 

Fortress, 1980), 23–36.
40 Of course, numerous texts exhibit Paul’s concern that Christians live properly towards outsiders (e.g., 

Col 4:4–5; 1 Thess 4:11–12; 1 Tim 3:7; Titus 3:1–2).
41 Tacitus, Annals, 14.1–15.74; Suetonius, The Lives of the Twelve Caesars, 6.1–57 ; and Cassius Dio, Roman 

History, 62.1–63.21.
42 See Walter Baur, Frederick William Danker, W. F. Arndt, and F. W. Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of 

the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (3rd ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 
2000), 439 (ἤρεμος), 440–41 (ἡσύχιος); Henry George Liddell, Robert Scott, and Henry Stuart Jones, 
A Greek-English Lexicon (9th ed.; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996), 778 (ἤρεμος), 779 (ἡσύχιος).

43 To clarify, I am not saying that the entire Decalogue summarizes, clarifies, or republishes natural law. 
Rather, some of the Decalogue—particularly some of the prohibitions in the second table—resemble 
natural law and thus appear, not surprisingly, in other ancient and modern law codes.

44 Contra Rushdoony (Institutes of Biblical Law, 654–56), who claims God’s covenant law is for all peoples 
and nations, whether they know it or not.

45 Bahnsen, “Theonomic Reformed Approach,” 116; cf. Rushdoony, Institutes of Biblical Law, 10.
46 Additionally, the Noahic covenant probably is something like a charter for civil governments today since 

(1) it isn’t a redemptive covenant per se, (2) it is a covenant God made with creation, (3) its minimal-
istic stipulations specifically are meant to counter the effects of the fall in the post-diluvian age; and (4) 
its stipulations are fundamentally protective so that humanity can fulfill the dominion mandate. For 
a discussion of this, see Jonathan Leeman, Political Church: The Local Assembly as Embassy of Christ’s 
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Rule (Studies in Christian Doctrine and Scripture; Downers Grove, IL: IVP, 2016), 206–08; and idem, 
“Baptists in Babylon: On the Role of Politics in Modern Baptist Life,” in Explorations in Baptist Political 
Theology (eds. Thomas Kidd, Paul Miller, and Andrew Walker; Nashville: B&H, 2023), forthcoming; 
House and Ice, Dominion Theology, 130–31. As for the use of natural law in Reformed ethics, see Stephen 
J. Grabill, Rediscovering the Natural Law in Reformed Theological Ethics (Emory University Studies in 
Law and Religion; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006).

47 Similarly, Provan, Seeking What Is Right, 39; Ross, From the Finger of God, 300–06.
48 Leeman, Political Church, 261-70.
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Introduction

At the Last Supper, Jesus took the cup filled with the fruit of the vine and 
told the disciples, “The cup that is poured out for you is the new covenant 
in my blood” (Luke 22:20). Jesus had earlier explained “From now on I 
will not drink ... until the kingdom of God comes” (v. 18). Thus, at the Last 
Supper, Jesus claims that the new covenant would be established before the 
kingdom would be consummated. In their work Kingdom through Covenant, 
Peter Gentry and Stephen Wellum propose that God ushers in his saving 
reign (i.e., kingdom) through successive covenants over time that culminate 
in the new covenant (i.e., progressive covenantalism).1 This paper extends 
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their project by exploring the relationship of the Lord’s Supper to both the 
new covenant and the kingdom of God. This paper argues that the Lord’s 
Supper is a proleptic (i.e., forward-looking and anticipatory) covenant rati-
fication meal and an inaugurated kingdom feast, given that it points forward 
to the consummation of God’s new covenant promises in the eschatological 
kingdom of God.

After a brief exegesis of Luke 22:14–20 this paper will briefly survey the 
relationship of covenant meals to the particular covenants to which each meal 
is attached—the old covenant meals of Passover (Exod 12) and covenant 
ratification on Sinai (24:1–11) and the new covenant meals of the Lord’s 
Supper (1 Cor 10:16–17; 11:17–34) and the marriage supper of the Lamb 
(Rev 19:6–10).2 These meals require analysis because Jesus (implicitly) 
refers to each of them at the Last Supper. In the final section of the paper, I 
focus on the relationship of the Lord’s Supper to each of the covenant meals, 
providing areas of continuity and discontinuity, to demonstrate the function 
of the Lord’s Supper in the new covenant and the kingdom of God.

Luke 22:14–203

Luke 22:1 states that the Feast of Unleavened Bread, “which is called the 
Passover,”4 was at hand. Nolland contends that verses 15–18 focus pri-
marily on Jesus’ celebration of the old covenant meal, albeit with Jesus’ 
death and the consummated kingdom in view, while verses 19–20 focus on 
Jesus’ reinterpretation of the Passover around his death.5 Accordingly, the 
redemptive-historical transition from the old covenant meal centered on the 
exodus to the new covenant meal centered on Jesus’ death is paramount in 
Luke’s presentation.6

The fact that Jesus reinterprets the Passover in verses 16–18 requires that 
the Last Supper itself functions as a partial fulfillment of the first Passover.7 
Verse 16 provides Jesus’ clearest typological interpretation of the Passover: 
he had to eat the Passover before he suffered because he would “not eat it, 
until it is fulfilled in the kingdom of God.” Clearly, the term “it” cannot be the 
kingdom of God, because Jesus distinguishes the Passover and the kingdom 
in the following phrase.8 The culminating Passover feast will be the feast that 
occurs “in the kingdom of God.”9 Jesus’ fulfillment language “indicates the 
end of the old Passover and its replacement by its [inaugurated] fulfillment.”10 
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By claiming that the Passover would be ultimately fulfilled in the kingdom 
of God, Jesus explicitly describes three meals as Passover meals: the first 
Passover (Exod 12), the Last Supper (Luke 22:14–20), and a future feast in 
the consummated kingdom (cf. Luke 13:29; 14:15). Passover’s fulfillment in 
the kingdom of God (v. 16) is eschatologically parallel to the future coming 
of the kingdom in verse 18, with both referring to the consummated kingdom 
meal.11 At the Last Supper then, Jesus presents the old covenant Passover meal 
as anticipating his death (and resurrection; cf. 9:21–22), which would be a 
greater deliverance than the Israelite exodus and would eventually terminate 
in the future consummation of the kingdom of God.

After speaking of the Passover twice in connection with the future coming 
of the kingdom, Jesus reinterprets the bread and the cup mentioned in verses 
19–20 with specific reference to his approaching death. Whereas verses 
14–15 mentioned “the hour” of Jesus’ impending “suffering,” Jesus describes 
the bread as representative of his body,12 which he would give “for you” (v. 
19). This language, combined with Jesus’ reference to the cup of his blood 
“poured out for you” (v. 20) suggests that Jesus’ death functions as a substi-
tutionary atonement.13 Whereas the cup of verse 18 recalls redemption of 
the first Passover and places the participants in solidarity with the exodus 
generation,14 the second cup (v. 20) recasts God’s deliverance in terms of a 
new covenant inaugurated by Jesus’ blood sacrifice. 

Three Old Testament themes emerge here: (1) the new covenant blood/
cup of Christ typologically fulfills the purpose of the blood of the Passover 
lamb (cf. 1 Cor 5:7); (2) Jesus’ association of the cup poured out for the 
disciples with “the new covenant in my blood” is acknowledged by all as an 
allusion to Exodus 24:8, where the blood Moses sprinkled on the people of 
Israel to inaugurate the Mosaic covenant is described as “the blood of the 
covenant;”15 and (3) Jesus’ reference to a new covenant entails the fulfillment 
of God’s promise to make a new covenant with his people whereby all the 
covenant partners would know the Lord and have their sins forgiven ( Jer 
31:31–34).16 Meredith Kline summarizes,

Since the symbol adopted by Jesus as the sign of his covenant blood was the sac-

ramental cup of the transformed Passover meal, Jesus’ death answers both to the 

sacrifice offered in preparation for the Passover and to the ratification sacrifices 

of the Sinaitic Covenant. Thus, the significance of the blood ceremonies that 
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introduced and consummated the exodus-event fuse in the meaning of the cross.17

Of the Synoptic writers, Luke alone records Jesus’ command to the 
disciples to “do this” in remembrance of him (22:19). While the redemp-
tive-historical telos of the Last Supper is clearly the Messianic banquet of the 
consummated kingdom (vv. 16, 18), Jesus’ command to repeat the meal he 
institutes requires the ongoing rite of the Lord’s Supper in an intermediary 
redemptive stage.18 Although Jesus speaks of the kingdom of God in future 
terms in verse 18 (cf. 22:29–30), he had already signaled the arrival and 
inauguration of the redemptive reign of God (Luke 11:20). In the economy 
of redemption, the inaugurated kingdom had broken in on the old age of 
the Mosaic covenant. By speaking of the new covenant in his blood in verse 
20, Jesus forecasts the formal inauguration of a new, redemptive-historical 
era by virtue of his death and resurrection. With these factors in view, Jesus’ 
command to continue celebrating the meal serves as an indication that Jesus’ 
death and resurrection would bring together both the new covenant phase 
of God’s redemptive plan and the inaugurated kingdom. Until the consum-
mated kingdom feast, all the celebrations of the Lord’s Supper are and will 
be redemptive-historically connected both to the new covenant and the 
inaugurated kingdom as anticipations of the consummated kingdom feast.19

Covenant Meals and the Kingdom

This section surveys the covenant meals to which Jesus alludes.20

Passover and the Mosaic Covenant
Following Jesus’ interpretive framework, several thematic features of the 
original Passover deserve mention. First, the context of Exodus 12 suggests 
that the Passover meal and exodus event should be closely connected.21 In 
context, the prescription for the Passover celebration (Exod 12) follows the 
sequence of plagues on the Egyptians that culminated in the death of the 
firstborn (5–11; cf. 11:19–32), Because this final plague moved Pharaoh to 
free Israel, leading to God’s deliverance through the Red Sea, these events 
are of a piece.22 

Second, the specific means of Israel’s deliverance from the final plague on 
Egypt was their being covered by the sacrificial blood of the Passover lamb.23 
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Because God promised to judge all of Egypt that was not covered by the 
blood of the lamb, the lamb’s death functions as a substitutionary sacrifice 
for the firstborn in the house (vv. 11–12).24

Third, the lamb’s blood marked off God’s people from the Egyptians. Iron-
ically, God describes the blood as a “sign” for Israel, even while he promises 
to “see the blood” and “pass over you” (12:13). Thus, the blood that marked 
off Israel from their enemies served as a comforting, visible symbol to each 
Israelite. By this nationally-common meal, God would distinguish the people 
with whom he was to establish a covenant from those under judgment (cf. 
Exod 19:4–6).25

Fourth, the instructions for Passover also served as the institution of an 
ongoing cultic (i.e., worship) practice. Thus, eating the lamb, unleavened 
bread, and herbs on their appointed days became the perpetual reminder of 
God’s historical and continuing deliverance (cf. 12:21–28).26 Whereas, failure 
to celebrate Passover (and the Feast of Unleavened Bread) appropriately 
resulted in removal from the covenant community (12:15), participation 
in the physical elements of Passover marked one out as belonging to God’s 
covenant people.27

Fifth, the death of the firstborn and the redemption of Israel through 
that judgment climactically displayed God’s saving power and rule over his 
people’s enemies and their gods. God promised not only the death of the 
firstborn of the Egyptians, but also to “execute judgments” “on all the gods 
of the Egyptians” (12:12).28 From the time God summoned Moses to be 
the earthly deliverer of Israel, God promised to display his might over the 
king of Egypt (Exod 4:21–23; 7:5; 9:14–16; cf. 14:16–18). In the wider 
context of the Passover-exodus event, the narrative repeatedly portrays 
God’s deliverance of his people as a display of the kingdom of God—God’s 
saving rule, as with the final phrase of the Song of Moses in Exodus 15:18, 
“the LORD will reign forever and ever.”29 

That the Passover should be viewed as a covenantal meal is verified by the 
following: (1) Israel’s participation in the Passover was the means by which 
they could be preserved from judgment and eventually arrive at Mt. Sinai; 
(2) God’s intention in the Passover-exodus event was always ultimately the 
inauguration of a covenant at Sinai (Exod 3:12; 4:23; cf. 19:1);30 and (3) 
although the instructions for how to celebrate the Passover were given prior 
to the other covenant stipulations at Mt. Sinai, the command to celebrate 
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the Passover as an ongoing feast/festival (the high point of the Feast of 
Unleavened Bread) formed part of those stipulations (Exod 12:14–20).31 
Although the Passover meal did not inaugurate the Mosaic covenant, the 
Passover meal inaugurated the saving events of the exodus by which God 
brought Israel into covenant relationship with himself and served as a yearly 
covenantal celebration and memorial for Israel’s redemption.32

Mosaic Covenant Ratification Meal
When Jesus explained that His blood would be “poured out for you” as 
“the cup of the new covenant in [his] blood,” he alluded to the shedding 
of blood that established the Mosaic covenant in Exodus 24:6–8, as was 
previously noted. Several features of Exodus 24:1–11 shed light on its rela-
tion to God’s kingdom and covenant. First, Exodus 24:1–11 is subsequent 
to God’s declaration that he redeemed Israel to be his own people (Exod 
19:4–6) and God’s delineation of the terms of the covenant with Israel (Exod 
20—23). Israel’s formal covenant vow, “All the Lord has spoken we will do” 
(Exod 24:3, 7) is the nation’s response to YHWH’s terms. Although they 
had already agreed to the terms of the covenant “in principle” (19:8), Israel 
had to “solemnly affirm their allegiance to the covenant,” having heard its 
obligations.33 Therefore, Gentry et al. describe the ceremony that occurs in 
Exodus 24:1–11 as covenant ratification, meaning that what occurs here 
formally seals the agreement between the two parties and binds them to 
uphold their obligations.34

Secondly, Moses’ sacrifice in Exodus 24:5–6 functions as the covenant-es-
tablishing shedding of blood for the Mosaic covenant, as Moses states in 
24:8, “Behold the blood of the covenant the LORD has made with you” (cf. 
Heb 9:18). God’s pattern for establishing covenants with people in the OT 
usually involves the shedding of blood as a warning of judgment for failure 
to keep covenant stipulations (cf. Gen 15:7–21). Gentry and Garrett claim 
that the cleansing/atonement aspect to the sacrificial blood is not in focus; 
instead, they emphasize the establishment of a suzerain-vassal joining of 
God with his covenant people.35 Whatever the case, Jesus appears to unite 
the functions of covenant-establishment and atonement in describing the 
blood he would shed (Luke 22:20).

Thirdly, that a meal followed the shedding of blood in Exodus 24:9–11 ver-
ifies that the events recorded in the passage constitute a covenant ratification. 
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As Gentry points out, communal meals often function to ratify covenants 
in the Old Testament (see Gen 31:44–46, 54; 2 Sam 3:12–13, 20).36 If the 
shedding of blood symbolized the joining of two parties, the meal itself func-
tions to celebrate the union, very much like wedding. As Gentry explains, 
“It is by virtue of the covenant at Sinai that Yahweh becomes the goel, i.e., 
the nearest relative, and that Israel becomes not just a nation but a ‘people’ 
 i.e., a kinship term specifying relationship to the Lord.” 37 When the ,(םעַ)
seventy elders (i.e., Israel’s representatives) ascend the mountain with Moses, 
Aaron, and Aaron’s sons to eat and drink with their covenant Lord, they do so 
to celebrate the wedding of God to his people (cf. Hos 1:9; Ezek 16:8–13). 
The fact that God “did not lay his hand on the chief men of the people of 
Israel” (Exod 24:11) emphasizes that the holy God of Sinai was welcoming 
his people into his presence.

Finally, several features of the covenant ratification meal serve to con-
summate the Mosaic covenant and, in the flow of the biblical storyline, form 
patterns of expectations for the consummation of the new covenant. First, 
the mountain location of the meal (Horeb/Sinai)38 is taken up typologi-
cally throughout the Old Testament as the place (Moriah/Zion) where the 
Lord himself will rule the earth in connection with the eschatological day 
of the Lord (cf. Exod 15:17; cf. Isa 2:1–4; 4:3–6; Mic 4:1–5).39 Second, by 
stating that all who ascended the mountain “saw the God of Israel” (v. 10) 
and “beheld God” (v. 11), seeing God and being in his presence functions 
with the meal as the climax of the establishment of the covenant relation-
ship.40 Throughout the Old Testament, the privilege of seeing God (i.e., his 
manifest glory) is reserved for God’s covenant people41 and promised as the 
covenantal blessing for covenant faithfulness.42 Next, as Beale has argued, 
the color and material of the “pavement of sapphire stone” underneath the 
throne of God, which was “like the very heaven for clearness,” is consistently 
used in Scripture to portray God’s glory as he appears in his heavenly temple 
(see Ezek 1:26–28; 10:1). This image culminates in Revelation 21:11, 18–20, 
where John describes both the glory of God and the New Jerusalem (which 
reflects God’s glory) in similar terms.43 While Jesus alludes directly to “the 
blood of the covenant” in Exodus 24:8, in the progress of redemption, it 
seems clear that John alludes to other aspects of the Sanaitic ratification 
meal when he describes the marriage supper of the lamb.
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Lord’s Supper and New Covenant
As was noted in the exegesis of Luke 22:19–20, Jesus’ instructions to repeat 
the meal he instituted after his departure constitutes the Lord’s Supper as 
an ordinance of the new covenant church in the inaugurated kingdom.44 
Therefore, several thematic features from Paul’s instructions to the Corin-
thians concerning the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor 10:16–17; 11:17–32) and its 
surrounding context deserve mention. 

First, in the context of the book of 1 Corinthians, Paul demonstrates 
that the church already participates in inaugurated kingdom of God under 
the administration of the new covenant by comparing the experience of 
the church to that of Israel. Whereas Israel was covered by the blood of the 
Passover lamb, “Christ, our Passover lamb, has been sacrificed” (1 Cor 5:7), 
entailing both the removal of God’s wrath and the necessity of living in holi-
ness.45 Whereas God demonstrated his redemptive rule for Israel through 
the Passover-exodus event, new covenant believers have experienced a “new 
exodus” by their experience of Christ’s blood covering (5:7), baptism (10:2), 
and partaking of the spiritual food of the Lord’s Supper (10:3).46 Whereas 
God displayed his authority in Israel through his covenant mediator Moses 
(Num 12), and later the Davidic king (Deut 17:18–20; 2 Sam 7:11–17), 
Christ—the new covenant mediator and Davidic king of the church—displays 
his authority through his new covenant church’s exercise of church discipline 
(1 Cor 5:4, 11–12).47 These parallels between Israel and the church serve 
in part to situate the church in its new covenant epoch. Paul clearly foresees 
a future aspect of the kingdom of God (6:10) and a consummation of the 
new covenant relationship of Christ with the church, his bride (2 Cor 11:12; 
cf. Eph 5:22–32). Furthermore, Paul’s instructions concerning the Lord’s 
Supper include the epoch-marking comment “we proclaim the Lord’s death 
until he comes” (1 Cor 11:26),48 requiring that the church should continue 
its practice until that time of consummation.49 Each of these contextual clues 
reveal that the Lord’s Supper is a meal that occurs after the inaugurations of 
the new covenant and the kingdom of God and prior to the consummation 
of both the new covenant and the kingdom.50

Second, the Lord’s Supper functions as a sign of the new covenant (1 
Cor 11:25),51 entailing several blessings of participation in the meal. In 1 
Corinthians 10, Paul’s presents Israel’s and the church’s experience of partic-
ipation (κοινωνία)52 in Christ through the covenant meal(s) as analogically 
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similar.53 The pattern of redemption leading to a covenant ratification meal is 
redolent in the Supper (cf. Exod 24:9–11). Those who have been delivered 
from God’s wrath by the blood of Christ—the Passover lamb—and who 
have been baptized, as Israel was, receive spiritual food of participation in 
Christ.54 The Supper celebrates communion first with Christ and derivatively 
with the new covenant community of Christ.55 Eating the bread and drinking 
the cup demonstrates and deepens union/communion with Christ (1 Cor 
10:16),56 the covenant head, and with the new covenant partners in the 
church by virtue of their common covenantal connection to Christ (10:17). 
To eat the bread and drink the cup bespeaks one’s participation in the new 
covenant from the human side,57 but it also serves as the means of receiv-
ing assurance (ratification) from God’s side. As Horton explains, the signs 
of a covenant ratify covenantal sanctions.58 Thus, while the Lord’s Supper 
anticipates a fuller, eschatological knowledge of Christ when he returns, 
the benefits of the new covenant are already experienced in a partial way by 
those who partake of the Supper. In a not-yet-fully-realized sense then, the 
Lord’s Supper is a covenant ratification meal—thus, proleptic.59

Messianic Banquet and the Consummation 
Finally, Jesus provides the warrant for interpreting the messianic banquet of 
Revelation 19:6–9 as the typological fulfillment of the Passover. This section 
focuses on the way in which the marriage supper of the Lamb consummates 
both the new covenant and the kingdom of God.60

In Revelation 19:6–9, kingdom and covenant appear side by side, denoting 
the consummation of both.61 As a result of Christ’s judgment of Babylon 
(cf. 19:1–4, 11), the kingdom of the earth is transferred completely in its 
authority to Christ, “and he will reign forever and ever” (11:15).62 Thus, the 
time arrives for the “marriage of the Lamb” (19:7). John’s depiction of the 
marriage of the Lamb and his “Bride,” the church, brims with covenantal 
overtones. By mentioning the linen garments with which the bride clothes 
herself (19:8), John alludes to the “robes of righteousness” that God prom-
ised to Israel (Isa 61:10),63 which he would give her in preparation for their 
marriage and life together in a land called “Married” (62:4). The marriage 
imagery in Revelation is meant to convey the consummation and ultimate 
ratification of covenant relationship. 

The kingdom theme remains present with the language of a marriage 
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supper (19:9),64 because Jesus repeatedly referred to the consummation 
of the kingdom as involving a wedding feast (Matt 8:11–12; 26:29; Mark 
14:25; Luke 14:15; 22:16, 18, 29–30). Schreiner summarizes, “The coming 
kingdom can be described as a great end-time feast in which the righteous 
will rejoice but others will be cast out into the darkness.”65 Still, because this 
meal includes formerly unrighteous sinners who have been forgiven by the 
blood of their husband, the Lamb, the consummated kingdom feast must 
also be a covenantal meal. The participants in this meal are both followers/
guests of the Lamb and the Bride of the Lamb (12:10–12; 19:7, 9).66 While 
the former image emphasizes the Lamb’s kingdom rule (cf. Isa 25),67 the latter 
emphasizes complete ultimate ratification (Exod 24:9–11). At this Supper, 
the resurrected King sits down to enjoy table fellowship with his guests who 
have arrived at their much-anticipated fulfillment meal by virtue of their 
prior participation in Christ’s new covenant (1 Cor 11:26).

Continuity and Discontinuity of Covenant Meals
In what follows, each of the covenant meals surveyed in this paper is com-
pared and contrasted with the Lord’s Supper along various axes in order to 
demonstrate that the Lord’s Supper is indeed a proleptic covenant ratification 
meal and inaugurated kingdom feast.

Passover and the Lord’s Supper
Several points of continuity between the Passover and Lord’s Supper are 
as follows. First, while the Lord’s Supper is not explicitly described as a 
Passover meal by Jesus (Luke 22:16, 18), Paul seems to consider the Lord’s 
Supper a Passover meal, when he urges the church to “celebrate the feast” 
with reference to the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor 5:7–11; 1 Cor 10:3–4; 10–17).68 
Second, both Passover and the Lord’s Supper function as acts of remembrance 
(Luke 22:19b; cf. Exod 12:14 and 13:9).69 Third, both the Passover and the 
Lord’s Supper were instituted by divine instruction prior to the kingly act 
of redemption—the exodus through the Red Sea in the old covenant and 
the death and resurrection of Jesus in the new covenant. Fourth, both feasts 
mark(ed) off the people of God from the surrounding nations as signs of the 
covenant with which they are associated (Exod 12:12–13; 1 Cor 11:24–25; 
1 Cor 5:7–12). Fifth, identification with the redeemed comes through par-
ticipation in the covenant meal (Exod 12:3–4; 1 Cor 11:17–34). Sixth, 
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since those in Egypt who did not participate in Passover experienced God’s 
judgment in the death of the firstborn and those who do not participate in 
the Lord’s Supper remain under judgment, both feasts function to signify 
those who are sealed as recipients of divine mercy compared to those who 
remain under wrath (Exod 12:29; 1 Cor 5:5, 11). Each of these continuities 
contribute to the thesis that the Lord’s Supper serves as a sign of God’s 
redemptive reign.

Several discontinuities are also evident, centering on the arrival of the 
new covenant with Christ’s death. Whereas the Passover participants were 
covered by the blood of a sacrificial lamb, Christ’s once-for-all sacrificial 
blood covers Lord’s Supper participants (Exod 12:5–7; 1 Cor 5:7). Whereas 
the Passover meal was a demonstration of God’s saving reign over Israel’s 
enemies for the purchase of Israel from physical slavery, the Lord’s Supper 
commemorates the demonstration of God’s saving reign over the kingdom 
of darkness for the deliverance of the multi-ethnic body of Christ (1 Cor 
10:1–17; Eph 2:11–12). Whereas Passover occurred in anticipation of God’s 
deliverance from Egypt with instructions for its ongoing celebration, the 
Lord’s Supper occurs subsequent the inauguration of God’s saving reign 
in the coming of Jesus and the new covenant he inaugurated by his blood.

Covenant Ratification and the Lord’s Supper
Two similarities between the Lord’s Supper and the meal on Sinai suggest 
that the Supper is a (proleptic) covenant ratification meal. First, like the Sinai 
meal, the Lord’s Supper occurs subsequently to the covenant-establishing 
shedding of blood as a celebration and ratification of the covenant (Luke 
22:20; Heb 9:14–23; 1 Cor 11:25). Second, as Israel’s representatives ate 
and drank in God’s covenantal presence on Sinai (Exod 24:9–11), so in a 
sense that precludes sight, the church experiences Christ’s covenantal pres-
ence in a special way when they “participate” in the body of Christ through 
consuming the bread and cup (1 Cor 10:16). 

By contrast, because the Lord’s Supper anticipates the kingdom feast, 
that mirrors and surpasses the meal on Sinai (1 Cor 11:26; cf. Luke 22:16, 
18), the Lord’s Supper should be understood as a proleptic covenant rati-
fication meal.70 Whereas only the representatives of Israel were allowed to 
ascend the mountain into God’s presence (Exod 24:9–11), all who enter 
the kingdom by faith in Christ are already assembled on Zion as the temple 
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of God (Heb 12:22–24; 1 Cor 3:16). Whereas Moses sprinkled physical 
blood on the Israelites to demonstrate their cleansing and responsibility to 
uphold their covenant obligations, the church’s physical participation in the 
Supper represents their unilateral cleansing and forgiveness by God in the 
new covenant, based upon Christ’s obedience and sacrifice (Heb 9:20–22; 
cf. Isa 53). Marshall writes, “We can thus regard the Lord’s Supper as the 
feast of [inaugurated] fulfillment in the kingdom of God inasmuch as it is 
an anticipation of the heavenly feast.” 71

Last Supper and Lord’s Supper
Several reflections on the Last Supper and Lord’s Supper fill out the thesis. 
The Last Supper sets the paradigm for the Lord’s Supper. Marshall helpfully 
suggests “that Jesus looked forward to a new Passover in the heavenly kingdom 
of God, but that at the same time he commanded his disciples to celebrate 
a meal which would be an anticipation of that heavenly feast.”72 As Beale 
explains, “The Lord’s Supper is the [inaugurated] antitypical correspondence 
fulfilling the type of Israel’s meal.”73 When Paul writes in 1 Corinthians 11:26 
that each time the church eats the bread and drinks the wine they “proclaim 
the Lord’s death until he comes,” the forward-looking proclamation of Christ’s 
death reminds the participants in the Lord’s Supper that “the inaugurated 
form of the Lord’s Supper would cease” when Christ returns to consummate 
the kingdom.74 By using “fulfillment” language, Jesus actions at the Last 
Supper bring the old covenant celebration of the Passover to its initial telos, 
rendering celebration of the old covenant Passover redemptive-historically 
inappropriate. For God’s people the church, the Lord’s Supper functionally 
replaces the Passover.75

The discontinuities in the Last Supper and Lord’s Supper revolve around 
their respective redemptive-historical moments. Whereas the Last Supper 
anticipated redemption, the Lord’s Supper celebrates redemption accom-
plished. Whereas the Last Supper anticipated the inauguration of the 
new covenant in Christ’s blood, the Lord’s Supper celebrates the present 
experience of God’s new covenant forgiveness and presence as a covenant 
ratification meal (Ezek 36:26-27). Whereas the Last Supper looked back to 
the Passover that it fulfilled and forward to the kingdom feast it anticipated, 
the Lord’s Supper looks back to the cross and resurrection of Christ (with 
the Passover-exodus event as an interpretive grid) and looks forward to the 
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consummation of the new covenant and the kingdom of God. Whereas the 
Last Supper occurred during the inaugurated reign of Christ but prior to its 
corollary new covenant, the Lord’s Supper occurs in the age of the already-
not yet, new covenant and kingdom. 

Therefore, the present experience of believers as they participate in the 
Lord’s Supper is one of assurance. Each time they eat and drink the Supper 
together, God reminds the church that the new covenant benefits of com-
munion with him through forgiveness of sins is theirs ( Jer 31:34). The new 
covenant is ratified toward them even while it is not consummated: thus, 
proleptic. Similarly, as the church participates together in meal that points 
forward to the saving reign of Christ and as they exercise the authority Christ 
has given them to bind and loose related to that meal (Matt 18:15–20; 1 Cor 
5:1–12), they participate in an inaugurated kingdom feast.

Lord’s Supper and Kingdom Feast
Because the kingdom feast of Revelation 19:6–9 functions as the con-
summation of both the new covenant and the kingdom of God, it is the 
much-anticipated anti-type of all the previous covenantal meals between 
God and man. As a wedding (Rev 19:7, 9), the church will experience its 
covenantal goal when it experiences Christ’s presence face to face in the ulti-
mate fulfillment meal of Christ (Rev 21:5). As a royal banquet, the church 
will experience the full fellowship and joy of Christ’s complete destruction 
of sin, rather than needing to fight against personal sin. Indeed, the blessing 
of new covenant and kingdom consummation at the heavenly banquet will 
be to eat and drink again with Christ around his Table (Luke 22:16, 18).

Conclusion
The church participates in the Lord’s Supper in the time between two inau-
gurations—the kingdom of God and the new covenant—and one climactic 
fulfillment. This paper has explored the relationship of Passover feast and 
covenant ratification meal to the Mosaic covenant, comparing these meal-cov-
enant relationships with that of the Last Supper, Lord’s Supper, and marriage 
supper of the Lamb in relation to the new covenant. As a sign of the new 
covenant, the Lord’s Supper has various continuities and discontinuities with 
the other covenant meals here considered. Jesus statements in Luke 22:14–20 
and the examination that followed led to the conclusion that the Lord’s Supper 
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is a proleptic covenant ratification meal because the new covenant benefits 
of forgiveness of sin and participation in Christ’s covenantal presence have 
already been inaugurated and will be fully realized at the marriage supper 
of the Lamb. We also saw that the church displays God’s saving reign, which 
Jesus inaugurated, through its participation in the Lord’s Supper. As such, 
the Lord’s Supper is an inaugurated kingdom feast.
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nation in terms of God’s redemption (Exod 13:7–9). Brian Vickers, “Past and Future,” in Schreiner and 
Crawford, Lord’s Supper, 320.

15 Matthew’s Gospel contains this exact phrase, with the note that some manuscripts add “new” to cove-
nant (Matt 26:28; see par. Mark 14:24). Several examples of those who recognize the reference to Exod 
24:8 are Bock, Luke, 2:1728; Marshall, Last Supper and Lord’s Supper, 91–92; Joel B. Green, The Gospel 
of Luke (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 763; David P. Moessner, Lord of the Banquet: The 
Literary and Theological Significance of the Lukan Travel Narrative (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 
1989), 179; Nolland, Luke, 3:1054. More hesitant is Jeremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus, 194–195.
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Victor P. Hamilton, Exodus: An Exegetical Commentary (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2011), 198.
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called “the destroyer” (v. 23). Nevertheless, retranslating pesach to protect rather than pass over is inap-
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the evening. Garrett explains the relationship of household celebrations in light of God’s progressive 
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smoking firepot (representing YHWH) was the only party to pass between the slain animals, the Mosaic 
covenant was “fully bilateral, with both WHWH and Israel assuming toward one another a covenant 
commitment with specific duties.” Whereas God unilaterally guaranteed his promises to Abraham and 
would assume the consequences for failure to uphold his word, the Mosaic covenant “places Israel under 
covenant obligations—with dire consequences should they fail to keep them.” Garrett, Exodus, 543, 545. 
For a similar take on the purpose of the sacrifices, see Allen P. Ross, Recalling the Hope of Glory: Biblical 
Worship from the Garden to the New Creation (Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2006), 178–180. For the view 
that the sacrifices were in part to atone for Israel’s sin, see Stuart, Exodus, 2:554. Thomas R. Schreiner, 
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The King in His Beauty (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2013), 39. One could argue that the author of 
Hebrews only explicitly describes the articles used in the tabernacle as being sprinkled with blood for 
purification (9:21). However, I am swayed by the connecting phrase “In the same way” (ὁμοίως) in 9:21 
that the author intends the purification rite of blood sprinkling he describes for the tabernacle to be an 
accurate description of the people being sprinkled with blood at Sinai in 9:19–20. On this reading, “For 
without the shedding of blood, there is no forgiveness of sins” (9:22) summarizes the purpose of blood 
being shed at the inauguration of the Mosaic covenant and the dedication of the tabernacle. Peter Enns 
cites several passages which associate burnt offerings with the tabernacle in defense of the same conclu-
sion (29:18, 25, 42; 30:9; 40:29). Peter Enns, Exodus (NIVAC; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2000), 490. 
Kimbell reads the passage similarly. He writes, “Interestingly, covenant institution and atonement are 
precisely the elements the author of Hebrews holds together in his comments on Exod 24 (Heb 9:15–22). 
The author makes clear that when the people are sprinkled with blood in Exod 24 they are undergoing a 
cultic cleansing (katharizo) [καθαρίζω] with blood that is directly connected with forgiveness (aphesis) 
[ἄφεσις] (v. 22).” Kimbell, “The Atonement in Lukan Theology,” 42n56. According to Ross, the “burnt 
offering” (עָֹלה) was an “atoning sacrifice” (see Lev 1; 6:8–13), which signified that the worshiper had 
surrendered his or her life to God and that God had completely accepted the worshipper. In other words, 
any barrier that had existed was removed—there was full atonement.” Ross understands atonement as 
God’s provision for “the maintenance of a right relationship between the worshipper and God.” Ross, 
Hope of Glory, 200–1. Kaiser points to the similarities with rites of purification in Lev 14:6–7 and Heb 
9:19–20 and explains “The division of blood points to the twofold aspect of the blood of the covenant: 
The blood on the altar symbolizes God’s forgiveness and acceptance of the offering; the blood on the 
people points to a blood oath that binds them in obedience. In other words, the keeping of the words 
and laws was made possible by the sacrificial blood of the altar.” Kaiser, Jr., Exodus, 449. Kimbell makes 
a similar appeal to Heb 9:15–22 and to Targumic texts (see note 54). He outlines several parallels with 
the consecration of priests (Exod 29:33; Lev 8:34) in which blood was sprinkled on the altar and the 
people, followed by a meal. Kimbell, “The Atonement in Lukan Theology,” 41.

36 Gentry and Wellum, Kingdom through Covenant, 312.
37  Ibid., 304.
38 Sinai is called the “mountain of God” in Exod 3:1; 18:5; and 24:13. See G. K. Beale, The Temple and the 

Church’s Mission: A Biblical Theology of the Dwelling Place of God (NSBT; Downers Grove: InterVarsity 
Press, 2004), 105.

39 Michael Horton colorfully describes the procession of God’s people from Sinai to Zion as a royal parade. 
As is common in prophetic literature (both of foretelling and event-prophecy of typological patterns), a 
prophecy may be partially fulfilled multiple times in escalating degrees before reaching its culminating 
fulfillment. In this light, Heb 12:18–24 portrays the new covenant church already participating in the 
eschatological worship of Mt. Zion made possible by the resurrection of Christ, who faithfully trusted 
and obeyed the Father’s law perfectly and thus completed the procession from Sinai to Zion as the fore-
runner and firstfruits of all who would believe in him. Michael S. Horton, People and Place: A Covenant 
Ecclesiology (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2008), 289–296.

40 Schreiner, The King, 39–40; Kline, “Old Testament Origins of the Gospel Genre,” 6. Although I demur 
from Nicholson at several points, he ably describes the climactic nature of Israel’s representatives seeing 
God on top of Mt. Sinai, noting the contrast to God’s command not even to touch the mountain in Exod 
19:12. Ernest W. Nicholson, “The Covenant Ritual in Exodus 24:3–8,” Vetus Testamentum 32:1 (1982): 84.

41 Exod 24:16–17; 33:10–11, 18–23; 34:34–38; cf. 1 Kgs 8:10–11.
42 In Isa 24:6–9, the mountain of the Lord is the location at which the LORD himself will act as host, will 

serve a “feast of rich food” full of marrow and alongside well-aged wine, will “swallow up death forever,” 
and will “wipe away tears from all faces.” That this passage refers to the consummation of the new covenant 
is evident by the fact that the only redemptive-historical moment in which God accomplishes all these 
things is described in Rev 19—22 (cf. Isa 65:13, 17–25; Matt 5:8.).

43 In Exodus 24:10, Beale argues the heavenly temple has “temporarily descended to the top of Mt. Sinai.” 
Beale, The Temple and the Church’s Mission, 44. For a similar connection, see Garrett, Exodus, 544–545.

44 This theme is evident in the title of Marshall’s classic work: Last Supper & Lord’s Supper. 
45 Paul’s use of leavened bread to signify sin (1 Cor 5:7) furthers the idea that “the church [is] the typo-

logical fulfillment of the storyline of Israel.” James Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” in Schreiner 
and Crawford, The Lord’s Supper, 90.

46 Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” 91.
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47 Unlike Israel, the church represents “those on whom the end of the ages has come” (1 Cor 10:11). On 
Christ as new covenant mediator, see 1 Tim 2:5 and Davidic king, see Col 1:12–23. On the exercise of 
discipline as a sign of Christ’s kingly authority in and through the church, note Paul’s promise of Christ’s 
presence with the assembly when they gather in Christ’s name (i.e., authority), enabling them to hand 
an unrepentant church member over the kingdom of Satan (1 Cor 5:4) and to judge those inside the 
church (5:11–12). Paul continues the theme of the church’s present participation in the redemptive rule 
of Christ’s kingdom in 1 Cor 6:2ff. If the saints will judge the world and even angels (v. 3), they should 
be competent to “judge trivial cases” (v. 2). Paul concludes his defense of the Corinthians’ ability to 
settle internal disputes by describing how God had brought them from many different sinful backgrounds 
into salvation, the implication being that their salvation entails their entrance and participation in the 
inaugurated kingdom of God (6:9–11). 

48 Whereas Jesus instructs the disciples to continue celebrating the Supper in connection with the bread 
(Luke 22:19), Paul, although closest to Luke’s account, includes the command to repeat the Supper in 
connection with the cup. On Paul’s similarity to Luke, see Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” 85.

49 Marshall describes Paul’s anticipatory statement as an “echo” of Jesus promise that the Last Supper 
would be fulfilled in the consummated kingdom, because when the Lord comes, so does the heavenly 
feast. Last Supper & Lord’s Supper, 113.

50 So, Horton writes, “The Lord’s Supper occurs between the old age and the new age, locating the church in 
this precarious intersection of two ages.” I generally follow the tenor of Horton’s analysis, while demurring 
from his sacramental theology at some points. The kingdom emphases are mine. Horton, People and 
Place, 121–122. Schreiner also sees the Lord’s Supper as a meal of the inaugurated new covenant and 
inaugurated kingdom of God, which will both be consummated when the kingdom is consummated. 
Thomas R. Schreiner, New Testament Theology (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008), 734. In this way, 
Schreiner echoes the theme that the kingdom comes through covenant.

51 On baptism as a new covenant sign, see Stephen Wellum, “The Means of Grace: Baptism,” in The 
Compromised Church: The Present Evangelical Crisis, ed., John H. Armstrong (Wheaton: Crossway, 
1998), 149–70.

52 Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” 80.
53 By presenting God’s sustaining of his people in the wilderness through water as typologically fulfilled in 

Christ, Paul presents the church’s experience of Christ as analogous to Israel’s. Stephen R. Turley, The 
Ritualized Revelation of the Messianic Age: Washings and Meals in Galatians and 1 Corinthians (Library 
of New Testament Studies 544; New York: T&T Clark, 2015), 153. Yet, the Corinthians participate in 
Christ in a heightened, eschatological manner, given the dawning of the new covenant. Parker, “The Israel-
Christ-Church Typological Pattern,” 346. As Christ was disclosed to Israel in the water from the rock, so 
“Christ is disclosed through the cup of the new covenant in the midst of the Corinthian church (10:16).” 
So, Hamilton concludes, “It seems that the undercurrent of Paul’s statements to the Corinthians—the 
narrative framework that results in him saying what he says—is that the Corinthians have experienced 
the new exodus ... They have entered into a new covenant.” Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” 901.

54 Interestingly, Paul typologically connects Israel’s experience to that of the church differently (though 
not in contradiction) in 1 Cor 5 than in 1 Cor 10. In 1 Cor 5:7–10, Paul seems to describe the Lord’s 
Supper as an anti-type of Passover feast. The Passover lamb being celebrated is Christ (v. 7). The Supper 
is a “festival” the church must still celebrate (v. 7). The unleavened bread pictures the call to holy living 
by new covenant members that is in accord with the atoning blood of Christ (v. 8). In 1 Cor 10:3–4, 
the Lord’s Supper is an anti-type of God’s miraculous feeding of Israel with manna and water in the 
wilderness (cf. 10:6; typos). In the case of 1 Cor 10, Paul more specifically defines the relationships 
between type and anti-type, describing the spiritual drink as Christ. Paul’s purpose in elucidating the 
typological connection in ch. 10 is to warn the church that their physical participation in the signs of 
the new covenant does not guarantee their salvation. If the church participates with Christ and demons 
simultaneously, God promises judgment like that which Israel received. Some of the foregoing is indebted 
to Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” 74–75.

55 Paul’s rebuke and instructions for the church at Corinth came precisely because they ignored the new-cov-
enant unity they objectively shared with one another by virtue of their common union with Christ. This 
truth explains Paul’s repeated emphasis on the whole new covenant community celebrating the Supper 
“when you come together” (1 Cor 11:17, 18, 20, 33, 34) in a unitive fashion (v. 29, 33) rather than some 
rushing ahead and discriminating against others (vv. 17–22).

56 While the precise nature of God’s presence at the Lord’s Supper is beyond the scope of this paper, Allison 
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contends that the church experiences Christ’s ontological and covenantal presence in a special way at the 
Lord’s table based on the covenantal overtones of the word koinonia and image of the body of Christ. Gregg 
R. Allison, Sojourners and Strangers: The Doctrine of the Church (Wheaton: Crossway, 2012), 395–398.

57 The human responsibility aspect of participation in the new covenant ordinance is also present in Paul’s 
warning “not even to eat” with those who claim to be covered by the blood of Christ and yet live in 
unrepentant sin (1 Cor 5:8–10). As Hamilton observes, “The benefits of the Passover were not applied 
to anyone who disregarded the command and ate leaven.” Thus, the Lord’s Supper, as a new covenant 
sign, is intended to mark off those who are truly participants in its blessings from those who are not. 
Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” 90.

58 Horton, People and Place, 104, 116, 120. While agreeing with the notion that covenant signs function to 
seal those who are truly believers as a means of God’s communication to them that they are his, Horton 
reads his covenantal theology into the description of covenant signs when he describes their function 
as “sealing our participation in the visible covenant of grace.” Although Horton recognizes that infants 
who receive baptism must themselves receive the reality to which baptism points by personal faith to 
receive the full benefits of the new covenant, he maintains that they already participate in the benefits 
of the covenant of grace. Paul’s use of Israel’s typological baptism and the Lord’s Supper functions as a 
warning (see note 54) because the old covenant did not guarantee circumcision of the heart to which 
physical circumcision pointed (Deut 10:16; 30:6; Jer 31:31–34; cf. Ezek 36:26–27). The notion that 
God might ratify his new covenant toward some who do not embrace the covenant does not adequately 
account for the participation in the coming age that accompanies entrance into new covenant relation-
ship with Christ (2 Cor 5:17; 1 Cor 6:18–20; 12:13). Therefore, while affirming a close relationship 
between the new covenant sign and the thing signified, I contend that infant baptism abuses this normal 
pattern. The practice of infant baptism introduces the regular, structural guarantee of embracing the 
sign without the thing signified. With believer’s baptism, the possibility of embracing the sign without 
the thing signified is present only as the sad result of imperfect people acting in self-deception or being 
deceived knowingly or unknowingly.

59 Horton does not use this precise terminology, but for a similar theme, see Horton, People and Place, 107.
60 Although John refers to the reign of God before the marriage of the Lamb, we will consider the marriage 

first (Rev 19:6–7), because of the biblical-theological emphasis on the kingdom arriving through covenant.
61 With the destruction of the wicked complete (19:1–4) the saints begin to worship God because his 

reign boasts no rivals (v. 6). Throughout the book of Revelation, John portrays the church as a new, 
eschatological Israel (Rev 7:1–9; cf. 14:1–5) that experiences a new exodus made possible by the blood 
of the Lamb (Rev 15:1–4). Schreiner, The King, 629. Several OT texts unite the promise of an effectual 
covenant with marriage and eating imagery. In Hosea 2:14–23, Although Israel was unfaithful to God’s 
marriage-like covenant with Israel when he redeemed them from Egypt, God promised to “betroth 
her to himself in righteousness,” so that she would know the Lord and call him “my husband” in a land 
brimming with bread, wine, and oil. See also Ezek 16:59ff. 

62 Beale demonstrates the linkage between 19:6 and 11:15 by appeal to 11:17. G. K. Beale, The Book of 
Revelation (NIGNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999), 931.

63 Beale, The Book of Revelation, 938–939.
64 Paul describes Christ’s relationship to the church in a similar fashion denoting Christ’s present sanctifi-

cation of his bride as a means to her perfection as his return for their wedding (Eph 5:26–27; cf. 2 Cor 
11:12). No consensus has been reached on the timing of this kingdom feast. Paige Patterson distances 
himself from some interpreters who claim that the marriage supper is only a metaphor. However, as a 
dispensationalist he makes no formal decision between the millennial reign and the new heavens/new 
hearth. Paige Patterson, Revelation (vol. 39; NAC; Nashville, B&H, 2012), 344. While it is beyond the 
scope of this paper to determine the timing of the feast, the further mentions of the arrival of the Bride 
in Rev 21 are noteworthy.

65 Schreiner, New Testament Theology, 51.
66 G. R. Beasley-Murray, Revelation, rev. ed. (NCBC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978), 275.
67 With the new exodus complete by means of exodus-like plagues on the earth, the declaration of God’s 

rule comprises part of the Song of Moses and Song of the Lamb (15:3–4). Cf. Exod 15:18, “The Lord 
will reign forever and ever.” Beale, Revelation, 933. At the Parousia of Christ comes God’s final saving 
deliverance (Passover-exodus) of his people into the peace of his righteous rule (Luke 22:16).  

68 Hamilton, “The Lord’s Supper in Paul,” 88–91. In Bock’s treatment of the Last Supper, he argues “Any 
application of [ Jesus’ statement that the Passover would be fulfilled in the kingdom of God in v. 16] to 
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the Lord’s Supper is inappropriate, since the Lord’s Supper is not a Passover meal.” Luke, 2:1720. So far 
as his statement is accurate, he later adds “To argue that the reference is to the Lord’s Supper and the 
near kingdom ignores the direct allusion to Passover.” Bock seems to hold that some reinstatement of 
sacrifices is necessary for the consummated meal to maintain its status as a Passover meal (1721). But this 
argument is unnecessary given that typological fulfillment contains, by definition, elements of similarity 
to maintain the type, while also escalating, surpassing, and rendering the inaugurated anti-types complete.

69 Nolland, Luke, 35C:1048; Marshall, Last Supper & Lord’s Supper, 90. 
70 Furthermore, the parallels between the Sinai meal and heavenly meal that the Lord’s Supper anticipates 

are multiple: (1) Both occur on a “mountain of God;” (2) Both are regarded as weddings; (3) Both occur 
in context with the destruction of death and end of pain; (4) Both involve God’s people seeing God; 
(5) Both involve eating and drinking with God; (6) Both represent covenantal fellowship/communion 
between God and his people; (7) Both are covenant ratification meals for their respective covenants; 
and (8) Both celebrate the saving kingly rule (kingdom redemption) of God for his people.

71 As Marshall explains, “The Lord’s Supper is linked to the Passover in that the Passover is a type of the 
heavenly banquet while the Lord’s Supper is the anticipation of the heavenly banquet,” meaning “The 
middle term of comparison between the Passover and the Lord’s Supper is the heavenly banquet.” 
Marshall, Last Supper & Lord’s Supper, 80.

72 Ibid.
73 Rather than justifying his claim with reference to Luke 22 as this paper does, Beale shows the correspon-

dence between the Passover meal and Christ as the antitypical Passover lamb from 1 Cor 5:6–8. Beale, 
New Testament Biblical Theology, 818. This connection is one reason I argue that the Lord’s Supper should 
be celebrated in the context of the local church, since it is only those in the Corinthian church who have 
the authority to exercise the power of the keys against their sinning “brother” by “not even eat[ing]” 
with such a one. The linkage of Christ being the Passover lamb and the language of eating (presumably 
the Lord’s Supper) in the same context suggests that the Lord’s Supper is viewed as a new covenant meal 
and that those who may participate in the meal exercise a greater function of accountability toward one 
another than is commanded or possible via Christians in other local churches. Thus, those who should 
participate together in the new covenant meal of the Lord’s Supper should generally have the ability and 
knowledge to exercise formative and corrective discipline toward the others.

74 Ibid., 928. 
75 Marshall, Last Supper & Lord’s Supper, 80.
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Introduction

It is well known that many Baptists of today trace their theological lineage to 
the early decades of the seventeenth century when priests and parishioners in 
the Church of England began to question the biblical validity of the baptism 
of infants. This reevaluation was neither sudden nor unexpected, considering 
the preceding one hundred years of history known as the Protestant Refor-
mation. Like the larger Reformation movement, the reexamination of the 
subjects and mode of baptism was a matter of studying what the Scriptures 
taught, with special regard for the positive institution of the ordinance 
by Christ in Matthew 28 and the illustrative examples of baptisms in the 
books of Acts. Based on these passages, and others, some concluded that 
the Scriptures commanded baptism to be administered upon profession of 
faith in the mode of immersion. 

What is less well known is that the practice of exclusive administration 
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of baptism to professing believers, or credobaptism, was not only based on 
an argument from positive law, but also on a complementary foundation 
of covenant theology. This article focuses on the covenant theology of one 
group in the seventeenth century which later came to be known as “Particular 
Baptists” and are identifiable by their two confessions—the First London 
Confession of Faith, published in 1644, and the Second London Confession 
of Faith, published in 1677.1

Those who practiced credobaptism did not have a clear name or identity 
in the early decades of the seventeenth century. There was no “Baptist” 
denomination made up of “Baptist” churches. In fact, the most consistent 
name applied to credobaptists was that of “anabaptists,” an epithet attributed 
to them by those who believed that the baptism of infants, or paedobaptism, 
was biblically faithful. Among those who endured this label, despite disown-
ing it over and over, there were very diverse groups with diverse geneses. 
It would be a mistake to conflate these various groups simply based on the 
similarities of their baptismal practices.

Narrowing the focus down to the group which came to be known as Par-
ticular Baptists, their historical origins can generally be traced to two main 
streams. The first is the community of English Separatists or “semi-Separatists” 
who established congregational churches which governed themselves inde-
pendently of the Church of England. The second is the Church of England 
itself. To state it simply, the Particular Baptists were partly comprised of Con-
gregationalists who came to baptistic convictions, while others were priests 
and parishioners of the Church of England who skipped the intervening phase 
of paedobaptistic congregationalism and joined the early Particular Baptist 
churches directly.2 In 1644, there were seven Particular Baptist churches in 
London. By 1677, there were over one hundred throughout the country.

This article argues that the covenant theology of the Particular Baptists in 
the seventeenth century reflects their historical genesis and is a natural devel-
opment of Protestant, Reformed, and Congregational covenant theology.

The Law and the Gospel

To understand Protestant covenant theology, one must understand the law 
and the gospel, distinguished in different ways—first, doctrinally, second, 
historically. 
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At the heart of the Protestant Reformation was the contrast between the 
law and the gospel as two opposite paths to a right standing before God, 
sometimes referred to as two opposite “doctrines.” Martin Luther said,

The law and the Gospel are two contrary doctrines … For Moses with his law is 

a severe exactor, requiring of us that we should work and that we should give…

Contrariwise, the Gospel giveth freely and requires of us nothing else but to 

hold out our hands and to take that which is offered. Now, to exact and to give, 

to take and to offer are clean contrary and cannot stand together.3

As explained by Luther, the law and gospel are opposite doctrines. Righ-
teousness is obtained through a perfect record of personal obedience, or a 
perfect record of obedience received by faith. This doctrinal (or dogmatic) 
distinction between the law and the gospel is a common foundation of 
Protestant covenant theology, and it is a point of connection and continuity 
with the Particular Baptists, as will be shown below. 

In addition to the doctrinal contrast between the law and the gospel, 
Protestants also spoke of the law and the gospel in a historical sense, refer-
ring to two successive historical periods, the Old and New Testaments. The 
Old Testament could be identified as the “law” in a broad sense due to the 
prominence and pedagogical function of the law of Moses during that time. 
And the New Testament could be identified as the “gospel” in a broad sense 
due to the clarity afforded by the incarnation, Christ’s earthly ministry, and 
the subsequent writings of the New Testament.

A proper understanding of Protestant covenant theology must account for 
the interplay of these two distinctions.4 The doctrinal contrast between the 
law and the gospel was mutually exclusive throughout history. Righteousness 
is obtained either by works or faith. But the historical contrast between the 
law and the gospel simply marked two successive epochs, during which the 
law and the gospel, as doctrines, were both present. 

As covenant theology developed in the sixteenth century, its rhetoric was 
built on the preceding logic of the contrast between the law and the gospel 
in its doctrinal and historical senses. As the law and the gospel could refer 
to opposite doctrines, so some theologians spoke of a legal covenant and an 
evangelical covenant as two opposite covenants relating to righteousness. Later 
writers expressed the same truths in different terms. They spoke of the fœdus 
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operum and fœdus gratiæ, the covenant of works and the covenant of grace. 
These covenants were opposed doctrinally, commonly distinguished by 

a difference in substance (or essence) and condition. As the law cannot be 
the gospel, so also the legal covenant cannot be the evangelical covenant; 
the covenant of works cannot be the covenant of grace. This logic runs 
through the Protestant writers and is used repeatedly in the arguments of 
the Particular Baptists.

The historical distinction of the law and the gospel was incorporated into 
the vocabulary of covenant theology by speaking of the covenant of grace 
under the time of the law, and under the time of the gospel. These were 
commonly called “administrations” or “dispensations,” of the covenant of 
grace.5 It is necessary to note that the historical distinction between the law 
and the gospel locates two phases within one covenant, whereas the doctrinal 
distinction between the law and the gospel differentiates two covenants.

The “administration” of the covenant primarily referred to the external 
organization of the covenant, namely its rites and ordinances. For this reason, 
most Reformed writers identified two administrations within the covenant 
of grace, marked by the institution of circumcision with Abraham and the 
institution of new ordinances by Christ.6 

The law and the gospel, distinguished doctrinally and historically, stand 
behind the common formula of covenant theology which states that the old 
and new covenants are not two different covenants; rather, they are the same 
covenant in substance, differing only in two outward administrations. For 
example, baptism replaced circumcision and the Lord’s Supper replaced the 
Passover as new sacraments that convey the same saving grace (or substance). 

But here a difficulty arises—the Mosaic covenant. The diversity of Prot-
estant and Reformed covenant theology derives, in large part, from the 
question of how to understand the Mosaic covenant and its relation to the 
covenant of grace. 

The Challenge of the Mosaic Covenant

As theologians studied the Mosaic covenant, they wrestled with whether it 
simply contained the law, or whether it was a covenant founded on the law. 
For some, the Mosaic covenant conditioned its blessings on obedience to the 
law and was therefore a covenant of works substantially distinct from, and 
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doctrinally opposed to, the covenant of grace. For others, the law was merely 
a response to blessings already given, and therefore the Mosaic covenant was 
part of the first administration of the covenant of grace.7

For Luther, as quoted above, Moses was the “severe exactor” whose law was 
opposite to the gospel. Many followed this understanding and determined 
that the Mosaic covenant was a covenant of works. The law was commonly 
identified as a line of connection between the Mosaic covenant of works 
and the covenant of works made with Adam. John Bunyan (1628-1688), for 
example, highly praised Luther’s commentary on Galatians as having had a 
profound influence on him. He said, “When I had but a little way perused, I 
found my condition in his experience, so largely and profoundly handled, as 
if his Book had been written out of my heart… I do prefer this Book of Mr. 
Luther upon the Galatians, (excepting the Holy Bible) before all the Books 
that ever I have seen, as most fit for a wounded conscience.”8

Elsewhere, Bunyan taught specifically that the covenant of works made 
with Adam was the same as the covenant made through Moses. Bunyan 
argued, “That which was given to Adam in Paradise, you will grant was the 
Covenant of Works; for it runs thus. Do this and live; do it not, and die… 
Now there is but one Covenant of Works: If therefore I prove, that that which 
was delivered on Mount Sinai, is the Covenant of Works, then all will be put 
out of doubt.”9 It is Luther’s influence on Bunyan which accounts for Adam’s 
and Moses’ brutal treatment of Christian’s companion Faithful at the Hill 
Difficulty in The Pilgrim’s Progress.10

Bunyan illustrates the natural extension of the law/gospel contrast from 
the Adamic covenant of works to the Mosaic covenant of works. Others, 
such as John Owen (1616-1683), made similar comments, arguing for a 
substantial identity between covenants that share the same demands of the 
law. Owen said,

The whole entire Nature of the Covenant of Works, consisted in this; That upon our 

Personal Obedience, according unto the Law and Rule of it, we should be Accepted with 

God and Rewarded with him. Herein the Essence of it did consist. And what ever 

Covenant proceedeth on these terms, or hath the Nature of them in it; however 

it may be varied with Additions or Alterations, is the same Covenant still, and 

not another…So whatever Variations may be made in, or Additions unto the 

Dispensation of the First Covenant, so long as this Rule is retained, Do this and 
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Live; it is still the same covenant for Substance and Essence of it.11

In a preface to Samuel Petto’s (1624-1711) treatise on covenant, Owen 
said, “Besides [the covenant of works and the covenant of grace]…there is 
mention in the Scripture of sundry particular intervening Covenants that 
God made with his Church, or single persons, at several seasons.”12 These 
other covenants, however, were “emanations from and particular expressions 
or limitations of one or other of the two solemn Covenants.”13

The Baptist minister and author Benjamin Keach (1640-1704) offered 
the same arguments. For Keach, the foundation of the covenant of works 
and covenant of grace was the distinction between the law and the gospel. 
“The difference betwixt the Law and the Gospel (as all our true Protestant 
Divines teach)” is “that the one requires doing, Do this and live; but the other, 
no doing but believing for Life and Salvation: their Terms differ not only in 
degree, but in their whole Nature.”14 For Keach, covenant theology could be 
reduced to the covenants built on the law and the gospel. “We read of Two 
Covenants, an Old, and a New, a First, and a Second, a Covenant of Works, and 
a Covenant of Grace.”15 All other covenants were repetitions of these two. 
Echoing Owen’s preface to Petto, Keach said, “Both these covenants had 
several Revelations, Ministrations, or Editions.”16

So, for some, like Luther, Bunyan, Owen, and Keach, a covenant based on 
the law could not be the covenant of grace, in substance. The Mosaic covenant, 
therefore, was not the covenant of grace, but a, or the, covenant of works.

Anthony Burgess (d.1664) illustrates the contrary position, i.e., that the 
Mosaic covenant is the covenant of grace, merely under a more legal dispen-
sation. He said, “If we consider the good things annexed unto this [Mosaic] 
covenant, it must needs be a covenant grace: for there we have remission 
and pardon of sin, whereas in the covenant of works, there is no way for 
repentance or pardon…”17 This forgiveness was proffered in circumcision 
and the sacrificial system. Burgess said, 

Now we all know that the sacrifices were evangelical, and did hold forth remission 

of sins through the blood of Christ…Now all must confess, that circumcision 

and the sacrifices did not oppose Christ, or grace, but rather included them. And 

this hath been always a very strong argument to persuade me [that the Mosaic 

covenant is the covenant of grace].18
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For Burgess, where there is forgiveness of sins, there is the covenant of grace. 
But Burgess clarified that typology was at work in this arrangement. “When 
therefore Moses is called the Mediator it is to be understood typically, even 
as the sacrifices did wash away sin typically.”19 Burgess’ identification of 
typology in the Mosaic covenant and its ordinances raises the question of 
whether its mediator or its sacrifices were in themselves the reality to which 
they pointed.

Despite his argument that the Mosaic covenant is the covenant of grace, 
Burgess recognized that the Scriptures propose strong contrasts between 
the old and new covenants. He said,

Now to all this, there are strong objections made from those places of Scripture, 

where the Law and faith, or the Promise, are so directly opposed…If they should 

be rigidly, and universally true, then that doctrine of the Socinians would plainly 

prevail, who from these places of Scripture do urge, that there was no grace, or 

faith, nor nothing of Christ, vouchsafed unto the Jews.20

For Burgess, the old and new covenants are the same because the grace is the 
same. And if one regards the Mosaic covenant as not being the covenant of 
grace because of the Scriptures’ strong contrasts, then one allows the argu-
ment that there was no saving grace prior to the new covenant, a conclusion 
which he refuses to accept. 

So, one faces a dilemma. The Scriptures make strong law/gospel contrasts 
between the old and new covenants and speak of the inferiority and inutility 
of the old covenant and its ordinances. The Scriptures also state that the 
new covenant is established on better promises. And yet the saving grace 
won by Christ Jesus is received and enjoyed by old covenant saints. What is 
the resolution? How does one resolve the unity of salvation in history with 
the disunity of the covenants in history? One solution was found in John 
Cameron’s fœdus subserviens, or subservient covenant.

John Cameron’s Subservient Covenant

In 1608 at the University of Heidelberg the Scottish theologian John Cam-
eron (c.1579-1625) defended 82 theses concerning a threefold covenant 
of God with man.21 Cameron’s threefold covenant model taught that the 



Above and Beyond: Seventeenth-Century Particular Baptist Covenant Theology 

97

Mosaic covenant was neither the covenant of works made with Adam nor 
the covenant of grace, but a distinct covenant of obedience given to Israel 
concerning life in Canaan. Israel must obey to remain in Canaan.

Cameron called the Mosaic covenant the “subservient covenant” because it 
fulfilled a subordinate function in God’s unfolding purposes. The subservient 
covenant echoed the covenant of works in Eden but was not the covenant 
of works. It commanded obedience, but for life in Canaan. And as the Isra-
elites failed to keep it, it also drove them to Christ in the covenant of grace. 

Cameron’s subservient covenant resolved the law/gospel dilemma of 
whether the Mosaic covenant was the covenant of grace through his artic-
ulation of a two-tiered typology, in theses 74-78.22 Cameron taught that 
“The Sacrifices and Sacraments of the Old Testament are deservedly called 
carnal” and differ from those of the new covenant for two reasons. First, “the 
Sacrifices, Sacraments, and Ceremonies of the Ancients had their carnal use, 
over and besides the spiritual signification. But the Sacraments of the New 
Covenant have, by God’s appointment, no carnal use at all, now, but merely 
spiritual.” Second, “the Sacraments, Sacrifices, and Ceremonies of the Old 
Testament did set forth Christ, and the benefits by Christ; not primarily, 
but secondarily, and that too, but darkly; but the Sacraments of the New 
Covenant do shew forth Christ primarily, and that clearly.”

To illustrate his theses, Cameron exhibited,

So Circumcision, primarily, did separate between the seed of Abraham and the 

rest of the Nations; it did seal unto them the earthly promise: secondarily, it did 

signify out sanctification. In like manner the Passover, primarily, the passing 

over of the destroying Angel; secondarily, Christ: so also the sacrifices, and the 

cleansings, they represented, primarily, a certain carnal holiness: secondarily, 

they figured out Christ, and the benefits of the New Covenant.23

For Cameron, typology functioned on two levels, a “carnal use over and 
besides the spiritual signification.” There is an initial typical historical level 
with its own significance and promises. This is a picture of something above 
and beyond itself, an antitypical historical reality with its own significance 
and promises. The type reveals the antitype but is distinct from it. The type, 
if not understood by faith, does not distribute the antitypical benefits which 
it portrays. 
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Cameron said that the old covenant, i.e., the subservient covenant, was 
“a Type, and a similitude of the new Covenant.”24 And his theses make it clear 
that the old covenant sacrifices restored “a certain carnal holiness.”

Anthony Burgess also acknowledged a typological character in the Mosaic 
covenant, but his typology makes the Mosaic ordinances the future reality in 
a provisional form, and nothing more, whereas Cameron directly acknowl-
edged two levels or two referents for types. They signify and accomplish one 
thing primarily, and another thing, secondarily.

Cameron, Congregationalists, and an Antipaedobaptist 
Anglican

So, where did Cameron’s typology and covenant theology find a home? It 
was among the Congregationalists. In 1645, Samuel Bolton (1606-1654) 
translated the entirety of Cameron’s theses from Latin into English and 
appended them to his The True Bounds of Christian Freedom, adding his express 
appreciation and approval of Cameron’s covenant theology. Bolton said,

[ John Cameron’s fœdus subserviens] is the Key to the Gospel, and the best resolver 

that I have ever met with all of those intricate controversies, and disputes con-

cerning the law; we read often in Scripture that the Law was a Covenant, and 

more frequently among Divines, that we are free from the Law as a Covenant, 

but to tell us what Covenant this was, hath not been the work of many.25

In Bolton’s estimation, Cameron’s contribution was insufficiently known and 
appreciated. Earlier in The True Bounds, Bolton summarized and endorsed 
Cameron’s arguments, “In regard it may be the thing [Cameron’s fœdus sub-
serviens] hath not been observed by all, and many who have not the Author by 
them, And others if they had it could make no use.”26 To Bolton, Cameron’s 
covenant theology was “the Key” to the law/gospel question in the Mosaic 
covenant because it acknowledged that “though it [the Mosaic covenant] 
stand upon opposite terms, yet it hath its subservient ends to the Covenant of 
Grace; and was given by way of subserviency to the Gospel.”27

Jeremiah Burroughs (1599-1646) followed Cameron’s model, teaching 
that the covenant made through Moses was “a temporal Covenant annexed 
unto [the covenant of grace], that concerned their living prosperously in 
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the Land of Canaan.”28

Thomas Goodwin (1600-1680) likewise adopted Cameron’s view of 
the Mosaic covenant. Though not published in his lifetime, Goodwin’s A 
Discourse of the Work of the Holy Ghost in our Salvation expresses his views 
in Book VII, chapter 4.29 There Goodwin asserts that the Mosaic covenant 
“was Fœdus Subserviens to the Gospel, (as Learned Cameron calls it)” and 
“was truly the promulgation of the covenant of nature made with Adam.”30 
Following Cameron’s two-tiered typology, Goodwin called the Mosaic cov-
enant an “outward covenant with the Jews” whose ordinances “besides their 
spiritual use in typifying things Heavenly to Spiritual Believers then, they 
had an outward carnal use to the whole Nation.” The forgiveness provided 
by the sacrificial system was “a Forgiveness of reprieval, not to be destroyed 
for their sin…and so had a Sanctification and a Justification which were not 
really such, that is, not of the heart and conscience.”31 The subservient Mosaic 
covenant was “truly, and toto genere, differing from that Second Covenant of 
the gospel…and was that old Covenant God found fault with.”32 For Good-
win, typology both distinguished and related the old and new covenants.

John Owen articulated the same views in his third volume on the book of 
Hebrews, though never mentioning John Cameron. Owen introduced the 
question, “Here then ariseth a difference of no small importance, namely, 
whether these [the old and new covenants] are indeed two distinct Covenants, 
as to the essence and substance of them, or only different ways of the dispensation 
and administration of the same Covenant.”33 Owen acknowledged that “The 
judgment of most Reformed Divines is…they are not to be said to be under 
another Covenant, but only a different administration of it.”34 Owen, however, 
disagreed on the basis of typology.

The issue was not whether the grace of Christ was available to Old Testa-
ment saints. Owen said, “All who contend about these things, the Socinians 
only excepted, do grant that the Covenant of Grace considered absolutely, 
that is, the Promise of Grace in and by Jesus Christ, was the only way and 
means of Salvation unto the Church, from the first entrance of sin.”35 As for 
Cameron, Bolton, Burroughs, and Goodwin, the question was whether the 
old covenant and its ordinances promised and bestowed distinct blessings 
that were typical of the saving grace of Christ.

Owen described the relation of the old and new covenants as one of “Type 
and Antitype.” The old covenant was “legal and carnal, and had respect 
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only unto outward things.”36 Referring to the Levitical priesthood and its 
duties, Owen said, “There were some lines and shadows, to represent the 
body, but the body itself was not there. There was something above them 
and beyond them, which they reached not unto.”37 And yet, the Levitical 
system did serve its own purpose. Owen stated, “All the Levitical Services 
and Ordinances were in themselves carnal, and had carnal ends assigned 
unto them, and had only an obscure representation of things spiritual and 
eternal.”38 Thus, “The Old Covenant was typical, shadowy and removeable, 
Heb. 10.1. The New Covenant is substantial and permanent, as containing 
the Body which is Christ.”39

Through typology, the old covenant portrayed salvation in Jesus Christ, 
but it did not offer salvation in and of itself. Owen distinguished between 
being saved “under” the old covenant, and “by virtue” of the old covenant. 
He affirmed the former and denied the latter. 

If Reconciliation and Salvation by Christ were to be obtained not only under the Old 

Covenant, but by vertue thereof, then it must be the same for substance with the 

New. But this is not so; for no Reconciliation with God, nor Salvation could be 

obtained by vertue of the Old Covenant, or the Administration of it.40 

As Cameron and Goodwin had, Owen was acknowledging the argument 
of Hebrews that the animal blood of the old covenant could not purify the 
conscience or perfect its members. The saving grace which one obtained 
under the old covenant, came from the promise of the Christ to come. “The 
spiritual benefit which was obtained under [the old covenant], proceeded 
from the promise, and not from the efficacy of the Law, or the Covenant made 
at Sinai.” The old and new covenants were not merely two administrations 
of the same covenant, but two covenants distinct in substance yet related 
in typology.

Cameron’s influence among the Congregationalists is readily apparent.41 
Bolton and Goodwin name him while Burroughs and Owen resemble him. 
Meanwhile, the Presbyterians rejected his subservient covenant.

Now we can introduce John Tombes (1602-1676), the Anglican anti-
paedobaptist. Tombes was a minister in the Church of England who came 
to reject infant baptism but remained in the Church of England all his life. 
Tombes is important for at least three reasons. First, Tombes represents 
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part of the internal debate of the clergy of the Church of England. Second, 
Tombes appealed to John Cameron’s typology various times throughout 
his writings. Third, Particular Baptists appealed to Tombes repeatedly and 
recommended his work. It is in Tombes’ works that the debates over John 
Cameron’s typology appear more clearly.

In 1645 John Tombes argued that the Abrahamic covenant was a “mixed 
covenant,” by which he meant that the covenant consisted of “temporal ben-
efits…and spiritual blessings.”42 To support this duality, Tombes appealed 
to John Cameron’s typology. He argued, “Yea, Cameron thesibus de triplici 
fœdere Dei, thesis 78. saith, ‘That circumcision did primarily separate Abraham’s 
seed from other Nations, sealed the earthly promise, it signified sanctification 
secondarily.’”43

Tombes was arguing that the Abrahamic covenant promised earthly 
benefits, which were distinct and separate from the spiritual blessings they 
typified. In this way, the promise of the gospel had always been the same and 
was present among the Jews, but the Jews had received additional promises 
and blessings that were limited to the earthly realm.

Tombes used two-tier typology to respond to Anthony Burgess’ arguments, 
already reviewed above. Tombes said, 

[Burgess’ argument that the Mosaic covenant is the covenant of grace] is not 

from the tenor of the covenant, but from some adjuncts of it, as because there were 

sacrifices and other rites appointed, it must be a covenant of grace.44 Answer, the sacrifices 

as they were commanded, so they did belong to the covenant of works. But as God 

used them as shadows and types of Christ to come, so they signify God’s purpose 

of Gospel-grace in Christ, but by another Covenant, not that at mount Sinai.45

Notice that the sacrifices fulfill two functions simultaneously, but these two 
functions belong to two different covenants. The sacrifices themselves belong 
to the Mosaic covenant of works and function within it. But, as types, they 
signify the grace of another covenant, the covenant of grace. 

Earlier in the same work, Tombes said, “Christ it is true is the substance of 
the things promised as they were Types; yet the things promised in respect of 
their natural being had a substance besides, and in relation to the Covenant 
were as much the substance or substantial parts of it as the spiritual promises.”46 
Tombes is saying that a type/antitype relationship involves things distinct 
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in substance. Types have their own substance, function, and meaning, but, 
qua types, they point above and beyond themselves to another substance, 
namely Christ and his benefits.

Another clergyman, Stephen Marshall (1594-1655), replied to Tombes’ 
use of Cameron, and expressed his distaste,

As for that expression of the learned Cameron that Circumcision did primarily 

seal the earthly promise, &c. if by primarily he meant immediately, though not chiefly, 

that it sealed these things first in order, as they were types of spiritual things, it may 

then pass cum grano salis [with a grain of salt], but if by primarily be intended 

principally, that Circumcision did chiefly seal earthly blessings, the opinion is too 

unsavory to be received.47 

Marshall disliked Cameron’s typology, questioning what Cameron meant by 
“primary” and “secondary.” For Marshall, if this refers to a sequence of time 
in which one thing replaces another, then it is acceptable. But Marshall will 
not accept Cameron’s typology if primary means “chief ” or “principal.” If 
the old covenant’s blessings are chiefly and principally earthly and distinct 
from secondary spiritual blessings, Marshall rejects it as unsavory. It does 
not pass his typology taste test.

Stephen Marshall’s rejection of Cameron’s typology in his interaction 
with John Tombes is important not only to illustrate the diversity of views 
in the 1640s, but also to demonstrate the centrality of Cameron and his 
articulation of typology to this diversity.48

The Particular Baptists’ Distinctives 

When one reads Particular Baptist literature about covenant theology, one 
does not find extensive treatises of covenant. It may seem difficult, therefore, 
to describe “Particular Baptist covenant theology.” Without developed and 
extensive works on the subject, how can one characterize their position?

The answer lies in recognition of the fact that Particular Baptist works on 
covenant theology have a narrow focus on specific polemical arguments. The 
lack of additional literature is easily explained by the significant quantity of 
doctrine which the Particular Baptists held in common with their Congre-
gationalist or Presbyterian brothers. 
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Because it was unnecessary for the Particular Baptists to rehearse the 
arguments with which they already agreed, there are certain features of 
covenant theology that find little treatment in their literature. For example, 
among these shorter and more focused publications, arguments about the 
covenant of works made with Adam are absent. This is simply because it 
was not a point of disagreement between the Particular Baptists and their 
polemical counterparts. The covenant of works is present in Particular Bap-
tist literature as an accepted doctrine without need for defense or debate.49

Having surveyed the development and diversity of covenant theology, 
having recognized that the Particular Baptists held much in common with 
others, and having recognized that their works tend to be narrowly focused 
on specific polemical arguments, we are well poised to obtain a precise 
understanding of the distinctives of the covenant theology of the Particular 
Baptists.

That which distinguished Particular Baptist covenant theology from others, 
to state the matter simply, was the application of Protestant law/gospel logic 
and two-tier typology to the Abrahamic covenant. In so doing, they distin-
guished themselves from others such as Cameron and the Congregationalists 
who had identified the Mosaic covenant as a subservient typical covenant 
based on obedience but treated the Abrahamic covenant differently.50 The 
Particular Baptists took the hermeneutical principles that had been applied 
to the Mosaic covenant and extended them to the Abrahamic covenant.

The Particular Baptists argued that the Abrahamic covenant was of the 
same nature as the Mosaic covenant. It, too, was a subservient typical cov-
enant of works. Indeed, they argued that the Mosaic covenant was merely 
an expansion of what was instituted in the Abrahamic covenant, which they 
often called by the name given to it by Stephen in Acts 7:8, “the covenant of 
circumcision.” The logic of the doctrinal law/gospel contrast and two-tier 
typology upheld these beliefs.

For example, in 1642 Andrew Ritor argued that circumcision was “both 
a Covenant and yet also but a signe of another Covenant (to wit) of that 
everlasting Covenant made with Abraham, and all his spirituall seed…which 
is only to be enjoyed by faith.”51 By distinguishing the covenant of circum-
cision from the covenant of grace, Ritor was not saying that the grace of 
Christ was absent from the time of Abraham, but rather that the Abrahamic 
covenant did not, in itself, grant the saving grace of Christ which was to be 
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found only in the new covenant. For Ritor, circumcision is a covenant and 
“a sign of another covenant.” It was typical of the covenant of grace in the 
blessings that it did grant.

Ritor specifically deals with circumcision because in Genesis 17, circum-
cision is called the covenant, and the one who contemns it is cut off from the 
covenant. To the Particular Baptists, a breakable covenant that disinherits its 
members if they disobey a positive law could not be the covenant of grace. 
A covenant that disinherits its members for disobedience to a positive law 
was, in their view, a covenant of works. This is the fundamental logic of the 
law and the gospel as opposite doctrines. If the covenant demands your own 
obedience and threatens you relative to the same, it cannot be the gospel 
covenant.

Here it must be remembered that John Cameron himself had identified 
circumcision within his primary/secondary two-tiered typology, which sep-
arated the Jews according to the flesh from the rest of the world and granted 
them a “carnal holiness.” The Particular Baptists’ view makes the same point, 
applying this to the entirety of the Abrahamic covenant.

In 1644, the Particular Baptist Christopher Blackwood (1607/8-1670) 
argued that the old and new covenants “are two Covenants essentially differ-
ing … The first Covenant was carnal and typical.”52 Then he distinguished 
circumcision from baptism as being applied to distinct subjects and signifying 
distinct blessings.53

A decade later, a Particular Baptist pastor, Thomas Patient (d.1666), 
argued that “The covenant of Circumcision is no covenant of eternal life, but 
a typical covenant, yea a covenant of works.”54 As a typical covenant, “The 
Temporal Israel, and the typical Election of them into the temporal covenant, 
did point out this Spiritual Election in a Spiritual Covenant, confirmed of 
God in Christ Jesus.”55 He added, “For [Israel’s] sacrifices for sin, typed 
out Christ, but they were not Christ, and their typical remissions…can be 
understood to be no other but typical.”56 This is nothing other than what 
the Congregationalists believed, but extended to the Abrahamic covenant 
and not only the Mosaic covenant. 

Similarly, in 1658 the Particular Baptist ministers Abraham Cheare (1626-
1668) and Robert Steed (d.1699) asserted that the old covenant was “a 
covenant ministering or serving to [a] doctrine above or beyond it self.”57

In 1676, the Particular Baptist Edward Hutchinson (d.1676) argued that 
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“There is a twofold seed of Abraham … and a two-fold inheritance … But 
the heavenly inheritance was not given to the fleshly seed, but only in Types 
offered to them, and confirmed to the spiritual seed.”58 For Hutchinson, the 
Abrahamic covenant was a covenant of works. He said,

That Covenant made with Abraham, and his natural seed called the Covenant 

of Circumcision, or Covenant of the Law was not the Covenant of Eternal life 

and salvation, which was made with all the elect in Christ upon the condition 

of faith: but a distinct Covenant of it self concerning the worship and service 

of God, and so may be called a Covenant of works, rather then a Covenant of 

grace; though there was also grace in it, as there was in all the Covenants that 

God ever made with men.59

Hutchinson acknowledged the presence of grace in all covenants, but the 
benefits of saving grace are found only in the new covenant. The old covenant, 
in itself, only provided typical shadows.

The principal proponent of the Particular Baptist view that the Abrahamic 
covenant was not the covenant of grace but a subservient typical covenant of 
works was Nehemiah Coxe (1650-1689), minister of the Particular Baptist 
church in Petty France, London alongside William Collins (c.1644-1702).60 
In 1681, Coxe published A Discourse of the Covenants That God made with 
Men before the Law, a work widely praised by contemporary and subsequent 
Baptists as the best on the subject. The focus of Coxe’s work was proving 
that the Abrahamic covenant was a distinct covenant from, typical of and 
subservient to, the covenant of grace.

Coxe said that “Circumcision did not only oblige to the keeping of the 
Law…but did also (as subservient to the Promise) point at the Messiah 
… that thro’ Faith in his Name such a Righteousness [that circumcision 
required] might be obtained.”61 In a few words, one can see Coxe connecting 
the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants as united covenants of works. All the 
circumcised must keep all the law. But the righteousness which this arrange-
ment requires is beyond any fallen creature. So, circumcision points ahead 
to Christ through whom perfect righteousness can be obtained by faith.

Coxe explained that the typology of the old covenant prompted the 
Israelites according to the flesh to see something beyond their ordinances 
and their covenant. Coxe said,
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The State of Israel after the Flesh being typical; The Israel of God among them, 

were taught to look above, and beyond their external priviledges, unto those 

things that were shadowed by them, as set before their Faith in the promises of 

Grace by Christ; and so to live upon the Grace of that Covenant, which their 

outward State, and Covenant of Peculiarity [i.e., the Abrahamic Covenant] was 

subservient to; And unto them, all these things had a spiritual, and evangelical Use, 

which being their principal End and Intent, a fair Occasion is ministred for such 

an Intermixture of the Promises of Typical, with those of real Blessings, as we have 

now had under Consideration; Because of the Covenant of Grace, and that of 

Circumcision have their mutual respect, as the Type to its Antitype.62

Coxe demonstrates that the typology of the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants 
establishes the means of the presence and communication of the saving 
grace of Christ in the Old Testament. And yet, the Abrahamic and Mosaic 
covenants do not, themselves, grant this saving grace. They make it known 
through typology, which the Israelites were taught to see, by looking “above, 
and beyond their external priviledges.”

So then, in the seventeenth century, both Particular Baptists and Presby-
terian and Congregational paedobaptists affirmed that the Old Testament 
is full of the gospel through typology. But for some, typology was a matter 
of two phases of the same thing. So, circumcision and baptism were two 
outward forms of the same thing. Passover and the Lord’s Supper were two 
outward forms of the same thing.

John Cameron, the Congregationalists, and John Tombes disagreed with 
this understanding of typology, distinguishing types and antitypes in the 
old and new covenant as two different things. The Particular Baptists’ dis-
tinctive was that they applied these principles to the Abrahamic covenant. 
It was not just the Mosaic covenant that was based on obedience, but also 
the Abrahamic covenant. It was not just the Mosaic covenant that granted 
typical blessings, but also the Abrahamic covenant.

Philip Cary (fl.1682-1692), a Particular Baptist minister, sums up what 
was a non sequitur to the Particular Baptists. Cary said, 

We do indeed acknowledge the subserviency of the law to Christ, and the cov-

enant of grace … But it does not therefore follow, that the law is a covenant of 

gospel-grace … The law is not the gospel, nor the gospel the law. And therefore 
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though the one of them is plainly subservient to the other, yet they ought not 

to be mixed, blended, or confounded the one with the other, as if they were but 

one and the same covenant, and no difference to be made between them; only 

in respect of the different degrees of the discovery of gospel grace, as has been 

suggested … A subserviency in any thing to promote the ends of something else, 

does not make it to be the thing itself; the ends whereof are promoted thereby.63

For Cary and the Particular Baptists’, law, gospel, typology, and subserviency 
distinguished the old and new covenants in substance, while uniting them in 
revelation and redemptive purpose. The Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants 
did not lead anywhere other than to Christ and the new covenant. They were 
temporary, provisional, typical, subservient covenants. The conclusion of all 
this was, of course, that since the new covenant is not a new administration 
of the Abrahamic covenant, but rather its antitype, there was no biblical 
foundation for the automatic inclusion of the children of believers in the 
new covenant or the administration of baptism to them.

The Particular Baptists’ Diversity

The view described above, namely that the Abrahamic covenant was a cov-
enant based on obedience, granting life in Canaan for Abraham’s natural 
offspring, typical of and subservient to the covenant of grace, was the most 
common argument advanced by the Particular Baptists in their writings on 
covenant theology. There are variations in nuance in the ways that Baptists 
articulated this argument, but the overall argument was advanced by a very 
high majority. Notwithstanding this majority, there were Particular Baptists 
of another mind on the matter.

The Particular Baptist pioneer and minister John Spilsbury (1593-
1662/1668) published some of the earliest Particular Baptist arguments 
about covenant theology. In 1643 he stated, 

That the outward profession of the said Covenant [of grace], hath differed under 

severall Periods, I shall not deny: and of the Scriptures speaking of the disan-

nulling and abolishing the old Covenant and making a new, is to be understood 

of the Period from Moses to Christ, and not of that from Abraham to Moses. This 

also in part I confesse, but not the whole.64
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He continued, “So that the opposition the Scripture holds forth between 
Covenant & Covenant, is between Testament and Testament, with refer-
ence to the order and forme of profession thereof.”65 For Spilsbury, the old 
and new covenants were two different outward arrangements of the same 
covenant of grace.

To resolve the relation of Abraham, Israelites, and believers to the covenant 
he distinguished a double seed in Abraham, “There was in Abraham at that 
time a spirituall seed and a fleshly seed.”66 The promises of the covenant were 
directed diversely towards these seeds, “Some of which were proper unto 
both the seeds, and some not.”67 Here he utilized a typological argument 
to say that the land of Canaan was given conditionally to the physical seed 
of Abraham (some of which were also spiritual) and that this promise was 
confirmed by circumcision. The promise of Canaan “pointed at a spirituall 
inheritance” which was “absolute, and confirmed onely upon the spirituall 
seed.”68

Arguably, Spilsbury differs little from the authors quoted above. He dis-
tinguishes earthly and heavenly blessings via typology and affirms that the 
enjoyment of the earthly blessings was conditioned on obedience. Whether 
Spilsbury is simply not as clear as later writers or whether his thought rep-
resents a true disagreement with them is debatable. For now, his inclusion 
is intended to demonstrate diversity among the Particular Baptists.

A much clearer example of diversity is found in the Particular Baptist 
minister Thomas Hardcastle (1637-1678). In a manuscript of lectures given 
on the Westminster Shorter Catechism, Hardcastle said, 

Q: Were those under the Old Testament, the Jews, under a covenant of works? 

A: No, Adam was under a covenant of works, but the Jews were under a covenant 

of grace. Adam was under a covenant of works, Do this and live. The Jews were 

under a covenant of grace, which was obscured by types, sacrifices, and figures 

which did typify and prefigure Christ, and these sacrifices [were] the gospel 

they had. Through this they looked to a Christ to come. Through the type they 

could behold the antitype. Through the blood of beasts they could see the blood 

of the lamb, though many of them very obscurely.69
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He added,

Although the old administration was such, as made it to be looked upon (the 

outside of it) as a Covenant of works, if you look to Mount Sinai, there you find 

nothing but working: if you look to the sacrifices there you have a glimpse of 

some relief by a Saviour.70

Hardcastle’s view is identical to that found in the Westminster Confession 
or in Anthony Burgess, described above. Though acknowledging the typol-
ogy of the old covenant, Hardcastle understood this to be the reason why 
the old and new covenants were the same covenant under two different 
forms rather than two distinct covenants. Most Particular Baptists drew the 
opposite conclusion.

The Particular Baptists’ Unity

After surveying the diversity of covenant theology, in which the Particular 
Baptists are a natural branch and development, and after surveying the dis-
tinctive arguments of the Particular Baptists, especially with regard to the 
Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants, one may be surprised by the Particular 
Baptists’ Confession of Faith in its comments about covenant in chapter 7. The 
Particular Baptists’ arguments presented above do not seem to be present, 
especially in paragraph 3.

This Covenant is revealed in the Gospel; first of all to Adam in the promise of 

Salvation by the seed of the woman, and afterwards by farther steps, until the 

full discovery thereof was completed in the New Testament; and it is founded 

in that Eternal Covenant transaction, that was between the Father and the Son, 

about the Redemption of the Elect; and it is alone by the Grace of this Covenant, 

that all of the posterity of fallen Adam, that ever were saved, did obtain life and 

a blessed immortality; Man being now utterly uncapable of acceptance with God 

upon those terms, on which Adam stood in his state of innocency.71
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To understand this paragraph, one must recognize that the Confession was 
not a polemical document or expression of the finer points of covenant 
theology, but a document which represented the faith of those “who jointly 
concur in this work.”72 The Confession was edited and written in a way that 
could accommodate the Baptists’ diversity on this subject.

Though most of the Confession is drawn directly from the Savoy Decla-
ration and the Westminster Confession, this paragraph is a new addition, 
penned by the editors, likely Nehemiah Coxe and William Collins. Whoever 
is responsible for this paragraph, it demonstrates wisdom in that it can be 
affirmed by all of the Particular Baptists, whether they held to the majority 
view or one like Hardcastle’s. It therefore is a document in which the Bap-
tists could unite. 

The Confession affirms the presence of saving grace in all postlapsarian 
history but avoids specifying the precise nature of the relation of the old 
covenant(s) to the covenant of grace. The same truth is taught later in the 
Confession in chapter 8, paragraph 6, and in chapter 20, paragraph 1.

Although the price of Redemption was not actually paid by Christ, till after his 

Incarnation, yet the virtue, efficacy, and benefit thereof were communicated to the 

Elect in all ages successively, from the beginning of the World, in and by those 

Promises, Types, and Sacrifices, wherein he was revealed, and signified to be the 

Seed of the Woman, which should bruise the Serpent’s head; and the Lamb slain 

from the foundation of the World: Being the same yesterday, and today, and forever.73

The covenant of works being broken by sin, and made unprofitable unto life; 

God was pleased to give forth the promise of Christ, the seed of the woman, as 

the means of calling the elect, and begetting in them faith and repentance; in this 

promise, the gospel, as to the substance of it, was revealed and therein effectual, 

for the conversion and salvation of sinners.74

While it may be surprising to some to note the absence of a developed 
covenantal argument in the Confession, the reality is that the Confession 
demonstrates wisdom in its affirmation of common concepts and its avoid-
ance of particular points that might have disunited the Particular Baptists. 
To grasp Particular Baptist covenant theology, one must look beyond their 
Confession and read the treatises which they wrote on the subject, a task 
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sadly and largely neglected by Baptists.

Conclusion

This article has demonstrated that the diversity of Protestant covenant theol-
ogy depended, in large part, on the application of the law/gospel distinction 
and the use of typology. For the Particular Baptists, as for the larger Protestant 
community, whether Christ’s saving grace was present throughout history 
was not a debated point ( John Owen said, “the Socinians only excepted”). 
However, one’s view of typology profoundly affected one’s understanding 
of how this saving grace was made known and communicated, i.e., imparted, 
to the faith of saints before Christ’s incarnation. For some, typology rep-
resented two phases of the same reality. For others, typology represented 
a progressive unfolding and unveiling of a future reality through distinct, 
temporary, and provisional realities.

Particular Baptist covenant theology can be understood as a natural devel-
opment of a preexisting Protestant diversity. Specifically, Particular Baptist 
covenant theology can be understood as an extension of Protestant law/
gospel logic and Cameronian, Congregationalist, and Tombesian typology 
to the Abrahamic covenant. Just as others had concluded that the Mosaic 
covenant was a covenant of obedience typical of and subservient to the 
covenant of grace, the Particular Baptists concluded that this was also true 
of the Abrahamic covenant, and that the Mosaic covenant, thus understood, 
was merely an amplification of what had already been established in the 
Abrahamic covenant. The typology of the old covenant pointed, as Owen, 
Cheare and Steed, and Coxe had said, “above and beyond” itself to the ever-
lasting realities of the new covenant.

This view was advanced and defended by a large majority of Particular 
Baptists from the early 1640s to the end of the seventeenth century, though 
a few instances of alternative expressions or views have been identified and 
described above. The Baptists’ Confession did not express this view in detail, 
most likely to accommodate a diversity among them, a diversity which seems 
to have been minimal when measured by the content of their publications.
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Introduction

The discourse around Baptist covenantal theology fundamentally changed 
a decade ago with the publications of two landmark works, which have each 
set the terms of the conversation since their release. In 2012 Peter Gentry 
and Stephen Wellum published Kingdom through Covenant1 and articulated 
a version of Baptist covenantal theology they described as “progressive 
covenantalism” for the first time in print.2 Only a few months later the pub-
lication of Pascal Denault’s The Distinctiveness of Baptist Covenant Theology3 
was released and then given a wider promotion when it was featured on 
the new website: www.1689federalism.com. Brandon Adams, the purveyor 
of the website, coined the term “1689 Federalism” to describe this “new” 
version of Baptist covenantal theology. A new term was needed to describe 
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this fresh articulation because it stood in contrast to the version of covenant 
theology held by most other contemporary Reformed Baptists. 1689 Fed-
eralism was the term chosen by those who advocate for this view because 
they believe they are rearticulating the covenantal (federal) theology that 
the majority of British Particular Baptists formulated in the 17th century 
and that stood behind their seminal doctrinal statement, the 1689 Second 
London Confession of Faith.

There were precursors to these two seminal works a few years prior. In his 
2006 essay, “Baptism and the Relationship Between the Covenants,”4 Wellum 
argued the basic contours of the distinctive credobaptist covenantal position 
that would receive much more developed exposition later in Kingdom Through 
Covenant.5 A year earlier in 2005 Covenant Theology From Adam to Christ6 was 
published which contained the complete text of Nehemiah Coxe’s work A 
Discourse of the Covenants,7 which was the definitive 17th century expression 
of what is now referred to as 1689 Federalism.8 However, neither of these 
earlier works had the broader impact on the contemporary theological 
landscape that the later works have had. I suspect that one of the reasons 
that Kingdom through Covenant and The Distinctiveness of Baptist Covenant 
Theology became the centerpieces of discussion is because they were each 
formally associated with newly defined expressions of Baptist covenantal 
theology with new terminology to encapsulate their respective positions.9 
This new terminology, “progressive covenantalism” and “1689 Federalism,” 
have (in my estimation) become more than simply innovative theological 
parlance, but touchstones (and disruptors) for theological movements. These 
works were also shortly followed with multi-authored scholarly publications 
that further developed each of these respective views,10 which had the effect 
of providing the core of a new literary canon for these fresh expressions of 
Baptist covenantal theology.11

Despite their parallel rise to prominence over the last ten years, overlap 
in biblical-theological concerns, and interest from largely the same con-
stituency (i.e., non-dispensational, Calvinistic credobaptists), there has 
been very little formal interaction between progressive covenantalism and 
1689 Federalism.12 Ironically, the two most comprehensive comparisons of 
these two views to date arrive at opposite proposals for the future of Baptist 
covenantal theology. Daniel Scheiderer (a 1689 Federalist) seeks to rescue 
progressive covenantalists from their (self-inflicted) negative associations 
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with new covenant theology and position the view under the larger theo-
logical umbrella of the Reformed Baptist community.13 While not ignoring 
important points of contention, he sets them aside to highlight significant 
points of continuity between the two views. Whereas Scheiderer would 
position progressive covenantalism alongside 1689 Federalism as a subset 
of Reformed Baptist Covenant Theology, Blake Johnson (a progressive cov-
enantalist) proposes (basically) the opposite. In his comparison, Johnson 
urges 1689 Federalists to cease and desist in their (so far largely unwelcomed) 
attempts at positioning their view as a subset of covenant theology, and instead 
identify their view as a subset of progressive covenantalism.14 He reasons 
that “Such a reorganization of labels along the theological spectrum would 
benefit [progressive covenantalism] by supplying it an improved historical 
footing. Simultaneously, 1689 Federalism would be supplied with clarity and 
freedom, no longer needing to engage in the constant effort of distinguishing 
itself from Presbyterian covenant theology.”15

In the comparison of these two views that follows, my analysis will arrive 
at more modest (and I hope less provocative) conclusions for the future of 
Baptist covenantal theology. In my estimation, proponents of progressive 
covenantalism and 1689 Federalism are largely talking past each other because 
of continued misunderstanding. This lack of understanding springs from a 
variety of factors, including different vocabulary and terminology, different 
historical development and origins, different conversation partners, different 
ecclesiological settings, and also (quite frankly) in many cases a lack of a 
deep understanding of their own professed view.16 While only so much can 
be accomplished in any one article, in this comparison I seek to go broader 
and (I hope at least somewhat) deeper in comparing these two positions to 
better understand both the past and future of Baptist covenantal theology. 
The following analysis will first review the historical origin and intersec-
tion of these two views, then compare their respective biblical-theological 
distinctives, and finally briefly note the contemporary contextual setting of 
each position before offering a few concluding remarks.

Historical Context

While the terms “progressive covenantalism” and “1689 Federalism” as new 
expressions of distinctive versions of Baptist covenantal theology were newly 
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minted in 2012/2013, they each are birthed out of a theological and eccle-
siological context dating back to the second half of the twentieth century. 
There is a shared, overlapping, and divisive history between the origins of 
these two theological movements. Rehearsing some of that development 
provides context to the current comparison of these respective positions.

Reformed Baptists and New Covenant Theology
To borrow the Apostle Paul’s language from Galatians 4:22-24, the modern 
Calvinistic revival among Baptists had two sons who birthed two Baptist 
covenantal movements. At the risk of oversimplifying, in many ways, the 
origins of the current theological divide between 1689 Federalism and pro-
gressive covenantalism can be traced back to the divisions between brothers 
Ernie and John Reisinger. In time, those associated with Ernie Reisinger,17 
such as Walter Chantry and Albert Martin among others, became known as 
Reformed Baptists, adopted the 1677/89 Second London Baptist Confession 
of Faith, and embraced a covenant theology (including Sabbatarianism) 
that differed little from paedobaptist covenant theology.18 Whereas those 
associated with John Reisinger,19 such as Jon Zens and Gary Long among 
others, became known as Sovereign Grace Baptists, adopted the 1644/46 
First London Baptist Confession of Faith,20 and embraced what became 
known as new covenant theology.21 

In terms of covenantal theology, these twentieth century Reformed 
Baptists were heavily influenced by Westminster Theological Seminary in 
Philadelphia, and in particular John Murray.22 They assumed the covenant 
theology expressed in their confession was the same as the Westminster 
Confession of Faith, other than in reference to the mode and subjects of 
baptism. To be fair, there was not readily available to them hardly any writings 
on covenant theology by Baptists, so they learned their covenant theology 
from paedobaptists. John Murray, partly in reaction to the rising influence 
of dispensationalism, emphasized the unity of substance in the covenant 
of grace throughout the biblical covenants (including the gracious nature 
of the Mosaic Covenant).23 The Reformed Baptists, also eager to distance 
themselves from dispensationalism, likewise adopted the same formula to 
articulate the covenant of grace as found in the Westminster Confession of 
Faith, namely that in substance there is one covenant of grace, but various 
administrations represented by the subordinate biblical covenants. Chantry 
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is representative when he writes, “Every biblical covenant after the fall is 
revealed by God as a form of the Covenant of Grace.”24 He continues, “It is 
because all biblical covenants since the Fall are united in their major feature 
of grace and major requirement of the principle of faith in man that our 
confession speaks as it does. All biblical covenants (with Adam after the 
Fall, Noah, Abraham, Moses, David, New) are but varying administrations 
of the Covenant of Grace.”25

In distinction from and reaction to the covenant theology of these twenti-
eth century Reformed Baptists, this burgeoning “new covenant theology” was 
characterized by several features. Jon Zens’ seminal 1977 essay, that marked 
the beginning of new covenant theology, reflects all of these elements.26 First, 
rather than appealing to terminology found in a historic confession, new 
covenant theology maintained an emphasis on using biblical terminology in 
their systematic articulation.27 Second, this then led them to reject (or at least 
not utilize) terminology such as the Covenant of Redemption, Covenant of 
Works, and Covenant of Grace, preferring instead to speak of God’s plan or 
purpose where no historic covenant is specifically named in scripture. Thirdly, 
they argue that the specific formulation for the covenant of grace as “one 
covenant/different administrations” flattens out the progress of revelation 
reflected in the biblical covenants and provides the theological rationale 
for infant baptism.28 Fourth, it is therefore better to speak of the biblical 
covenants (plural) and recognize that they find their final fulfillment in the 
new covenant. Fifth, because Christians are members of the new covenant 
which has fulfilled and replaced the Mosaic covenant, we are now under 
the law of Christ and not the law of Moses as a binding authority and rule 
of life. The historic distinctions in the old covenant law as moral, civil, and 
ceremonial are foreign to the biblical text and not a hermeneutical guide to 
determining what is applicable for Christians in the new covenant.29 Lastly, 
this all leads them to reject both dispensationalism and covenant theology as 
suitably biblical, and therefore pursue an alternative third way as a mediating 
position between dispensationalism and covenant theology.30

Progressive Covenantalism and 1689 Federalism
What’s relevant for the purposes of this article, is that progressive covenant-
alism has reflected many of these same emphases as new covenant theology.31 
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That association was most plain in the first edition of Kingdom through Cov-
enant, as Wellum introduced progressive covenantalism as a view which fits 
“broadly under the umbrella of what is called ‘new covenant theology’,” or 
as a “species of ‘new covenant theology’.”32 This connection also helps put in 
context why proponents of progressive covenantalism position their view as 
a via media between dispensationalism and covenant theology, rather than as 
a Baptist version of covenant theology.33 It’s a theological understanding and 
rhetorical strategy that dates back to the very beginning of the development 
of new covenant theology. Unfortunately, this framework has also puzzled 
and alienated modern Reformed Baptists, especially those now embracing 
1689 Federalism. Samuel Renihan notes that in Kingdom through Covenant, 
covenant theology appears to be equated with paedobaptism. He considers 
it a “false dilemma” to reject covenant theology, when what Wellum and 
Gentry are actually rejecting is paedobaptism, i.e., Presbyterian covenant 
theology, not necessarily Baptist covenant theology.34 

At the same time, it’s helpful for those on the 1689 Federalism side to 
keep in mind that it is only very recently that a full-orbed historic Baptist 
covenant theology has been (re)articulated. Denault’s work was published 
after Kingdom through Covenant. Before that time, though Reformed Baptists 
were indeed credobaptists, the basic framework of their covenant theology 
differed little from Westminster Presbyterianism.35 The label “1689 Federal-
ism” can be misleading and has even caused confusion among some long-time 
Reformed Baptists. From the very beginning of the movement,36 Reformed 
Baptists self-consciously rejected dispensationalism and embraced the 1689 
Confession including (what they understood about) its federalism. So while 
the term is of twenty-first century vintage, no twentieth century Reformed 
Baptist would have (theoretically) objected to the label 1689 Federalism. 
But as the term has come to be used today, it actually refers to a very specific 
covenantal theology that differs at key points with Westminster Federalism, 
including the federalism of most twentieth century Reformed Baptists.37

1689 Federalism, in the narrowest sense, more specifically refers not to 
the covenant theology actually expressed in the 1689 Confession (which is 
intentionally inclusive, and could even be affirmed by paedobaptists),38 but 
to the formulation of covenant theology held by a majority of the Baptists 
that prepared and first affirmed the Confession. These seventeenth century 
British Particular Baptists, in their polemics with paedobaptists, developed a 
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covenant theology that was distinctly Baptist, while at the same time fitting 
in the stream of Reformation theology out of which they were birthed.39 
This historic Baptist covenant theology was virtually lost until the last two 
decades or so,40 and has only become widely known in the wake of the 2013 
publication of Denault’s The Distinctiveness of Baptist Covenant Theology. 
It’s not so much that previous Reformed Baptists rejected historic Baptist 
covenant theology, but that they didn’t know there was a “1689 Federalism” 
among their seventeenth century forebearers to be retrieved.

In a similar way that 1689 Federalism represents a development within 
Reformed Baptist circles, progressive covenantalism represents a devel-
opment within new covenant theology circles. Just as the differences were 
distinct and deep enough to warrant a new label for Reformed Baptists (i.e., 
1689 Federalism), so it is with progressive covenantalism and new covenant 
theology. In the “Introduction” to Progressive Covenantalism41 and also the 
second edition of Kingdom through Covenant,42 Wellum has sought to distance 
his view from new covenant theology. His rationale is not so much because of 
disagreement with the elements of new covenant theology delineated above, 
but because as new covenant theology has developed, it has also splintered 
and now includes many diverse views.43 Progressive covenantalism, in con-
trast to some of these forms of new covenant theology, wants to be clear in 
affirming a creation covenant, the imputation of Christ’s active obedience, 
and an instructive place for the Mosaic law in the church’s life44 – affirmations 
that would all be welcomed by 1689 Federalists.

But the points of biblical-theological agreement run even deeper than 
these basic affirmations. Just as the labels have been updated to reflect new 
developments, so do the theological discussions and debates of the previous 
generation between twentieth century Reformed Baptist covenant theology 
and new covenant theology need to be updated to reflect their respective 
developments. With this historical context in place, we turn now to probe 
the biblical-theological comparisons.

Biblical-Theological Comparison

The early movement of Calvinistic Baptists initially shared much unity, but 
as each of their respective positions hardened, they also separated. Now, after 
half a century of differences, there is a fresh opportunity for rapprochement as 
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each of these views are now ironically moving closer together. With a greater 
understanding of 17th Century Baptist covenantal theology, Reformed Bap-
tists are embracing more discontinuity, and conversely many in new covenant 
theology circles are embracing more continuity in how they put together the 
covenants in the framework of progressive covenantalism. The comparisons 
below are brief and precursory, but I hope they will demonstrate more 
biblical-theological commonalities than has previously been recognized.

Theological Covenants
Covenant theology frames their system of theology around the three (theolog-
ical) Covenants of Redemption, Works, and Grace. Because this framework 
is so central to covenant theology, it is often assumed that progressive cove-
nantalism rejects more than they do by not utilizing this same terminology. 
While there remains a clear preference for biblical language over certain 
theological categories that often smuggle in unwarranted theological baggage 
(i.e., the covenant of grace), progressive covenantalism has shed some of 
the “biblicistic mentality” often reflected in new covenant theology.45 Let’s 
examine each of them in turn.

The Covenant of Redemption

From the very first edition of Kingdom through Covenant, Wellum has sought 
to make clear that progressive covenantalism affirms this theological truth, 
and that it is appropriate to apply the language of “covenant.” He writes, 
“Some theologians have questioned the use of the term ‘covenant’ to refer to 
the eternal pact between the persons of the Trinity since Scripture is silent 
about such an eternal covenant and sometimes covenants are defined too 
narrowly.”46 However, Wellum goes on to argue, 

As covenant theology has contended, one cannot deny that the triune God has 

an eternal plan which is then executed in history (e.g., Eph. 1:4-14)–a plan 

conceived before the foundation of the world, made known on the stage of 

human history, and which involves the work of all three persons of the Godhead. 

Scripture speaks of this plan in terms of the Father giving a people to the Son 

(e.g., John 6:39; 10:29; 17:2, 6-10; Eph. 1:4-12), the Son accomplishing that plan 

by his life and death ( John 6:37-40; 10:14-18; Heb. 10:5-18), and the Spirit’s 
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work to bring those same people to faith union in Christ (Rom. 8:29-30; Eph. 

1:11-13; 1 Pet. 1:5). Given this fact and given that Scripture speaks of these 

kinds of arrangements, plans, and promises under the category of “covenant,” it 

is legitimate to think in terms of an intra-Trinitarian covenant.47

Later in Kingdom through Covenant, Wellum again concludes, 

Reformed theology has rightly sought to capture the truth of these covenantal 

relationships within the Godhead by speaking of the “covenant of redemption” 

(pactum salutis) or God’s eternal plan between Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. No 

doubt, while Scripture does not specify a formal agreement within the one being 

of God, given the Bible’s teaching on God’s plan before the foundation of the 

world, election, and salvation, there is ample reason to think that the relations 

between the persons of the Godhead are legitimately described as covenantal.48

Out of all of the covenants, the covenant of redemption is the one that 
should find the least disagreement between 1689 Federalism and progressive 
covenantalism.

The Covenant of Works

Covenant theology has referred to the pre-fall Edenic covenant by various 
names.49 The term “covenant of works” is less prominent in the 2LCF com-
pared to the Westminster Confession and Savoy Declaration, nevertheless it 
is present in both concept and name (20.1)50 and seems to be the preferred 
language of 1689 Federalism.51 While there are some welcome exceptions,52 
new covenant theology on the whole has not embraced any form of the 
covenant of works.53 Progressive covenantalism, however, makes a strong 
case for a creation covenant, even if the preference is not to describe it as a 
covenant of works.54 Wellum writes that he is “sympathetic with the tradi-
tional view”55 of the covenant of works and that covenant theology is here 
“on the right track,”56 but he does not believe that classic covenant theology 
adequately “captures the covenant relation in creation.”57 Here Wellum 
wants to highlight gracious aspects of the covenantal relationship that are 
often missed, or at least eclipsed, with many discussions of the covenant of 
works.58 Specifically, he seeks to highlight the relational (over against more 
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contractual descriptions) of Adam’s covenant role with God and creation. 
Because Adam was created as God’s image-son, he does not need to “merit” 
favor to remain in his created covenant relationship. Further, this creational 
role for Adam is not left behind as we progress through the unfolding story 
of the Bible through the other biblical covenants, rather it is foundational 
to that redemptive story, pointing and leading us to a new creation and a 
greater, last Adam.59

Besides finding many of these emphases in some treatments by covenant 
theologians,60 we must not let them detract from the very clear points of 
biblical-theological continuity between 1689 Federalism and progressive 
covenantalism regarding the creation covenant. Wellum states broadly that, 
“Theologically, the entire story line of Scripture is centered on two foun-
dational individuals–Adam and Christ.”61 He continues, “Biblically and 
theologically, it is difficult to overestimate the importance of the Adam-Christ 
typological relationship for understanding the story line of Scripture … 
Scripture is clear that all human beings fall under the representative headship 
of two people: Adam and Christ.”62 Even with many exegetical conclusions, 
strong points of commonality are found. In the context of defending the 
active obedience of Christ, Wellum argues, “In the covenant of creation, it is 
best to think of God’s initial arrangement with Adam as holding forth a con-
ditional promise of everlasting life … God’s specific command and warning 
to Adam in Genesis 2:16-17 and the emphasis on the tree of life (Gen. 2:9) 
is important.”63 He goes on, “It is best to view this command [not to eat of 
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil] as a test of Adam’s obedience to 
the Lord … Sadly, Adam failed, and the consequence of his action was no 
private affair. As the first man and representative head of the human race, his 
choice brought death into this world – spiritually and physically for the entire 
human race.”64 Following up on the importance of the tree of life, Wellum 
writes, “It is best to see it as an implied promise of life.” He continues, “It 
is legitimate to conclude that the tree of life symbolizes eternal life – held 
out to Adam in the beginning and won by our Lord Jesus Christ … where 
Adam failed, Christ succeeded in gaining eternal life for his people.”65 With 
a review of these same points in mind, Samuel Renihan concludes, “If this 
is not the basic structure of the classic covenant of works and covenant of 
grace biblical metanarrative, then I don’t know what is.”66



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

126

The Covenant of Grace

It is with respect to the covenant of grace that both 1689 Federalism and 
progressive covenantalism differ most distinctly from classic paedobaptist 
covenant theology. Though they respond to paedobaptist arguments from the 
covenant of grace in different ways, they share a common concern that goes 
to the heart of their respective Baptist covenantal formulations. Reformed 
paedobaptists appeal directly to covenant theology, and specifically the 
covenant of grace, in their defense of infant baptism.67 As summarized in the 
language of the Westminster Confession of Faith (7.5-6), the covenant of 
grace is one in substance, but varied in administration. This paradigm has the 
effect of linking together the old and new covenants, so that they are really 
one covenant (in substance), and not two different covenants. Because the 
nature of the old covenant is such that natural descendants were included 
in the covenant, it must also be true of the new covenant. The change in the 
covenantal sign from circumcision on the infant male offspring under the 
old covenant to baptism on all infant offspring under the new covenant is 
merely an external administrative difference (not one of internal essence). 
The mixed nature of the people of God (unregenerate with regenerate) as the 
covenant community remains the same throughout all the administrations 
of this one covenant of grace. This unity of substance is deemed necessary 
by Reformed theology to argue for one salvation and one people of God 
throughout the testaments, but it also provides the theological rationale that 
is fundamental to paedobaptism.68

Seventeenth century Baptists also affirmed unity in salvation across the 
testaments, so they retained the language of “the covenant of grace” in con-
cert with Reformed paedobaptists. But they didn’t want to concede the 
foundation of paedobaptist covenantal reasoning, so they (the vast majority 
anyway) rejected the language of “one covenant in substance, under various 
administrations” for explaining the relationship between the old and new 
covenants (hence why that language does not appear in 2LCF 7.3). Instead 
of the Westminster Federalism language, 1689 Federalism summarizes the 
covenant of grace as “one covenant revealed progressively and concluded 
formally under the new covenant.”69 In moving away from Westminster Fed-
eralism on this point, 1689 Federalism is simultaneously moving away from 
twentieth century Reformed Baptists who also adopted the language they 
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learned from paedobaptists to describe the covenant of grace. For instance, 
Earl Blackburn writes, “God’s covenants, as manifestations in the Covenant 
of Grace, are administrations of His grace and promise sovereignly imposed 
… It is absolutely imperative to understand that while there is just one Cov-
enant of Grace, there are different methods of administrating it.”70 Later in 
the same work, he again states that there are “several administrations of the 
subordinate covenants in the one Covenant of Grace.”71 Likewise, Chantry 
argues that even though “the various administrations of the Covenant of 
Grace do differ in many ways”, it is also true that “Every biblical covenant 
after the Fall is revealed by God as a form of the Covenant of Grace.”72

Progressive covenantalism, likewise, wants to maintain a continuity of 
God’s one redemptive plan throughout the biblical covenants, but also 
account for significant covenantal differences, especially between the old 
and new covenants. In fact, Wellum plainly states that “progressive cove-
nantalism does not deny the theological concept of ‘the covenant of grace’ 
if one merely means ‘the one plan of God.’”73 However, just as our Baptist 
forefathers noted, the Reformed paedobaptists intend more with their use 
of that language. Wellum issues this caution (which is worth quoting in full),

If we are not careful, however, the notion of the “covenant of grace” may be mis-

leading, because Scripture does not speak of only one covenant with different 

administrations. Rather, Scripture speaks in terms of a plurality of covenants 

(e.g., Gal 4:24; Eph 2:12; Heb 8:7-13), which are all part of the progressive 

revelation of the one plan of God that ultimately is fulfilled in the new covenant. 

In reality, the “covenant of grace” is a comprehensive theological category, not a 

biblical one. This does not mean that it is illegitimate. In theology we often use 

theological terms that are not found specifically in Scripture (e.g., the Trinity). 

If the theological category, “the covenant of grace,” is used to underscore the 

unity of God’s plan of salvation and the essential spiritual unity of the people of 

God in all ages, it is certainly helpful and biblical. But if it is used to flatten the 

relationships and downplay the significant amount of progression between the 

biblical covenants, which then leads us to ignore specific covenantal discontinu-

ities across redemptive-history, then it is unhelpful, misleading, and illegitimate.74 

With this context in mind, and directed specifically at Reformed paedobap-
tists, Wellum then makes this proposal:
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In order to make headway in the baptismal divide and think biblically regarding 

the relationships between the covenants, we should place a moratorium on 

“covenant of grace” as a category when speaking of the biblical covenants and 

the relationships between them. In its place, let us speak of the one plan of God 

or the eternal purposes of God centered in Jesus Christ, for that is what the 

language of the “covenant of grace” is seeking to underscore.75

So progressive covenantalism is not unwilling to use the language of “the 
covenant of grace” as long as it is defined as the one plan of God. But to 
avoid misunderstanding and to make headway in discussing these matters 
with Reformed paedobaptists, progressive covenantalism prefers to leave 
aside this theological terminology (with its paedobaptist baggage) in favor 
of biblical language. Unfortunately, some Reformed Baptists have misun-
derstood Wellum to be rejecting more than he intends, so he clarifies that 
Renihan “wrongly assumes we deny the covenant of grace (because we do 
not define it the way he does).”76

Meanwhile, 1689 Federalists, following the precedent of their historic 
forefathers, retained the language of “the covenant of grace” but also define 
it differently than Reformed paedobaptists. Their solution to this tension is 
not to speak of the covenant of grace as an overarching theological category, 
under which all of the biblical covenants are subsumed, but to equate the 
covenant of grace with a specific historical covenant. 1689 Federalism posits 
that the covenant of grace is the new covenant.77 Like progressive covenant-
alism, 1689 Federalism also wants to highlight the progressive unfolding of 
God’s plan of redemption through the covenants, so they speak of the new 
covenant of grace existing as a promise since Genesis 3:15 and being progres-
sively revealed until it is fully realized and concluded in the new covenant 
when it was established by Christ.78

The point I want to highlight is that both 1689 Federalism and progressive 
covenantalism redefine the covenant of grace to distinguish their view from 
Reformed paedobaptist covenant theology. Progressive covenantalism goes 
the route of redefining it as only the one plan of God,79 and 1689 Federalism 
goes the route of redefining it as only the new covenant. In their respective 
anti-paedobaptist polemics, they each employ a different rhetorical strat-
egy, but they are not mutually exclusive. Both of these Baptist covenantal 
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theologies are seeking to forge a different path than Reformed paedobaptist 
covenant theology on the one hand, and Socinianism (in the 17th century) 
or dispensationalism (in our day) on the other hand. Denault describes the 
novelty and difficulty that the 17th century Baptists faced in attempting to 
carve out this via media in their day. He writes, 

Regarding the covenant of grace, the Baptist position was in some ways midway 

between the strict continuity of the Presbyterian position and the radical dis-

continuity of the Socinians. In agreement with the Presbyterians against the 

Socinians, the Baptists affirmed the unity of substance of the covenant of grace 

from Genesis to Revelation. However, like the Socinians against the Presby-

terians, they affirmed the discontinuity of substance between the old and the 

new covenants.80

Denault makes a similar point in reference to dispensationalism in stating, 
“As for the Baptist approach, it allows for the vigorous assertion of the con-
tinuity of the covenant of grace and, consequently, the continuity of only 
one church in both testaments, while simultaneously affirming, in concert 
with the Bible and the dispensationalists, a discontinuity between the old 
and the new covenants.”81 Speaking of Baptist covenantal theology as a 
“midway” is reminiscent of the positioning of progressive covenantalism (and 
new covenant theology in a previous generation) as a middle way between 
(paedobaptist) covenant theology and dispensationalism. The goal of both 
1689 Federalism and progressive covenantalism is (to be biblical and) arrive 
at a distinctive Baptist covenantal theology. They just take slightly different 
turns to arrive at a similar destination. 

In summary, progressive covenantalism is not so much rejecting the con-
cepts (properly defined) of the Covenants of Redemption/Works/Grace, 
but it is proposing that this trifold schema of theological covenants is not 
the most helpful way of framing progressive revelation. 1689 Federalism, 
along with classic covenant theology, opts for a more dogmatic framing of 
the biblical storyline around these theological covenants, whereas progressive 
covenantalism wants to highlight the biblical-theological development as 
progressively unfolding through the biblical covenants. Having said that, 
1689 Federalism retains this terminology and framework, but understands 
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the biblical covenants (at times) very differently than paedobaptists. The 
key covenants to examine are the new covenant, the Abrahamic covenant, 
and the Mosaic covenant.

Biblical Covenants
There are of course other covenants than the three discussed below, but the 
new covenant, Abrahamic covenant, and Mosaic covenant are the most cen-
tral to putting the larger pieces together for a consistent Baptist covenantal 
theology. As we’ve already seen, we need to push past superficial differences 
to more fully understand the nature of agreement or disagreement between 
1689 Federalism and progressive covenantalism. That need continues in the 
ensuing examination of the biblical covenants.

New Covenant

Much has already been stated about the new covenant in the previous dis-
cussion. There is broad and deep agreement between 1689 Federalism and 
progressive covenantalism on the new covenant. Both assert a fundamental 
newness to the new covenant, as opposed to merely understanding just a 
renewed (old) covenant. It’s this essential newness of the new covenant that 
makes both progressive covenantalism and 1689 Federalism distinctively 
Baptist covenantal theologies.82 Progressive covenantalism speaks of this 
newness as including its nature as a covenant that offers full forgiveness of sins 
and its structure as a covenant that only includes those who have received that 
forgiveness because they alone are united to the mediator of that covenant, 
namely Jesus Christ, who is the new sacrifice upon which the new covenant 
is based.83 For 1689 Federalism the newness of the new covenant consists 
in its unconditional nature and the participation of all its members in the 
substance of the covenant, and not merely its external administration.84 Each 
Baptist covenantal theology characterizes the newness of the new covenant in 
slightly different ways,85 but the net effect of the argument against Reformed 
paedobaptist interpretations of the new covenant is the same.

The new covenant interpretation of the Baptists is in contrast to Reformed 
“paedobaptists [who] considered that the new covenant was, in fact, simply 
a new administration and not a substantially different covenant.”86 Denault 
argues that “none of the Presbyterians believed that the new covenant was 
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new.”87 He could make this claim because “the newness of the new covenant, 
according to [the Reformed paedobaptist] approach, was confined to the 
external aspects of the covenant and did not touch on its internal substance.”88 
This difference with Reformed paedobaptist covenant theology has opened 
up both 1689 Federalism and progressive covenantalism to the charge of 
holding to an over-realized eschatology.89 But from the united credobaptist 
point of view, Reformed paedobaptists have an under-realized eschatology 
by not sufficiently accounting for the newness of the new covenant.90

Another area where both 1689 Federalism and progressive covenantalism 
seek to walk a similar balanced line of continuity and discontinuity is with 
how to explain the relationship between Israel and the church. Whereas 
traditional covenant theology tends to simply equate Israel and the church,91 
both of these Baptist covenantal theologies want to make a more nuanced 
argument to describe the difference between Israel as the old covenant 
community with the church as the new covenant community. The challenge 
is maintaining the newness of the new covenant (discontinuity) while also 
maintaining the fundamental unity of the people of God with one plan and 
means of salvation (continuity).

Settling the question as to when the church began is not as simple as some 
might suppose. As Don Carson points out, “the question as to when the 
church began can be answered with some pretty straightforward exegeses 
of particular texts–but then, when one has taken a deep breath and looked 
around again, one finds layers of God-given and imagination-stirring subtlety 
that demands slightly different answers in different contexts.”92 To borrow 
Carson’s language, 1689 Federalism and progressive covenantalism describe 
the Israel-church relationship with “slightly different answers in different 
contexts.” I think what accounts for this difference goes back to the prior 
discussion about the covenant of grace. These two Baptist covenantal theolo-
gies took slightly different turns on how to define the covenant of grace, and 
that is reflected in this current discussion. Because 1689 Federalism defined 
the covenant of grace as the new covenant, this moves them to speak with 
a continuity accent on this question. For there to be one salvation (which of 
course comes through the new covenant), then the new covenant must be 
throughout the whole Bible, and therefore the new covenant people, i.e., 
the church, must also be throughout the whole Bible, even preceding the 
establishment of national Israel. Renihan writes, 
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[Old Testament saints] are therefore one people with believers today. The uni-

versal church did not begin with Christ and the apostles. It began with Adam 

and Eve and included Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Moses, David, and so many 

more Israelites who believed in the promises of the gospel as they were made 

known through shadows and pictures, through typology. Their experience of 

salvation was the same as ours, though their knowledge of it was incomplete.93

Elsewhere Renihan describes the Israel/church relationship with outward/
inward categories. He states, “The church may have begun outwardly after 
the death of Christ, above all at Pentecost. But inwardly, its people began 
long before. The church existed before Israel. The church existed in Israel. 
The church emerged out of Israel. As the womb of the Christ, Israel was the 
womb of the Church. The gospel was continuous throughout them all.”94

Progressive covenantalism would certainly agree that the gospel was 
continuous throughout the Bible,95 yet on this question (Israel/church) they 
speak with a discontinuity accent, which also fits with defining the covenant of 
grace throughout the Bible as God’s one redemptive plan. Jesus’ death is the 
inauguration of the new covenant, so while it was promised cryptically in the 
protoevangelium, pictured in the types of the old covenant, and prophesied 
in the prophets, it was not “concluded formally” (i.e., enacted) until Jesus’ 
death in history. Going back to Denault’s summary of the covenant of grace 
as “one covenant revealed progressively and concluded formally under the 
new covenant,”96 it seems as though when they are standing side by side (in 
comparison), 1689 Federalism leans toward the first half of that definition, 
while progressive covenantalism leans toward the second half. Wellum 
summarizes the progressive covenantalism view in this way:

Concerning the Israel-church relationship, I argue two points. First, God has 

one people, yet there is an Israel-church distinction due to their respective cov-

enants. The church is new in a redemptive-historical sense precisely because it is 

the community of the new covenant. Second, we must think of the Israel-church 

relationship christologically. The church is not directly the “new Israel” or her 

replacement. Rather, in Christ, the church is God’s new creation, composed of 

believing Jews and Gentiles, because Jesus is the last Adam and true Israel, the 

faithful seed of Abraham who inherits the promises by his work. Thus, in union 

with Christ, the church is God’s new covenant people in continuity with the elect 
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in all ages, but different from Israel in its nature and structure.97

In emphasizing the covenantal distinction and Christological connection 
between God’s people in the old covenant and the new covenant, Renihan’s 
statement that Old Testament saints’ “experience of salvation was the same as 
ours” needs a little more nuancing according to progressive covenantalism. 
Even in some areas of soteriology, we must not read new covenant realities 
back into the Old Testament, the main example being the indwelling (to be 
distinguished from regeneration) of the Holy Spirit under the old covenant.98 
Having said that, both Baptist covenantal theologies agree that “there is one 
plan of salvation, rooted in eternity past among the triune persons, unfolded 
in time through the biblical covenants, and culminated in Christ,”99 but 
saving grace is not administered through the old covenant itself, but is found 
exclusively in the new covenant.

Abrahamic Covenant

The heart of the differences between paedobaptism and credobaptism, 
especially their respective covenantal theologies, concerns the Abrahamic cov-
enant. All covenantal theologies (1689 Federalism, progressive covenantalism, 
and Reformed paedobaptist covenant theology) recognize the multifaceted 
nature of the Abrahamic covenant, namely that it includes both spiritual and 
physical/national aspects. For the paedobaptists these exist within the same 
covenant but express themselves as an external (administration) and internal 
(substance) distinction of the one covenant of grace (which is functionally 
equated with the Abrahamic covenant and the new covenant). This unity 
in the covenant of grace is their basis for the mixed nature (regenerate and 
unregenerate) of the covenant community, in both the old and new covenants. 
However, Baptist covenantal theologies reject this formulation to arrive 
at a distinctive Baptist covenantal theology and ecclesiology, specifically 
concerning the Abrahamic Covenant. Salter summarizes this fundamental 
divide, “The difference between Reformed paedobaptists and Reformed 
credobaptists lies here. Where the Reformed paedobaptist would affirm the 
dual-aspect of the [Abrahamic] covenant across covenants, the Reformed 
credobaptist would argue that in the New Covenant, there is no dual-aspect 
any longer.”100 1689 Federalism and progressive covenantalism both agree 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

134

that the new covenant does not contain this dual aspect, but they get from 
the Abrahamic covenant to the new covenant in slightly different ways.

For 1689 Federalism this dual aspect results in seeing two covenants with 
Abraham: the covenant of circumcision (cf. Acts 7:8) with the physical seed 
of Abraham which is the foundation of the Mosaic covenant and is a covenant 
of works;101 and the new covenant promise made with the spiritual seed of 
Abraham and is the unconditional covenant of grace.102 Progressive covenant-
alism also recognizes these same elements in the Abrahamic covenant, but 
goes a slightly different route to arrive at a credobaptist covenantal theology. 
Because of their understanding of the nature of covenants in the Bible (and 
ANE) as containing both conditional and unconditional elements,103 there is 
no need to divide up the Abrahamic covenant in that way. Scripture presents 
the covenant to Abraham as one covenant,104 but through the progression of 
the covenants as redemptive history unfolds, we see a two-stage fulfillment 
of the Abrahamic covenant, which then results in significant discontinuities 
between the old and new covenants. Wellum writes, “The fulfillment of the 
Abrahamic covenant will occur in two stages: first, in the nation of Israel 
who will live in the Promised Land and serve as a kingdom of priests under 
the Mosaic covenant…Second, in Christ, Abraham’s royal, singular seed 
will bless all nations”105 which occurs in the fulfillment of the new covenant.106 

Both Baptist covenantal theologies recognize the importance of dis-
tinguishing the multiple seeds of Abraham,107 but they work out those 
distinctions slightly differently in the flow of redemptive history. These 
different biblical-theological moves are built on other commitments in their 
respective systems. For 1689 Federalism, because the covenant of grace is the 
new covenant, for Abraham to be justified in Genesis 15, we must find the 
new covenant there, though only in promise form, and formally concluded 
at Christ’s death. At one level, progressive covenantalism doesn’t disagree 
with this, in the sense that it is the same basis of justification (Rom 4), but 
there is a redemptive-historical tension in the basis of God’s forgiveness in 
the old covenant that awaits the arrival in history for Christ’s death and the 
inauguration of the new covenant (Rom 3:24-26; Heb 9:15).108 The promise 
of that salvation exists since Genesis 3:15, and it’s finally realized in the new 
covenant, so in that sense it’s the new covenant that is promised, but it is 
revealed through the progression of each of the biblical covenants. 

Related to this discussion is the proper role and function of typology 
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which holds together the twin themes of promise-fulfillment and also mys-
tery-revelation. Wellum writes,

In speaking of “mystery,” Paul states that the gospel was hidden in the past but 

now, in light of Christ’s coming, is made known and disclosed publicly for all to 

see. Simultaneously, then, Scripture says that the gospel was promised beforehand 

and was clearly revealed through the prophets (e.g., Rom. 3:21), while it was 

hidden in ages past and not fully known until Christ’s coming (e.g., Rom. 16:25-

27). How do we reconcile this tension?...One crucial answer to reconcile this 

tension is through typology.109

Properly understanding and applying typology is another key to distinguish 
credobaptist covenantal theologies from paedobaptist ones.110 Rather than 
understanding the old and new covenants as two phases of the same overar-
ching covenant of grace (as in paedobaptist covenant theology), old covenant 
types are of a different substance than their new covenant antitypes. The 
difference is not simply one of degree or quantity, but through escalation the 
antitype has an a fortiori (lesser to greater) qualitative difference from the 
type. Wellum concludes, “When fulfillment arrives, legitimate discontinuity 
or change between the old and new in God’s unified plan is warranted, as 
the triune God has planned from eternity.”111 Building off this hermeneutical 
foundation, 1689 Federalism appeals to two-level (or two-tier) typology to 
explain how Christ is in the Old Testament, yet the old covenant does not 
administrate his saving benefits in itself.112 In an attempt to offer a critique 
of progressive covenantalism, Renihan writes, “Thus through typology the 
new covenant, the covenant of grace, was present in the covenants of the 
Old Testament while remaining distinct from them.”113 However, though 
using different terminology, progressive covenantalism does not have any 
substantial disagreement with two-tier typology.114 In fact, Wellum clearly 
argues that “while the type bears significance for its own time, its greater 
significance is directed toward the future; it testifies to something greater than 
itself still to come.”115 He goes on in writing, “The relationship between type 
and antitype is … an organic relationship ordained by God so that the spe-
cific types do in fact point beyond themselves to their fulfillment in Christ.”116 
But the bottom-line is that Christ and his new covenant saving work existed 
as a promise in the old covenant until the antitypical revelation in history. 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

136

While paedobaptists have long acknowledged the role of typology in their 
covenantal hermeneutics, 1689 Federalism points out that 

The Particular Baptists’ distinctive was that they applied these principles not 

just to Moses, like Owen and Cameron, but also to Abraham. And they argued, 

therefore, that in the Abrahamic Covenant, the Covenant of Grace is revealed 

and made known by the earthly promises, and more, but remains distinct from 

it…Because the Abrahamic Covenant was not, in itself, the Covenant of Grace, 

it could not be used as the pattern for membership in the New Covenant, nor 

could circumcision be the pattern for baptism. The type revealed, but was distinct 

from, the antitype.117

This distinctive approach to the Abrahamic covenant puts 1689 Federalism 
at odds with not just paedobaptist covenant theology, but also (in our day) 
with dispensationalism. Denault writes, 

Understanding the workings of the dualism of the Abrahamic covenant is essential 

for every theological system. We believe Presbyterian federalism and dispen-

sationalism have failed in this task by confusing the promises of the covenant 

of grace with the covenant of circumcision. The Presbyterians thereby made 

the covenant of grace mixed and the dispensationalists assigned a distinct and 

permanent status as people of God to the physical descendants of Abraham. In 

both cases, the spiritual and permanent blessings were amalgamated with the 

earthly and temporary covenant of circumcision.118

So in this way, 1689 Federalism, like progressive covenantalism, is arguing 
for a distinct theological system (a distinct Baptist covenantal theology) 
that diverges from and cuts a middle path between both (paedobaptist) 
covenant theology and dispensationalism. 119 The clear point of departure 
between each of these theological systems takes place with regard to the 
Abrahamic covenant. Wellum expresses the same idea in writing, “Ironically, 
both dispensational and covenant theology follow the same hermeneutic in 
appealing to the Old Testament and drawing theological conclusions, yet 
they do so in different areas central to their theological systems.”120 Elsewhere 
he continues the point, “Dispensational thought makes [this hermeneutical 
argument] in regard to the land promise, while [paedobaptist] covenant 
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theology makes it in regard to the genealogical principle, both of which are 
tied to the Abrahamic covenant!”121 In contrast to both Presbyterian Federal-
ism and dispensationalism, 1689 Federalism and progressive covenantalism 
are virtually united on the Abrahamic covenant.

The precise articulations of their respective covenantal formulations vary, 
but the essence of their argument, especially in contrast with paedobaptist 
covenant theology (and dispensationalism), is quite compatible. Both arrive 
at distinctive Baptist ecclesiologies because of their understanding of the 
Abrahamic covenant.

Mosaic Covenant

In the history of Reformed theology, the Mosaic covenant has had a variety 
of interpretations and therefore a notorious lack of unity in how to relate 
it to the other covenants.122 Both Baptist covenantal theologies recognize a 
strong contrast between the old and new covenants, which is the focus of the 
newness of the new covenant explored above. Also, neither view thinks that 
saving grace is administered through the Mosaic covenant itself. However, 
their similarities with respect to the Mosaic covenant go even deeper than 
these, but again, what we find is different language to explain many of the 
same concepts.

1689 Federalism understands that the Mosaic covenant is neither a renewal 
of the covenant of works offering eternal life,123 nor is it an administration 
of the covenant of grace offering eternal salvation. Following the influence 
of John Cameron and John Owen, they posit that the Mosaic covenant is a 
subservient covenant, in that it subserves the new covenant of grace by being a 
means to end.124 Denault summarizes the three ways that the old covenant’s 
goal was to lead to Christ as: “(1) in preserving both the messianic lineage 
and the covenant of grace; (2) by pointing typologically toward Christ and 
his redemption; and (3) by imprisoning everything under sin so that the 
only means to obtain the promised inheritance was through faith in Christ.”125 
Progressive covenantalism highlights all of these same emphases. Consider 
this series of statements by Wellum where he summarizes the progressive 
covenantal view of the Mosaic covenant:126 “Scripture teaches that [the 
Mosaic covenant] is a means to an end, not an end in itself. Scripture views 
the ‘old covenant’ as temporary in God’s plan, and thus when Christ comes, it 
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is fulfilled.”127 “What, then, is [the Mosaic covenant’s] purpose? The answer 
is diverse, but at its heart it revealed and intensified sin and prepared God’s 
people for Christ’s coming.”128 “The old covenant develops in greater detail 
a number of the typological patterns that find their antitypical fulfillment 
in Christ as his people.”129 “The old covenant is predominantly bilateral and 
God rightly demands an obedient covenant partner.”130 “God will keep his 
promise to bring forth the offspring of Abraham, now through an Israelite”, 
ultimately leading to the Messiah.131 The Mosaic covenant “pointed forward to 
God’s provision of salvation, but in the end, God’s righteousness comes apart 
from the law-covenant in Christ Jesus.”132 I reproduce all of these quotes here 
to plainly see that the main emphases of both Baptist covenantal theologies 
with respect to the Mosaic covenant are remarkably similar.133 Though not 
framed in the historical terminology of a “subservient covenant,” progressive 
covenantalism is reproducing many of the same insights in explaining the 
Mosaic covenant.

More significant divergence can be found with regard to categorizing the 
nature of the Mosaic covenant as one of either “works” or “grace.” Renihan 
states that for 1689 Federalism “the Mosaic covenant was a covenant of 
works for [temporal] life in the land of Canaan”,134 whereas Schreiner clearly 
states that “the covenant with Israel was gracious.”135 However, speaking 
of covenants as being one of “works” or of “grace” can be slippery terms 
and we can easily talk past each other. It’s important once again to push 
past superficial differences to understand what is being asserted by these 
statements and the context in which they were made. 1689 Federalism is 
linking the Mosaic covenant with the Abrahamic covenant of circumcision 
and therefore emphasizing the earthly, temporal, and national orientation 
of these covenants in contrast to how they understand the new covenant 
(existing as a covenant promise to Abraham) and in distinction from how 
Westminster Federalism understands the Mosaic covenant (as an adminis-
tration of the covenant of grace). Ironically, it’s the opposite exegetical and 
hermeneutical move that John Murray and others (including 20th Century 
Reformed Baptists) make, who argue that the Mosaic covenant is essentially 
gracious because it is built on the (unconditional and gracious) Abrahamic 
covenant.136 1689 Federalism argues that the Mosaic covenant is essentially 
one of works because it is built on the Abrahamic covenant. But that assertion 
only makes sense in the context of them separating out the multiple seeds of 
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Abraham into two covenants. The Mosaic covenant is linked with the Abra-
hamic covenant of circumcision, and thus together they are simply referred 
to as the “old covenant.”137 It’s that old covenant (the Abrahamic covenant 
of circumcision and the Mosaic covenant) that together are contrasted with 
and replaced by the new covenant.

When Schreiner, who represents progressive covenantalism, argues for the 
gracious nature of the covenant with Israel, he is not seeking to communicate 
that it provides saving grace in itself or is an administration of the covenant 
of grace. The context for these comments is the gracious redemption of 
Israel from slavery in Egypt in (the stage one) fulfillment of the Abrahamic 
covenant. Schreiner is disagreeing with those who might “identify [the 
covenant with Israel] as a legalistic covenant, as if in this case salvation is 
based on works.”138 He states elsewhere that “by legalism I refer to the idea 
that human beings can earn or merit right standing with God.”139 In arguing 
that the Mosaic covenant is not legalistic, Schreiner means something similar 
to what Renihan means when he says that the Mosaic covenant is not the 
covenant of works, by which eternal life can be earned through obedience. 
Conversely, when Schreiner is maintaining God’s gracious dealings with 
Israel in the Mosaic covenant, he is saying something similar to what Renihan 
means when he writes, 

The Mosaic Covenant demonstrates God’s kindness and graciousness by providing 

not only a way for Israel to address and redress their sins against the law, but 

also to teach them in all of this about true forgiveness to be found in a heav-

enly sacrifice administered by a heavenly High Priest in a heavenly temple. The 

kindness of the covenant is visible in light of God’s absolute dominion, in light 

of the Abrahamic promises, and in light of the sacrificial system. The history of 

Israel is a public record of God’s kindness.140

For Renihan, when viewed in light of the new covenant promise to Abraham, 
God’s continued dealings with Israel were gracious. But when connected 
to the Abrahamic covenant of circumcision, the old covenant was based 
on works. Similarly, for Schreiner, when God’s dealings with Israel in the 
Mosaic covenant are viewed in light of God’s established relationship with 
Abraham, they must be seen as gracious.141 But when viewed in an ultimate 
sense (i.e., eschatological salvation), “they are fundamentally opposed in 
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that the inheritance is obtained through obedience to the law under the 
Mosaic covenant, whereas it is given through a promise of God under the 
Abrahamic.”142 That’s why Schreiner rightly concludes, “when we consider 
the Mosaic covenant, therefore, we must carefully consider elements of both 
continuity and discontinuity with the Abrahamic covenant.”143

In this “works” and “grace” language concerning the Mosaic covenant, 
neither Baptist covenantal theology is arguing either that salvation can be 
earned by obedience to the law (i.e., the covenant of works) or that salvation 
is administered directly by the Mosaic covenant (i.e., the covenant of grace).144 
In emphasizing the gracious nature of the Mosaic covenant, part of what pro-
gressive covenantalism is doing is pushing back against the legal and often 
negative description of the Mosaic law-covenant offered by new covenant 
theology.145 In his (largely positive) 2003 review of New Covenant Theology, 
Schreiner writes, “They emphasize that the law cannot justify, but we are 
not given much help in understanding the role of the Mosaic Covenant as a 
whole. One of the key issues for NCT in the future is to explicate more fully 
in what sense the Mosaic Covenant is gracious and in what sense it leads to 
death and is to be distinguished from the covenant with Abraham.” Schreiner 
is providing that explication in his work on the covenants. On the other 
hand, when 1689 Federalism is emphasizing the works nature of the Mosaic 
covenant, they are pushing back against both Westminster Federalism and 
20th Century Reformed Baptists who followed their paedobaptist covenantal 
mentors. Though their terms and polemical partners are opposite, progressive 
covenantalism and 1689 Federalism actually arrive in a very similar place 
on this issue with regard to the Mosaic covenant.

Probably the most significant point of departure between 1689 Feder-
alism and progressive covenantalism shows up in reference to the Mosaic 
covenant, and it concerns the abiding authority and instructive role of the 
old covenant law for new covenant believers. What is the function of the 
Decalogue, and specifically the Sabbath command, for Christians today? 
Tackling this question with any substance is beyond the scope of this article, 
but I want to note a few developments and point in a few directions that 
I hope will at least open up more fruitful engagement in what has been a 
theological logjam for several decades within Baptist covenantal theology.

Progressive covenantalism rejects the tripartite distinction of the law as 
the hermeneutical means of determining the continuity and discontinuity 
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of the old covenant law for new covenant believers.146 But 1689 Federalism 
appeals to an even more fundamental distinction in the law that undergirds 
the moral, civil, and ceremonial law, namely natural and positive law.147 Reni-
han describes them stating, “Natural law refers to the universal moral law 
of God impressed on the mind of man. Positive law refers to the indifferent 
things prescribed or proscribed for a particular period, place, and people.”148 
Elsewhere he calls natural law moral and connects it to the Decalogue when 
he writes, “God delivered the moral law to Israel, summarized in the Ten 
Commandments.”149 He continues by locating the civil and ceremonial as 
subsets of positive laws, writing, “Israel’s positive laws are often split up into 
two groups: the civil law, and the ceremonial law.”150 This more fundamental 
distinction between natural/moral law and positive law is essentially what 
some new covenant theology authors have appealed to in describing the 
basic distinction between absolute and covenantal law. Gary Long describes 
these two distinct categories of biblical law in this way: 

God’s absolute law–His unchanging law–individually and personally binds all mankind 

by virtue of their being created in the image of God regardless of dispensational 

and covenantal distinctions. But God’s covenant law covenantally binds only those 

who are in the covenant community according to the terms of the covenant in 

force at a specified time within redemptive history.151

Despite the historical pedigree of the terminology, referring to positive 
laws as covenantal laws is clearer, and ties these changes directly to God’s 
covenantal relationships with his people. Renihan agrees that positive laws 
change with different covenantal arrangements. He writes, “In addition to 
these universal and abiding laws [i.e., the natural/moral/absolute laws], 
the Scriptures speak of other laws that rose and fell with specific covenants. 
These are positive laws.”152 The reason there are universal/abiding/absolute/
moral laws is, as Wellum reminds us, because “First and foremost, we must 
think of ‘the law of God’ in terms of God. The triune God is the law because 
his will and nature is the moral standard of the universe.”153 He continues, 
“As Creator and Lord, God rightfully deserves and demands perfect obe-
dience and loyal love from his moral creatures.”154 This universal demand 
plays out in the most basic form as the Great Commandment to love God 
and love neighbor. Wellum ties together both the absolute and covenantal 
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law in writing, “The Great Commandment (Matt. 22:36-40), then, starts 
in creation and is found in all the biblical covenants, yet specific commands 
vary from covenant to covenant, but the underlying absolute moral demand 
is throughout.”155

Progressive covenantalism and 1689 Federalism, therefore, agree on 
these fundamental principles, but the challenge then becomes deciding 
which laws fall into the category of moral/absolute or positive/covenantal. 
Wellum argues that progressive covenantalism does “not follow either the 
hermeneutical rule that says unless the NT explicitly modifies or abrogates 
the Mosaic law (as in the ceremonial and civil parts), it is still in force today, 
or even the rule Moo suggests, namely that Christians are only bound ‘to 
that which is clearly repeated within New Testament teaching.’”156 In the 
first part of that quote progressive covenantalism is disagreeing with the 
approach of classic covenant theology, but the disagreement is with new 
covenant theology in the second half.157 Progressive covenantalism represents 
an advancement over new covenant theology’s approach to the law, which 
tended to (at least at times) cut off the relevance of the Old Testament for 
new covenant ethics. We must maintain that “all of Scripture is our standard, 
and it alone establishes moral norms,” which is why Wellum can write, “In 
other words, the entire OT, including the law covenant, functions for us as 
the basis of our doctrine and ethics. Although Christians are not ‘under the 
law’ as a covenant, it still functions as Scripture and demands our complete 
obedience.”158 The relevance of the whole Bible must come to Christians 
through the lens of Christ and the new covenant to determine what is mor-
ally binding on Christians today because “the new covenant, then, not only 
replaces the old, but it also fulfills it.”159 In summary, we see three interrelated 
emphases in sorting out the hermeneutical guardrails for determining ethical 
standards: (1) Our ethics must be derived from the whole Bible as God’s 
self-revelation for his image-bearing creatures which continues to function 
as authoritative Scripture, however, (2) the old covenant law, including the 
Ten Commandments, was temporary by divine design and in light of Christ’s 
death and the inauguration of the new covenant, it no longer functions as a 
direct binding authority on new covenant believers, therefore, (3) our whole 
Bible ethic (including the old covenant law) applies to us through the lens 
of Christ and the new covenant that we are now under.160

What might be surprising to progressive covenantalists, is that (in light 
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of the previous discussion on the discontinuities between the Mosaic and 
new covenants) 1689 Federalism more or less also represents these same 
three hermeneutical emphases for determining ethics. Even as progressive 
covenantalism is embracing more continuity on this issue compared to new 
covenant theology, 1689 Federalism’s disagreement with Westminster Fed-
eralism on the old and new covenants actually brings it closer to progressive 
covenantalism on this issue by embracing more discontinuity. Consider these 
statements by Barcellos: “The whole Law of Moses, as it functioned under the 
Old Covenant, has been abolished, including the Ten Commandments. Not 
one jot or tittle of the Law of Moses functions as Old Covenant law anymore, 
and to act as if it does constitutes redemptive-historical retreat and neo-Juda-
izing.”161 He continues his argument writing, “However, to acknowledge that 
the Law of Moses no longer functions as Old Covenant law is not to accept 
that it no longer functions; it simply no longer functions as Old Covenant 
law. This can be seen by the fact that the New Testament teaches both the 
abrogation of the law of the Old Covenant and its abiding moral validity 
under the New Covenant.”162 Later he states, “It must be granted that the 
redemptive-historical change brought on by Christ’s death and the inaugura-
tion of the New Covenant causes the application of the law to differ, but this 
is not to say that the law is canceled in all respects.”163 Barcellos concludes his 
discussion with, “Simply put, the Christian ethic involves the whole Bible. 
The abrogation of the Old Covenant does not cancel the utility of the Old 
Testament.”164 With these simple statements, progressive covenantalism will 
agree, but of course, as the proverbial saying goes, the devil is in the details. 
For more progress to be made on this front between both Baptist covenantal 
theologies, detailed examination of individual passages would be required, 
and specifically how the New Testament appeals to Old Covenant laws.165 
But it must be remembered that the abiding validity of any old covenant 
law is not found in its old covenant expression itself, but because it reflects 
God’s character, established in creation norms, imprinted on the human 
conscience and is now applicable to us in the context of the new covenant. 
Wellum is right to remind us all that “it is important not to exaggerate the 
differences between progressive covenantalism and covenant theology in 
doing ethics. In the end, both views arrive at similar conclusions regarding 
God’s moral demands today.”166

Before leaving the subject of the Mosaic covenant, including the 
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applicability of the old covenant law (specifically the Ten Commandments), 
we must briefly ask, so what about the sabbath? Just a few brief comments 
are in order here.167 While Wellum is certainly correct that the sabbath 
debate “functions as a crucial test case for how the biblical covenants are ‘put 
together’ and moral law is established,”168 with the previous hermeneutical 
planks in place, we can have a more focused discussion of this topic. The 
chief exegetical questions to be resolved are: (1) Does the old covenant itself 
indicate that the Ten Commandments (including the sabbath) are unique 
among all the laws of the Bible and therefore directly reveal and summarize 
the eternal/absolute/moral law of God?, and (2) Is the sabbath a creation 
ordinance and therefore binding on all humanity while the present creation 
endures? Reformed Sabbatarians would answer in the affirmative to these two 
questions, while progressive covenantalism would answer in the negative. 
However, it seems to me at least, that in light of the previous discussion of 
the old covenant (including the decalogue) being abrogated and replaced 
and fulfilled in the new covenant, that there would be tension for 1689 Fed-
eralists to continue to answer the first question in the affirmative. But then 
they would likely appeal back to the sabbath being grounded in creation as 
grounds for its continuing validity. The other point of tension that I suspect 
might apply to 1689 Federalism’s continued affirmation of the sabbath con-
cerns the nature of typology. Wellum posits that within the old covenant 
the sabbath “functioned not only as a command/sign to Israel (which no 
longer applies to us), but also as a type of the greater salvation rest offered 
in Christ (which certainly applies to us!).” Therefore, he deduces, “In this 
way, Christians ‘obey’ the Sabbath by entering into the rest it typified and 
predicted–salvation rest in Christ.”169 Like all of the other types in the old 
covenant, they find their antitypical fulfillment in Christ and the new cov-
enant. Schreiner writes, “The Sabbath as a shadow pointed forward to the 
reality, to the fulfillment, which has come in Jesus Christ. We see in Hebrews 
that God’s creation rest and the Sabbath rest point forward to the end-time 
rest believers will enjoy in the heavenly city.”170 He says elsewhere, “The 
rest is fundamentally eschatological, and yet the eschaton has penetrated 
the present”,171 just like it has with all of the other antitypical fulfillments 
tied to the inauguration of the new covenant. Even though we await the 
consummation of many new covenant promises at the second coming, we 
do not wait to experience the inauguration of these fulfillments now in the 
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interadvental age. For instance, Christ will finally remove all sin at his return, 
but we already enjoy full forgiveness based on his final sacrifice and therefore 
no longer offer animal sacrifices. Progressive covenantalism understands the 
typological fulfillment of the sabbath in the same way. Wellum concludes, 
“As Christians, then, we obey the Sabbath command by ceasing from our 
works, placing our trust in Christ, and starting to live into what it means to 
be his new-covenant people as we await his glorious return.”172 

1689 Federalism does not deny this typological trajectory and the final con-
summation of the sabbath rest that awaits the return of Christ, but Barcellos 
would also argue that it is “an over-realized eschatology of the interadvental 
period”173 to not observe the physical sabbath while we await that final spiritual 
rest. However, this argument is reminiscent of the same one leveled against 
both Baptist covenantal theologies by paedobaptist covenant theology in 
reference to why the new covenant community currently remains mixed 
(and based on physical descent) while we wait for the pure (i.e., spiritual) 
church that only comes at Christ’s return. Reformed paedobaptists argue 
that the newness of the new covenant that the Baptist covenantal theologies 
affirm for their credobaptism is also an over-realized eschatology. Progressive 
covenantalism consistently argues the same nature of typological fulfillment 
for the new covenant with regard to the issue of baptism and the sabbath. On 
both issues progressive covenantalism charges that Reformed paedobaptists 
and all Sabbatarians (Presbyterian and Baptists) have not properly reckoned 
with the newness of the new covenant and therefore have an under-realized 
eschatology. On what grounds does 1689 Federalism apply inaugurated 
eschatology one way with reference to baptism, but another with reference to 
the sabbath?174 They would seem to lose the consistency of their covenantal 
argument for credobaptism in their desire to maintain their Sabbatarianism.175 
But even on this contentious issue of the sabbath, progressive covenantalism 
and 1689 Federalism can (Lord-willing) open up more fruitful dialogue 
because of their largely shared understanding of hermeneutics and approach 
to the biblical covenants, which I’ve labored to detail above. 

Contemporary Context

In reviewing the historical context of both Baptist covenantal theologies above 
I focused on the past development of their respective movements, and their 
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roots in the mid-twentieth century rise of modern Reformed Baptist covenant 
theology and new covenant theology. Here under the contemporary context, 
I want to focus on the future of Baptist covenantal theology by assessing the 
current state and future trajectory of progressive covenantalism and 1689 
Federalism. As a point of departure for assessment, I will use Swanson’s 
2007 analysis of the “progress” of new covenant theology as a movement. I 
hope that Swanson’s evaluation criteria will add some objectivity, to what is 
an admittedly more subjective analysis. He argues that “the overall progress 
of NCT into the mainstream of evangelicalism has been significantly hin-
dered by several factors.”176 Those same five factors are relevant to evaluate 
the (current and future) progress of progressive covenantalism and 1689 
Federalism as similarly “novel” Baptist covenantal movements.

First, Swanson points to the “lack of publications by mainstream evangel-
ical publishers.”177 Unfortunately, fifteen years later the scene is no different 
for new covenant theology, as most of their writings are self-published (or 
from in-house small publishing efforts). Whereas progressive covenantal 
literature has been published by almost all of the major evangelical publishing 
houses and therefore has enjoyed the wide distribution that goes along with 
that backing (not to mention the editorial oversight). The representative 
progressive covenantal sources cited in this essay come from Crossway, 
InterVarsity Press, B&H Academic, Kregel, and Zondervan. When it comes 
to 1689 Federalism literature, it fairs better than new covenant theology, 
but they still are not published by (or perhaps even seeking publication by) 
mainstream evangelical publishers. Most of their works are published by their 
own small Reformed Baptist publishing ventures, such as Reformed Baptist 
Academic Press, Solid Ground Christian Books, Founders Press, and Free 
Grace Press. The published version of Samuel Renihan’s dissertation, From 
Shadow to Substance, is an exception, as it is part of a recognized academic 
series affiliated with Regent’s Park College, Oxford. From Shadow to Substance 
is quite frankly a wonderful piece of scholarship and should be welcomed by 
Baptists of all stripes for unearthing the historical development of Baptist 
covenantal theology in the 17th century. If the goal is availability and influence 
in wider evangelicalism, then with respect to publishing venues, progressive 
covenantalism has made good progress and is primed to continue similar 
publishing efforts into the future. The challenge in terms of publications for 
progressive covenantalism, I suspect, will be the accessibility of the literature 
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for people other than scholars and pastors. The current trajectory of 1689 
Federalist literature appears to be to continue (mostly) using their own 
publishing venues. However, in terms of distribution and accessibility, the 
rise of social media and the internet are factors that Swanson’s analysis did 
not account for. Anecdotally, despite the small size of their movement, there 
sure seems to be a lot of Reformed Baptist websites and podcasts!178 At the 
same time progressive covenantalism is listed among the articles in The Gospel 
Coalition’s Concise Theology Series of essays, whereas 1689 Federalism is not.179

Second, new covenant theology has suffered as a movement, according 
to Swanson, because it lacks any noted evangelical scholar or leader who is 
willing to self-identify as a proponent. He even points to D. A. Carson and 
Douglas Moo180 as noted theologians who “have made affirmative state-
ments about some NCT works and spoken at their conferences” but have 
not “publicly embraced NCT as a system.”181 This continues to be the case 
for new covenant theology, as even recently Carson wrote, “I assumed I was 
asked to write the chapter on new covenant theology [in the Festschrift for 
Tom Schreiner] because many perceive me to be a new covenant theologian, 
a partisan of that camp–though those who know me better recognize that I 
am reluctant to describe myself in those terms.”182 It is hard to know exactly 
what the threshold is to be considered a “noted evangelical scholar and 
leader,” but perhaps another way to apply this particular criteria is to consider 
the theological seminaries where evangelical scholars, who embrace their 
respective Baptist covenantal theology, are teaching. There are professors 
who embrace progressive covenantalism teaching at many of evangelical sem-
inaries, including The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, Southeastern 
Baptist Theological Seminary, Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, 
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, Bethlehem Seminary, Phoenix 
Seminary, North Greenville University, California Baptist University, and 
probably more that I don’t know about. These institutions represent some 
of the largest seminaries in the world, with thousands of students. That’s 
not to assume that every professor or every student will graduate embrac-
ing and reproducing progressive covenantalism of course. But if only (let’s 
say) ten percent of the graduates from Southern Seminary alone come 
out holding to progressive covenantalism, that’s still hundreds of students. 
The landscape is very different on this front with regard to 1689 Federal-
ism. Thinking broader than just 1689 Federalism for a moment, Reformed 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

148

Baptist ministerial candidates looking for a seminary which claims to teach 
exclusively according to the 1689 Second London Baptist Confession of 
Faith have basically four options in the United States: Covenant Baptist 
Theological Seminary led by Sam Waldron, International Reformed Baptist 
Seminary led by James Renihan, Grace Bible Theological Seminary led by 
Jeffrey Johnson, and Reformed Baptist Seminary led by Bob Gonzales. For 
the Reformed Baptist movement as a whole, these four schools certainly 
represent progress in their movement, but numerically speaking, all of these 
schools combined only represent a few hundred students, and many of 
them are non-residential.183 That’s not an indictment on the quality of the 
education, but as far as assessing breadth of influence, exponentially more 
students are being taught progressive covenantalism at some point in their 
theological training every year, compared to 1689 Federalism. Also, there 
are many Reformed Baptist students who are also choosing to get their edu-
cation at Southern Baptist (or Reformed paedobaptist) seminaries because 
of their many shared theological sympathies.184 Many of these progressive 
covenantal professors are also actively engaged with the Evangelical Theo-
logical Society, whereas there is almost no engagement from leaders within 
the Reformed Baptist movement. 

Third, Swanson surmises that many churches would not be hospita-
ble to new covenant theology because of prior doctrinal and confessional 
commitments that already preclude its distinctive teachings. 1689 Federal-
ism by definition is associated with one particular confession of faith. The 
Second London Confession of Faith does represent a high mark of Baptist 
confessional expression, but like any confession, it also represents doctrinal 
concerns of its original context for what is and is not included. While some 
have “scruples” or “objections,” or take “exceptions,” a strict subscription 
would require someone (for instance) to affirm that “the Pope of Rome … 
is that antichrist, that man of sin” with 2 Thess. 2:2-9 as a prooftext (2LCF 
26.4). Also, a confession of faith written centuries ago could not have antic-
ipated the need for churches to affirm more explicitly the bible’s teaching 
on human sexuality. At the very least, these historic confessions should be 
supplemented with other documents like the Nashville Statement. While 
1689 Federalism as a biblical-theological system can certainly exist in other 
confessional contexts, adherents are most at home within churches which 
utilize the 1689 Second London Confession as their doctrinal standard. In 
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contrast to this more narrow confessional context, progressive covenantalism 
currently exists within a variety of ecclesiological settings, including churches 
that utilize as their confessional standard the Baptist Faith and Message, the 
First London Baptist Confession of Faith, the Abstract of Principles, the 
New Hampshire Confession of Faith,185 and a whole host of other doctrinal 
statements that are more generically evangelical. Most Baptist churches’ 
doctrinal standards are broad enough to accommodate a pastor or church 
member holding to either progressive covenantalism or 1689 Federalism. 
But if 1689 Federalists are only comfortable in a church that subscribes 
to the Second London Baptist Confession, then that will drastically limit 
ministerial options for potential pastors.

Fourth, Swanson highlights “the relative newness of the [new covenant 
theology] system and lack of precedent in church history” as a factor which 
hinders progress for a theological movement.186 I must confess, I find that an 
ironic point to highlight in a journal for a seminary dedicated to dispensa-
tionalism (i.e., The Master’s Seminary), but I suppose theological newness 
is always relative.187 On this evaluation factor, there is no doubt that 1689 
Federalism, to the degree that it faithfully represents the Baptist covenantal 
theology held by the majority of the 17th century British Particular Baptists, 
wins the claim to historical pedigree. 1689 Federalism is claiming to be the 
historic Baptist covenantal position. Having said that, as I’ve attempted to 
demonstrate, progressive covenantalism and 1689 Federalism have a high 
level of biblical-theological compatibility, but progressive covenantalism did 
not arrive at their theological conclusions by retrieving them directly from 
our Baptist forebearers, like 1689 Federalism did. However, I do not believe 
that precludes progressive covenantalism from pointing to the 17th century 
historic Baptist covenantal theology as a historical precursor for their own 
view, even if it was not a direct line of theological development. Consider 
a parallel that I hope 1689 Federalists will appreciate. Nehemiah Coxe did 
not write on the Mosaic covenant in his definitive work on the covenants, 
he simply referred readers to John Owen, and specifically his third volume 
on Hebrews (and especially Hebrews chapter eight) which was published 
the year before his own work. Coxe describes that he was planning to write 
on the Mosaic covenant, and had even prepared some materials, but did not 
feel it necessary once he read Owen.188 But by 1680 the Baptists had been 
making the same sort of hermeneutical arguments as Owen (especially in 
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reference to the old and new covenants being different in substance) for 
decades, but they did not learn them from Owen. However, once someone 
of Owen’s stature, who Coxe called “so great and learned a person,”189 made 
compatible arguments, the Baptists were eager to claim him for their side, 
even if he did not connect all the biblical-theological dots exactly the way 
they did (i.e., Owen remained a paedobaptist). My point is simply this: if 
Coxe (and the 17th century Baptists) could point to Owen’s work on the 
covenants for some credibility and validity for their own conclusions, even 
though they developed in a different polemical and biblical-theological 
stream, then perhaps progressive covenantalists can appeal to the 17th century 
Baptists’ work on the covenants for some historic confirmation, even though 
they did not directly learn them from these historic Baptists.

Fifth, Swanson writes, “the key issue that has been holding NCT back 
from advancing further is a lack of a published systematic or biblical theology 
that at least a significant percentage of NCT adherents would embrace.” He 
continues the point concluding, “the future progress of NCT is likely con-
nected to the development of a completely coherent and cohesive biblical 
system that has broad support of those currently identified with NCT. A 
clear, agreed-upon definition of what exactly NCT is (and is not) has, to this 
point, been elusive.” This critique is still accurate for new covenant theology, 
but it is not for progressive covenantalism. Kingdom through Covenant has 
served from the beginning as the definitive work defining progressive cov-
enantalism, which is embraced by all its adherents.190 Additionally, within 
a year or so Stephen Wellum’s two-volume systematic theology will be pub-
lished (with B&H Academic). These works, alongside the other writings, 
provide progressive covenantalism with the full-orbed biblical-theological 
foundation that has been so elusive to new covenant theology. On the 1689 
Federalism side of the equation, I believe the work of Denault, Renihan, 
and Barcellos has provided an agreed upon definition for their view, but 
not every contemporary Reformed Baptist agrees with 1689 Federalism.191 
Additionally, I do not know of any complete systematic theology which also 
reflects their covenantal distinctives.192

Conclusion

Both progressive covenantalism and 1689 Federalism have formulated 
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distinctive Baptist covenantal theologies, with much theological overlap and 
compatibility, but they represent very different emphases. 1689 Federalism 
has primarily been a historical retrieval movement, whereas progressive 
covenantalism has primarily been interacting in the realm of contemporary 
theological discourse, doing fresh exegesis, and building on developments 
within the biblical theology movement. It is no coincidence that the scholars 
developing and defining 1689 Federalism all have PhDs in historical theology, 
while the leading progressive covenantal scholars all have PhDs in biblical 
studies and systematics.193 These different disciplinary emphases can also 
serve complementary purposes for each Baptist covenantal theology. 1689 
Federalism is providing the helpful historical complement that has not been 
developed in any progressive covenantalism literature.194 And perhaps 1689 
Federalism will be spurred on by progressive covenantalism to seek to have 
an impact in wider evangelicalism,195 such as interacting with contemporary 
theological literature, participating in scholarly societies, and doing more 
positive exegetical work.196 

Carson offers some wise words along these lines that I think can apply to 
all Baptist covenantal theologies coming from various theological directions. 
He writes, “Not a few defenders of new covenant theology have come over 
to this position from the classic Reformed camp, and thus almost inevitably 
feel obliged to defend their move, which tempts them to look for differ-
ences rather than seek out common ground. Absolute lines are sometimes 
drawn, where complementary differences in emphasis may be wiser.”197 Perhaps 
if Wellum had not used a new term (i.e., progressive covenantalism)198 or 
initially associated with a label that carried some baggage (i.e., new covenant 
theology), but instead just called his view a “Baptist [covenant] theolo-
gy”199 in the first place, it would have been more readily received by 1689 
Federalists. And if 20th century Reformed Baptists would have retrieved 
historic Baptist covenant theology (i.e., 1689 Federalism) from the start, 
then perhaps there would not have been such a strong reaction to (what 
was essentially) their Westminster Federalism and the need to propose an 
alternative covenantal theology (i.e., new covenant theology). The reality is 
that both paedobaptists and 20th century Reformed Baptists have virtually 
the same covenant theology, and it’s with that covenant theology that both 
progressive covenantalism and 1689 Federalism disagree and seek to offer a 
more consistent Baptist covenantal theology. 1689 Federalism pursues this 
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theological endeavor primarily through an attempt at retrieval from history, 
whereas progressive covenantalism has primarily reaped the fruit of the 
contemporary biblical theology movement,200 with a strong appreciation 
of the larger Reformed tradition.

What I’ve attempted in this essay, to the best of my ability, is to serve as 
a translator between these two views. As in much theological discourse, if 
one wants to find points of disagreement and emphasize those, they will 
be found, but the converse is also true. If one wants to find points of agree-
ment (and push past divergent terminology and the pedigree and historical 
pathway for how they arrived at their formulations), then there is much to 
find in sympathy. I would like to suggest that Christian charity and humility 
encourages the latter approach. Differences remain, more discussions need to 
be had, but divisive discourse is unnecessary and unchristian. By sorting out 
points of strong overlap, it is my hope that they can serve as the foundation 
for fruitful dialogue on the remaining differences in the future.
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Since the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, Christians have wrestled with 
“putting together” the Bible’s metanarrative. Within evangelical theology, 
two biblical-theological systems have dominated the discussion regarding 
how the Bible fits together: Reformed paedobaptist covenant theology and 
varieties of dispensational theology. Alongside these two perspectives, there 
are mediating views that differ on specific points of each system that arise 
predominately out of Baptist theology such as progressive covenantalism and 
1689 Federalism.2 In this article, I will represent the progressive covenantal 
viewpoint.3 Although specific differences exist between all these viewpoints, 
it is important to note that we agree on more than we disagree, especially 
regarding the central message of the Gospel and the main doctrinal truths 
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of Christian theology. However, our overall agreement does not minimize 
the truth that some of our disagreements are significant. Ultimately, our 
disagreements over specific points lead to different conclusions regarding 
such important issues as: the newness of the new covenant, how Old Testa-
ment (OT) promises and typological patterns are fulfilled in Christ, how 
inaugurated eschatology works now that Christ has come, the nature of 
the church, the meaning of the ordinances/sacraments, the role of national 
Israel in God’s plan, whether various civil laws for Israel apply to our current 
nations, and the Decalogue’s application to the church, especially regarding 
whether the Sabbath command continues for the church today living under 
the new covenant. In fact, what unites all these disagreements are important 
differences regarding how God’s eternal plan unfolds from creation to the 
new creation through the progression of the biblical covenants.

In Covenant Theology: Biblical, Theological, and Historical Perspectives, 
the faculty of Reformed Theological Seminary (RTS) has collaborated to 
produce a comprehensive collection of essays, expounding and defending 
the theological system of covenant theology as taught in the Westminster 
Standards. This book is probably the best current exposition and defense 
of that theological system. As such, it is a welcome addition to a growing 
body of literature that seeks to understand the Bible’s overall metanarrative, 
since it explains well how the venerable tradition of Reformed paedobaptist 
covenant theology seeks to put together the entire canon of Scripture over 
against other biblical-theological systems.

In this article, I want to offer a critical review of this book from a progressive 
covenantal view that will proceed in four steps. First, an initial observation 
about the book will be given. Second, some points of agreement will be 
outlined. Third, some points of disagreement will be offered that highlight 
ongoing differences between Reformed covenant theology and progressive 
covenantalism, which will also highlight some specific Baptist disagreements 
with paedobaptist covenant theology. Fourth, a final reflection will be offered 
on how to move forward in theological dialogue and disagreement.

Initial Observation of Covenant Theology

The book is well-organized and thorough in its presentation. After the ini-
tial foreword by Ligon Duncan and introduction by the editors, the book 
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is divided into three parts: biblical, historical, and collateral studies. In the 
last section, various authors interact with current biblical and theological 
debates about the nature of covenants in the ancient Near East ( J. Nicholas 
Reid), Second Temple Judaism (Peter Lee), New Testament (NT) biblical 
scholarship (Benjamin Gladd), the role of Israel and nations in God’s cove-
nants (O. Palmer Robertson), and interaction with the theological systems 
of dispensationalism (Michael Glodo) and new covenant theologies (Scott 
Swain). Unfortunately, in discussing “new covenant theologies,” Swain does 
not distinguish “new covenant theology” from “progressive covenantalism,” 
and thus his critique of these viewpoints misses key differences between these 
theological systems. I will return to this point in step four where I reflect on 
how to move forward in theological dialogue and disagreement. The book 
concludes with an afterword written by Kevin DeYoung who answers the 
question—Why Covenant Theology?—and an excellent annotated bib-
liography on Reformed reflection and discussion on the covenant ( John 
Muether). Overall, the book is an excellent resource that offers an up-to-
date exposition and defense of Reformed covenant theology. Specifically, 
the historical essays on the development of covenant theology in church 
history are outstanding.

The book also is a window into some of the debates within covenant 
theology, especially among the faculty of RTS.4 Although covenant theol-
ogy is a unified system in its basic points, it is certainly not monolithic in its 
understanding of the relationship(s) of the biblical covenants even at the 
same institution. For example, within covenant theology there are ongoing 
debates regarding “the covenant of works.” What exactly is it and what should 
we name it? Should we name it a covenant of works, Adamic administration, or 
simply a covenant of creation? Furthermore, should we think of this covenant 
as a “gracious” or only a “law” covenant? Additionally, how should we think 
about the Noahic covenant? Is it one covenant or two? In this volume, John 
Scott Redd affirms the former while Miles Van Pelt embraces the latter. Or, 
more disputed and debated, how should we classify the Mosaic covenant? Is 
it a republication of the covenant of works and thus more of a “law” covenant 
(e.g., Meredith Kline, Michael Horton) or an administration of the covenant 
of grace and thus a “gospel” covenant? Many of the authors are indebted to 
Meredith Kline’s work, but in contrast to Kline (and Horton), most of the 
authors (e.g., Ligon Duncan, Guy Waters, Nicholas Reid, etc.) insist that the 
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Mosaic covenant is part of the one covenant of grace and thus essentially or 
substantially a gracious covenant. However, in affirming this classic view of 
the Mosaic covenant over against the republication thesis, these same authors 
also acknowledge that there is something different about the Mosaic covenant 
in contrast to the Abrahamic, Davidic, and New Covenants. 

Of course, this admission raises a further question of how to think of the 
one covenant of grace if the Mosaic covenant is not the same kind of covenant 
as the other biblical covenants. For example, Nicholas Reid argues that “The 
Mosaic covenant belongs in essence to the covenant of grace, so the condi-
tions in the covenant are to be kept out of gratitude rather than as a means 
to merit the fuller blessings of the covenant.”5 Yet, the Mosaic covenant is an 
“inferior and shadowy administration of types and numerous laws.”6 It was 
primarily a Jewish administration whose ceremonial law pointed forward, 
and thus it functioned as a temporary covenant that was “a preparatory 
administration and a means to the fulfillment of God’s promised blessing 
in and through Jesus Christ (Gal. 2:19; 3:10-14; 4:4).”7 As such, the Mosaic 
covenant is different than the other biblical covenants that constitute the one 
covenant of grace, especially the Abrahamic covenant.8 In terms of the latter, 
Kevin DeYoung makes this point explicitly: the Abrahamic, like the new 
covenant, “is immutable and never annulled or abolished”9 in contrast to the 
Mosaic covenant. For this reason, “Jeremiah [31:31-34] is about the removal 
of the Mosaic covenant, in particular the cultic rites and ceremonies.”10 Thus, 
as DeYoung continues, “[i]n moving from the old covenant to the new, we 
move from typology to fulfillment, from shadow to substance. What’s new 
is the clarity of the covenant of grace, not its underlying content,”11 which 
is one of the key reasons why there is a continuation of the “mixed” nature 
of the covenant people from Israel to the church.12

Related to the debate over the nature of the Mosaic covenant, there is also 
discussion and disagreement over the classification of the biblical covenants. 
As stated, many authors appreciate Meredith Kline’s work even though they 
disagree with his republication thesis. Due this his work on ancient Near 
East covenants, Kline famously divided the covenants into either “law” 
(conditional or bilateral) covenants or “gospel/grace” (unconditional or 
unilateral) covenants. The “law” category applied to the covenant of works 
and its republication in the Mosaic covenant. “Law” covenants reflected the 
ancient Near East pattern of “suzerain-vassal” covenants. However, the latter, 
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namely “gospel” covenants applied to the overarching covenant of grace 
reflected in the biblical covenants of Abraham, David, and the new covenant. 
“Gospel” covenants are like the ancient Near East pattern of “royal-grant” 
covenants in contrast to suzerain-vassal covenants. 

Although there is much truth in this classification system, it also tends to 
be reductionistic, especially when one examines the biblical covenants. The 
truth of the matter is that all the redemptive covenants in Scripture consist 
of unconditional/unilateral and conditional/bilateral elements, with some 
covenants emphasizing one side of the equation more than the other (e.g., 
Mosaic is strongly bilateral but it is also gracious). In terms of the former, all 
the covenants are undergirded by God’s unilateral determination to keep his 
promises and to accomplish our redemption. In terms of the latter, the same 
covenants include conditional elements in the sense that God continues 
to demand perfect covenant-keepers, a point I will return to below. In fact, 
Nicholas Reid admits this truth. He notes that the covenants cannot simply 
be divided into unconditional/unilateral (royal-grant) vs. conditional/
bilateral (suzerain-vassal) covenants since all the biblical covenants contain 
elements of both.13 Yet, given covenant theology’s bicovenantal structuring 
of the Bible’s metanarrative, namely, the covenant of works (“law”) and the 
covenant of grace (“gospel”)—it is not always clear how this distinction is 
employed, especially regarding the “conditions” of the covenants.

Regarding the “conditions” of the covenants, covenant theology has 
rightly argued that the condition of the covenant of works is God’s demand 
for perfect obedience. Adam was created in a good state but not a glorified 
one. If Adam, as the covenant head of humanity, obeyed God’s command 
(Gen 2:16-17), he, along with all his posterity, would move from a state of 
probation to glorification. Sadly, Adam disobeyed which resulted in sin, 
death, and condemnation for himself and all his posterity (Rom 5:12-21), 
thus requiring God to act in sovereign grace to redeem in the provision and 
work of our Lord Jesus Christ.14 

But what about the covenant of grace? For Reid, although the Mosaic 
covenant is part of the unconditional covenant of grace, its conditions are dif-
ferent than other covenants within the covenant of grace. On the one hand, 
the Mosaic covenant was a “covenant of works for Christ, the perfect Son of 
God,”15 who obeys for us. On the other hand, the Mosaic covenant is a “weak, 
shadowy, and inferior administration”16 of the covenant of grace although 
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it “differs substantially from the covenant of works.”17 Thus, the essential 
difference between the covenant of works and the covenant of grace “is not 
the presence or absence of conditions; it is the function of the conditions. In 
the covenant of works, the conditions precede the blessing of justification. 
In the covenant of grace [which also includes the Mosaic covenant], the 
blessing of justification precedes the condition of evangelical fruit.”18 

But this raises the question of how we relate many of the “conditions” of 
the Mosaic covenant to the unconditional covenant of grace. For DeYoung, 
when he discusses the condition of the covenant of grace, it seems to be 
“faith” in Christ and not obedience.19 Or, Robertson, in his reflection on 
the “conditions” of the covenant of grace, in my view rightly argues that all 
of God’s covenants have promises and conditions. He writes: “At the same 
time, the various covenants of redemption have the absolute certainty that 
all the conditions will be met. They will be met by the Lord Jesus Christ, 
who has come to save his people from their sins by fulfilling in himself all 
the conditions of the covenant.”20 

Ultimately, what these differing views of “conditions” reflect is ongoing 
debates within covenant theology over “law/gospel” and specifically how the 
covenants track this unconditional/unilateral-conditional/bilateral distinc-
tion. From a progressive covenantal view, I agree with covenant theology’s 
theological understanding of law/gospel, but I am less convinced that their 
bicovenantal construction of Scripture and division of covenants into either 
unconditional/unilateral or conditional/bilateral covenants is the best way 
to derive it. I will return to this point below.

One last initial observation of the book. For all of its discussion of God’s 
universal “moral law” as given in the Decalogue, there is surprisingly little 
discussion regarding the Sabbath command and its transfer to the Lord’s 
Day under the new covenant. In my view, this was a bit surprising and a 
real lacuna in its overall exposition and defense of covenant theology. Given 
covenant theology’s commitment to the tripartite division of the Mosaic 
covenant as the means by which we determine first, what universal moral 
law is, and then second, how we are to apply the OT law to the church today, 
what about the Sabbath command? Does it still apply? If so, where do we 
see this taught in the NT? If not, why not? In theology, there are various 
test-cases that reveal how one puts together the entire canon, and which 
also reflect larger hermeneutical debates. For example, one such test case 
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is how to relate circumcision to baptism. Or another test case is how one 
thinks of the land promise to Israel and its fulfillment in the church. But 
regarding the Sabbath, it also functions as another crucial test case of theo-
logical systems since it raises questions of creation ordinances, the role of 
the Decalogue for today, and ultimately how to determine what the “moral 
law” is, and what is binding on the Christian from the OT. This is why it 
was a bit surprising not to see some discussion of it in the book, and why 
I contend that this is a weakness since in a book that is seeking to give us a 
comprehensive understanding of covenant theology, one would expect to 
see some discussion of this important issue. 

With these initial comments and observations about the book, let me 
now turn to specific points of agreement before I discuss various points of 
disagreement.

Points of Agreement with Progressive Covenantalism

Since progressive covenantalism is more aligned with covenant theology 
there are many points of agreement in contrast to dispensational theology.21 
Let me list some of these points.

First, we agree that the biblical covenants serve as the architectural design 
or framework of Scripture itself, and behind them is the eternal decree of 
God and the “covenant of redemption” (pactum salutis). In Kingdom through 
Covenant, Peter Gentry and I argued that the progression of the covenants 
function as the backbone of the Bible’s metanarrative, starting in creation 
and culminating in the new creation. In other words, by the progression 
of the covenants, God’s redemptive promises, first given in Genesis 3:15 
and ultimately fulfilled in Christ, are gradually revealed and made known. 
On this point, progressive covenantalism is in basic agreement with cove-
nant theology despite Scott Swain wrongly thinking that we teach that the 
“backbone” of the Bible’s story is God’s plan apart from his promises and the 
covenants.22 This is the opposite of what the view affirms. Instead, we agree 
with covenant theology that one cannot understand God’s redemptive plan 
apart from the unfolding of the covenants, starting with Adam in creation 
and progressively leading us to Christ and the new covenant.23 In fact, we 
affirm that through each biblical covenant God’s plan organically unfolds 
from promise to fulfillment, and that each covenant reveals something of 
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the glory of the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.
Second, we agree on the Bible’s basic plotline. Covenant theology rightly 

sees that the Bible’s story begins in creation with Adam and reaches its ful-
fillment in Christ and the ratification of a new covenant. However, as I will 
discuss below, we differ on how we understand the theological category of 
“the covenant of grace” and its relationship to the progression of the biblical 
covenants. But we do agree that creation is the beginning rather than the 
goal of human existence and that Adam and Christ function as the two most 
important covenantal heads of the humanity.

Third, we agree that God’s promise, grace, and initiative takes priority over 
all human disobedience. The covenant of creation or the covenant of works 
is transgressed by humanity in Adam and is fulfilled in Christ, our covenant 
representative and substitute. Furthermore, we agree that by Christ’s active 
and passive obedience, our redemption is achieved and we are justified by 
grace through faith in Christ alone.

Fourth, we agree with the Westminster Larger Catechism 31 that “the 
covenant of grace” (or what progressive covenantalism and 1689 Federalism 
identify as the new covenant) is “made with Christ as the second Adam, and 
in him with all the elect as his seed.”24

Fifth, we agree that God’s “moral law” does not change since it is grounded 
in God’s will and nature. Ultimately, this moral law is summarized by the Great 
Commandment, which is first given in creation and then given specificity 
in and through the biblical covenants. However, progressive covenantalism 
differs on whether we can simply isolate the Decalogue from its covenantal 
context and apply it to us today without first thinking through how all of the 
OT covenants are fulfilled in Christ and then discern what exactly applies 
to us today as God’s new covenant people. Of course, it is on this point that 
the Sabbath debate emerges. When it comes to the application of the “moral 
law” to the church there is a practical similarity between covenant theology 
and progressive covenantalism, other than the Sabbath command, but for 
different hermeneutical reasons that reflect how we put together the entirety 
of the biblical covenants.

Points of Disagreement with Covenant Theology

For sake of space, I only offer two points of disagreement, which both center 
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on how covenant theology puts together or theologically “constructs” the 
Bible’s overall metanarrative.

First, I contend that covenant theology fails to grasp sufficiently how 
God’s unified plan unfolds through the biblical covenants, starting in cre-
ation with Adam and moving to fulfillment in Christ and the ratification of 
the new covenant. What is not fully captured is the organic nature of divine 
revelation and how each covenant discloses God’s plan step-by-step reaching 
its fulfillment in Christ and the new covenant.

Second, building on the first point, I contend that covenant theology 
does not fully account for the newness in Christ, how he fulfills all of God’s 
promises, and how these promises are applied to the church. Specifically, 
covenant theology minimizes the church’s newness as a regenerate community 
(at least in this present age), which results in various implications for how 
inaugurated eschatology is understood, the circumcision-baptism relation-
ship, and the present nature and constitution of the church.

With these two points in place, let me now illustrate these points by think-
ing through four areas which will highlight these points of disagreement. 
In what follows we will discuss covenant theology’s view of: (1) the overall 
metanarrative of Scripture; (2) the covenant of works; (3) the covenant of 
grace; and (4) the church’s present newness.

Covenant Theology’s Overall Metanarrative 
The authors of Covenant Theology nicely describe the theological system of 
covenant theology including the covenant of redemption (pactum salutis), the 
covenant of works, and the covenant of grace. As already noted, the authors 
also discuss various internal debates within covenant theology, especially 
whether the covenant of works is best viewed as “law” vs. “grace,” which has 
resulted in some speaking of only an “Adamic administration” or a “covenant 
of creation” instead of the more common, the “covenant of works.”

Why is this discussion important? Because it helps us grasp better covenant 
theology’s overall metanarrative that divides redemptive history under the 
bicovenantal structure of “law” and “gospel/grace” covenants. “Law” refers 
to the conditional/bilateral covenant known as the covenant of works, while 
“gospel/grace” refers to the unconditional/unilateral covenant of grace. As 
worked out across the canon, the covenant of works was broken by Adam who 
served as our covenant head and representative, but thankfully in Christ, the 
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Last Adam, he has fulfilled the covenant of works by his active and passive 
obedience. As a result, Christ has secured our redemption in the covenant 
of grace. Regardless of debates over whether the Mosaic covenant is a repub-
lication of the covenant of works or an administration of the covenant of 
grace (or a combination), most within covenant theology agree that the 
Mosaic covenant has now ended in Christ, at least in its civil and ceremonial 
aspects. However, due to the one covenant of grace and its substantial unity 
across redemptive history, the Abrahamic covenant is viewed as “eternal” 
and “immutable,”25 and in fact almost one-for-one with the new covenant.

For this reason, for covenant theology, it is really the Abrahamic cove-
nant, subsumed under the larger theological category of “the covenant of 
grace,” that establishes the terms by which people from every nation share 
in Christ and the church. This is why covenant theology draws a direct line 
from the Abrahamic covenant to the new covenant, which provides for them 
the underlying rationale and warrant for their view of the church. Presently, 
the church, like Abraham’s seed under the Abrahamic covenant and Israel 
under the Mosaic covenant, is a “mixed” people constituted by the elect and 
non-elect. Both Abraham’s seed and Israel receive the objective covenant 
sign of circumcision which not only distinguishes them as God’s people 
but also functions as a sign and seal of God’s covenant promises. As this is 
brought over to the church under the same covenant of grace, what is true 
of Abraham’s seed and Israel as a nation is also true of the church, except 
that the sign has undergone an administrative change to baptism. By this 
overall theological construction of the covenant of grace and the Bible’s 
metanarrative, covenant theology believes it has warranted both its mixed 
view of Israel-Church and its practice of paedobaptism.

In response to covenant theology’s metanarrative, much could be said, 
but let me focus on the following. Positively, we agree about the theological 
categories of “law” and “gospel,” and in some sense the overall bicovenantal 
structure that highlights the only two covenant heads of humanity, namely 
Adam and Christ. Our disagreement, however, is in how covenant theology 
constructs the biblical covenants to derive these theological truths. After all, 
one can affirm correct theological truths but not sufficiently warrant them 
from Scripture. Instead of covenant theology’s bicovenantal structure, which 
tends to subsume and flatten the OT covenants under the one covenant of 
grace, it is better to think of God’s redemptive plan revealed through a plurality 
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of covenants (Eph 2:12), starting in creation and reaching its fulfillment 
in Christ and the new covenant. In this way, each covenant contributes to 
God’s unified plan, and each covenant reaches its fulfillment in Christ. This 
better allows us to understand each covenant in its own redemptive-histor-
ical context, then think through the intertextual relationships between the 
covenants as all the covenants reach their fulfillment in Christ.

In other words, covenant theology is right to subsume all people under two 
covenant heads: Adam and Christ. In Adam and his covenant relationship to 
God, the category of “law” is established by God’s total demand for perfect 
obedience, which is then given greater specificity through the progression 
of the covenants. Adam, and all humanity, is created as God’s image-son, 
priest-king to rule over creation. God, as the Creator and Lord, demands 
perfect obedience from us which continues through all the covenants. Our 
problem is that we do not obey; as such, we stand condemned before God 
(Rom 3:23). But thankfully God graciously speaks a word of “gospel” promise 
(Gen 3:15) that ultimately is fulfilled in Christ. In Scripture, the distinction 
between pre-fall under Adam and post-fall redemptive promise in Christ is 
clear. And by this initial redemptive promise, God promises to act in sov-
ereign grace to redeem a people for himself, which is also taught in every 
covenant, yet God demands perfect obedience from us.

Building on this point, in Genesis 3:15 God promises that he will redeem 
us by the provision of a “seed” from humanity who will undo what Adam 
did. The “seed’s” identity is progressively disclosed through the covenants. 
After the fall, justification is by grace through faith in the promise (Gen 
15:6), ultimately centered in Christ and the new covenant. In the redemp-
tive history, God unilaterally acts to redeem by God the Son incarnate, who 
perfectly obeys for us and pays for our sins. Each covenant, then, starting in 
creation/Adam and culminating in Christ and the new covenant contributes 
to this overall story.

So, it is true that the Bible’s metanarrative is subsumed under two cov-
enant heads: Adam and Christ. However, post-fall, and in God’s salvific 
promise, it is best to think of God’s one redemptive plan unfolded through 
multiple covenants which all progressively reveal the new covenant. This means 
that one cannot simply appeal to “the covenant of grace” and draw direct 
lines of continuity, especially from the Abrahamic covenant to the new 
covenant, without thinking through how each covenant functions in God’s 
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overall plan, and how Christ brings all the covenants to fulfillment in him. 
This also means that it is not only the Mosaic covenant that is no longer in 
place as a covenant, but in Christ, all that Adam foreshadowed, and all that 
the Abrahamic and Davidic covenant anticipated, is now fulfilled in Christ 
with benefits overflowing to Christ’s church. Each covenant, then, directs 
the life of those under it, but each covenant is also in a whole host of ways 
revelatory, prophetic, and anticipatory of the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ 
who fulfills the previous covenants and achieves our eternal redemption.  

In many ways, covenant theology agrees with this overall story, but gets 
there differently. They divide redemptive history into two historical cove-
nants: the covenant of works and the covenant of grace, and then subsume 
all the post-fall historical covenants under the larger category of the covenant 
of grace. However, this results in a flattening of various aspects of the biblical 
covenants, and it does not let each covenant contribute to how it unfolds 
God’s one plan centered in Christ. No doubt, there is a lot of merit in cove-
nant theology’s overall construction, and as stated, I do not disagree with it 
theologically, i.e., law/gospel. But covenant theology’s theological construction 
of the covenants is not exactly how Scripture unfolds God’s redemptive plan 
through a plurality of covenants and establishes the two heads of humanity: 
Adam and Christ. This is why their construction of the covenants results 
in their specific view of church, which is difficult to substantiate from OT 
prophetic expectation and NT fulfillment. On this last point, let me unpack 
it a bit more in terms of covenant theology’s construction of the covenant 
of works and the covenant of grace.

The Covenant of Works
For the most part, progressive covenantalism agrees with covenant theology’s 
understanding of the covenant of works over against dispensationalism’s 
rejection of it (along with some forms of new covenant theology). We agree 
that Adam was created as the legal, covenant representative of humanity. In 
addition, we agree that Adam was created good, but not yet glorified, and 
he, due to the demands and promises of the covenant, was called to obey 
God perfectly to enter his rest just as God had rested, which means to enter 
a glorified, permanent state. However, we would also want to develop the 
creation covenant in terms of Adam as an image-son and priest-king, and 
unpack in greater detail how crucial patterns are given in creation such as 
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rest, land/Eden, temple, marriage—all of which drive the story forward 
and reach their fulfillment in Christ and his people. Obviously, covenant 
theology does not deny these truths, but sometimes in their discussion of 
the covenant of works these elements are not always present. But these rich 
aspects of the creation covenant are so foundational to the Bible’s story, and 
they set the stage for what follows not only in the fall but also the unfolding 
plan of redemption leading to the new creation. 

However, probably the greatest point of disagreement with covenant 
theology is not seeing the ratification of two distinct covenants in Genesis 
1-3, first in Genesis 2 and then in Genesis 3:15. No doubt, in Genesis 2 God 
establishes a covenant relationship with Adam, and post-fall, Genesis 3:15 
is God’s redemptive promise about Christ. Furthermore, we must maintain 
the difference between the pre-fall situation where Adam is established as 
our covenant head and the post-fall realities where our only hope is in God’s 
provision of Christ, the last Adam. Salvation, post-fall, is by grace through 
faith in Christ alone; there is only one way of salvation in Christ Jesus. Yet 
should we view Genesis 3:15 as the ratification of a different covenant, i.e., 
“the covenant of grace?” Or is it instead, a gracious promise that despite 
Adam’s sin and rebellion, God’s purpose for humans and creation will stand, 
and that from humanity, God will graciously provide a Redeemer to undo 
what Adam did, which is fulfilled in Christ and the new covenant? In this 
sense, Genesis 3:15 is the promise of Christ and the ultimate provision of 
the new covenant—the new covenant that is progressively revealed through 
the biblical covenants.26

Is this splitting hairs? In many ways, it is very similar, but it is not exactly 
the same. And the differences are important to highlight since these differ-
ences lead us to “put together” the covenants in a different way which leads 
to different theological conclusions on some matters. So, instead of thinking 
of God’s plan progressively revealed through the covenants and fulfilled in 
the new covenant, covenant theology subsumes the OT covenants under 
one covenant and then draws lines of continuity too quickly from old to 
new, especially regarding circumcision-baptism and the “mixed” nature 
of Israel-Church. Furthermore, with its emphasis on the one covenant of 
grace, covenant theology does not sufficiently account for the revelatory 
and prophetic nature of all the OT covenants. For this reason, covenant 
theology tends to flatten the biblical covenants and does not do justice to 
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how each covenant in its own redemptive-historical context contributes to 
the unfolding of God’s salvific plan centered in Christ. 

Thus, from Genesis 3:15 on, we would agree that the “seed” promise is 
given greater clarity through subsequent covenants, which drives the Bible’s 
overall plotline. The promise given in Genesis 3:15 underscores God’s sov-
ereign grace and initiative through all the covenants. But it also reminds us 
that God’s demand for perfect obedience stands, and that our redemption 
must come through a greater Adam who will perfectly obey for us. Also, in 
the post-fall context, all humans are born “in Adam,” while God’s elect expe-
rience grace, thus creating two humanities. Those who believe the promise 
are “in Christ” (in the sense that they look forward to him and anticipate the 
dawning of the new covenant, yet we must also account for each covenant 
in its specific location in God’s plan). So, from Adam on, even in a post-fall 
situation (as evidenced in the Noahic covenant), creation structures remain 
until the consummation as seen in our image-bearing role, marriage, work, and 
the establishment of government, to name a few of these creation structures. 
But as subsequent covenants are established which unfold God’s eternal 
plan, especially starting with the Abrahamic covenant, a clearer delineation 
is made between these two humanities.

However, it is important to note that in these subsequent OT covenants 
(Abrahamic, Mosaic, Davidic), they remain “mixed,” i.e., some within them 
are still “in Adam” while others are “in Christ” (i.e., those like Abraham who 
believe in God’s covenant promises centered in Christ). It is not until the 
new covenant arrives that “in Christ” entails a regenerate, covenant people 
and that outside of Christ, all people remain “in Adam.” Creation, then, with 
a pre-fall and post-fall distinction sets the context for subsequent covenants 
which ultimately find their fulfillment in Christ and the new covenant. In 
my view, this better explains how God’s redemptive plan unfolds and it 
accounts for not only the newness of the new covenant but the reality of a 
regenerate, believing Church. What covenant theology does not sufficiently 
attend to is how the covenants unfold from creation to Christ and how they 
progressively reveal, predict, and anticipate the coming of Christ and the 
entire new covenant era. 

The Covenant of Grace
Within covenant theology, there is an important debate over the 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

178

unconditional/conditional nature of the covenant of grace. But as noted 
above, there is some ambiguity regarding what is meant by “conditions.” 
For progressive covenantalism, we argue that the biblical covenants contain 
both aspects of unconditionality and conditionality, but what exactly does 
this mean?

On the one hand, to speak of the covenants as unconditional/unilat-
eral means that God always must take the initiative, whether in creation 
or redemption. On the other hand, to say that a covenant is conditional/
bilateral means that in every covenant, God demands perfect obedience, 
which is precisely our problem post-fall. For this reason, if God chooses to 
save us, which thankfully he has chosen to do, he must provide his Son to 
be our Redeemer who not only must assume our human nature but, as the 
incarnate Son, obey for us as our covenant representative and substitute.27 

Why is this important? Both the unconditional/conditional nature of 
the covenants are crucial to make sense of the Bible’s overall story. In fact, 
in the covenants, they create a tension, which is first established in Genesis 
3:15. God requires perfect obedience from us, but where do we find an 
obedient son who fully meets God’s demand? In fact, this truth is taught in 
Genesis 22. Isaac, the promised seed, also needs a Redeemer. God’s salva-
tion will come through Isaac, but God must unilaterally provide another, as 
represented by God’s provision of the lamb to stand in Isaac’s place. But as 
we work through the covenants, ultimately we discover that we need God 
the Son incarnate, the true seed of Abraham (Gal 3:16), the greater Adam, 
who is God’s unilateral provision for us and the only one who can fulfill the 
conditions and demands of the covenant. Thus, by maintaining a consistent 
unconditional/conditional within the covenants, it helps us see how all of 
God’s plan is moving forward to God’s provision of a Redeemer and his 
perfect covenant-keeping for us. Also, seeing it this way, also has important 
implications for realizing why the new covenant is not merely a “renewal” 
of the previous covenants, but truly new, indeed the covenant that all of the 
previous covenants were pointing and anticipating. 

Furthermore, this discussion is also important in thinking about the 
Mosaic covenant, its relationship to the Abrahamic covenant, and its ful-
fillment in Christ and the new covenant. In Covenant Theology, Guy Waters 
nicely discusses the biblical covenants in Paul.28 He rightly argues that in 
Galatians 4:21-26, Paul distinguishes the Abrahamic covenant as a covenant 
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of promise from the Mosaic covenant. Paul rightly opposes the Judaizers who 
viewed the Mosaic covenant as eternal and permanent instead of temporary 
in God’s plan. From Scripture, Paul contends that Abraham precedes Moses 
and that God’s promise to provide an obedient covenant-keeper through 
Abraham demonstrates that the Mosaic Law was never intended to save or 
to be an end-in-itself. No doubt, the Mosaic Law was given for a multiple 
number of reasons, but minimally, first to reveal human sin and second, to 
point forward to the need for God’s provision of a Redeemer in Christ (Gal 
3:19). Regarding the latter point, the Mosaic covenant, in a whole host of 
ways, was prophetic-predictive of the kind of Redeemer God would provide: 
a better priest, a greater prophet than Moses, etc. (Matt 11:13; Rom 3:21). 

No doubt, covenant theology does not deny these points, but often it does 
not develop sufficiently the revelatory-predictive nature of the Mosaic cove-
nant (along with the other OT covenants) and how all the biblical covenants 
prophetically anticipate the coming of Christ and the new covenant. For this 
reason, covenant theology does not always account for the specific features 
of the OT covenants in terms of their revelatory-prophetic anticipation of 
Christ’s coming and the ratification of the new covenant. On this point, the 
prophetic and typological structures of the covenants become important. 

For example, think of the “land” promise of the Abrahamic covenant. 
Although there is probably more agreement between covenant theology and 
progressive covenantalism on how the “land” promise is fulfilled (in contrast 
to dispensational theology), it is important to grasp how the “land” promise 
is understood in terms of Scripture’s overall plotline. Possession of the land 
is tied to Israel’s obedience, but Israel’s land is also typological: it looks back 
to Eden and what was lost, and forward to the dawning of the new creation. 
In fact, within the OT, Israel’s land is identified with the new creation which 
is secured by Christ as the true Israel and Davidic King (e.g., Isa 65:17-25). 

But what is true of how “land” typologically functions in Scripture also 
applies to other typological structures that are central in differences between 
covenant theology and progressive covenantalism. For example, think of the 
Sabbath command. It is given to Israel under the Mosaic covenant. It looks 
back to the “rest” on the seventh day (Exod 20:8-11; Deut 5:12-15),29 but 
also forward to a greater “rest” to come in Christ and the new covenant that 
is now here (Matt 11:28-30; Heb 3-4). Or think of the rite of circumcision. 
Under the Abrahamic covenant, circumcision functions as a covenant sign 
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(Gen 17:9-14). It was a priestly act, distinguishing Abraham’s family from 
the nations, eventually constituting Israel as God’s holy, priestly nation 
(Exod 19:5-6), ultimately to bring forth Christ (Gal 3:16). Yet, circumci-
sion also revealed the need for a “circumcision of the heart” (Deut 30:6), 
which in the new covenant is applied to the entire people (Ezek 36:25-27), 
not merely to a remnant within the nation. Circumcision under the OT 
covenants (Abrahamic, Mosaic) not only functions as a covenant sign and 
a command to obey, but it also becomes a type that reveals our need for 
new hearts, which all those in Christ have experienced. One cannot simply 
draw direct lines of continuity from circumcision to baptism, as covenant 
theology does, unless one ignores how each covenant functions in God’s 
plan and then reaches its fulfillment in Christ. What is often missing is how 
each covenant develops various typological features alongside how each 
covenant predictively anticipates and reveals the fulfillment realities that 
come in the new covenant age due to Christ’s work.

One last point of comment. In Covenant Theology, Richard Belcher’s 
chapter on the Davidic covenant is excellent.30 Yet, it did not consistently 
work out the role of the Davidic covenant in the Bible’s story, especially in 
relation to the overall theological system of covenant theology. Obviously, 
covenant theology strongly affirms that Christ is the Davidic King, but if we 
work from Adam to Abraham to Israel to David, we see more clearly how 
all of God’s promises are centered in an individual King-Son. Furthermore, 
we are in a better position to grasp why the new covenant Christ ratifies is 
greater and new, and why the people he establishes from all nations are not 
exactly the same as the “mixed” nation of Israel. As the Prophets anticipated, 
Christ creates a new covenant people who all know God, are justified, and 
experience the greater work of the Spirit ( Jer 31:31-34; Ezek 36:25-27; Joel 
2:28-32). Covenant theology, in my view, does not recognize sufficiently 
the Israel-Church differences because it does not work out consistently the 
progression of the covenants now fulfilled in Christ.

Covenant Theology and the Church’s Newness
In the Israel-Church relationship, we see most clearly some of the implica-
tions of covenant theology’s overall theological construction. Specifically, 
we see their view of ecclesiology (i.e., a mixed view of the church), their 
defense of paedobaptism, and how they apply the “already” and “not yet” 
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of inaugurated eschatology.
In thinking about the Israel-Church relationship, for covenant theology, 

in its visible form and in this present age, Israel is the same as the church, i.e., 
it is by nature constituted a “mixed” people. In other words, just as within 
Israel as a covenant people there was a true, believing elect Israel (Rom 
9:6-7), so this is true of the church, tied to “believers and their children.” In 
other words, in contrast to a Baptist view of the church, in this present age, 
the church is not a regenerate people; that reality is still future to us when 
Christ returns and the “not yet” arrives. But now, in the “already,” the visible 
church is constituted like Israel of old.  

What is covenant theology’s evidence for this? Several reasons are often 
given. First, appeal is made to the parable of the “wheat and tares” (Matt 
13:24-43), which wrongly assumes that the field is the church (hence wheat 
and tares within the visible church), but Jesus teaches that the field is the 
world (v. 38). Second, appeal is made to the warning passages to confirm 
this mixed view of the church. However, this is not the only way to view the 
warning passages as Tom Schreiner and Ardel Caneday have argued.31 As such, 
covenant theology must first demonstrate the truthfulness of its theological 
system before it can appeal to the warning passages as warrant for their view 
of the church since these texts may be interpreted in a way consistent with 
a regenerate view of the church. Third, covenant theology identifies the 
Abrahamic covenant one-for-one with the new covenant so that the sign of 
circumcision “comes over” to baptism due to the substantial unity of the one 
covenant of grace. Yet, by doing so, covenant theology has not sufficiently 
accounted for how circumcision functions under the Abrahamic covenant, 
how it is revelatory of our need for heart circumcision, and how, under the 
new covenant, baptism signifies something different, namely our union with 
Christ. For this reason, covenant theology has not fully accounted for the 
newness of the church as God’s new covenant people for at least two reasons.

First, covenant theology does not sufficiently account for how the previous 
covenants reach their fulfillment in Christ and thus the newness of Christ’s 
people. In the OT, the prophets anticipated that in the new covenant all of 
God’s people will know God and that every person will be born-empowered-in-
dwelt by the Spirit, and receive the full forgiveness of sin (e.g., Jer 31:31-34). 
The NT announces that in Christ the new covenant has arrived. This entails 
that the relationship between Christ and his people has changed; it is not 
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by natural birth but spiritual birth that we enter the new covenant. That is 
why in the new covenant, the redefinition of Christ’s people are not “you 
and your biological children” but people who savingly know God. One is 
in Christ not by circumcision of the flesh but by the Spirit’s sovereign work 
in rebirth and granting saving faith.

Second, most covenant theologians acknowledge that the new covenant 
is now here, but they view the regenerate nature of the church as still future, 
which is hard to fit with a NT understanding of inaugurated eschatology. 
No doubt, we still await our glorification, but the church now is the escha-
tological, “gathered” people identified with the “age to come.” Christians 
are now citizens of the new Jerusalem (Heb 12:18-29) because we are no 
longer in Adam but in Christ (Eph 2:1-10). The church is the new man 
(Eph 2:11-22); the new temple in whom the Spirit dwells (1 Cor 6:19; Eph 
2:21); the new creation (2 Cor 5:17); and presently raised and seated with 
Christ (Eph 2:5-6). It is difficult to make sense of the NT’s description of 
the church without viewing it as a regenerate, believing people.

Why, then, does covenant theology argue for their view of the church, 
especially given the NT description of what the church is as God’s new 
covenant people? I contend it is because covenant theology has not con-
sistently worked out how God’s one plan is progressively revealed through 
the covenants and how in Christ’s work all the promises, instruction, and 
typological patterns of the previous covenants are here even though we await 
the final consummation. With the ratification of the new covenant change 
has come, especially regarding the nature of Christ’s people. The church is 
no longer constituted as a “mixed” people, but a people who have been born 
of the Spirit, united to Christ, and justified before God. 

In this regard, it is not enough to argue what several authors try to do in 
Covenant Theology. For example, Kevin DeYoung minimizes the newness 
of the new covenant by arguing that the “interior piety” promised in Jeremiah 
31 is no different than the previous covenants.32 However, in Deuteronomy 
30:6 where God promises to circumcise the hearts of his people, which is 
picked up by the Prophets (Ezek 36:25-27), this circumcision of heart is 
tied to the coming of the new covenant which speaks of the entire people 
experiencing it, in contrast to the “mixed” nature of Israel. DeYoung’s response 
simply does not account for the prophetic message and anticipation of the 
new covenant, let alone its NT fulfillment. Or Derek Thomas tries to argue 
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that in Acts 2:17 (quoting Joel 2:28) that the “all flesh” refers to “ethnic 
broadening,”33 where in context it is referring to the entire covenant com-
munity. No doubt, ethnic broadening occurs in Acts 10 with the conversion 
of Cornelius but Acts 2:17 is not referring to this. Instead, Joel 2 anticipates 
that the entire new covenant community (which is now here) will not only 
be born of and indwelt by the Spirit but also empowered and gifted in con-
trast to only the prophets, priests, and kings of Israel. Or Kevin DeYoung 
and Scott Swain argue that if the all of Jeremiah 31 who “know the Lord” 
are regenerate and savingly know God, then this entails that there is no need 
of teachers, pastors, and elders in the new covenant, which is contrary to 
NT teaching.34 But this response is not only a non sequitur it also does not 
account for the text. What Jeremiah anticipates is that God’s new covenant 
people, i.e., the church (2 Cor 3; Heb 8), will be a regenerate community, 
but this does not entail that everyone in the community will have the same 
gifting and role as the NT makes clear (1 Cor 12; Eph 4:1-16). The church 
can be a regenerate, empowered, and gifted people but with different gifts 
given to the entire church so that all of us have a different role and function 
in Christ’s church. Or Kevin DeYoung tries to argue that the promise of a 
complete forgiveness of sins in Jeremiah 31:34 is no different than what God’s 
people in the OT enjoyed.35 No doubt, OT saints were forgiven of their sins 
and justified before God (Gen 15:6), but only in terms of God’s ultimate 
provision in Christ. As Paul makes clear, people were justified in the OT, 
but their sin was not fully paid for, hence the reason why Christ must come 
and pay for the sins of his people under the old covenant and ratify the new 
and better covenant (Rom 3:21-26; cf. Heb 9:15-28). The promise of the 
new covenant is that in Christ, a full payment for sin will occur and that all 
those in the new covenant by grace through faith in Christ, stand justified 
before God. This can only be true of a believing, regenerate people who 
have been born by the Spirit and united to Christ as their covenant head.

In truth, what covenant theology must do in many instances is to recon-
figure the nature of inaugurated eschatology. Instead of arguing that what 
the OT prophets anticipated in the dawning of the new covenant (e.g., a 
regenerate and gifted people, justification, the indwelling of the Spirit, the 
dawning of the new creation, etc.) is in principle here now although we 
await its fullness when Christ returns, covenant theology must bifurcate the 
promises and realities of the new covenant. For example, the full forgiveness 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

184

of sins and our justification is here now, but the regenerate and gifted new 
creation/covenant people is still future to us. But this understanding of 
inaugurated eschatology is difficult to reconcile with the teaching of the NT. 

A Final Reflection on Ongoing Theological Discussion

Despite our agreement on the central truths of Christian theology and the 
Gospel, Christians disagree on other significant points. For this reason, 
ongoing theological discussions ought to continue. Covenant Theology is an 
excellent contribution to the discussion and it nicely expounds and defends 
its position. Although I would have liked to see some discussion of the Sab-
bath command and its application to the church today, along with a more 
detailed discussion of how inaugurated eschatology is understood, the book 
serves as an excellent resource for understanding Reformed paedobaptist 
covenant theology. 

However, in contrast to its strengths in exposition and defense of its posi-
tion, the book is weak when it attempts to criticize other views, specifically 
other covenantal theological systems such as “new covenant theology” and 
progressive covenantalism. As often occurs in discussing views we disagree 
with, we tend to interpret an opposing view in the categories of our own 
view, which tends to lead to a misunderstanding of the other view. This is 
evident in Scott Swain’s chapter describing and criticizing “New Covenant 
Theologies.” Here are some examples.

First, Swain does not distinguish “new covenant theology” from “pro-
gressive covenantalism.” This mistake may be excused if Swain was relying 
on the first edition of Kingdom through Covenant (2012) where a distinction 
between the two views was not sufficiently made. However, in the second 
edition of the volume published in 2018, a clear distinction was made, along 
with Swain’s interaction with myself in correspondence regarding his chapter. 
In failing to distinguish the two viewpoints, there is a misidentifying of what 
progressive covenantalism is and thus an overall misunderstanding of the view. 

Second, Swain thinks that the theological and interpretative method uti-
lized in Kingdom through Covenant is simply “biblical theology” at the expense 
of “systematic theology.” This criticism is not only off the mark, but it fails 
to interact with the theological conclusions of the book. In addition, Swain 
thinks that our use of “biblical theology” leads to “historicism,”36 which is 
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an odd claim to make, and which has been answered well by D. A. Carson.37 
Third, in not sufficiently distinguishing “new covenant theologies” from 

progressive covenantalism, Swain wrongly charges the latter (and even many 
who affirm the former) with claiming that the Decalogue does not express 
God’s unchanging moral law.38 This is incorrect, which I have sought to 
argue in my chapter on ethics in Progressive Covenantalism.39 The debate 
centers on the status of the Sabbath command, which is not a new debate 
within Christian theology and even within covenant theology. Furthermore, 
Swain pits Tom Schreiner’s view that the Sabbath command no longer 
applies against my saying that the command is applied to the church today 
“in light of its fulfillment” in Christ.40 Again, this is incorrect. My statement 
is making the hermeneutical point that the entire OT must be viewed in 
light of its fulfillment in Christ, but this results in the Sabbath command no 
longer applying to the church as a specific command by God to be obeyed 
now that Christ has come. 

Additionally, Swain charges progressive covenantalism with “transform-
ing” the Decalogue, as if we think that the moral law is something relative 
and changeable, something we strongly deny. My point in appealing to 
Ephesians 6 regarding the command to honor parents is that Paul speaks 
of this command and its promise not merely in terms of life in the land but 
now in terms of the entire earth, which is an expansion of the promise. The 
command to honor our parents has not changed, but the application of the 
command applies to the reality of the dawning of the new covenant age and 
the fulfillment and end of the Mosaic covenant as a covenant. Further, Swain 
charges progressive covenantalism with a deficient view of sanctification, 
which again is strange, since we affirm the same view of sanctification as 
covenant theology. In fact, Swain charges that we think that God’s sanctify-
ing work in the new covenant is to enable “human beings to transcend the 
moral law expressed in the Ten Commandments—which would require 
us to transcend our nature as human beings!”41 As such, he contends that 
progressive covenantalism has a different view of creation and anthropology, 
which is simply false. 

I could multiply more examples. But all of this demonstrates that it is easier 
to expound and defend one’s position than to sympathetically understand 
and critique those who disagree with us. However, to “make every effort 
to keep the unity of the Spirit through the bond of peace” (Eph 4:3), it is 
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necessary to discuss not only where we agree but also disagree.
Covenant Theology is a very helpful book in laying out the theological 

system of Reformed covenant theology. My hope is that this book will foster 
further discussions between contrary views such as progressive covenant-
alism, and that in so doing, we will continue to bring all our thought captive 
to Scripture, for the good of the church and the glory of Christ Jesus our Lord. 
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The 40 Questions Series list of books, edited by Benjamin Merkle, continues to 
grow—now past several—with this latest volume by Mitchell Chase. In the 
introduction, Chase, who is preaching pastor of Kosmosdale Baptist Church 
and assistant professor of Boyce College and Southern Seminary, lays down 
his desire for rightly understanding the big story of the Bible and that his 
work would aid people to be more faithful readers of Scripture. Accordingly, 
typology and allegory are vital “tools” for reading Scripture (12). Chase is 
right about the significance of this topic, typology and allegory are important 
not just for biblical hermeneutics, but rightly understanding typological 
patterns is crucial for doing biblical theology and formulating theological 
conclusions properly while understanding allegory is important for rightly 
interpreting those passages of Scripture that feature that genre. To address 
the topic of typology and allegory, Chase divides his work into four parts. 
Part 1 revolves around biblical theology by answering the questions of what 
story the Bible tells and secondly, how it does so. Parts 2 and 3 on typology 
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and allegory, respectively, represent the bulk of the book and each is divided 
into three parts: understanding the nature of typology/allegory, their place 
in the history of interpretation, and identifying them in Scripture. Part 4 
rounds out the work by answering the fortieth question on why interpreters 
should care about typology and allegory. For the purposes of this review, I will 
summarize each part of the book and then make observations and critiques 
before proceeding to the next part of the book. Naturally, the emphasis will 
be placed on part 2 (Questioning Typology) and part 3 (Questioning Alle-
gory) since this is the critical material for Chase’s presentation of typology 
and allegory. Afterwards, I will offer a brief overall assessment.

In part 1, Chase provides a brief overview of the storyline of Scripture 
from Genesis to Revelation. The Bible centers on the person of Jesus. In 
the next question on how the story is told, Chase helpfully lays out that the 
authors of Scripture do not just record the acts of God in history but also 
interpret them and further, there is an organic development through the 
storyline (progressive revelation). In succinct fashion Chase tackles the 
difficult topic of Scripture using Scripture, presenting his understanding of 
quotations, allusions, echoes while not neglecting other important aspects 
such as metalepsis, cluster of texts, and narrative recapitulation. Finally, a 
good overview is provided of figures of speech such as metaphor, hyper-
bole, metonymy, and symbolism. Given what Chase addresses in these two 
chapters, it is disappointing that his treatment of the organic development 
of the storyline omits the covenants. The covenants are briefly mentioned 
in regard to narrative recapitulation (29), but even in a concise discussion of 
the progress of revelation, the covenants from creation to the new covenant 
are critical for how we understand the larger storyline and should have had 
at least a brief explanation. Also, in regard to literary devices and figures of 
speech, it is interesting that no mention of the genres of Scripture is made, 
and particularly, parable or allegory are omitted in his list of literary devices/
figures of speech (30–31).

Part 2 of the book is concentrated on typology. Section A focuses on 
defining typology, explaining its nature and characteristics, and how inter-
preters recognize types in Scripture. Chase defines typology as “a person, 
office, place, institution, event, or thing in salvation history that anticipates, 
shares correspondences with, escalates toward, and resolves in its antitype” 
(38, emphasis removed; cf. 65). This definition is fairly representative of 
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how evangelical scholars define typology but there is much debate regard-
ing what it means that the type “anticipates” the antitype. Chase picks up 
on this in a later question. He rightly views typology as having a prophetic 
quality (61–62). Types are anticipatory in the sense that “[f]rom the divine 
perspective, all types are prospective because God has inspired the story 
that takes us to Christ, and thus these types are prefigurements designed to 
be fulfilled in Christ” (62). Like G.K. Beale, Richard Davidson, and many 
others, Chase posits that types are indirect prophecies. Tied to Chase’s 
understanding of typology are the theological assumptions, which Chase 
rightly explains in view of the providence of God, the unity of Scripture, the 
progress of revelation, the claims of Jesus, etc. (Question 4, p. 41–45). Chase 
also helpfully points out the importance of history for typology and how 
they are inseparable (Question 8, p. 65–69), though this could have been 
brought up earlier in Question 4 or moved up earlier as a main question.

In regard to recognizing types, Chase argues that even though types are 
by nature prospective, some types are identified as such only in hindsight 
(retrospective) (see Question 7, p. 59–63). In addition, we should recognize 
types in addition to the ones the NT authors explicitly highlight (Question 
5, p. 47–52). Also of significance is how Chase speaks of typology as an 
exegetical method (Question 9, p. 71–75). Throughout, Chase refers to 
“typological interpretation” (e.g., 43) or “typological reading” (e.g., 75) as 
he states that typology is “canonical exegesis” (75, cf. 73) and is an “interpre-
tative method” (71). On this last point, see also Question 16 (p. 119–22).

Section B of Part 2 is about typology and church history. “How was typol-
ogy practiced” through the eras of church history is the question, and Chase 
seeks answers in the following eras: early church, Middle Ages, early modern, 
enlightenment, late modern, and postmodern. Naturally, given the limitations 
of space for these questions, the overview is quite selective. But Chase does 
offer helpful examples of the typological patterns that key figures in church 
history observed, and in a succinct fashion, he does cover important issues 
such as the Alexandria/Antiochene schools (82), the Quadriga (88), the shift 
to a more literal sense, and the loss of typology in biblical studies with the 
rise of higher-criticism before its recovery in more recent times (107–16).

The last section of Part 2 demonstrates Chase’s identifications of types from 
Genesis to Malachi (Questions 16–24 cover Section C; p. 119–89). Chase 
seeks to do this through prayerful, whole-Bible reading, in dialogue with the 
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church community, and input from history with the saints of old (121–22). 
In pointing out types in each OT book, it is important to emphasize again 
that for Chase, “[t]ypological exegesis is an act of diagnosing types through a 
deliberate (not arbitrary) and careful (not reckless) evaluation of correspon-
dences, escalation, and redemptive or covenantal significant” (121). With 
this understanding of typology, Chase not only describes well-known types 
such as Adam, Moses, the exodus, David, the temple, the sacrificial system, 
and the offices of prophet, priest, king, but more specifically characters like 
Enoch, Gideon, Samson, Mordecai, and Esther are typological of Christ, and 
events like the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, the opening up of the 
earth on the tribe of Korah (149), the capture and return of the ark (160), 
the suffering city of Lamentations (183), and instances such as Rahab’s 
scarlet cord (154), Moses’ outstretched hands (140), the zeal of Phinehas 
(150), Daniel’s friends in the fire (185), and Daniel’s rescue in the lion’s den 
(186) are all elucidated as types as well.

Overall, for Part 2, while there is much to appreciate here from Chase’s 
treatment of the nature and characteristics of typology, and his discussions 
of typology in church history (albeit very brief at points), there are a number 
of concerns I have with this presentation of typology.

First, in Chase’s discussion of how all types lead to Christ, he brings 
up the biblical covenants and highlights how the biblical types flow in the 
covenantal stream. Chase cites Matthew Barrett and David Schrock approv-
ingly, with the understanding that types appear and are embedded in the 
context of covenants (54–55). The problem here is that this idea does not 
originate with Barrett or Schrock. The notion of types unfolding through 
the covenants is a significant contribution from Stephen Wellum (with Peter 
Gentry) in Kingdom through Covenant: A Biblical-Theological Understanding 
of the Covenants, 2nd ed. (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2019), 135–36. Not only 
does Chase fail to credit this idea to Wellum, but in Part C where he identifies 
the types, he rarely, if at all, discusses the covenantal stream or how the type 
progresses and develops through the biblical covenants to their antitype in 
Christ. So, Chase seems to acknowledge the importance of the covenantal 
backdrop of types, but then he fails to tie or connect many of the types he 
identifies to the covenants in any way. In other words, given how important 
covenants are to the doing of biblical theology and the recognition of types, 
it is surprising and disappointing to see the covenantal stream mentioned 
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but not in any way worked out or demonstrated with how the typological 
patterns unfold. 

Second, it is fascinating that there is so little treatment on the vertical 
dimension of biblical types (see p. 56). Chase focuses nearly exclusively on 
the horizontal dimension of types, and granted, it is much easier to explicate 
types along the horizontal, temporal axis of the biblical storyline. But types are 
designed by God and much more attention is needed on the forward-looking 
function based on the types’ spatial relationship to heavenly realities. For a 
recent attempt at organically linking the horizontal and vertical dimensions of 
biblical types or at least showing their complementarity, see Ardel Caneday’s 
article entitled, “God’s Parabolic Design for Israel’s Tabernacle: A Cluster of 
Earthly Shadows of Heavenly Realities,” SBJT 24 (2020): 103–24.

Thirdly, a variety of types identified as such in section C of Part 2 is less 
than convincing. Of these, what I observe are examples of loose theological 
associations or connections that are posited as types. The problem goes 
back to Chase’s approach to typology that involves only correspondences 
and escalation (see p. 121). With the coming of Christ and the new cove-
nant era, there will always be an escalation, and so this really leaves only 
correspondence as the essential feature for identifying types per Chase’s 
portrayal of typology. Not only does one need to show the correspondence 
and escalation, but there has to be textual warrant or some indication of the 
prophetic element that is characteristic of biblical types (e.g., see the writings 
of Richard Davidson). Chase recognizes types as being indirect prophecies, 
but does not this prophetic quality need to be demonstrated? This prophetic 
element may or may not be in the immediate context of a person, event, or 
institution in the biblical storyline, but if not, we know we are dealing with a 
typological pattern if a later biblical author picks up an earlier person, event, 
or institution and casts or projects it with a prophetic or eschatological over-
tone. For example, if all one had was Genesis 14 regarding Melchizedek, it 
may be difficult to discern him as a type, but given how David, in lieu of the 
Davidic covenant, discusses Melchizedek later in Psalm 110, there can be 
no doubt Melchizedek is typological of Jesus Christ. But for Chase, many of 
the types he identifies as such have no indication that they indirectly point 
ahead to Christ in the immediate or later context.

For some of the types that Chase identifies as such, he commits the 
very thing he wishes to avoid: arbitrary and clever associations that he, 
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the interpreter has cast or forged as a type. For example, Chase argues that 
Rahab’s scarlet cord, which he claims is reminiscent of the Passover, is a 
forward-looking type of the cross (154). But this is dubious, as Graeme 
Goldsworthy has pointed out: “The redness of Rahab’s cord is not a type 
of Jesus’ blood. Such is the use of fanciful, non-contextual associations 
that avoid the real theology behind these things” (Christ-Centered Biblical 
Theology: Hermeneutical Foundations and Principles [Downers Grove, IL: 
InterVarsity, 2012], 187). Something similar can be said of Moses’ raised 
hands with the defeat of the Amalekites (140). There may be an analogy 
to Christ’s victory on the cross, but it is doubtful that Moses’ raised hands 
function as a biblical type of Christ on the cross. The zeal of Phinehas, 
when he speared a transgressing Israelite for committing sexual morality, is 
offered as a type of the “true, and greater Phineas,” Jesus, since only Jesus 
could make final propitiation for sin. “Rather than pursuing sinners with 
a spear, Jesus received the spear into his own body” (150). That may have 
appeal, but is not Chase engaged in allegorical interpretation of the text, or 
“hyper-typing” at this point, to use the language of John Currid? Nowhere is 
the indication in the immediate context or within later biblical authors that 
Phinehas’ zeal in carrying out capital punishment with a spear is designed 
by God to foreshadow and point forward to Christ and his being speared 
on the cross. Other examples could be provided, but the discerning reader 
of this work will properly ask, “How is this a type given the textual evidence 
that Chase has provided?” Or, “How do I know that this is a type and not just 
an analogy with some loose textual or theological association?” There are 
types that the NT authors do not identify, but types are more than analogies 
and incidental correspondences, the prophetic and covenantal aspects of 
types must be maintained to properly identify a person, event, institution, 
place, as a biblical type.

Part 3 of the book is organized the same way as Part 2, but now concen-
trating on the topic of allegory. Section A covers what allegory and allegorical 
interpretation are and discusses the theological assumptions of allegory 
(Question 25 and 26). According to Chase, allegory is a literary device 
where a passage says one thing in order to communicate something deeper 
beneath the surface (193–94). On the other hand, allegorical interpretation 
is distinguished from allegory as it is a way of reading an allegory, treating the 
passage as it contains “deeper meaning(s).” Chase rightly notes the abuses 
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and concerns with allegorical interpretation (195-96); nevertheless, he sig-
nals that these excesses do not mean that allegorical interpretations should 
be ruled out entirely when the practice of allegorical interpretation can be 
warranted through the canonical revelation (197). Typology and allegory 
are examples of “figural reading” even as they are distinguishable, but both 
encompass significance that goes beyond the text itself (197). In terms of 
assumptions, allegorizing the biblical text is fitting. The unity of the OT 
and NT, the deeper meanings tied to Christ and Christian doctrine that are 
present through verbal associations, and the fact that all of Scripture is by 
one divine author provide the key assumptions for allegorical interpretation 
(199–200). In the early church, interpreting passages allegorically was viewed 
as imitating Paul (Gal 4:24; 1 Cor 10:1–4), but not in a manner that disre-
garded the literal sense as the foundation (201). Pursuing deeper meanings is 
important, because “Scripture has a literal sense as well as nonliteral senses” 
(201). Drawing on Hans Boersma, John O’Keefe, and R. R. Reno through-
out, Chase advances the notion that allegorical interpretation is desirable for 
edifying the reader and for forming virtue in readers of Scripture (202–3).

Section B covers the practice of allegory through the same six stages 
of church history discussed before (Questions 27–32). These chapters 
highlight the approach to allegorical interpretation and more broadly, the 
understanding of the literal sense or multiple senses, but very few actual 
examples of allegorical interpretation are provided here. Chase unpacks 
the move from premodern hermeneutics through the Reformation and the 
rise of the historical-critical method with the Enlightenment and does offer 
some helpful insights into their approach to allegory.

In the last section (C), Chase asks the important question, “How should 
we practice allegorical interpretation?” (Question 33), before identifying 
what he views as allegorical from Genesis to Revelation (Questions 34–39). 
In terms of the former question, Chase does not want to abandon allegor-
ical interpretation but instead bridle it by searching for textual controls to 
ground it in the literal sense and establishing it through a canonical lens 
(250–51). Per Chase, allegorical reading needs to be grounded in the plain 
sense of a text, should not contradict clearer passages of Scripture, honor 
the rule of faith, and be controlled by the unity of the Testaments, thus the 
interpretation must fit the whole canon (252–53). 

What does an “allegorical reading” yield? For Chase, such an interpretation 
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may be established all through the OT and the NT. Moreover, there is much 
overlap with typology. Many of the same figures and events that Chase 
identified as typological in Part 2 reappear as allegorical in Part 3. Adam and 
Eve, Abel, Abraham, Joseph, the exodus, the manna, the sacrificial system, 
Rahab’s scarlet cord, David versus Goliath, exile, the rebuilding of the walls (in 
Ezra-Nehemiah), the defeat of Haman, Job, wisdom (Proverbs), the husband 
and bride of the Song of Solomon, and the vine of Isaiah 5 were all treated 
as typological to some degree but these persons, events, and institutions 
have double duty in being allegorical as well. Take for example David and 
Goliath. In the typology section, David’s defeat of Goliath is typological of 
Jesus, the seed of the woman, in defeating his enemies as the victory of the 
cross surpasses the defeat of Goliath (161). In Part 3 on allegory, David’s 
triumph over Goliath is allegorical of the defeat of God’s enemies and more, 
for “the stone is the cross, and the wound on Goliath’s forehead is the ser-
pent’s head finally crushed (Gen 3:15; 1 Sam. 17:49). When read within 
the whole canon, the victory of David over Goliath has messianic tones for 
those with ears to hear. And in our union with Christ, the victory of David 
is ours as well. . . . [W]e overcome temptations and persevere through trials” 
(263). Many other allegories are offered such as the tabernacle furniture, 
Nathan’s rebuke of David, the vine of Psalm 80, Jeremiah’s loincloth, the dry 
bones in the valley (Ezekiel), Nebuchadnezzar’s dream, the names of Hosea’s 
children, and many others. In addition, there are allegories in the NT, like 
the gifts of the Magi (279), John the Baptist’s diet (280), and Jesus’ calming 
of the storm means that “through all the storms we face, he calls us to be 
people of faith rather than people debilitated by fear” (281). The parables, 
Jesus as the Good Shepherd, the bread and cup of the last supper, Peter’s 
vision of a great sheet (Acts 10:9–15), to Pauls’ allegorical interpretation in 
Galatians 4:24–31 to joining Christ outside the camp (Heb 13:13) to the 
woman and the dragon in Revelation 12, these are some of the other NT 
allegories that Chase identifies.

Assessing Part 3 on allegory is no easy task given that so much needs to 
be unraveled. This part is more complicated than Part 2, but it is also less 
convincing. A variety of challenges may be offered.

First, Chase does not adequately define what an allegory is. Generally, an 
allegory is a literary form or literary genre featuring an extended metaphor or a 
trope that functions to illustrate and tell a story or convey truth by personifying 
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abstract concepts. One can think of The Pilgrim’s Progress. John Bunyan’s story is 
an allegory of a Christian’s life and walk toward the Holy City. Chase is correct 
that an allegory involves speaking one thing in order to say something else, 
but he does not properly discuss allegory as a literary device and genre that is 
grounded in human authorial intent. Indeed, there are allegories in Scripture 
and parables are akin to allegories, but the allegories are crafted and designed 
by the authors of Scripture. Chase is right to distinguish allegory from allegor-
ical interpretation (194). But the problem is that Chase legitimizes allegorical 
interpretation as a reading strategy, thus placing the focus and emphasis on the 
act of interpretation instead of concentrating on allegories as part of revelation 
(more on this later). The role of the reader is to identify the allegories that 
are there in the text, intended by the author, but not force new meanings that 
are unrelated to the authorial discourse. Kevin Vanhoozer is correct when he 
states, “Interpreters err either when they allegorize discourse that is intended 
to be taken literally or when they ‘literalize’ discourse that is intended to be 
taken figuratively” (Is There a Meaning Meaning in This Text? The Bible, the 
Reader, and the Morality of Literary Knowledge [Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 
1998], 311). Notice Vanhoozer’s emphasis on “intended.” As faithful readers, 
we need to follow authorial intent and not read a passage as an allegory when 
it is not so intended.

Second, while Chase claims that allegorical reading is legitimate by basing 
it in the literal sense, by not contradicting clearer passages, by honoring the 
rule of faith, and by creating space for Christ within the canonical sweep of 
Scripture, but in actual practice (see Section C of Part 3), he cannot make 
good on his claim. In many places, the canonical horizon runs roughshod 
over the immediate context. The three horizons of biblical interpretation, the 
textual, epochal, and canonical horizons (as described by Richard Lints and 
advanced by Stephen Wellum) are not functioning properly in Chase’s inter-
pretative scheme and it does not appear that the epochal horizon even exists 
in his approach. One can provide an allegorical interpretation that does not 
contradict another passage of Scripture, emphasizes Christ, and is in keeping 
with the rule of faith but nevertheless, still does violence to the original con-
text and the textual horizon of that passage. The doctrine of inspiration is the 
driving force for why faithful readers of Scripture must maintain the original 
human authorial intent because God speaks through human authors (i.e., the 
concursive theory of inspiration) and the divine intent is bound up with the 
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human authorial intent. There are developments and sometimes human authors 
do speak beyond what they know (sensus plenior), but the original contextual 
meaning has to be maintained even as there is development along the axis of 
the covenantal unfolding of revelation. It is not legitimate to read NT realities 
back into OT texts, making massive jumps with an allegorical scheme.

Third, for the many examples that Chase offers as allegories throughout the 
Bible (Section C of Part 3) are largely unconvincing in my view. Some of the 
examples, such as the exodus (257–58) or his treatment of Psalm 72 (268) 
I would classify as typology. Other examples he lists do involve metaphors 
and symbols, but is this really allegory? Still other examples Chase seems to 
allegorize the text or cast features of the text as illustrations of Christ (e.g., 
Jesus is Abel, p. 256) or the Christians’ call to follow him (e.g., the fisherman 
laying down their nets, p. 280; Jesus calming of the storm, p. 281). In some 
of these cases, what I observe are loose theological associations or parallels 
or analogies based on some detail of the text being made by the interpreter, 
but not flowing out of the text itself. These associations may not be outright 
wrong, there are applications, implications, and significance to be drawn from 
the biblical text, but they should be called that, and not labeled “allegories.”

For my last critique of Part 3, it should be noted that Chase’s interpretation of 
Galatians 4:21–31 is fraught with many difficulties (288–89; cf. 256–57). Is it 
really Paul who is doing an “allegorical reading” here and interpreting the family 
of Abraham in an allegorical fashion? Unfortunately, at no point does Chase 
engage with Ardel Caneday’s significant treatment of this passage (“Covenant 
Lineage Allegorically Prefigured: ‘Which Things are Written Allegorically’ 
[Galatians 4:21–13],” SBJT 14 [2010], 50–77). Caneday argues, convincingly 
to my mind, that Paul does not spin or create the allegory here as he expects 
his readers to recognize the figurative aspects already there in the Pentateuch 
(see Gal 4:21, 30). Instead of typology, which is focused more on discrete 
persons, events, and institutions (and typological elements are pointed out by 
Paul in Gal 4:21–23, 28–30), Paul may have used the term “allegory” in this 
passage because the focus is on the entire narrative concerning the promises 
to Abraham and the complex set of themes regarding the obstacles to those 
promises. Isaiah also notices the features of the Genesis account (see Isa 51:2 
and 54:1, the latter cited by Paul in Gal 4:27) and Isaiah’s development of the 
barren woman (Sarah) with Jerusalem provides Paul with the redemptive-his-
torical context that sharpens what may be observed as the allegorical, larger 
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than life, features already present in Genesis.
Finally, Chase rounds out the book with a question on why interpreters 

should care about typology and allegory (Part 4, Question 40). The testimony 
of Jesus means that “typological and allegorical interpretation are ways to read 
that earlier Scripture in light of his claim” (295). These “reading strategies” 
are needed to show how the OT points to Christ and they take seriously 
how Jesus used the OT and taught his disciples to interpret it. Moreover, the 
“reading strategies of typology and allegory” are needed “because they clarify 
what a biblical author is doing with an earlier passage and what the meaning 
of that passage is in its canonical context” (296). Thirdly, Chase argues we 
need a return to typological and allegorical interpretation in view of the Great 
Tradition and how their reading of the Word of God was in faith even if we 
don’t agree with all of their interpretative moves. In addition, typological and 
allegorical interpretations are needed for the task of preaching and for blessing 
the reader of Scripture (298–299). 

Tackling the subject of typology and allegory is no simple task and Chase 
has labored not just to define typology and allegory, but to review church 
history and to apply his hand in looking throughout the grand sweep of 
Scripture to identify types and allegories. Chase should be applauded for 
taking on such an ambitious endeavor. Nevertheless, my overall assessment 
of his book is that it poses more problems and questions than it actually 
solves. There are at least three important points to be made.

First, throughout the entire work, Chase speaks of typological interpreta-
tion and allegorical interpretation along with using the terms “typology” and 
“allegory.” As mentioned above regarding the last question of the book in 
Part 4, Chase refers to typology and allegory as “reading strategies.” What is 
confusing about all this is that types and allegories belong, first and foremost, 
in the category of revelation. By accenting typological interpretation and 
allegorical interpretation in his treatment and discussion the locus is placed 
primarily in the realm of hermeneutics. But types and allegories are latent to 
the text of Scripture, a species of divine revelation, and the role of the reader 
is to identify them as such. When we read portions of Scripture that feature 
poetry, we don’t say that one needs to apply a poetic interpretation, or when 
we come across texts of Scripture on the law, we don’t say we must apply a 
legal interpretation. No, we read poetry according to its nature, we read legal 
portions of Scripture according to it nature. Ardel Caneday has been pointing 
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this out in a variety of articles and essays but Chase is either not aware of 
this important distinction or ignores it. For example, Caneday, argues that 
“to identify typology as a hermeneutical term or key locates the discussion 
within the interpretation of Scripture rather than principally within the nature 
of Scripture where it belongs. To categorize typology as the NT writers’ [or 
biblical interpreters’] ‘hermeneutical endeavor’ and to identify biblical typology 
with nomenclature such as ‘typological interpretation’ or ‘exegetical method’ 
seems to subvert the claim that biblical types are prophetic foreshadowings 
or prefiguring clues of things to come which are recognizable within the OT 
before they reach fulfillment in their NT antitypes.” What is more, the language 
of “[a]llegorical interpretation means something different from interpretation 
of an allegory. John Bunyan wrote The Pilgrim’s Progress as an allegory, but his 
allegory does not call for allegorical interpretation. We do not interpret it allegor-
ically. Rather, we acknowledge that it is an allegory and read it in keeping with 
its allegorical nature” (“Biblical Types: Revelation Concealed in Plain Sight 
to be Disclosed—‘These Things Occurred Typologically to Them and Were 
Written Down for Our Admonition,” in God’s Glory Revealed in Christ: Essays 
on Biblical Theology in Honor of Thomas R. Schreiner, ed. Denny Burk, James M. 
Hamilton, Jr., and Brian Vickers [Nashville: B&H, 2019], 142, 143 [emphasis 
original]). This is important, because Chase’s discussion of typology and alle-
gory is muddled by his nomenclature and in his focus of each as interpretative 
practices, instead of concentrating on the redemptive-historical and literary 
features latent to the text of Scripture. At points Chase talks about identifying 
types and he distinguishes between allegory and allegorical interpretation, but 
these distinctions are not sustained throughout his presentation. Hermeneu-
tical principles are certainly at stake with biblical typology and allegory (e.g., 
how is the reader to identify a type and understand an allegory?), but with the 
emphasis on interpretative practices and the canonical horizon, even though 
the conclusions Chase draws may be within the rule of faith, I find that what 
is applied is an extratextual grid forced upon the text of Scripture for some of 
the allegories and types he claims as such.

Second, it is interesting that while Chase has a helpful discussion on how 
Scripture uses Scripture (27–29), it is by no means as thorough as it could be. I 
think that some of the types and many of the allegories that Chase identifies as 
such belong in a different category altogether. For example, in G.K. Beale’s Hand-
book on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament: Exegesis and Interpretation 
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(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2012), 67–71, Beale presents the category of 
analogical or illustrative uses of the OT in the NT. An example he provides is 1 
Corinthians 9:9-10 with the citation of Deuteronomy 25:4. For Chase, however, 
he describes this passage as an allegorical reading by Paul (see 287–88). It seems 
that the categories of typology and allegory have become too all-encompassing 
in Chase’s framework. I think readers of Scripture should follow Beale though, 
given his careful and nuanced classifications of how the NT uses the OT.

Third, and finally, the general sense from reading 40 Questions about Typology 
and Allegory, with its emphasis on the great tradition and premodern herme-
neutics, and the significant dependence on Peter Leithart, Keith Stanglin, and 
Craig Carter, is that this is a work moving in the direction of going beyond the 
sensus literalis. Chase seems to advocate for a spiritual sense in addition to the 
literal sense. There are a variety of elements in the book that may be correlated 
with the theological interpretation of Scripture (TIS) movement. As Richard 
Muller reminds us though, the “Reformed made a strict distinction between 
allegories and figures that were intrinsic to the text and therefore its literal sense 
and allegories imposed from without by the imaginative expositor” (Holy Scrip-
ture: The Cognitive Foundation of Theology, vol. 2 of Post Reformation Reformed 
Dogmatics: The Rise and Development of Reformed Orthodoxy, ca. 1520 to ca. 1725, 
2nd ed. [Grand Rapids: Baker 2003], 474). While Chase at points recognizes 
in his history and theological assumption sections the single, literal sense of 
the Reformers, still, the tenor of the book, as well as Chase’s typological and 
allegorical interpretations suggest that we should move beyond the literal sense.

Properly understanding the types, allegories, symbols, imagery, meta-
phors, and so on of the Biblical text is crucial for readers of Scripture even 
as there are many complications in interpreting them, especially for those 
wanting to rightly handle the word of truth (2 Tim 2:15). Mitchell Chase’s 
40 Questions about Typology and Allegory seeks to provide answers on these 
issues. While I remain unconvinced by his analysis, especially with regard 
to allegory, this book will be a resource that scholars will need to engage 
with for years to come.

1 Mitchell L. Chase, 40 Questions about Typology and Allegory (Grand Rapids: Kregel Academic, 2020). 
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Book Reviews
In the Name of God: The Colliding Lives, Legends, and Legacies of J. Frank 
Norris and George W. Truett. By O. S. Hawkins. Nashville: B&H Academic, 
2021, 224 pp., $20.99 hardcover.

O. S. Hawkins has faithfully and significantly served Southern Baptists in 
several meaningful roles during his lifetime of ministry as a pastor, author, 
and recently retired president of Guidestone Financial Resources. His newest 
book is a retelling of a fascinating portion of Southern Baptist history in a 
rousing form. Southern Baptists have not been good at telling our history, and 
as a result many of our people have little sense of rootedness, leading some 
to look elsewhere to find roots. So, we are indebted to him for an engagingly 
written account of the basic ministries of two towering figures in SBC life 
in the early twentieth century. I hope coming generations who barely know 
Criswell and Rogers will, as a result of this book, gather awareness of and 
appreciation for George Truett and J. Frank Norris. 

Hawkins tells the story of each man, dubbing Norris “the Texas Tornado” 
and Truett “The Eternal Optimist.” He devotes a chapter to the overall story 
of each, and then a chapter specifically on the conflict between them. The 
sad reality is that far too often Bible-believing leaders end up in bitter con-
flict with one another. Hawkins does not shy away from this sad reality and 
discusses strengths and weaknesses of both men.

Hawkins is absolutely right that this story is rich with connections to 
and lessons for today. However, my break with the book is in the lessons it 
draws. These deductions are the focus of chapter 5, but can be found sprin-
kled throughout earlier parts of the book. It becomes clear that one aim of 
the book is a rehabilitation of J. Frank Norris. This is understandable since 
Hawkins notes in the Introduction that his family’s “spiritual roots” are in 
the ministry of Norris, including the fact that his father was converted under 
Norris. We should always be alert to evidences of grace among fellow believ-
ers, even those with whom we disagree or who ultimately made a mess of 
things. So, since Norris has typically been demonized, it is appropriate that 
we be reminded of positive contributions he made. However, I think Hawkins 
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goes too far in his rehabilitation. He is correct that Norris shaped quite a bit 
within our denomination, but perhaps not as helpfully as Hawkins suggested. 

The book takes particular aim at the claim of historian Leon McBeth 
that Norris made “no contribution to Southern Baptist ministries in this 
[twentieth] century.” Despite McBeth, Hawkins suggests seven specific ways 
Norris shaped Southern Baptist life and practice: Sunday School, Cooperative 
Program, Baptist Faith and Message, Conservative Resurgence, Preaching, 
Eschatology, and Evangelism and Church Growth. To disprove McBeth, all 
that is needed is to demonstrate any level of influence, which is a fairly low 
bar. Still, it seems the book overstates the evidence in several places. 

The book’s argument is not so much that Norris led Southern Baptists to 
do certain things, but that things he did are now the most common methods 
or ideas in SBC life. Often no real causal connection is made. A more general- 
and less verifiable- “influence” is what is argued. The strongest argument is 
Sunday School. It was fascinating to learn that Arthur Flake, architect of the 
influential Sunday School growth approach, got his start at FBC Fort Worth 
under Norris. Flake’s method did indeed make a profound contribution to 
SBC work in the twentieth century. Flake’s influence on ministry thinking 
has largely disappeared today, though. The book’s weakest argument is for 
Norris’s influence on the Cooperative Program, where its main point seems 
to be that the failure of the Seventy-five Million Campaign is more the fault 
of Truett than Norris, even though Norris opposed the campaign which was 
a precursor of the Cooperative Program.

Hawkins argues Norris’s relentless challenge to doctrinal slide within the 
SBC helped prompt leaders to adopt a statement of faith, The Baptist Faith 
and Message, in 1925. That makes sense. Hawkins also points out that the 
popularity of expositional preaching, often preaching through books, in the 
SBC today is much more like Norris’s preaching than Truett’s. That seems 
to be true, though it is interesting that the argument for Norris making a 
contribution is cast in terms of Norris vs. Truett. It is not argued that Norris 
caused the move toward more expository preaching, but merely that there 
is resemblance. 

In eschatology, Hawkins points out that the majority of Southern Bap-
tists today hold to a dispensational premillennial view of eschatology, like 
Norris, unlike the postmillennialism of Truett. This is true, though how much 
Norris has to do with this is not shown. It is odd the book goes on to argue 
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that postmillennialism is what led Truett to “his limited use of reproof ” and 
Norris’s premillennial dispensationalism led to his more polemical approach. 
While postmillennialists do claim a more optimistic view (history is headed 
to the fullness of the Kingdom of God before Christ returns), they argue 
this will come about due to vigorous kingdom work, including preaching. 
And, as in the Sunday School discussion, it must be noted the dominance 
of dispensational thought in the SBC has been waning for some time.

The book also argues that Norris contributed to the Conservative Resur-
gence because its leaders learned from his failure in addressing theological 
slide in the 1920’s. Specifically Paige Patterson and Paul Pressler “learned 
what to do and what not to do” from Norris (122). They learned, it says, 
not to leave the denomination like Norris did, but to work from the inside. 
Positively, they learned to follow Norris’s example in taking the issues to the 
laypeople. Thus, according to the book, the Conservative Resurgence was the 
“extension of the methodology” as well as “the ministerial vision” of J. Frank 
Norris (125). The people I know who were at the center of the Conservative 
Resurgence repudiate any close connection with Norris, and are appalled 
at the suggestion. The populist impulse is in the DNA of SBC life, even if 
some oppose it, and cannot be attributed merely to Norris. I have no doubt 
there are similarities between the controversies of the 1920’s and that of the 
1970-80’s. But to say “Norris resurfaced … in the very mood, methods, and 
manners of those who led the Conservative Resurgence” (126) is a large 
claim. He seems to have in mind Patterson and Pressler, leaving aside many 
other key leaders. Perhaps he is right that Patterson is the heir of Norris. 
But that raises the question of whether this is a positive thing or not. There 
is a darker side to the CR, where people received threatening phone calls if 
they ran for offices when certain leaders did not want them to do so. That 
does sound like Norris. It does not sound like the faithful men I know who 
sought to eschew hyperbole and character assassination, focusing rather on 
the important theological issues at stake. 

Lastly, and related to the earlier Sunday School point, the book argues 
that Norris contributed to the Southern Baptist emphasis on and pursuit 
of evangelism and church growth. This is evidenced in the fact that Norris 
pioneered several methods popular today among Southern Baptists including 
the megachurch model, multi-site church, the use of media, and a strong 
pastor-led model of church government. Norris was a pioneer in the use of 
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media and no doubt significantly shaped Southern Baptists and others in 
this way. On the other three categories I have questions. The book states, 
“The more modern phenomenon of megachurches in almost every city 
of America today has its origin in the life and ministry of J. Frank Norris” 
(136).  That is a large claim. The only thing approaching support given for 
the claim is the fact that FBC Fort Worth was the largest Protestant church 
in America at the time. But there were other very large churches, including 
Truett’s at FBC Dallas, and Spurgeon’s in London several decades earlier. 

More concerning is attributing the multisite movement to Norris. What-
ever one may think of multisite today, I cannot see that one man in the 1920’s 
could really pastor two churches of multiple thousands of people 1300 miles 
apart (Fort Worth, TX and Detroit, MI). He could preach to them, but the 
problem of equating that with pastoring is a topic for another essay. Given 
Norris’s penchant for self-promotion (discussed below) this sounds more 
like the rise of celebrity pastors than anything positive. Connecting this with 
the point that Norris favored a strong pastor-led governance model can be 
concerning, since the book notes that after one controversy, FBC Fort Worth 
never again had regular business meetings, and that by the end of Norris’s 
ministry “no official deacons served the church” (31). Strong leadership is 
not unaccountable leadership.

This leads me to my central concern about this book. It is a nice read. 
And, it is right to look for evidences of grace in any brother. But, do we really 
want to hold up J. Frank Norris as a model for pastors? Whether intended 
or not, the book can be interpreted as a rehabilitation project. If the goal is 
to acknowledge there were positive outcomes from this flawed man’s life, 
then good. But, we must also face squarely that he embodies much of what 
we are still in need of shedding. The book’s portrait of Norris reveals serious 
problems for one who would be a pastor, even more so the pastor of more 
than one church and that with practically full sway in decision making.

The book says of Norris: “From his pen and pulpit in Fort Worth, he 
would swoop down out of his own dark cloud, strike with dastardly force, 
and often leave the ruins of lives and even legacies in his wake.” (19, emphasis 
added). It also notes the comment of Homer Ritchie, who followed Norris 
as pastor, who said, “Dr. Norris … could be the kindest, most loving person, 
but if you ever crossed him or embarrassed him, he could be as mean as 
the devil himself.” (19-20, emphasis added). Later Hawkins acknowledges, 
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“With the exception of his decades-long associate Louis Entzminger, Norris 
eventually spewed out his vitriol on everyone with whom he had been associated 
in ministry” (46-47, emphasis added). We must be vigilant to guard against 
doctrinal error, but we must never condone or excuse this sort of behavior.

We need shepherds who are willing to contend for the faith, not ones who 
are itching for a fight. According to the book, “Frank Norris lived in constant 
fear that he was going to miss some contentious confrontation or fierce fight” 
(32). At more length later, Hawkins states:

J. Frank Norris raised the use of exaggeration and hyperbole in the pulpits and 

the pens of some preachers to a higher art form. He became notorious for cutting, 

pasting, and doctoring the pictures of his crowds to make them appear larger 

than they actually were before printing them in his self-promoting tabloids. Such 

tactics struck at the heart of his character and insecurities. Norris biographer Ray 

Tatum astutely observes that ‘regardless of his success, the emotional hunger, 

the sensational craving for a larger and larger ministry was never satisfied.’ His 

enemies constantly accused him of fabricating and grossly exaggerating his suc-

cesses, and his own people just smiled and looked the other way. He lived with 

virtually no accountability. (53)

Sadly, the example of J. Frank Norris carries on in this way far too much 
among us. Willingness to lie (that’s the proper word) to promote oneself, 
insecurity leading to a craving for a “larger and larger ministry” ceases to be 
Christian ministry in any meaningful sense. This sheds a different light as well 
on the sensationalism of Norris which seems to be approved of in the book. 
At some point such work ceases to be about the good of souls and becomes 
merely self-exaltation which receives Jesus’s stinging rebuke, “How can you 
believe, when you receive glory from one another and do not seek the glory 
that comes from the only God?” ( John 5:44). We must not avoid controversy 
when thrust upon us, but we do need some of the decorum seen in Truett.

In light of this it is surprising for Hawkins to say Norris led a life of “moral 
impeccability” which he explains as staying “free from the slightest hint of 
scandal in the realms of money or morals” (138). I imagine by “morals” he 
means sexual sin, but “morality” cannot be constrained to this realm. Con-
sidering such viciousness, slander and manipulation as something acceptable 
and devoid of moral weight is one of our problems today.
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In conclusion, Hawkins tells a compelling story which deserves to be 
known. The book begins evenhandedly, but eventually it becomes an 
argument for esteeming Norris over Truett. Both men had strengths and 
weaknesses. Hawkins succeeds in making his point that “Despite his self-pro-
motion, questionable methodologies, and sometimes suspect motives, J. 
Frank Norris must be listed among the major figures of religious, societal, 
and cultural discussions of his time” (151). Norris indeed had a significant 
impact on Southern Baptist life, and we should look to his life for import-
ant lessons. How positive that impact and those lessons are is the issue. We 
still wrestle with the temptation to overlook doctrinal error for the sake of 
denominational loyalty on the one hand or to devolve into demonizing one 
another using slander and misrepresentation on the other hand. Neither path 
is right or God-honoring. We need faithful, firm, yet gracious guides along 
this difficult path, and I doubt Norris is such a helpful guide.

Ray Van Neste
Dean, School of Theology and Missions Union University

Discovering Revelation: Content, Interpretation, Reception. By David A. deSilva. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2021, 235 pp., $22.00 paper. 

The Book of Revelation has perplexed interpreters since its composition. Its 
elusive genre combined with distance to its historical setting create a chasm 
of confusion for Bible readers today. Nevertheless, the church rightly keeps 
reading and interpreting this important book of Scripture. Moreover, scholars 
should still write books and commentaries on it to help bring further clarity 
to its meaning. One such book recent book is David deSilva’s Discovering 
Revelation: Content, Interpretation, Reception. DeSilva is the Trustees’ Distin-
guished Professor of NT and Greek at Ashland Theological Seminary and is 
a prolific author. Discovering Revelation follows his first book on Revelation, 
Seeing Things John’s Way: The Rhetoric of Revelation (2009). This new book 
is part of the Discovering Biblical Texts series by Eerdmans which aims to 
provide short, accessible introductions to biblical books. Discovering Reve-
lation is one of the new books in the series and seeks to help readers better 
grasp the message of John’s Revelation.

 The book’s simple structure begins with four chapters related to 
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introductory matters and then movers sequentially in the rest of the chap-
ters through the book of Revelation. Chapter one gives an overview of the 
book of Revelation and its varied reception. DeSilva notes that Revelation 
would have been initially read corporately in one setting which “suggests 
that overall impact and impressions may be as important a ‘meaning effect’ 
of the book as detailed exposition” (3). DeSilva makes the point throughout 
that being moved and impressed by the book for faith and action are much 
more significant than ‘decoding’ the book’s ‘meaning.’ Central to its meaning 
is the power of John’s language to move the saints to persevere. As he notes 
later in the book, “One is left to wonder once more whether Revelation is 
best decoded or experienced” (66). 

Chapter two covers the hermeneutical approach to the book. DeSilva 
interprets Revelation from three worlds: “The world behind a text, the world 
within a text and the world in front of a text” (12). The world behind the text 
pays attention to the composition history and historical situation of the 
author. The world within a text “calls for a close reading of the composition 
itself and a thorough and genre-appropriate analysis of its internal dynamics” 
(13). For this, the tools of literary criticism are used. Finally, the world in 
front of the text pays attention to the reader’s own situation and what he or 
she brings to the text. Interpretation must also pay careful attention to genre. 
Revelation is both letter and prophecy and apocalypse. 

Chapter three dives into the difficult task of dating the book of Revela-
tion. After laying out the different reasons for an early date (i.e., before AD 
70) or later date, deSilva concludes that the “present volume will tend to 
work from the hypothesis that John’s work was entirely composed during 
Domitian’s reign to address the situation of Christians in Roman Asia” (38). 
This chapter also has a discussion on authorship and composition. Chapter 
four provides a short background to the Greco-Roman world of John’s day. 

The rest of the book proceeds through the book of Revelation. Every verse 
is not discussed, but the major interpretive issues are. Often deSilva provides 
helpful background from the Greco-Roman world that illumines interpreta-
tion. For example, in defense of reading Babylon as Rome, deSilva describes 
a bronze sesterce minted by Vespasian: “It shows the goddess Roma reclining 
on the seven hills on which the city rests” (147). Such imagery bodes wells 
with John’s description of Babylon sitting on seven mountains. Moreover, 
“Poets commonly referred to Rome as urbs septicollis, a ‘seven-hilled city’” 
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(148) to which deSilva supplies ample citations from first-century authors. 
DeSilva has a final chapter that concludes the book and encourages readers 
to reflect theologically on the book. 

DeSilva has managed to do much in this short space in Discovering Rev-
elation. A few strengths are worth mentioning: First, deSilva succeeds at 
being both brief and clear. This book avoids technical language and reads 
clearly. Second, this book provides insight into the Greco-Roman world 
of John’s day. Far too often Revelation has been read with emphasis on the 
interpreter’s current context rather than the original writer’s. Knowledge of 
the Greco-Roman world of which John was a part often provides insight into 
the meaning of John’s imagery. Finally, deSilva succeeds at providing brief 
overviews of the major issues in interpreting Revelation. Those interested 
in learning more will be aided by the footnotes and bibliography.

One major weakness of this book is its lack of attention to the importance 
of the OT background for interpreting Revelation. DeSilva often notes where 
terms or concepts come from OT books, “the scene owes a great deal to 
Ezekiel’s oracle”(178) or “reference to Isaiah’s and Ezekiel’s visions of the 
restored and glorified Jerusalem pervade John’s vision” (183), but he does 
not discuss how these references are important for interpretation. Is John 
merely using the language of the OT prophets or is he interpreting them in 
some way? If the latter is true, what does the original context of the passage 
tell us about how John is using it here? Given the many allusions to the OT 
by John, it is important to discuss the relevance of the OT in interpreting 
Revelation. 

Discovering Revelation is a helpful introduction to the book of Revelation. 
In particular, for those wanting to be introduced to the Greco-Roman back-
ground related to interpreting Revelation, this book will be helpful. This book 
can easily function as a college or seminary textbook for a class on Revelation, 
and would also be helpful for anyone wanting to better understand the issues 
related to interpreting the book of Revelation. Despite Revelation’s difficulty, 
the church must keep reading and interpreting it. Thankfully there are many 
resources available to help us in this task.

Dalton Bowser, PhD Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary
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Linguistics and New Testament Greek: Key Issues in the Current Debate. Edited 
by David Alan Black and Benjamin L. Merkle. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 
2020, 276 pp., $26 paper.

This volume presents the conference proceedings of the same name, occur-
ring at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, April 26-27, 2019. The 
introduction by David Alan Black and conclusion by Benjamin Merkle 
admirably position the contributions. The volume includes a glossary and 
indices of Scripture/ancient sources, authors, and subjects. I will group the 
contributions into generally related areas and give comments on them in 
that order before giving overview comments on the entire volume.

First, two essays give a broad survey of how linguistics relates to NT 
Greek (henceforth, NTGk). Stanley Porter (chapter 1) examines the main 
linguistic schools which have impacted NTGk studies. A significant point 
emerging here is that exegetes have linguistic commitments—as a rule 
unconscious and haphazard—and one of the values of engaging linguistics 
is being forced to consider how language works in a principled manner. This 
chapter is complimented by Nicolas Ellis’ final chapter (chapter 11) which 
discusses how linguistics and exegesis have related to each other throughout 
history. In a word, poorly. Exegesis has generally been carried out without 
principled consideration of the discipline of linguistics. Ellis reminds exegetes 
that linguistics is as necessary to sound exegesis as history and philosophy. 
Not only do exegetes need some linguistic-oriented approach, but they also 
must learn to engage and judge the sorts of truth claims linguistic theories 
make as those truth claims are increasingly used to support certain exegetical 
conclusions.

Several essays have a more pedagogical focus. The most obvious two here 
are Robert Plummer’s chapter on whether an ideal introductory grammar 
exists (chapter 10) and T. Michael W. Halcomb’s chapter on living language 
approaches to teaching Greek (chapter 7). These chapters nicely complement 
each other, addressing the on-going turbulence over what is “the best” way to 
teach Greek. Plummer’s reflections remind the reader of both the constraints 
and possibilities embedded in the current system of Greek teaching and Hal-
comb’s chapter suggests a via media between so-called grammar-translation 
and living language approaches, both as a more realistic description of what 
has come before us and as a way to develop the practice of teaching Greek 
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in a direction which engages learners.
I include two other essays in this pedagogical sub-group. First, Randall 

Buth’s discussion (chapter 8) on the role of pronunciation in NTGk studies. 
Buth reviews the evidence indicating the inadequacies of the Erasmian pro-
nunciation system for Koine Greek. More importantly, he shows teachers of 
the language that the ability to pronounce words is a necessary component 
of learning to read NTGk, not an optional nicety to help class move on. As 
a non-optional part of language learning, more time and effort should be 
directed towards learning Greek pronunciation, and while doing that, why 
not use a pronunciation system which aims to reflect how Koine Greek was 
pronounced? Second, Thomas Hudgins writes the most ambitious of all the 
chapters is this collection—an attempt to survey electronic resources for 
NTGk study (chapter 9). Given the impossibility of a comprehensive survey, 
Hudgins provides useful summaries on resources for syntax, word studies, 
text criticism, and novel ways to access the text which will have something 
of benefit for any reader.

The last sub-group of essays is a heterogenous group of “case-studies” 
on different facets of Greek where linguistic approaches have lead both to 
debate and advances in NTGk study. First, Constantine Campbell (chapter 
2) discusses verbal aspect. While Campbell’s position is a minority report, 
he admirably sums up the main issues for any desiring an entry point or 
refresher on the discussion of verbal aspect in NTGk studies. Engagement 
with Greek aspect studies outside the cul-de-sac of NTGk would have been 
welcome to give better perspective on how odd the NTGk debate actually 
is. Next, Michael Aubrey discusses the Greek perfect (chapter 3). Aubrey’s 
contribution is unique in that he does not give a general survey of the state 
of affairs or a rehash prior work; rather, he presents a new synthesis of the 
evidence necessary for explaining how the perfect functions in Greek. Aubrey 
enables the reader to understand what is entailed in a working description of 
the perfect. In the following chapter, Jonathan Pennington discusses the Greek 
middle voice (chapter 4). He unpacks in clear ways the emerging consensus 
among specialists that Greek has a two-voice verbal system (not three, as 
most grammars still have it). Next comes a pair of related essays by Stephen 
Levinsohn and Steven Runge (chapters 5 and 6) dealing with discourse 
analysis and constituent order in Greek. These two chapters demonstrate 
how advances in linguistic analysis can be used for understanding how a text 
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is ordered at the big and small levels by giving better insight into how big 
chunks of a text are structured through linguistic means and how the amor-
phous structure of Greek sentences is a key means authors use to organize 
the information they are conveying to achieve their communication goals.

By way of summarizing comments, this volume serves as a good entry into 
the various issues it covers. Most of the essays are oriented towards synthesis 
and summary, presenting the shape of the elephant for each issue discussed. 
Some break new ground, especially those by Aubrey and Halcomb. Where 
appropriate, the authors make direct application of their topic to exegesis. 
This volume targets students actively engaged in the process of learning and 
using Greek, scholars who have specialized in areas other than Greek study, 
and it will be of benefit to pastors looking to sharpen their Greek exegetical 
tools. There is theory here which will help the exegete become more engaged 
with linguistics as well as an undertone of tension between the contributors 
showing the need for caution moving forward. Linguistics has established 
itself as a necessary voice to heed in NT studies. This volume can help the 
exegete better understand why this is the case.

Nathaniel J. Erickson, PhD Student, New Testament
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Discovering Exodus: Content, Interpretation, Reception. By Ralph K. Hawkins. 
Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2021, 240 pp., $22.00 paper.

Ralph K. Hawkins argues for the distinctiveness of the book of Exodus in 
his book Discovering Exodus: Content, Interpretation, Reception. He claims 
that it is part of Israel’s reason for existence, with the rest of the Pentateuch, 
but contains many of the most important events and characters in Israel’s 
history and so still stands apart from the rest of the Pentateuch. Hawkins is 
professor of biblical and archaeological studies at Averett University and is 
the director of the religion program.

The book is structured as thirteen mostly independent chapters. Hawkins 
begins with the history of source and literary criticism then moves to histor-
ical questions about the exodus specifically the large numbers of Israelites 
and the lack archaeological evidence for the migration. 

After this background, several major themes in Exodus are explored. The 
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first is the early portion of Exodus with discussions about the origin of the 
divine name and the call of Moses. Then the portrayal of Moses as a leader, 
the power of God, and the law of God in Exodus. The final themes discussed 
are the presence of God, the gospel of Israel, and secondary characters in 
Exodus.

The final three chapters of the book are echoes of Exodus in the OT, NT, 
and Western culture. These explore uses of the book and its major themes 
through quotations, allusions, and artistic depictions of the major characters 
and events. Since the chapters are fairly independent, Hawkins does not 
provide a concluding chapter that brings all the points together. Each chapter 
contains a conclusion section, but these do not build into a single message, 
save that the book of Exodus is unique and influential.

Overall, Discovering the Exodus is a very informative book. Hawkins’s 
level of research and scholarly interaction is shown by the thirty-two-page 
bibliography at the end of the book. He brought together research from 
biblical scholarship, archaeology, and ancient Near Eastern history. Most of 
the pages are filled with lengthy footnotes from a variety of sources, as the 
substantial bibliography can attest.

The lack of coherence between the chapters is not an issue for the book 
when considered for classroom use. Each chapter provides a broad survey of 
one particular topic, or cluster of topics, and concludes in a way that makes it 
a self-contained unit. Students, then, could read from a selection of chapters 
or read the chapters in a different order that fits the class teaching without 
missing any valuable information or overarching main point. This is helpful 
for someone who desires short treatments of a variety of topics and themes 
in Exodus rather a monograph treatment of only one topic.

The uniqueness of each chapter can be helpful for certain readers but 
also disorienting for the reader attempting to follow the argument cover-to-
cover. For example, the first chapter, after the introduction, is about Exodus 
as literature. In this chapter, Hawkins traces the source criticism of the 
Enlightenment to the rise of modern literary criticism. After this discussion, 
the next chapter is “The Realia of Exodus” which is about the archaeological 
evidence for Exodus and the dating of the exodus event based upon ancient 
Near Eastern historical evidence. These are so disconnected that the reader is 
left confused by the shift. Some of the other chapters follow more logically, 
like the power of God, law of God, and presence of God chapters, but the 
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division between these first two chapters, and the final chapter about Exodus 
in Western culture, can be difficult for the reader to follow.

A second criticism of the book is how uneven the arguments are for some 
of Hawkins’s assertions. At times, Hawkins confidently asserts his stance with 
little in-depth argument, while at other times he surveys multiple viewpoints 
without providing any conclusion for the reader. When discussing the exodus 
tradition, Hawkins claims that, “it is only by the sheer grace of God that the 
Israelites are saved and fashioned into ‘a kingdom of priests and a holy nation’ 
in whose midst God himself condescends to dwell. Those who believe that the 
exodus is a fabrication must provide an explanation for this” (38). The ancient 
Israelites’ belief in the exodus is apparently enough evidence for Hawkins to 
claim that it actually happened and is not a fabrication or foundation myth. 
However, in his discussion about the tension between divine name as known 
or unknown to the patriarchs in Exodus 3:15 and 6:2-3, Hawkins points to 
source critics’ interpretation of these passages as coming from the Yahwist and 
Priestly sources respectively (54–55). In contrast to the first example, he does 
not present his conclusion or opinion about this theory at all but, instead, turns 
to literary analyses of Exodus 6:2-3. In this discussion, Hawkins presents Driv-
er’s translation and claims, “if he is correct, the translation of Exodus 6:3 as an 
emphatic interrogative would mean that the patriarchs indeed knew the name 
Yahweh” (59). Here again, Hawkins does not explicitly agree with Driver but 
presents his theory as a possibility and does not even indicate whether it is a 
convincing or unconvincing option. This lack of conclusion, or at least opinion, 
on certain topics and his decisive conclusions with little evidence on others, 
leaves the reader with more questions than answers. 

Discovering the Exodus is a thoroughly researched and captivating read. 
Hawkins examines the book of Exodus from a variety of angles from the 
sources of the text to the influence of the narrative in modern art and poli-
tics. He takes the traditional stance on almost every topic from the date of 
the exodus to the historicity of the biblical account. However, the resources 
that he marshals to support his viewpoint can lead a curious reader to deep 
studies in archaeology, ancient Near East history, and biblical literature. 
This is worth the read for any Bible student interested in an introduction to 
academic studies in Exodus.

Nicholas J. Campbell, PhD Candidate
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary



Book Reviews

215

1 Peter: A Commentary. By Craig S. Keener. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 
2021, 656 pp., $59.99 hardcover.

In this commentary, Craig Keener brings his encyclopedic knowledge of 
Greco-Roman and Second Temple Jewish sources to bear on 1 Peter. In his 
preface, Keener attempts to mitigate readers’ expectations of this commentary. 
He describes this book as “nowhere as comprehensive as my four-volume 
commentary on Acts,” especially in regards to engagement with secondary 
literature (xi). Keener also thanks Baker Academic at the end of his pref-
ace for allowing him to include material from his earlier commentaries on 
Acts, Galatians, and John. Readers will notice that his excurses often begin 
with a note that they are a condensed version of excurses from these earlier 
publications (xii). Despite these “limitations,” Keener accomplishes his goal 
in this commentary “to make fresh contributions from primary sources” to 
the study of 1 Peter (xi). 

By using primary sources from 1 Peter’s cultural milieu, Keener provides 
new insights into 1 Peter. For example, Keener argues that the “pure, spiritual 
milk” of 1 Peter 2:2 (ESV) is “mind-engaging” in that it “entails engaging 
content” and “very likely reflects a wordplay on logos (the message) in 1:23” 
because this meaning is consistent with Stoic and Philonic use of logikos and 
logos (124-5). In his comments on 1 Peter 2:6, Keener helpfully contrasts the 
Qumran community’s idea of themselves as “not only the temple but also the 
cornerstone” with Peter’s identification of Jesus as the cornerstone of God’s 
temple (133n56). Keener also substantiates the common assertion that the 
virtue of humility was valued most “consistently [and] emphatically [by] Jesus 
[and] in his movement” by citing numerous Greco-Roman qualifications 
of a leader’s humility and contrasting those with how “early Christians … 
identif[ied] with the broken (Rom. 12:16) and relinquish[ed] public status 
(1 Cor. 4:10–13; 2 Cor. 12:10)” (375-6). Finally, Keener’s original research 
into papyrological evidence regarding ancient secretaries helps clarify Sil-
vanus’s role in 1 Peter (393-402). Keener’s conclusion is most significant: “A 
complete survey of the evidence, then, suggests that the expression ‘wrote 
through’ was a loose one that could be used to encompass the entire epistolary 
… communication process or specify help at a particular stage. … Silvanus 
is at least the likeliest individual available” to help Peter write 1 Peter (401). 
Keener’s use of primary sources from the historical context of 1 Peter thus 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

216

illuminates many aspects of this letter.
Though Keener warns that his engagement with secondary literature on 

1 Peter is not exhaustive, it is thorough, and his summation of key scholarly 
debates will prove helpful to those researching 1 Peter. First Peter 3:18–22 is 
among the most debated texts in the NT, but Keener makes sense out of this 
text and thousands of pages of secondary literature on it in less than thirty 
pages (266-89). In particular, Keener organizes various scholarly identifi-
cations of the spirits in 1 Peter 3:19 into three views, the last of which is his 
own: “Christ’s proclamation to the spirits was … a proclamation of their 
complete subjugation” (275). Keener’s four-hundred-page commentary 
proper not only engages extensively with primary sources but also interacts 
judiciously with secondary sources.

Nevertheless, Keener is correct to intend his commentary “only to comple-
ment and supplement, rather than to supplant, other commentaries available” 
(xii). The greatest strength of this commentary is its use of primary sources, 
but on at least one occasion, Keener’s application of a primary source is not 
as precise as another scholar’s treatment of it. For example, Keener claims, 
“rejoicing in suffering,” as in 1 Peter 4:14, “would appeal to many of those 
familiar with Greek philosophy (especially Stoics)” (339). Katherine Hockey, 
by contrast, is more precise: “joy and distress in the LXX,” which influenced 
1 Peter, “exhibit similar qualities to those acknowledged by Stoic philoso-
phers. However, the occasions in which these emotions are appropriate are 
different” (The Role of Emotion in 1 Peter [New York: Cambridge University 
Press, 2019], 116). Keener’s lack of precision compared to Hockey is all the 
more disappointing since he cites her eighteen times in this commentary 
(519). This kind of shortcoming regarding a point of history is rare in this 
book, but theological shortcomings are more frequent. Keener interprets 
fear in 1 Peter sociologically (e.g., 191; 261) and does not even mention the 
contention of other scholars that according to 1 Peter, fear should always 
be directed toward God, never toward a human (e.g., the commentaries of 
Paul J. Achtemeier, Thomas R. Schreiner, and Karen H. Jobes and Hockey’s 
aforementioned monograph). Similarly, Keener considers non-Christians’ 
shame in 1 Peter 3:16 to be earthly, but he does not engage the arguments 
of others (e.g., John H. Elliott and Schreiner) that this shame is eschato-
logical (263-5). These examples demonstrate that while valuable, Keener’s 
commentary on 1 Peter is not the one commentary a pastor should buy if 
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his budget is so constrained.
Southern Baptists in particular will have a few other disagreements with 

Keener. As Keener introduces the household code of 1 Peter, he says, “The 
instructions regarding subjects of kings (2:13), slaves (2:18–25), and wives 
of nonbelievers (3:1–6) do not mandate maintaining monarchy, slavery, or 
patriarchal forms of marriage in all societies” (146). However, Keener is 
wrong to equate Peter’s commands to Christian wives with his commands 
to Christian slaves. Of course, slavery is wrong. Though the Bible never 
bans slavery outright, its teachings about universal human dignity even-
tually led to the outlaw of slavery in nations influenced by it. By contrast, 
the way husbands and wives should relate to one another is grounded in 
creation and is meant to reflect the relationship of Christ and the church 
(Eph 5:22–33). Keener’s prescriptive comment on 1 Peter 4:15 and its 
more verbose footnote is also problematic: “it is not Christians’ role to 
dictate how non-Christians should behave” (341). Especially troublesome 
is Keener’s example: “Opposing genocide must be mandatory; supervising 
adult consensual sexual practices outside the church appears much more 
problematic” (341n51). By contrast, The Baptist Faith and Message Article 
XV begins, “All Christians are under obligation to seek to make the will of 
Christ supreme in our own lives and in human society.” As Southern Baptists, 
we prize religious liberty. The government has no authority to criminalize 
matters of conscience. But the government certainly has the authority to 
criminalize behaviors that are harmful to others, as Peter himself affirms: 
“governors … punish those who do evil” (1 Pet 2:14). Even consensual sexual 
acts between adults are both harmful and evil if they go against Scripture’s 
commands that sexuality be expressed exclusively between a husband and 
wife. Keener is most often historically accurate and helpful in his comments 
on 1 Peter, but occasionally, his applications of 1 Peter to the twenty-first 
century are not accurate or helpful.

Despite a handful of theologically problematic statements, Keener’s 
commentary on 1 Peter deserves a spot on the shelf of graduate and post-
graduate seminary students. Moving forward, this commentary will prove 
invaluable to anyone who conducts research on 1 Peter. However, pastors 
will be better served by evangelical commentaries already on the market 
prior to this one. Keener’s 1 Peter commentary is the most historically 
rigorous English-language commentary available, but pastors will find the 
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commentaries mentioned earlier much more theologically insightful.
Jordan Atkinson, PhD Student
Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary

Invited to Know God: The Book of Deuteronomy. By A. J. Culp. Bellingham, 
WA: Lexham Press, 2019, 86 pp., $12.99 paper.

A. J. Culp is currently serving at Malyon Theological College as a lecturer 
in OT and has published this book as a part of the Transformative Word 
series from Lexham Press, being edited by Craig Bartholomew and David 
Beldman. The goal for Invited to Know God is to make its readers recognize 
Deuteronomy as an invitation of God, “come in and know me better” (4). 
At 5 x 8 inches with 86 pages, this compact book focuses on offering medi-
tative insights on Deuteronomy. There are seven chapters, and each chapter 
consists of a brief explanation of a theme, followed by a suggested reading 
and two or three reflection questions. 

This book begins with an analogy for reading Deuteronomy with Charles 
Dickens’s novel, A Christmas Carol. As Scrooge gets an invitation from the 
present ghost, Deuteronomy is introduced as an invitation to come and know 
God better and as the means for making the future brighter (3). 

Through three to six, Deuteronomy is divided into four parts, and each part 
explains major themes in the book as a means of knowing God by: Memory 
(Deut 1-4), Worship (Deut 5-11), Law (Deut 12-26), and Covenant (Deut 
27-34). Culp emphasizes the function of memory in chapter 3, which is not 
merely a reminiscence of historical events or places but an encouragement for 
the new generation to join the present journey. In chapter 4, having introduced 
the Ten commandments as Israel’s hierarchy of value, the author explains 
how the commands guided Israelites to worship the true one God. Next, 
he leads this text’s value into asking Christians today a reflective question 
about what and whom we are worshiping. Regarding the law, for Israelites, 
it is the learning process of holiness through performing certain activities. 
In particular, he states that the law in Deuteronomy focuses on teaching 
joy and gratefulness and three pilgrimages in Deuteronomy 16 facilitated 
Israelites to learn rejoicing through obedience. As the last theme of Deuter-
onomy, the author emphasizes the meaning and the function of the renewal 
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covenant made at Shechem. It is because that the religious-based covenant 
leads Israelites to know God deeply through a committed relationship, as 
the Lord’s Supper is the place at which Christians renew the covenant (65). 

In the final section, the author attempts to harmonize the law in the book 
of Deuteronomy with Jesus under the theme Grace. There is little expectation 
of Moses that the people will obey God’s law in Deuteronomy. Nevertheless, 
God’s Son would accomplish for his creatures what they could not accomplish 
for themselves (72). It is grace that the enduring refuge of God’s people (76).

The greatest strength of this book is that the author provides own insightful 
analogousness between Deuteronomy and modern or classical literatures, 
facilitating readers to access Deuteronomy. Second, the suggested eclectic 
readings, not limited to Deuteronomy passages, offer readers opportunities 
to make theological connection with the rest passages in the Bible. Fur-
thermore, the emphasis in each chapter on how the author’s core values on 
Deuteronomy can be applied to modern Christians will be a great benefit 
for believers who choose to read this book. 

Overall, Invited to Know God is primarily beneficial to lay persons or 
small group leaderships those in ministry. The author’s ministerial attention, 
which introduced Deuteronomy as an invitation to abundant life to get to 
know God, focuses on learning God’s goodness revealed in Deuteronomy 
through the book. Based on the core theological value of Deuteronomy, 
the connection with other biblical passages, practical application in life, 
and the perspective of Christ-centered reading make this book a valuable 
resource. Church leaderships or Christian college students would benefit 
from this book.

Junyong Park, PhD Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

The New Creation and the Storyline of Scripture. Short Studies in Biblical 
Theology. By Frank Thielman. Wheaton: Crossway, 2021, 142 pp., $15.99 
paper.

In this concise installment to Dane Ortlund and Miles Van Pelt’s accessible 
new series, Short Studies in Biblical Theology, Frank Thielman, professor 
of NT at Beeson Divinity School, aims to unpack the biblical theme of the 
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new creation across the storyline of Scripture. He highlights the significance 
of the concept of the new creation in his opening preface, writing that “it 
summarizes the Bible’s plotline neatly because it takes in the sweep of the 
world’s history from the Bible’s perspective” (14). Then, for rest of his study, 
Thielman examines how the Bible develops this narrative journey from cre-
ation to the new creation by honing in on eight key texts: Genesis 1-4, Isaiah, 
Matthew, Acts, Galatians, 2 Corinthians, Ephesians, and Revelation 21-22.

The opening four chapters of Genesis set the scene by introducing a good 
God and his good creation (Gen 1:1-2:3), and then showing “how this perfect 
world became the world as all humanity experiences it”—a broken created 
order marred by sin, suffering, and separation from the Creator (Gen 2:4-
4:26). However, as Thielman writes, we find “hints of a solution” when “God 
immediately begins to work among his human creatures to form a group of 
people who will trust him and will, through their lives of trust, call the rest of 
the world back to their Creator” (34). Turning his attention to the prophet 
Isaiah, Thielman observes that God’s plan to restore his fallen creation and 
bring blessing to the nations will come through a servant-king from Israel, 
who will be a descendant of the line of David (55). Under this great king’s 
reign, there will be “peace, justice, and righteousness forever ([Isa] 9:7; 11:4-
5; cf. 32:1-8) in an idyllic setting of abundance and security (11:6-9)” (58). 

Coming to the Gospel of Matthew, Thielman next demonstrates that the 
long-awaited servant-king from David’s line is Jesus Christ. Through his life, 
ministry, death, and resurrection, Jesus has defeated death, established a new 
covenant, and effected “the restoration of humanity to what God created it 
to be,” beginning with his own disciples, whom he commissions to “make 
disciples of all nations” (78). We see the initial stages of this renewal project 
in the book of Acts, where “the earliest Christians thought of themselves 
as the beginning of God’s restoration of his people in the period of the new 
creation” (80). However, there is a crucial already-not yet dimension to 
this era. As Thielman explains: “The old and the new mix together ... On 
one level, the world goes on as it always has ... On another level, where the 
apostles go, the reign of God that Jesus began to establish also goes ... The 
day of righteousness, refreshment, and restoration is drawing close but has 
not fully dawned” (85). 

Thielman then goes on to show from several of Paul’s epistles “what 
new-creation life should look like in the present and what it will look like 
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in the future” (101)—specifically as portrayed in the apostle’s letters to the 
Galatians, Corinthians, and Ephesians. He lastly concludes by examining 
John’s vision of the new creation as a city, a bride, and a temple, in the final 
two chapters of Revelation. At long last, the anticipated renewal of the cre-
ated order will be complete, and “fellowship with God will be fully restored, 
never to be broken again” (117). 

Perhaps the greatest strength of Thielman’s book is the way in which he 
is able to take enormous portions of Scripture and distill them down into 
manageable sections, without ever diluting the meaning and significance of 
these large texts. This may be observed most clearly in his examinations of 
the whole book of Isaiah (40-55) as well as the entire Gospel of Matthew 
(59-78). Thielman covers a lot of ground with impressive ease, his flow of 
thought unfolding in an organic fashion. Admittedly, this strength may also be 
one of the book’s unavoidable downsides, since Thielman’s decision to limit 
his study largely to a few select junctures within the storyline of Scripture 
(Genesis 1-4, Isaiah, Matthew, Acts, Galatians, 2 Corinthians, Ephesians, 
and Revelation 21-22) prevent him, at times, from giving extended consid-
eration to other passages which may also be pertinent to theme of the new 
creation. Nevertheless, Thielman is to be commended for accomplishing 
what he does within the page constraints of this project. 

Overall, The New Creation and the Storyline of Scripture furnishes the church 
with a helpful, easy-to-follow entryway into the wonderful world of biblical 
theology. Thielman keeps his footnotes down to a minimum, paints in broad, 
clear strokes, and serves as a sure-footed guide, bringing his readers through 
the biblical narrative, from creation to the new creation.

Jonathan Ginn, ThM Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Perspectives on Paul: Five Views. Edited By Scot McKnight and B. J. Oropeza. 
Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2020, xvi + 288 pp., $29.99 paperback. 

In Perspectives on Paul: Five Views, editors Scot McKnight and B. J. Oropeza 
draw together a distinguished cast of scholars to have a conversation about 
Pauline soteriology. As the title suggests, the impetus for this project is the 
so-called “New Perspective on Paul” (NPP). The goal of this project is to 
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place the NPP in conversation with both “older” (“Roman Catholic” and 
“Traditional Protestant”) and “newer” (“Paul within Judaism” and “Gift”) 
perspectives. The volume starts with an introduction by the editors, providing 
a brief overview of the emergence and development of the NPP, focusing on 
the work of E. P. Sanders, James D. G. Dunn, and N. T. Wright. McKnight and 
Oropeza then go on to discuss what they view as strengths and weaknesses 
of the NPP and to survey various proposals spawned by the renewed interest 
in Pauline soteriology brought about by the NPP. 

The format for each of the main chapters in the book consists of a pro-
ponent presenting an overview of his position with reference to the NPP 
(~25 pages), followed by brief responses from each of the other contributors 
(~5 pages each), and concluding with a reply to the respondents by the 
original proponent (~5 pages). Brant Pitre, distinguished research professor 
of Scripture at the Augustine Institute, presents the Roman Catholic (RC) 
perspective on Pauline justification, briefly surveying Pauline texts as well 
as ancient, medieval, and modern RC interpretations. The Traditional Prot-
estant view is presented by A. Andrew Das, professor of religious studies at 
Elmhurst University. Das focuses on the exegesis of relevant passages from 
Galatians in light of views on obedience and justification espoused in certain 
texts from Second Temple Judaism, highlighting the contrasts between the 
NPP and the Traditional Protestant view. The NPP is represented by one of 
its earliest and most significant proponents, James D. G. Dunn. According 
to Dunn, the historical context that gave rise to the “Antiochene incident” 
in Galatians 2 was “complicated” by Luke’s record of the rise of Christianity 
presented in Acts and was, consequently, quickly “lost to sight” (139). “The 
essence of the gospel” for Paul, Dunn contends, was “that the gospel was 
open to gentiles as gentiles, without requiring them to become proselytes” 
(138). Magnus Zetterholm (Professor of NT at Lund University) presents the 
Paul within Judaism perspective (also known as “Radical New Perspective”). 
Approaching the issue “from a secular perspective,” unencumbered by the 
problematic constraints of “normative theology” (176), Zetterholm explores 
two fundamental tenets of the Paul within Judaism perspective, namely, 
Paul’s continuing Torah-observant Jewish identity and his near-exclusive 
focus on mission to the gentile nations, for whom there was a “special path” 
of salvation distinct from the Jews. Finally, John M. G. Barclay (Professor 
of Divinity at Durham University) presents the Gift Perspective, which is 
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based on his seminal work in Paul and the Gift (Eerdmans, 2015). According 
to Barclay, “the Christ-event as the definitive, ultimate, incongruous [i.e. 
undeserved] gift” lies at the heart of Paul’s gospel, his mission to non-Jews, 
and his ethical instruction (225). 

Perspectives on Paul: Five Views does what I believe a book of this nature 
should do: it provides civil yet direct engagement between proponents of 
divergent viewpoints on an issue that really matters. As Barclay says, “the 
conversation that this project has brought about ... has created a forum for 
serious listening to alternative viewpoints” (253). Discussions and responses 
are brief enough to expose readers to five distinct approaches to Paul, yet 
specific and deep enough to uncover particular points of agreement and dis-
agreement. Contributors seek to be representative rather than idiosyncratic 
in their presentations, and yet their individual preferences are not absent. 
Responses are thoughtful and seek to further dialogue, highlighting areas of 
agreement, pointing out areas of divergence, often including questions for 
further dialogical reflection. The result is a discussion that gets down to the 
exegetical and hermeneutical level where the key issues and differences are 
most clearly seen. This, I believe, is the greatest strength of this volume. By 
virtue of thoughtful and direct engagement between proponents of different 
views the issues at play become evident to the reader, drawing the reader into 
the conversation, requiring the reader to make his/her own determination 
on points of divergence. 

Observing the dialogue between different views on this topic also high-
lights the relative hermeneutical importance of placing Paul in his historical 
first-century context. Each contributor seeks to understand the mission of 
Paul—the Jew—to Gentiles while also trying to make sense of Paul’s rela-
tionship to both his Jewish heritage and the Jewish origins of Christianity. 
It is evident that how each interpreter conceives of these relationships ends 
up being of vital importance for their interpretation of Paul.

Perspectives on Paul: Five Views serves as a great introduction to the diverse 
range of approaches to Pauline soteriology in modern scholarship. It gives 
readers a broad overview of perspectives, highlighting both points of agree-
ment and disagreement, and serves as a gateway into further study on this 
topic. An overview of such a broad topic will necessarily not include the 
nuances some readers may be looking for. One cannot be concise and exhaus-
tive at the same time. Nonetheless, a wide net is cast. Readers are given 
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sufficient introduction to the topic and, in conjunction with the extensive bib-
liographic references (the footnotes provide an especially rich bibliographic 
source for further inquiry), will be able to set course for their own further 
study into this fascinating topic.

Aldert J. Vorster, PhD Student 
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Pastoral Theology in the Baptist Tradition: Distinctives and Directions for the 
Contemporary Church. By R. Robert Creech. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 
2021, 259 pp. $24.00 paper. 

What makes a distinctly Baptist pastorate? Have Baptists said anything about 
pastoral ministry that has not been said by other Christians? R. Robert 
Creech has written the first book seeking to answer these questions. Creech 
is a professor of Christian Ministries at Baylor University and holds the chair 
of pastoral leadership at Truett Seminary, having published extensively in 
the field of leadership and pastoral ministry. Pastoral Theology in the Baptist 
Tradition is a groundbreaking volume that articulates a theology of the pas-
torate from a Baptist perspective, taking Baptist theological distinctives and 
historical voices into account in its portrayal of pastoral identity and practice. 

While Baptists have written profusely on the practical aspects of ministry 
and preaching, those articulating a full-fledged Baptist theology of the pastor-
ate are very few (1, 3). Creech aims to fill a gap in the literature by grounding 
a Baptist pastoral theology in Scripture and giving voice to Baptist thought 
historically on this subject (7). Grouped into four parts—Becoming a Pastor, 
Proclamation, Care and Leadership—each chapter of Pastoral Theology in 
the Baptist Tradition engages Scripture, provides several “historical bypaths”, 
and makes theological reflection and application on each subject covered.  

Creech argues throughout the work that a distinctly Baptist vision has 
impacted Baptist pastoral theology and practice. He draws from James 
McClendon’s “Baptist vision”, summed up in the ecclesiological motto: “the 
church now is the primitive church and the church on judgment day” (4). 
Because Baptists see themselves in continuity with the primitive church, 
they have adopted a hermeneutic that connects Scriptural examples directly 
to today’s practices, seeing correspondence between them regardless of the 
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historical context of the biblical examples. This hermeneutic is summed up 
in a phrase Creech returns to often: “this is that.” 

Beginning with pastoral identity, Creech shows that Baptists see the “this” 
of contemporary pastors as the “that” of the prophets, priests, scribes and 
apostles. While recognizing some differences between these figures and 
contemporary pastors, Baptists have modeled pastoral ministry and theology 
from these scriptural examples (14). Creech also emphasizes the importance 
of the shepherd as the primary biblical pastoral metaphor: it establishes that 
a pastor’s identity is rooted in his relationship and care for his people (26). 
With this foundational identity and a distinctly Baptist hermeneutic in place, 
the subsequent chapters articulate a Baptist pastoral theology concerning 
the call to ministry, ordination, women in ministry, preaching, evangelism, a 
pastor’s role in worship, pastoral care, spiritual formation, pastoral authority, 
pastors sharing ministry with members, and pastoral vision casting. 

While this volume is not unique in articulating pastoral theology from a 
Baptist perspective (see Danny Akin and Scott Pace’s Pastoral Theology), it 
is one of the first to try to answer the question, “what have Baptists partic-
ularly said about the nature of pastoral ministry?”, and in that lies its great 
value for readers. Creech’s engagement with Baptist theological distinctives 
regarding pastoral theology is groundbreaking. For example, the theological 
tension Baptists have experienced between the priesthood of all believers 
and the distinctiveness of the pastoral office is on display in the chapters 
on ordination, pastoral authority, and the pastor’s role in the ordinances 
(66-69, 199-205, 140-152). On these and other Baptist tensions, Creech’s 
analysis is helpful and he shows how these tensions have arisen, developed 
over time, and in some cases, remained unresolved.   

Creech’s thesis also sheds light on some of the particularities of Baptist pas-
toral theology. For example, I have often wondered why most Baptist authors 
since Spurgeon have argued for the necessity of powerful call to ministry 
experiences from the examples of Isaiah and Jeremiah while ignoring the 
more “call the qualified” approach of the pastoral epistles. Creech explains: 
“this”—the emotive call experiences of prospective pastors today—is the 
“that” of OT call narratives (30-34). Creech’s application of the “this is that” 
principle is illuminating on many of the topics covered; he is also refreshingly 
honest about some of the inconsistencies of this Baptist hermeneutic (55). 

While ground-breaking and insightful, this volume is both bolstered and 
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limited by its broad nature. On one hand, because of Creech’s engagement 
with Scripture and theological reflection, pastors will find encouragement 
and likely admonishment in each chapter. Particularly helpful is Creech’s 
criticism of the pastor-as-CEO model and the chorus of Baptist voices he 
brings out to admonish pastors to diligently care and pray for their people 
(161-172). At the same time, engaging Scripture and making theological 
reflection in every chapter limited how much Creech actually retrieved the 
Baptist tradition. The book’s title makes one expect a more full-fledged and 
overarching engagement with historical Baptist thought. That being said, 
Pastoral Theology in the Baptist Tradition serves as a launching pad for more 
narrowly focused future exposition of the pastoral thought of the Baptist 
tradition.

One historiographical issue in this solid volume is Creech’s inclusion of the 
Anabaptists in the Baptist tradition. While he recognizes in a footnote that 
the historical connection between Dutch Anabaptists and English Baptists 
is unclear, he places Anabaptists squarely in the Baptist tradition, drawing 
from them regularly and calling them our “Anabaptist ancestors” in several 
places (3, 40, 55-56, 178). Including Anabaptists in the Baptist tradition is 
historically debatable and (given the wide variance and frequent heterodoxy 
of the Anabaptist movement) problematically suggests that anyone who 
practices believer’s baptism, regardless of their other theological commit-
ments or practices, is a part of the Baptist tradition.

Readers also need to be aware of Creech’s thoroughgoing egalitarianism. 
A full-fledged defense of women in ordained ministry takes up chapter 4; it 
is also implied in the chapter on the call to ministry and in other places (41-
42, 79). With controversy surrounding this issue currently at a fever pitch in 
Baptist life, I would strongly encourage readers who disagree with Creech 
to still engage the book as a whole and not dismiss it for its egalitarianism. 
Creech could have treated the complementarian position more thoroughly 
and included more of the (overwhelmingly) complementarian Baptist his-
torical voices on this issue; charitable readers will recognize the difficulty 
of doing so in a broad work with so many subjects covered.  

Those things being said, Baptist pastors should read this book for edifica-
tion, to grapple with what it means to be a Baptist pastor, and most of all, to 
develop a greater awareness of the rich Baptist tradition. Anyone studying 
Baptist history or pastoral theology should also become acquainted with this 
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volume, as it contributes distinctly to both of these fields and provides a basis 
for further conversation about a distinctly Baptist vision for pastoral ministry. 

Leland Brown, PhD Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary 

Evil in Genesis: A Contextual Analysis of Hebrew Lexemes for Evil in the 
Book of Genesis. Studies in Scripture and Biblical Theology. By Ingrid Faro. 
Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2021, 279 pp., $29.99 paper.

Ingrid Faro teaches as an adjunct professor of OT at the Scandinavian School 
of Theology in Uppsala, Sweden, and also serves as visiting professor of 
OT at Northern Seminary in Lisle, IL. In her most recent monograph, Evil 
in Genesis: A Contextual Analysis of Hebrew Lexemes for Evil in the Book of 
Genesis, Faro builds upon research, which she had previously completed for 
her PhD dissertation (“A Lexical, Exegetical, Conceptual, and Theological 
Study of Evil in Genesis,” Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, 2013), in 
order to “contribute to a biblical understanding of the meaning and use of 
evil through a contextual analysis of the lexemes for evil (רע, רעה, רעע) in 
the received Hebrew text of Genesis (MT)” (xi). Ultimately, she aims to 
furnish readers with “a substantial, exegetically grounded basis for under-
standing, explaining, and assessing both human and nonhuman agency and 
the relationship to evil with the hope of illuminating what Genesis reveals 
about the concept of evil, how good and evil play out, and the roles of God 
and humanity in their outcomes” (3-4).

After a preliminary chapter (1-30) in which Faro frames the broader 
discussion, introduces her leading questions, and surveys the landscape of 
literature and approaches which pertain to the topic at hand, she sets forth 
her research methodology: “to move through the Hebrew text of Genesis 
inductively ... focused on the finished form of the text rather than the for-
mative stages in the historical critical methods” (29). This study consists of 
three sections. Part I (“The Data,” 33-92) lays the foundation for the rest of 
the study by examining Genesis’ use of the main lexemes for “evil” (,רע, רעה 
 .both “within their exegetical context” and “larger literary units” (30) (רעע
After consolidating all of the lexical-semantic and literary-narrative data, 
part II (“The Focus: Two Key Cognitive Connections with Evil,” 95-132) 
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hones in on the two primary word groupings which are most closely and 
commonly associated with “evil” in Genesis–namely those “having to do 
with sight and with good” (30). Here Faro maps the relationship between 
good, evil, and sight across each narrative toledot unit of the book of Genesis. 
Lastly, in part III (“Synthesis,” 135-193), Faro brings everything together by 
going back through the entire book of Genesis and tracing the development 
of the narrative’s plot-conflict between good and evil in light of the previous 
sections’ discussions. 

In her concluding chapter (194-200), Faro succinctly summarizes the 
many findings of this inductive study with four main points: (1) Lexically 
and semantically speaking, “the Hebrew root word רע (evil) is a hypernym, 
a major category word with a broad range of meaning referring to anything 
perceived as bad ... with the chief antonym being טוב (good)” (195-196); 
(2) “exegetically, good and evil play a role in developing the plot conflict in 
Genesis through linguistic and literary devices” (196); (3) “conceptually, evil 
is closely related to the concepts of death and cursing, in direct opposition 
to good, life, and blessing” (196); and (4) “theologically, evil is anything 
that departs from God and his good ways as established in creation and in 
covenant” (196). She also discusses the dynamics “between the agency of 
human and other forces, and the agency of God” when it comes to the carrying 
out of good and evil, arguing that “God holds humanity responsible as his 
image-bearers. God’s actions correspond to human choice according to the 
principals [sic] established in creation and covenant, especially the principle 
of consequentiality” (198). Indeed, it is on this point that Faro brings her 
work to a close, leaving her readers with this final note: “Perhaps the most 
significant discovery is not the definition, meaning, or extent of evil, but the 
impact of human choices in response to evil. . . Instead of asking simply what 
is evil and why did it happen, Genesis seems to be asking, ‘How will we/I/
you respond to evil whenever it strikes in whatever form it takes?’” (200). 

Faro approaches her research with careful attention to detail, meticulously 
walking readers through all of the relevant lexical and semantic data during 
the first third of her book, which is replete with a number of graphs, charts, 
and tables, including a hefty fifteen-page appendix (“All Occurrences of Evil 
in Genesis BHS MT Compared with Rahlf רעע, רעה, רע ’s LXX and NASB 
English Translation,” 221-235). While some may find Faro’s first section to be 
a bit of a drag—Faro herself acknowledges as much: “Part I is data heavy and 
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may be skipped without harm to the reader who is not familiar with Biblical 
hebrew or wishes to avoid what for many will be a boring overload of techni-
cal information” (2)—I actually believe that this is one of the monograph’s 
greatest strengths. Rather than taking any shortcuts, she takes the time to 
painstakingly show all of the pertinent statistics for her readers to see, so that 
when she moves on to her analysis in the following sections, everything has 
already been laid out in the open on the table. Relatedly, another strength of 
Evil in Genesis is the way in which Faro approaches her study, specifically her 
methodological decision to treat the final, “synchronic, or ‘received form,’ of 
Genesis in the Masoretic Text (MT),” rather than allowing source-critical 
discussions to hijack her study (4). Overall, Faro’s exemplary methodology 
helps establish a solid foundation for her insightful analytical and synthetic 
work in the latter portions of the book. 

Still, Faro leaves some themes undeveloped. For example, in the introduc-
tory chapter, she states: “The findings of this investigation offer a textually 
grounded challenge to monistic and compatibilistic theological constructs” 
(5, see 5n19 for how she defines a monistic view and a compatibilistic view). 
However, when Faro later revisits these ideas during the “Summary” section 
of part III (188-193), and also in her concluding chapter (194-200), her 
focus appears to be solely on refuting a monistic understanding of God’s 
relationship with good and evil (“In Genesis we find a partial answer that 
is echoed through the rest of the Hebrew Bible [OT]. It is not a simple 
monistic answer, for multiple agencies and paradigms are at work” [189].) 
Unfortunately, it does not appear that Faro ever returns to deal with a com-
patibilistic theological framework, even though she had previously claimed 
that the findings of her study challenged such an understanding. 

As a whole, Evil in Genesis is an outstanding work of evangelical scholarship. 
Faro pursues her research goals with a clear methodology, a scrupulous eye 
for showing her work in a well-organized fashion, and the remarkable ability 
to draw balanced conclusions based on thoughtful analysis and synthesis 
of all the relevant data. 

Jonathan Ginn, ThM Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary
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Daily Scriptures: 365 Readings in Hebrew, Greek & Latin. By Jacob N. Cerone 
and Matthew C. Fisher. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2021, xxiv + 382 pp., 
$34.99 hard.

When it comes to how students of biblical languages are to retain their 
knowledge after their academic courses are over, it seems there are a grow-
ing number of options available to them. Daily Scriptures: 365 Readings in 
Hebrew, Greek & Latin has now joined such resources. It is a devotional-style 
book that offers one page that contains Bible readings in Greek, Hebrew, 
and Latin for each day of the year. It was written by Jacob N. Cerone and 
Matthew C. Fisher. Cerone is a doctoral candidate at the Friedrich-Alexan-
der Universitat at Erlangen-Nuremburg, Germany; Fisher is a professor in 
Russia at St. Petersburg Christian University.

According to Cerone and Fisher, “The goal for this book is to provide 
a convenient, self-contained volume that helps readers keep up with their 
languages on a daily basis and simultaneously feed themselves spiritually on 
the whole counsel of God.” (x) The idea for this book came from a strong 
desire to find something that the authors had learned did not exist yet: 
“an original languages devotional reader that contains short, manageable 
readings from the Old Testament and New Testament, which have been 
selected and paired together because NT authors had in some way received, 
relied upon, alluded to, cited, or shared thematic material with the Old Tes-
tament passage with which it has been paired.” (xi) It should be noted that 
the intended audience of this book includes only those who have at least a 
basic knowledge of Hebrew, Greek, or Latin; it is not a book for those who 
are unfamiliar with the biblical languages.

This book has a four-fold purpose: to assist in retention of the biblical 
languages through daily repetition, to build interaction with the Scriptures, 
to expose students to Scripture in categories of systematic theology, and 
to cultivate a deeper awareness of how the NT interacts with the OT. The 
features offered by Cerone and Fisher to accomplish these purposes are the 
strengths of the book.

First, its focus is to assist students in retaining what Hebrew, Greek, and 
Latin language knowledge they have learned. The layout is simple. One 
page is allotted for each day of the year with each day’s date at the top of 
each page. Under this on each page is a verse from the OT and then a verse 
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from the NT. Each OT verse is written in Hebrew and Greek (from the 
Septuagint). Each NT verse is written in Greek and Latin. One goal of the 
writers is that if a student gets stuck on one translation of a verse, they can 
use their knowledge of the other language to assist them in determining 
the meaning (since each verse is written in two languages), thus increasing 
language familiarity instead of merely retaining it. (xvii)

The second purpose of the book is to build interaction with the Scriptures. 
This is not a book with readings about God’s Word, it is a compilation of 
simple, daily Bible readings. The goal of the authors is to get the readers to 
interact with the Bible itself. There are helpful glosses of rare words on each 
page, so even students with rudimentary levels of language knowledge could 
benefit from the daily readings.

The third purpose of the authors is to expose students to scripture accord-
ing to categories of systematic theology. They do this by breaking the readings 
up into different biblical themes. All the readings fit into one of thirty-three 
biblical themes, ordered according to how they appear in Scripture. Cre-
ation, God, Fall, Sin, Patriarchs, Exodus, Mosaic Covenant, Monarchies, 
Jesus’ Infancy, Jesus’ Ministry, Passion and Death of Jesus, Resurrection, the 
Christian Life, the Last Days, New Heavens and New Earth, are several of 
the headings, with many others included as well. A feature of this system-
atization includes the consideration given to what time of year the readings 
would take place. For example, “Advent” is included during the Christmas 
season. This allows the reader to consider the different categories of Scripture.

The fourth purpose is to cultivate awareness in readers of how NT texts 
interact with OT texts. The authors did not just smatter each day with random 
verse selections from the Old and New Testaments. Rather, they chose Old 
and New Testament texts that fit within the selected theological theme, and 
which interact with one another. Sometimes the NT verse of the day is one 
that quotes that day’s OT verse, alludes to it in some way, or claims to be a 
fulfillment of it. In this way, the student will develop an understanding that 
the Scriptures form one cohesive story about the life, death, resurrection, 
and reign of Jesus Christ. 

There are other additional features of this book that add to its strengths. 
Since this is a book that is meant to be read daily throughout the year, it is 
important that it is durable. The hard cover format is helpful for this, and 
the book also includes a handsome blue ribbon so that the reader can keep 
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their place. The layout is easy to follow since there is one page for each day. 
Weaknesses are difficult to find in the book. Perhaps students of Aramaic 

could offer protest that there are no Aramaic readings. I speculate that the 
authors would answer that they chose not to do this since there are so few 
portions of Scripture originally written in Aramaic.

Within the genre of Christian daily devotional books, Daily Scriptures 
should be at the top for Christians who desire to maintain their knowledge 
of biblical languages. This book perfectly blends the repeated, daily practice 
of reading Hebrew, Greek, and Latin with exposure to Scripture in a way 
that instills systematic theology into a students’ processing of the story of 
the Bible. Each page provides enough space for students to make written 
notes, although this is not necessary. Whether they are pastors or current 
seminarians who have just finished their language courses and want to keep 
up, or those who simply want to maintain their knowledge while reading 
original ancient sources, readers will find this book to be a perfect fit. 

J. D. Granger, Ph.D. Student, Biblical Counseling
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

A Theology of Paul and His Letters: The Gift of the New Realm in Christ. By 
Douglas J. Moo. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Academic, 2021, xxxii + 749 
pp., $54.99 hard. 

As NT scholars and students know well, there is no shortage of scholarly 
books on the NT or on the Pauline corpus. Nonetheless, in 2021 Douglas 
Moo’s most recent book was released: A Theology of Paul and His Letters: The 
Gift of the New Realm in Christ. Moo is a NT scholar with a Ph.D. from the 
University of St. Andrews. He currently works as the Kenneth T. Wessner 
Professor of NT at Wheaton College where he contributes to research in tex-
tual commentary and biblical theology. In A Theology of Paul and His Letters, 
Moo’s focus is on the Pauline epistles in the NT, where he seeks to find some 
sort of cohesive center and theme. This book is a biblical theology of the 
Pauline corpus. He anticipates that the readers are those who are interested 
in interacting with the scriptures at the deepest levels possible; the intended 
audience is clearly more academic. Moo’s thesis is that the central theme, 
or what he refers to as the “organizing concept” of the Pauline epistles, is 
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the new realm that is brought about by the completion of Jesus’ earthly life, 
ministry, death, resurrection, and ascension. (34-39)

Moo argues that the “organizing concept” of “realm” hangs on the “framing 
worldview” of salvation history in the eyes of Paul, with the idea of union 
with Christ as being the “web” that connects all of Paul’s theology. (35-37) 
The way that Moo develops his thesis, then, is that he explores the Pauline 
epistles to point out the relationship between Paul’s understanding of salva-
tion history, realm, and union with Christ. Instead of merely highlighting key 
Pauline passages that he might argue are evidence of his thesis, Moo explores 
every passage in the thirteen Pauline epistles in the first half of the book. 
Thus, the structure of the book is that the first half is textual commentary 
while the second half is theological interaction. 

Far from being a throw-away portion of the book, Moo’s introduction lays 
a foundation for a reader to understand what biblical theology is, what the 
historical process has been for conducting biblical theology, and whether 
that process itself is biblical and valid. Although Moo is discussing biblical 
theology in the Pauline corpus specifically, the discussion from the intro-
duction may be applied to biblical theology outside of the Pauline epistles 
and even outside the NT. This section alone would be a helpful addition 
for reading in any biblical theology college, seminary, or doctoral course. 

Moo’s first section thoroughly interacts with the text on the level of his 
thesis, and also provides helpful commentary on the passages he examines. 
This first section of Pauline commentary is worth the price of the book 
alone for pastors and serious students of the NT. In this half of the book, 
Moo interacts with historical ideas and commentary of the most well-known 
NT scholars. For those who walk away wanting more, this portion is helpful 
because the reader can chase after the plethora of books and thinkers that 
Moo references. While in the textual commentary portion of his book he does 
connect Pauline passages to the ideas of salvation history, realm, and union 
with Christ, it is mainly in the second portion of the book where he heavily 
explores those subjects and investigates how Paul develops and uses them. 
In this second half of the book, Moo also interacts with the most historically 
known NT scholars, collaborating with their contributions.

The greatest strength of the book is that Moo approaches the scriptures 
with a thorough view, interacting with them while exploring historical scho-
lastic positions, all the while displaying evangelical convictions of inspiration 
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and authority of scripture. It would have been far less time consuming for 
Moo to merely explore the theology of the Pauline epistles if he only wrote 
the second half of the book. The fact that he painstakingly explores every 
passage of the Pauline epistles in the first half of the book is a strength that 
demonstrates his intellectual honesty. After giving the Pauline corpus such a 
thorough treatment, Moo makes it difficult for a reader to walk away uncon-
vinced of his thesis. Due to this thoroughness, those best served by this 
book may include pastors, seminary students, doctoral students, and even 
lay students of the NT.

A Theology of Paul and His Letters is for those who are interested in taking 
a deep look at the Pauline epistles, first at the textual level and second at the 
theological level, while interacting with the most influential scholarly voices 
in history. Since there are many of these scholarly voices that are outside 
of Protestant evangelical circles, a value of the book is that Moo as heavy-
weight evangelical scholar can guide the reader through these discussions 
(that at times include positions from unorthodox scholars) perhaps as Virgil 
led Dante through the inferno. The reader will walk away understanding the 
main issues at hand and a basic acquaintance with the who’s who of the main 
voices on these issues while being persuaded with Moo that God’s Word is 
authoritative, inspired, infallible, inerrant, and sufficient.  

J. D. Granger, Ph.D. Student, Biblical Counseling
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Hearers and Doers: A Pastor’s Guide to Making Disciples Through Scripture 
and Doctrine. By Kevin J. Vanhoozer. Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2019, 
259 pp., $19.99 hardcover.

In Hearers and Doers, Vanhoozer gives a gentle wake-up call. Vanhoozer’s 
work is a guide to those who have been charged with caring for a pasture of 
God’s people; it is a guide to making disciples with both the word of God 
and the doctrines discovered therein. For any book on discipleship, two 
essential and obvious questions must be answered: What is a disciple and 
what is discipleship? Vanhoozer defines a disciple as a follower of words 
written—the Scriptures—and of the Word made flesh—the Savior Jesus 
Christ (239). On the question of discipleship, “This is discipleship,” says 
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Vanhoozer, “knowing how to follow Jesus in any situation” (41).
There are three distinct emphases that Vanhoozer believers sets Hearers 

and Doers apart from other volumes in the field of discipleship and pastoral 
vocation (xiv). First, Vanhoozer’s overall argument is that the best way for 
pastors to help their churches live as disciples of Christ is to awaken their 
churches to the secular narratives they are living in, and then pastors must 
help disciples of Christ live the drama redemption they are immersed in 
from being in Christ. As Vanhoozer says in chapter two, “To make disci-
ples we have to wake disciples—wake them to the metaphors and myths 
of which secular culture is an expert purveyor” (14). Second, Hearers and 
Doers advocates for a vision of discipleship that is bigger than a checkbox 
reading of Bible as spiritual discipline. Vanhoozer calls for a reading of the 
Bible that is aggressively theological, regularly intaking the Word made flesh 
as the testimony of the revealed word of God, which informs the faithful 
doing, living, and enacting of the word under the lordship of the risen Christ. 
“To learn Christ, then, we need to know how the Scriptures fit together and 
focus on him…To learn Christ is to learn to read the Scriptures as testimony 
to his person and work” (69). Third, Vanhoozer draws out secular culture’s 
obsession with physical fitness, health, and diets, and how the church of 
Christ should mirror that fervency for spiritual fitness, a healthy spirituality, 
and a sound diet of the truth. 

Vanhoozer invites pastors to remember their commission from Christ, 
and to realign how their work of making disciples is done. “Hearers and 
Doers is intended to help pastors fulfill their Great Commission to make 
disciples, with emphasis on the importance of teaching disciples to read 
the Scriptures—‘every word that comes from the mouth of God’ (Matt 
4:4)—theologically” (xi). It is vital to know from the outset that Vanhoozer 
isn’t providing a clear curriculum, book recommendations, or outline for 
the how of making disciples. That’s not his goal. Rather, Vahnoozer provides 
clarity for pastors and churches on the curriculum that’s already in their 
possession—Scripture and doctrine. Each chapter explores various points 
and elements of discipleship and the role that Scripture and doctrine play in 
cultivating a healthy spirituality. In a day when discipleship programs often 
devolve into stacks of books and mere information transfer, Vanhoozer 
corrects this drift saying, “Discipleship is essentially a matter of hearing 
(authority), believing (trust), and doing the truth (freedom) that is in Jesus 
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Christ … A true disciple of Jesus must be both a hearer and doer of Jesus’ 
authoritative words” (49–51). Vanhoozer makes this evident in Chapter 2 
where he draws upon secular culture’s imagination and investment of health 
and wellness. All the diet books and programs in the world will not change 
a person’s body unless they are followed, enacted, done. Vanhoozer shows 
how the same is true of the life in Christ, “Information alone is not transfor-
mative. Diets don’t work without discipleship…There is no shortcut, either 
in dieting (physical health) or discipleship (spiritual health). The church 
must resist the temptation to become a fast-food holy nation” (30–32). 
Hearers and Doers is a culinary crash-course for those called to feed Christ’s 
sheep—to feed them well so they can live well. It is at this point in Hearers 
and Doers when Vanhoozer’s case begins to rise, burning bright throughout 
the rest of the book.

While this book argues for the waking of disciples from the slumber of 
the surrounding world, Vanhoozer is also masterfully waking pastors from 
the drone and doldrums that set in from the machinery of the ecclesiastical 
world. It’s far too easy for pastoral ministry to be consumed by running 
programs, managing staff, and ensuring systems and structures continue 
to serve congregants well. Much of this is needed. But Vanhoozer is aiming 
to wake the wakers, guide the guides, and point pastors to the thrill of the 
theological vocation of discipleship. “To minister the gospel is not just to 
minster understanding, but also to minster reality: a clear-eyed vision of our 
new humanity in Christ” (118).

Vanhoozer helps pastors and church leaders remember the role that Scrip-
ture and doctrine have in spiritual formation. “Pastors must do everything 
they can to ensure that Scripture alone, and not some other story, serves as 
their congregation’s essential social imaginary” (94). Vanhoozer encourages 
pastors to see the formative power of the church’s gatherings on the Lord’s 
Day (Chapter 6). He calls upon one of his favorite metaphors for the local 
church as a theater company displaying the gospel of redemption in real-time. 
“I want you to think of the pastor as a theatrical director of the company of the 
gospel, a gathering of people who assemble to proclaim, celebrate, reflect on, 
and act out the truth of the gospel” (136). Sunday worship teaches and guides 
disciples how to worship Monday through Saturday; it informs Christians 
how to “live as citizens of the gospel the rest of the week” (161). Sermons 
are not “secondhand descriptions of what is happening in a historical galaxy 
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far, far away,” rather proclamations of the gospel are invitations to respond 
to reality (118).

Hearers and Doers will help church leader capture the attention and imag-
ination of their members, and it will also excite the vocational imagination 
and zeal of pastors. Vanhoozer helps church leaders see that, “The best way to 
take captive the imagination of Christians in any age is through the church’s 
proclamation of the gospel in word and deed: in sermon, sacrament, and 
shapes of everyday living. That’s the big idea” (103). Indeed that is Vanhooz-
er’s big idea, and it is one that will awaken, excite, and ignite readers to make 
disciples of Christ for the glory of God.

J. A. Medders, PhD student in Biblical Spirituality
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Why God Makes Sense in a World That Doesn’t: The Beauty of Christian Theism. 
By Gavin Ortlund. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2021, 225 pp., $22.99 
paper.

In his book Why God Makes Sense in a World That Doesn’t, Gavin Ortlund, 
senior pastor of First Baptist Church of Ojai, seeks to illustrate and defend 
the plausibility of the Christian worldview and the story it offers for how we 
make sense of the world around us. Drawing upon Pascal’s “threefold order 
of apologetics” in his famous work Pensées, Ortlund centers his apologetic 
approach on demonstrating the beauty of Christian theism in order to appeal 
particularly to the affections of his readers: “Whatever else you conclude 
about the Christian story, my goal is that you will at least feel something of 
its wonder and enchantment. Even where you may remain unpersuaded, I 
hope you might, in some way or another, wish it were true” (3-4). 

The structure of Ortlund’s book is informed by two distinct elements. 
Firstly, it follows a narrative-type format, such that the book’s four main 
chapters correspond to “four of the essential aspects of any good story”—
beginning, meaning, conflict, denouement (11). Secondly, Ortlund follows 
an abductive line of reasoning and argumentation, which “works backward 
from a present set of conditions to the most likely explanation” (12). On 
this basis, the fundamental question he hopes to answer through this book 
is this: “What is, all things considered, the best choice regarding the God 



The Southern Baptist Journal of Theology 26.1 (2022)

238

question” (13)?  
Ortlund begins in chapter one (17-55) with the question of the cause of 

the world and the possibility that this world had a beginning. His goal here 
is to show that “some kind of transcendent Cause to the universe/multiverse 
is more plausible than not,” and that “it is more interesting and evocative” 
(19). After making his case for some kind of general supernaturalism, Ortlund 
advances his argument in chapter two (57-112), where he deals with the 
question of whether or not this world has any transcendent meaning. Levying 
arguments from the likes of math, music, and love, Ortlund proposes that 
there are “features of our everyday world” which “give, in their own more 
subtle and distinctive ways, a powerful impression that the universe means 
something” (70). In other words: “better sense can be made of human experience 
if there is some ultimate meaning undergirding our world” (107).

In chapter three (113-61), Ortlund next tackles the issue of morality 
and the conflict between good and evil. Here he suggests that “a worldview 
that allows for the supernatural provides both a more plausible and a more 
meaningful explanatory framework” that can “(1) ground objective moral 
reality and (2) offer moral hope” (113-14). Ortlund argues that there is a 
basic longing in our hearts for good to triumph over evil, reflected not only 
in the human conscience, but even in the stories we tell. And as such, the 
“Supernature” considered by the supernatural worldview is “something not 
only responsible for the universe in all its intricacy but also something both 
personal and moral” (159). 

Lastly, in chapter four (163-207), Ortlund “hones in on the Christian deity 
specifically” (11), contending that “Christ’s incarnation and resurrection 
are the true Story every other story is searching for” (164). Moving from 
philosophical and metaphysical considerations in the previous segments to a 
chapter focused on history and religion, Ortlund unpacks his main premise 
here by way of two points: “(1) it’s plausible on historical grounds to believe 
in a divine, rather than strictly human, account of Jesus of Nazareth; (2) it’s 
also wonderful to do so—happy beyond imagination” (207). 

Why God Makes Sense in a World That Doesn’t is, at one and the same time, 
well-researched and beautifully written, bearing the marks of meticulous 
academic engagement, and a certain kind of conversational prose that con-
veys the transcendent profundity of the Christian worldview and narrative. 
Ortlund draws masterfully upon a wide range of fields—from philosophy 
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and metaphysics to literature and the arts—to illustrate his arguments with 
persuasive force. And his preface (xi-xiv), introduction (1-16), and conclud-
ing (209-14) sections help frame the discussion in a deeply personal way 
that makes this book wonderfully accessible, particularly for thoughtful, 
unbelieving readers. 

Over the decades, a multitude of helpful apologetics texts have hit the 
shelves, and I don’t suspect that this will change anytime soon. However, 
Gavin Ortlund’s work stands out among this bountiful body of literature 
because it accomplishes what many of these other treatments have not been 
able to do—namely, it blends truth and beauty, logic and goodness, together 
in a way that addresses the deepest desires and longings of the human heart. 

Jonathan Ginn, ThM Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

The Practices of Christian Preaching: Essentials for Effective Proclamation. By 
Jared E. Alcántara. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2019. 224 pp., $24.99 
hardcover.

Jared Alcántara serves as the Associate Professor of Preaching at Baylor Uni-
versity. In his book, The Practices of Christian Preaching: Essentials for Effective 
Proclamation, Alcántara argued that preachers who developed effective 
preaching habits by employing effective practice may increase their homi-
letical competence. Alcántara further clarified his argument by claiming that 
preachers must engage in ‘deliberate practice’ to improve their homiletical 
proficiency (p. 5). He identified five practices of Christian preaching that 
are designed to help a preacher achieve homiletical competence. (6-8). 

 In chapter 1, Alcántara provided one major caveat to his preaching 
practices: true preaching must be Christian preaching (6). He divided the 
chapter into three categories: gospel, pseudo-gospels, and Christian ser-
mons (13). Alcántara spends considerable space defining the Gospel and 
describing its notable features (14-22). Then, Alcantara transitioned into 
a conversation about pseudo-gospels that many preachers are tempted to 
preach such as moralistic therapeutic deism (p. 22-34). Alcántara concluded 
chapter 1 by outlining five proposals to ensure that one preaches distinctly 
Christian sermons (35-40). 
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In chapters 2-6, Alcántara offers five practices that enhance Christian 
preaching. The practices are as follows: preaching convictionally, preaching 
contextually, preaching clearly, preaching concretely, and preaching creatively 
(8). Alcántara considers these 5 practices as essential habits of effective 
preachers. He views the implementation of these practices as an opportu-
nity to pursue a growth mindset regarding one’s development as a preacher. 

In chapter 2, Alcántara discusses the essential nature of convictional 
preaching. He argued that since God intends to us preachers to herald the 
Gospel, it informs the level of conviction a preacher holds. A preacher’s 
convictional mindset is relevant both in the pulpit and outside of the pulpit 
(41-71). In chapter 3, Alcántara notes that preaching takes place in the 
real world rather than in a cultural vacuum. The implication is that sermon 
development and delivery becomes more effective when the cultural context 
is rightly considered (73-100). In chapter 4, Alcántara contends that clarity 
is a hallmark of effective preaching. Alcántara encourages his readers to 
commit to clear exegesis, language, and the main idea of the sermon (101-
129). In chapter 5, Alcántara observes that many preachers remain abstract 
in their sermons which makes their content largely inaccessible. He suggests 
that preachers ought to work diligently to add concrete specificity to their 
explanations, illustrations, and applications (131-153). In chapter 6, Alcán-
tara states the final habit for effective preaching is to preach with creativity. 
Alcántara proposes 5 areas in which a preacher may increase their preaching 
imagination: biblical, poetic, theological, prophetic, and pastoral (155-184). 

Alcántara concludes his book by citing examples of individuals who 
excelled in their field. He notes that the common denominator in their suc-
cess was the deliberate practice of their craft. Alcántara reminds the reader of 
his central claim that deliberate practice is essential to enhance a preacher’s 
competence in the pulpit (185-192).

Alcántara’s book possessed numerous strengths for those who desire to 
sharpen their craft as preachers of the Word. One unique element of Alcán-
tara’s book is that it approaches preaching proficiency in terms of habits 
rather than methodology. Most preaching textbooks focus on mastery of 
a preaching methodology. The strength of Alcántara’s work is that mastery 
is never truly achieved. He presents one’s growth in preaching as a journey 
rather than a destination. Furthermore, his five C’s are easy to remember 
and are essential practices for those who desire to communicate the word 
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with passion and clarity. 
While Alcántara’s book possessed numerous strengths, it also had some 

weaknesses. On a theological level, he was very clear about the nature of sin 
but neglected to highlight the eternal effects of sin (i.e. eternal separation 
from God) in clear terms. In Alcántara’s description of the gospel, he notes 
that the gospel is offensive by nature because it exposes the sin in fallen 
humanity (p. 18-21). He could have bolstered this section by emphasizing 
the eternal effects of sin. The value-added in this approach is to provide a 
clear contrast to the hopefulness one finds in the gospel. With that said, the 
goal is not to dissuade preachers from using this book for their personal 
growth. It is simply worth noting for novice preachers who are mastering 
the art of Christian preaching. 

The Practices of Christian Preaching is a masterful treatise on the core 
habits one must cultivate for effective preaching. Preachers who commit to 
the deliberate practice of these activities will find consistent growth in their 
homiletical expertise. Alcántara’s work serves as a meaningful contribution 
to the field of preaching as it departs from a methodological approach to 
preaching proficiency. His emphasis on the deliberate practice of homiletical 
essentials may serve as a useful companion textbook to those that are more 
focused on methodology. 

James Stapleton Patterson, Student Minister
Northbrook Baptist Church

From Christ to Christianity: How the Jesus Movement Became the Church in 
Less Than a Century. By James R. Edwards. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 
2021, xxix + 320 pp., $27.99 paper.

James R. Edwards is Bruner-Welch Professor Emeritus of Theology at Whit-
worth University. He has published numerous other works, including two 
commentaries for The Pillar New Testament Commentary series (Mark and 
Luke), The Hebrew Gospel and the Development of the Synoptic Tradition, and 
The Divine Intruder: When God Breaks into Your Life. In his latest work, From 
Christ to Christianity: How the Jesus Movement Became the Church in Less Than 
a Century, Edwards argues that “the apostolic and postapostolic era was not 
a holding pattern, a delayed adolescence, or a devolution of Christianity. 
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Whatever the deficiencies of its leaders and literature, it remains the most 
creative era in the entire history of Christianity” (xxv-xxvi). 

To set the context for such an argument, Edwards portrays two profiles 
of one reality: the Jesus movement during the time of the Gospels, and the 
church during the time of Ignatius of Antioch (i.e., the end of the first cen-
tury). The Gospels portray Jesus’s ministry as an itinerant, rural movement 
located within Palestine. It consisted of twelve ethnically Jewish men and a 
small band of followers who spoke primarily Aramaic in public but Hebrew 
when reading Scripture. Its participants worshipped in synagogues on the 
Sabbath and celebrated the Passover. The group bore no official moniker 
(xxi). Less than a century later, the letters of Ignatius portray something 
quite different. The primarily urban group existed in the Roman world out-
side of Palestine. Life and worship was no longer centered on synagogues 
but churches superintended by bishops. Greek-speaking gentiles shared 
in its membership, and they worshipped on Sunday as they celebrated the 
Eucharist. Christian documents joined the Jewish Pentateuch, Writings, 
and Prophets to form the sacred Scriptures. Its adherents called themselves 
Christians.

Since Walter Bauer’s influential thesis was first published in 1934, the 
diversity of early Christian belief and practice has been heavily emphasized 
in patristic scholarship. From Christ to Christianity, however, stresses conti-
nuity based on the foundation of unity for the church: the gospel. Despite 
the complexities involved in articulating how the Jesus movement became 
the church, Edwards maintains the gospel was the “unchanging constant” 
(xxvi-xxvii). The early church was deeply motivated by the ministry of Jesus 
Christ. In fact, Edwards contends, “the transition from Christ to Christian-
ity was the result of Jesus followers seeking to organize their corporate life 
of witness, worship, and mission according to the fundamental nature of 
Jesus’s person and ministry” (xxvii). In order to do so, the forms of the Jesus 
movement had to adapt, while the content remained “faithful to the character 
and ministry of Jesus” (xxvi). The church was thus “adaptive to culture, but 
not captive to culture” (xxvii)

Edwards lays out his argument over the course of fourteen chapters, each 
demonstrating how the shift from one portrait to another developed. This 
structure, he admits, is “solely practical, intended to allow for adequate con-
sideration of each strand of a complex fabric, so that the intricacy of the whole 
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weaving—the development of Christianity—might be better understood 
and appreciated” (xxix). In Chapters 1-3, Edwards explains the shift from 
urban to rural, as well as the geographical expansion of the Jesus movement 
from Jerusalem to Rome and to the East and South. Chapter 4 articulates 
why the transition from Hebrew to Greek occurred and concludes with 
an acknowledgement that the change was critical for the Gentile mission, 
the topic of chapter 5. Chapter 6 includes an overview of Roman persecu-
tion, especially with respect to the Jewish revolts and their aftermath. More 
importantly, for his thesis, Edwards explains that Roman persecution served 
as the catalyst for the parting of the ways between the Jews and Christians. 
In effect, persecution launched Christianity out on its own, where it would 
develop its own forms of practice in accordance with the content of Jesus’s 
ministry. The transition to these new forms—Torah to Kerygma, Synagogue 
to Church, Jewish to Christian ethos, and others—makes up the remainder 
of the book. In each chapter, Edwards details how these transitions occurred, 
and their implications for the life of the church.

In the end, Edwards demonstrates the creativity of the early church in 
expanding its presence while remaining faithful to the content of the min-
istry of Jesus Christ. A strength of Edwards’s book is his extensive use of 
the Apostolic Fathers; he uses them effectively to show continuity amid 
great change. In addition to the Apostolic Fathers, Edwards combines both 
New Testament and historical scholarship to clearly articulate a very com-
plex process. Although the book unfortunately lacks a works cited index 
for secondary literature, Edwards delivers well-crafted information in his 
footnotes for those seeking additional sources or a greater understanding 
of the material. His work, which focuses on a much narrower time frame, 
provides the reader a complement to other resources on the development 
of the early church, such as Rodney Stark’s The Rise of Christianity: How the 
Obscure, Marginal Jesus Movement Became the Dominant Religious Force in the 
Western World in a Few Centuries, or Ramsay MacMullen’s Christianizing the 
Roman Empire: A.D. 100–400. 

Alex Moore, PhD Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary
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Defending Shame: Its Formative Power in Paul’s Letters. By Te-Li Lau. Grand 
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2020, 288 pp., $27.99 paper.

In Defending Shame, Te-Li Lau, associate professor of New Testament at 
Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, argues that Paul uses shame as a ped-
agogical tool to admonish and transform the minds of his readers into the 
mind of Christ (10). Lau is aware that his thesis rubs against the anti-shame 
zeitgeist of Western culture. Nevertheless, Lau claims that extirpation of 
shame is ill-advised, and the church needs to adopt a nuanced understanding 
of shame’s complexity (5). Lau sees the apostle Paul as a model by which 
shame can be meaningfully employed to promote human flourishing (6). 

Lau executes his argument in three parts. Part one (chapters 1-3) pro-
vides a framework for the book by addressing the conceptual background of 
shame. In chapter 1, Lau assesses shame in order to move towards a work-
ing definition. His approach is to examine shame as an emotion, which is 
distinguished from the objective reality of disgrace (13). Importantly, Lau 
points to the difficulty in maintaining the opinion of an absolute distinction 
between guilt and shame (17-24). Lau defines shame as “the painful emotion 
that arises from an awareness that one has fallen short of some standard, 
ideal, or goal” (29). 

Chapters 2 deals with the conceptual background of shame in the con-
texts of Greco-Roman moral education, psychology, and philosophy. After 
outlining the principal Greek lexemes of shame, Lau follows a diachronic 
analysis of Greco-Roman philosophers including Pre-Socratics, Socrates/
Plato, Aristotle, Philodmus, Stoics, Plutarch, and Dio Chrysostom. Chapter 
3 similarly covers the conceptual background of shame but from a Jewish 
perspective. The author narrows his focus on select texts, primarily Genesis 
2:25 and 3:7, but also incorporates texts from Deuteronomy, Ezekiel, and 
Sirach. These chapters are key to the author’s argument as he demonstrates 
how shame functioned positively in moral formation for both cultures. 

Part 2 (chapters 4-6) examines the use of shame in specific Pauline texts. 
The two axes used to examine Paul’s usage are retrospective and prospective 
shame. The former refers to the feeling of shame in past and present circum-
stances, whereas the latter refers to situations where the event is in the future. 
In chapter 4, the author selects Galatians and 1 Corinthians as examples 
where Paul uses retrospective shame when confronted with the church’s past 
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and present theological and moral failings. Chapter 5 argues that Philippians 
and Philemon consists of Paul’s prospective use of shame––that is, Paul 
uses shame to cultivate a dispositional sense of shame in his readers (123). 

Chapter 6 brings together the various insights offered in the exegetical 
chapters in order to construct a coherent understanding of Paul’s use of shame 
(149). Paul’s use of shame is then related to the Jewish and Greco-Roman 
understandings. Overall, Lau argues that Paul’s use of shame is both similar 
and different from the Jewish and Greco-Roman worlds (172). Paul differs 
most pointedly from the Jewish understanding in that the cross is the basis 
of true honor. Paul, however, incorporates the Jewish notion of the divine 
court of opinion when cultivating a disposition of shame in his readers. Like 
the Greco-Roman world, Paul uses shame as a pedagogical tool for moral 
formation. What separates Paul from these moral philosophers, however, 
is his insistence that the Holy Spirit is necessary for shaming refutation to 
be effective.

Finally, part 3 (chapters 7-8) of the book moves towards cultural 
engagement with Pauline notions of shame. Chapter 7 looks to the field of 
criminology as well as Confusion thought in Chinese culture to demonstrate 
their similarities and differences with Paul. In chapter 8 Lau engages various 
objections to a positive use of shame for moral formation and further refines 
how one should adopt Pauline shame tactics in the church and larger society.

Since honor-shame discourse is prevalent in NT scholarship, readers 
may wonder how Lau’s work relates to the field. While NT scholars often 
employ cultural and anthropological models of honor and shame, Lau’s work 
approaches shame differently by emphasizing its use for moral formation 
(8). Moreover, the typical approach understands honor-shame largely as 
social values whereas Lau is looking at shame primarily as a moral emotion 
(9). Lau does not see his work as incompatible, but instead as a supplement 
to the typical honor-shame approach (9).

Although all will acknowledge Paul’s use of shame in certain contexts (cf. 
1 Cor 4:14, 6:5), Lau seeks to demonstrate that the usage is more widespread 
than typically understood. For example, in Galatians, Lau admits Paul does 
not baldly state he writes to shame the church, nor does he use explicit shame 
lexemes (94 cf. 95, 140, 149). Nevertheless, Lau argues that the concept of 
shame is evoked from the language Paul uses, as well as through epistolary 
features and the portrayal of the Galatians and opponents (95, 106). In 
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other places, Lau points to the rhetorical strategy of the letters as evidence 
of Paul’s prospective use of shame (140-144). 

Perhaps some will need further convincing that the blurring between guilt 
and shame is indeed correct. Lau recognizes that a loss in clear distinction 
is at odds with contemporary Western usage of shame, which is reflected in 
the amount of attention in the opening chapters. Lau is sometimes forced 
to argue implicitly for the presence of shame. If indeed shame is such an 
important feature of Paul’s moral formation, one wonders why he does not 
make more explicit use of shame language, especially in Galatians where 
the crisis is dire. 

Readers will benefit from the impressive scope of Defending Shame. The 
author offers a window into the concept of shame from essentially four 
different perspectives––Greco-Roman, Jewish, Western/secular, and Chi-
nese––with Paul as the crucial point of reference. As such, the book has a 
potentially wide appeal not only to scholars working in Pauline studies, 
but also to the fields of psychology, pedagogy, intercultural studies, and 
pastoral ministry.

Garrett S. Craig, PhD Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Liberty for All: Defending Everyone’s Religious Freedom in a Pluralistic Age. By 
Andrew T. Walker. Grand Rapids: Brazos Press, 2021, 217 pp., $19.99 paper.

Andrew T. Walker serves as Associate Professor of Christian Ethics at The 
Southern Baptist Theological Seminary and is the Executive Director of 
the Carl F. H. Henry Institute for Evangelical Engagement. His message in 
Liberty for All is that “Christians should extend religious liberty to everyone 
because everyone is pursuing truth, even if incorrectly” (4). Walker defines 
religious liberty as a situation in which “every individual, regardless of their 
religious confession, is equally free to believe, or not to believe, and to live 
out their understanding . . . without threat of government penalty or social 
harassment” (10). He maintains that the veracity of each religion’s beliefs 
is immaterial to our duty as Christians to defend the freedom of those who 
hold them. Advancing religious liberty for all is a Christian imperative.

Walker emphasizes that promoting religious freedom for all people does 
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not mean affirming all religions as equal or true. “Religious liberty,” he 
explains, “is not about relativizing truth claims or treating all religions as 
equals” (5). On the contrary, true religious freedom entails that people of all 
faiths—including Christians—are free to assert even the exclusivist elements 
of their belief systems. Only then is religious expression truly free, and only 
then can we have genuine dialogue on matters of faith. Walker explains, “We 
do no service to our neighbors by weakening the claims of our religion ... The 
common good is better served when honest brokers approach one another 
within a society that pledges to foster religious liberty by giving each equal 
space in the public square” (182-3). Christians should advocate for the 
freedom of all faith communities to assert their own competing truth claims.

Liberty for All is organized into parts on eschatology, anthropology, and 
missiology. The eschatology part establishes that religious liberty is desirable 
in our secular age because religious pluralism, while not ideal, is a reality 
God permits until all things are subject to him. The anthropology part shows 
that any infringement on a person’s religious freedom is a violation of their 
very nature since religiosity is essential to being human. The missiology 
part argues that religious liberty is important for conversionist evangelism 
rightly understood, and true to the Southern Baptist perspective from which 
Walker writes, an unapologetic emphasis on mission colors the entire book. 
“Any claim or pursuit of religious liberty,” Walker argues, “must always point 
to its telos: the advancement of God’s kingdom” (217). Christians should 
advocate for everyone’s religious freedom primarily because it aids in the 
furtherance of Christ’s mission.

Walker holds that religious liberty is central to Christian mission because it 
is essential to what mission is all about: giving people opportunities to make 
uncoerced professions of faith. “Dismissing or overlooking the centrality of 
religious liberty in Christian public theology,” he says, “demonstrates a failure 
to establish first principles that are necessary for the church’s mission” (12). 
These first principles have to do with the fact that a person receives the good 
news by way of an unencumbered decision to follow Christ. Religious free-
dom nurtures an environment in which people are empowered to make such 
decisions, and Walker writes that religious liberty is “designed to facilitate 
uncoerced and unobstructed access to humankind’s greatest need – salvation 
in Jesus Christ” (146). He supports his advocacy of liberty for all with an 
unashamedly evangelistic rationale: “Christians insist on the necessity of 
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religious liberty so that persons untainted by coercion can make voluntary 
professions of faith” (155). Through much of the book, Walker treads a fine 
line between saying an environment of religious freedom is necessary for 
effective evangelism and holding that religious freedom simply often aids 
in our mission to share the gospel.

Walker posits that religious liberty “is needed in order to advance the 
gospel” (18), and calls it “a necessary component for the unhindered advance 
of the gospel” (211). At another point he explains, “Understood as a means 
through which an individual encounters the gospel and responds freely and 
authentically, religious liberty is critical to persons experiencing salvation” 
(160). All this insistence on the necessity of religious liberty for salvation 
and gospel advance is qualified by Walker’s explanation that a religiously 
free environment serves a facilitative role in Christian mission. “[R]eligious 
liberty,” he writes, “facilitates mission by giving space and fostering the ideal 
conditions for the mission of Christ to continue” (151). Walker clarifies, “The 
mission of God does not wholly depend on Western ideals of religious liberty 
inasmuch as it is aided where religious liberty exists” (151). Christians ought 
to advocate for everyone’s religious liberty “not because Christian mission 
is necessarily contingent on religious liberty but because religious liberty 
aids Christian mission in its ultimate task of seeing individuals reconciled 
and redeemed” (155). Religious liberty for all aids in Christian mission by 
nurturing an environment conducive to uncoerced decisions for Christ.

Here in Liberty for All, Andrew T. Walker encourages Christians to be 
advocates for religious freedom among all faith communities – even those 
that do not have the truth. He builds his case by drawing out religious liberty’s 
implications on eschatology, anthropology, and missiology. Undergirding 
the whole book is Walker’s strong contention that religious freedom fosters 
an environment facilitative of persons making voluntary professions of faith 
in Christ – the ultimate goal of mission. Advocacy for religious liberty is a 
missional endeavor, and Liberty for All is a missional book.

Caleb Cohen, DMin
Digital Theological Education Catalyst
International Mission Board, Prague (Czech Republic)
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A History of Evangelism in North America. By Thomas P. Johnston, ed. Grand 
Rapids: Kregel, 2021, 352 pp., $16.99 paper.

A History of Evangelism in North America is a helpful introductory work on 
key evangelists and evangelistic ministries in the United States from Jonathan 
Edwards to John Piper. Thomas Johnston, Senior Professor of Evangelism 
at Midwestern Baptist Theological Seminary and President of the Southern 
Baptist Professors of Evangelism Fellowship, has compiled a collection of 
essays from notable scholars on the topic. Scholars such as William Henard, 
J. D. Payne, Chuck Lawless, and Paul Akin are just a few of the twenty-one 
scholars that each contributed. Johnston promised that the volume would 
fill a seventy-year void in the area of evangelism in America and would make 
clear God’s oversight of evangelism “as North American Christians sought 
to obey Christ’s Great Commission in their generation” (9). In terms of 
methodology each chapter sought to present a biographical approach to 
evangelism and a focus on “varieties of evangelism methodologies” (9). 
Many of the figures include Jonathan Edwards, David Brainerd, John Wesley, 
George Whitefield, Francis Asbury, J. Wilbur Chapman, Dawson Trotman, 
Billy Graham, Bill Bright, Donald McGavren, and John Piper. Some key 
moments are highlighted throughout the book including the revivals of 
both the first and second Great Awakenings, the work of Bible Societies, 
The Navigators, Youth for Christ, Campus Crusade, The Jesus Movement, 
and the Young- Restless and- Reformed movement.

Although each chapter is concise, it would be impossible to summarize all 
twenty-two chapters in this review. Instead, by way of highlighting the book’s 
strengths and weaknesses specific elements of strengths and weaknesses can 
be highlighted here. In regards to strengths, the book is overwhelmingly 
positive and doesn’t appear to have a bone to pick. Each chapter does as 
Johnston hopes, namely that they present a biography of the person or 
movement and highlight their evangelistic strategies. For example, Robert 
Matz’s chapter on “The Revival of 1800 on the American Frontier” is a 
worthy example. Regardless of what Reformed Evangelicals might think 
about the camp revival meetings of the nineteenth-century, Matz highlights 
their evangelistic strategies and is pleasantly positive in his conclusion as he 
points to their success and decline by 1850. He notes a few observations: 
(1) prayer played a key role. Matz writes, “The parishioners attending these 
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revival meetings were genuinely seeking their God and seeking to discern 
His will” (150). (2) Interdenominational cooperation peaked during the 
year of 1802; (3) there was a strong emphasis on personal holiness; (4) 
those leaders who were raised up for the revivals risked personal safety in 
order to make sure the gospel message was proclaimed and protected. What 
is noteworthy about Matz’s comments is his ability to present historical data 
and positive observations at the same time. But this is not something unique 
only to Matz, but is instead true of every author in the book. 

Second, Johnston’s work succeeds in its overall goal to provide “varieties” 
of evangelistic methodologies. One can only imagine what Edwards would 
have thought if he had known he was lumped together with The Jesus Move-
ment or the camp revival meetings of James McGready. It is in this variety 
and diversity that the true colors of evangelism in America are clearly seen. 
Evangelistic strategies since Edwards have not gone through development, 
but have instead varied tremendously. But there are also theological brothers 
and sisters as well. Edwards, Whitefield, Brainerd, and even Piper all demon-
strate the longevity and evangelistic zeal of the Reformed tradition, whereas 
Wesley, Asbury, and Chuck Smith represent a sample of the longevity and 
evangelistic zeal of those sympathetic to Arminian soteriology. 

Third, the book is helpfully introductory. Readers will receive a large 
swath of church history, along with engaging biography, and stimulus for 
evangelistic thinking. Readers will also see clearly the overall theme of the 
book, namely that each figure and movement regardless of their theological or 
practical differences agreed that evangelism was important for the Christian 
church and for the fulfillment of the Great Commission.

Although many of the key figures and movements of evangelism in North 
America since Edwards are highlighted a few others are not addressed. The 
book attempts to cover a large range of evangelistic strategies over two and 
half centuries of evangelistic fervor in America and leaves out men such as 
Charles Finney, D. L. Moody, and Billy Sunday. Charles Finney played a 
crucial role in the revival theology and evangelistic strategies of the Second 
Great Awakening and was even known as an evangelistic innovator on the 
American frontier. The evangelist, D. L. Moody was known for his evangelistic 
preaching in Chicago, modern evangelistic strategies, and innovations that 
perhaps ushered in the modern concept of mass revivalism. Evangelist Billy 
Sunday likewise made a tremendous impact on Americans in his “Kerosene 
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Circuit” in which he preached electric evangelistic messages in mostly Iowa 
and Illinois. Readers might question why such men as these were left out of 
the work. In a book where so much ground is covered decisions have to be 
made as to who will be addressed and who will not be addressed.

Regardless, even if some key figures in North American evangelism were 
left out, the book provides a helpful introduction to the work of evangelists 
across denominational, theological, and philosophical lines. Readers will 
be encouraged by the witness of Christians who not only understood the 
importance of preaching the gospel to the lost, but thought critically about 
how to do this effectively. 

Taylor Mendoza, PhD Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Politics After Christendom: Political Theology in a Fractured World. By David 
VanDrunen. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Academic, 2021, 400 pp., $29.99 
paper.

David VanDrunen has spent many years researching and defending the natural 
law tradition, and the political theology outlined in Politics after Christendom 
is the fruit of such labors. As Christianity Today’s 2021 book of the year in the 
category of “Politics and Public Life,” it represents a significant Protestant 
work in both the field of natural law and political theology that promotes 
an alternative vision for politics than that of liberation theology, Christian 
nationalism, and some neo-Calvinist works, such as James Skillen’s The 
Good of Politics. His thesis is threefold. First, he argues that “the natural law 
is foundational for human law” (20). Second, VanDrunen contends that the 
Noahic covenant, not the original creation mandate, forms this natural law 
framework that guides political communities (65). Finally, these political 
communities are legitimate, common, accountable to God, and provisional 
or temporary (17-18). 

VanDrunen divides his work into two parts: part one advances his thesis, 
part two applies it. In chapter one, VanDrunen introduces his Two-Kingdom 
framework, which distinguishes the natural kingdom that “extends over all 
creatures” from the kingdom that “extends . . . over the church uniquely” 
(42). In this chapter, he defines and roots all four of his categories in the 
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natural law, without relation to the eschatological kingdom. In chapter two, 
VanDrunen overviews the biblical covenants and looks at important questions 
regarding the image of God, the fall, and the relationship between nature 
and grace, concluding that the Noahic covenant only functions to preserve 
nature by its natural law (76). Chapters three and four form the exegetical 
foundation for his work where he attempts to show the Noahic origins of 
the political community from both the Old and New Testament (93-95, 
98, 104-09). In chapter five, VanDrunen links the natural law to the Noahic 
covenant, portraying the natural law as “a holistic ... moral order” summa-
rized by the Noahic covenant, which one comes to learn as one matures in 
wisdom (134-37). Then in chapter six, he outlines his vision for political 
engagement that envisions “Christian sojourners” as “active participants in 
their political communities” who pursue “a modest and provisional justice, 
not a comprehensive or final one,” which he refers to as the “just common-
ality” (159-160). In the end, “Christians should be neither optimists nor 
pessimists” in their political goals and simply “be responsible participants 
in their societies, seeking a just commonality with a reserved, confident, 
cheerful, and charitable attitude” (176). In part two, he applies his thesis 
in such a way that promotes religious liberty, the family, a “vibrant market 
economy,” as well as retributive and compensatory justice, which is defined 
through a “customary legal order” that “properly recognizes and limits the 
authority of government office” (383). 

To understand VanDrunen’s political theology, one must recognize that 
his argument rests on the assertion that, although similar, the moral order 
mediated by the Noahic covenant is not the moral order established in the 
original creation, but one fit for “God’s fallen but preserved world” (65). He 
accounts for this distinction by communicating the image of God in primarily 
functional terms (59). In this understanding, because “who human beings 
are cannot be separated from what God calls them to do,” the fall radically 
affected the function of image-bearers and, thus, the natural order to which 
they are accountable (59-65). For VanDrunen, the Noahic covenant, not 
the original creation mandate, “determines the character and purpose of 
political communities” (83-84). While I am grateful for the work VanDrunen 
has done to bring the Noahic covenant into the natural law conversation, 
his case could have been stronger if he had engaged the political narrative 
of earlier chapters in Genesis. For in the post-Fall world of Genesis 4, Cain 
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fears just retribution, cities and nomadic societies form, livestock are raised, 
and tools, enterprise, and culture are created. Additionally, the text implicitly 
condemns Lamech according to the natural law for taking two wives and 
administering disproportionate judgment. Thus, VanDrunen’s conclusion 
that “the Noahic covenant alone explains the divinely authorized formation 
and legitimacy of common political communities in the post-flood world” 
does not seem to take into account the formation and legitimacy of the 
political communities in the postlapsarian reality of Genesis 4 (99). For if 
the creation mandate still applies after the fall affected humanity’s function as 
image-bearers, there’s no good reason to question it holding after Genesis 9. 

Based on his understanding of the Two Kingdoms, VanDrunen also con-
ceives of provisionality in such a way that draws an antithesis between the 
Christian and natural ethic, such that the gospel has no effect on “the scope 
of legitimate political authority” (109, 117-19). “The Noahic covenant,” 
VanDrunen explains, “not the kingdom of Christ, provides the normative 
vision to guide Christians’ political activity ... These institutions cannot 
coherently manifest the peaceable vision of Christ’s kingdom while ful-
filling their responsibility to enforce coercion-backed justice” (119). This 
understanding of the provisionality shapes his discussions of justice, which 
he maintains is exclusively “retributive in nature” and does not reflect the 
comprehensive justice of the kingdom (258). Thus, Noahic justice provides 
“no conception of positive rights (or welfare rights) that is both coherent and 
useful” (275) and is not held “to the standard of Christian love, or ... agape” 
(288). So, when VanDrunen discusses how the exiles existed in Babylon 
and Paul’s vision for political communities in Romans 13, VanDrunen relies 
heavily upon his Noahic framework to interpret what these passages mean 
by “welfare” and “good.” For if the Noahic covenant only preserves, and if 
Noahic justice can only be retributive, then Daniel and his friends seeking 
the welfare of Babylon and Paul’s conception of promoting the good must 
be interpreted as promoting a strictly retributive and preservative vision of 
justice, not a restorative or eschatological justice. Potentially, his Noahic 
framework causes him to miss some of the restorative, yet still provisional, 
elements the natural law would suggest such as rehabilitation for drug addicts, 
programs to effectively lift families out of poverty, and responsible assis-
tance in healthcare through CHIP programs or Medicare for the aging. I 
believe his vision for political justice could be strengthened if he took into 
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consideration passages like the Good Samaritan (Luke 10:25-37) and the 
shade of the mustard tree (Matthew 13:31-32), which seem to highlight 
positive influences of the natural law and the kingdom to the structures of 
this world without foregoing provisionality.

In general, VanDrunen successfully shows that a holistic, culturally tran-
scendent, and natural moral order ought to guide one’s politics, promoting 
legitimate, common, accountable, and provisional political institutions in 
which Christians should not place their ultimate hope. However, I would 
suggest that one could rightly encourage provisionality without foregoing 
the model of the kingdom or without completely separating the effects of 
the kingdom from the structures of this world. Whether one agrees with 
his Noahic framework, Politics After Christendom is an accessible work that 
introduces the reader into many of the conversations going on regarding 
ethics today and is helpful for those seeking to understand more about what 
God calls them to in the messy field of political engagement.

Hunter Hindsman, PhD Student
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Hebrews. By Thomas R. Schreiner. Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2020, 
560 pp., $49.99.

The Evangelical Biblical Theology Commentary (EBTC) is a new com-
mentary series from Lexham Press. However, this commentary series was 
formerly named Biblical Theology for Christian Proclamation (BTCP), 
published by B&H Publishing Group. While B&H came out with a couple of 
commentaries for this series—starting with Thomas Schreiner’s Commentary 
on Hebrews—they discontinued the BTCP series. Thankfully, Lexham Press 
picked up and revamped this series. For those who have Schreiner’s Hebrews 
commentary in the BTCP, the Lexham cover is different, but the content is 
the same. So, for anyone considering Schreiner’s new Hebrews commentary 
(EBTC), nothing is new regarding his content (i.e., Schreiner did not revise 
or re-word anything for this new Lexham series). 

Schreiner splits his commentary into three sections: (1) Introduction 
(1–49), (2) Exposition (51–433), and (3) Biblical and Theological Themes 
(435–99). The benefit of this commentary is getting two books in one: (1) 
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a commentary on Hebrews (introduction and exposition) and (2) a biblical 
theology of Hebrews, making this commentary useful in more than one 
setting. For example, some might use the biblical and theological themes 
section to work through the theology of Hebrews and how its themes fit 
with the whole canon (xi). In contrast, others might use the exposition 
section to work through the meaning of the text of Hebrews exclusively. 
Still, Schreiner provides helpful footnotes throughout the exposition sec-
tion, pointing to further elaboration in the biblical and theological theme 
sections (and vice versa). 

 While the introduction goes through the typical sequence—e.g., author, 
date, destination, addressees, genre, purpose, and historical background 
(2–20)—Schreiner includes additional sections that help orientate readers 
with biblical and theological elements. For example, Schreiner also has a 
section on “Hebrews and the Story Line of the Bible” (20–28) and “Biblical 
and Theological Structures” (which includes: promise-fulfillment; already-
but-not-yet eschatology; typology; the spatial orientation of Hebrews) 
(29–49). So, yes, the reader gets a typical commentary introduction. But 
also, much more—a biblical theological commentary introduction.

Characteristic of Schreiner’s usual writing style, this commentary is not 
unnecessarily technical (xii, 1, 2). Schreiner gives context for each passage, 
explains each section, provides footnotes for differing views/interpretations 
and further study, and includes a bridge section that summarizes and applies 
each passage section. (The bridge section feature is particularly beneficial 
in helping readers reflect on each passage). As a result, readers will quickly 
grasp Schreiner’s interpretations, whether one agrees with him or not. 

There are many of commentaries on Hebrews. Thus, besides EBTC’s 
emphasis on biblical theology, why read this one? A quick look at a handful 
of Hebrews commentaries will display differing perspectives on the warn-
ing passages. That is, who are the warnings addressed to, and how do they 
function? Schreiner offers a unique perspective (i.e., neither about loss of 
salvation, loss of rewards, or pseudo-Christians) where he sees the warnings 
functioning as a means of salvation (481). While Schreiner, a well-known 
Pauline scholar, presents his unique view on the warning passages, it is not 
a new perspective (482). One will have to consult his commentary to see 
how Schreiner handles the warning passages (34, 43–44, 78–84, 126–49, 
179–91, 323–29, 403–8, 480–91). Simply put: The warnings in Hebrews 
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are God’s means of preservation, and Christians always heed those warnings 
(i.e., they persevere)—indeed, they must (132, 188, 253, 336, 482). For 
Schreiner, the warning passages play a major role in the letter’s purpose to 
the Hebrews: “don’t fall away” (14, 82, 151, 171, 375)—positively restated: 
“The readers are called on to persevere, to hold on, and to keep believing 
until the end” (14, 331). Nevertheless, Christians might agree that God 
uses means, even if disagreeing with Schreiner’s view on how the warnings 
function (489–90). However, maybe—just maybe—God also used the 
means of a commentary on Hebrews to help Christians properly understand 
the warnings in Hebrews. (Let the reader understand). 

A few minor updates could have improved Schreiner’s Hebrews com-
mentary for this new EBTC series. First, Schreiner primarily quotes from 
the HCSB (Holman Christian Standard Bible) and points to other transla-
tions he believes best represent the Greek. Considering Schreiner’s BTCP 
Hebrews commentary was published in 2015, this makes sense. However, 
since the revision of the HCSB to the CSB (Christian Standard Bible) in 
2017, readers might find it more helpful if Schreiner quoted from the CSB 
(2017) in the EBTC. In many ways, the CSB interprets the passage how 
Schreiner corrects the HCSB (68, 99, 118–19, 128, 137–38, 141, 184–85, 
195, 203, 264, 386, 406). Second, whether finding it wrong or right, helpful 
or unhelpful, some engagement with prosopological exegesis (PE) would 
update and enhance Schreiner’s section on 1:5–13 (62–77). For example, 
who is talking to whom and when in Hebrews 1:5–13 (cf. Psalm 2:7)? Since 
the publication of Matthew Bates’ book, The Birth of the Trinity (2015), and 
other scholars who also advocate prosopological exegesis, clarification on this 
view might help readers sift through how Schreiner sees biblical typology 
fitting with PE or not (37, 296–97). Of course, Schreiner did write about 
his view of Hebrews 1:5–13 while interacting with PE in his 2020 SBTJ 
article “The Trinity in Hebrews.” If anything, referencing that article could 
inform readers who wonder (1) if Schreiner’s view of typology in Hebrews 
agrees or not with PE and (2) if PE and typology are even compatible (e.g., 
can one advocate PE and see biblical typology as prospective and retro-
spective?). Understandably, people are busy working on other projects, 
and it would take more time to go through the entire commentary again to 
make slight adjustments. Thus, these minor quibbles will not deter readers 
from understanding and benefitting from this commentary in any way; they 
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could, however, provide a little more clarity since Schreiner’s Hebrews BTCP 
commentary in 2015.

Whether consulting the introduction, the exposition, or the BT themes 
section, Schreiner’s primary aim for this commentary is “to focus on the 
letter’s biblical theology” (1). Thus, if people are looking for a biblical the-
ology of Hebrews, they have come to the right commentary—Hebrews in 
the Evangelical Biblical Theology Commentary series. 

Steven R. Stanley, BA student in Biblical and Theological Studies
Boyce College


