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Chapter One
Correcting Misconceptions About
Theonomy

Gary DeMar wisely says that ount
published works oftte major Reconstructionist authors, he

should not s pe aklfthisprocedune hadbeen s u b j
foll owed by Theonomyos critics,
concerning the position would never have arisen. Sadly this
procedure has not been followeahd so it is necessary to begin

this book with a short chapter correcting misconceptions that

have arisen with respect to the Theonomic position.

Theonomy Denies Justification by Works

Although Theonomy maintains that the Law of God continues
asarueof | i fe for the Christian, |
works of obedience to the law contribute towards their juatific
tion before God. Theonomy agrees with the answer of the
West minster Shorter Catechism to
cati ouns?tbi:f iécJati on i s an act of G
pardons all our sins, and accepts us as righteous in his sight,
only for the righteousness of Christ imputed to us, aoéived
by faith aloned (answer no quest
omyrejecta | egal i stic approacé- to th
fore God is repeatedly found 1in
work Theonomy in Chstian Ethics

Theonomy is not a scheme for personal-gedfification.

Godob6s grace, expressepledin the

1G. DeMar, O6Fear of Flying: CIl i pTheonogy: Arhirdoonmred my 6 s Wi n.
Responsep. 78
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redemption of Jesus Christ, alone can save us. The Sa

l our i s not embraced but by f
his salvatiorf.

Jesus repudiates the perverse externalistic interpretations

of the Pharisees, their exegetical distortions of the lad, a

their worksrighteousness scheme of justificatin.

So although they think that tfF
Phais ees really exclude themsel
their legalism which will not hear wh&odhas to sayor

obey it in love. Autonomwnd seHrighteousness makes
Theonomy void'

Paul, in agreement with Jesus, takes a stand againsi-the J
daistic interpretation of the law as a means of salvation.

The law itself is not a hostile force to man, but whoever

expects his salvation by way diet law will be deceived

and lost. Legalistic justification, such as that attempted by

the Pharisees, will damn a man; hence Paul constantly

warns against trusting in the law.

The prologue to the Ten Commandments should hdve su
ficiently shown the Pharies that salvation was an act of
Godods grace. . .Justification we
Testament, and the scribes of the law should have known

this fact well. The violation of the law by our first parents,

Adam and Eve, rendered it impossible that eithey or

their descendants should ever be justified on the ground of

their own personal righteousness. If there was to ba-salv

aA)

-

tion at all, i1t would necessar
mercy and based dtlis righteousness. In telling about the
Messiahwhes h a | | bring salvation fo

2G.L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8" edition, p. 37
% Ibid., p. 91

*Ibid., p. 121

®Ibid., p. 122
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Jeremiah calls Him AThe Lord c
23:6). Justification is grounded in the righteousness of the
Lord, accounted as our own.

The Pharisees were deluded to think that they coulth-esta
lish their ownrighteousness by the law; the Scriptures
taught them othmvise”

The law doesiot save a man, but it does show hirhy he
needs to be saved ahdwhe is to walk after he is sav&d.

To use the law as a means of justification is an unlawful
use of the lawicf. 1 Tim. 1:8). Moralism is not the Bibl

cal way of salation.”

The Scriptures uniformly represent justification by the
works of the law as a way deathwhich is contrary to
justification by Christ (who perfectly kept the law), the

way oflife.*°

Chrid 6s perfect obedience to t he
release from the necessity of personally keeping the law as
a condition of justificatiort

Our righteousness before God must be that whiain-s
putedto us, the righteousness of Christ who was sinless
before the law"?

Christ justifies us from all things which tidosaic Law

was not ableo justify us*®

Instead of appearing before God in our own righteousness
earned under the law, we are presented to God in thte righ

®lbid., p. 127
" Ibid., p. 128
8 lbid., p. 129
? Ibid.
%1bid., p. 130
1 bid.
2 bid.
2 bid.
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eousness of Jesus Christ which is reat@ae a free gift of

Godos “grace.

With respect to justification, the Jerusalem Council ruled

out the works of the law as its proper grodnd.

Paul 6s theme throughout Gal at/i
law for sahation.*

The law is simply not a quickeningyer; because of sin

(Rom. 8:3), and therefore unable to impart life andtrigh

eousness (Gal. 3:21). Thus anyone who seeks justification
before God out of obedience tc
curse. Paul directs this comment against therggifeols

legalism of the Judaizers and Jewish rabbis. They should

have known that nobody shall be justified by the law, for

the Older Testament clearly said that they righteous shall

live by faith (Gal. 3:1012) '

If one takes that law as his salvation, themae precluded

grace®

Since all arainrighteous ([Rom.] 3:23) the law will justify

none. And because justificat:
obedience to the law can contribute absolutely nothing

(3:21-24)

The conclusion of the matter, then, is thatanmust trust

Godds grace and Christds right
own wor ks, which only condemn
curse?’

Scripture uniformly views the Law as a standard oftrigh

eousness after which we should pattern our sanctification

% bid.,
5 bid.,
18 1bid.
bid.,
18 bid.,
9 bid.,
2 |pid.

p. 131
p. 133

p. 134

p. 135
p. 136
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and Christia life, butjustificationis neverby our obed
ence to the law (after the fall of Adam and E¥e).

There must Dbe perfect righteol

grace for our salvation. Therefore, Scripture centers on the
obediencef Christi both active anghassive’ because it

IS the necessary requirement for the full justification of
sinners’

The extent of Christodos rightec

fact that He both actively obeyed the prescriptive as well
as passively olygng the penal requirements okthaw, the
former in order to qudy as a substitute, the latter in order
to atone for sin. Having obeyed the law in its moeal r
quirements in order that His perfect righteousness might

be I mputed to us, He came unde

demnation sdhat our transgressions could be forgi&n.

Our ownobedience to the law cannot be used as a way of
justification, we are saved by th@putedobedience of the
Messiah (1 Cor. 1:30; Phil. 3:9), an obedienckdtinthe
prescriptive and penaggquirementsb Go d 6% Law.

The removal of mandés guilt an

standing in the sight of God comes, not by his own pe

sonal works of the law, but only through the imputation of
Christbds righteousness (His
and passive,tevery demand of Godos
| egal condition |

i n the faliend righteousness
are entitled to the eternal
Man does notarnhis new standing n God o6 s s-eyes;

2 bid., pp 136137. This quote also highlights the fact that Greg Bahnsen believed irfail pave-

nant of works; a view which is at odds with the teaching of the Federal Vision theology (though not
everyone who denies the covenant of works is arfaéiésionist).

2bid., p. 152

% Ibid.

#bid., p. 153
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tablishedsoleyby Godds own grfathis ous w

justificationés proper instrur
Moreover while preaching on Romans 31, Dr. Bahnsen
warned his |Iisteners that i1 f the

any obediencethgtou of fer t o Godobe-in o6th
how this will show that | am worthy rather than simply saying
AMy only hope is in JesdBu-Chri st
thermore, in his commentary on P
R.J. RushdbenmasawbBom Godds | aw
death is accursed, and so too are all who seek justification by
means of the law, for tHhey i magi
In light of the above evidence, it would appear to b@abs
lutely incredible that a virulerdpponent of Theonomy such as
R. Scott Clark can allegethatt he spirit of Theon
really the spi r% Rrof €lrk Haheitheretf or ma
read Theonomic literature or else he is in Hgimded breach of
the ninth commandmentiowever it must be said that not all
critics of Theonomy havstoppedo the lows of R. Scott Clark;
by way of contrast, Harold Cunningham very properly observes:
As many writers have already noted, there is much in
Theonomy which is commendable, and with whicbse
within the Reformed tradition would be full agreement.
These include the infallibility of Scripture and justification
by faith without the deeds of the L&w.
Such an admission is most welcome when one considerathe h
tred shown to Theonomy by a&feologuedike R. Scott Clark.

®bid., p. 157

% Cited in J.M. OtisDanger in the Camp: An Analysis and Refutation of the Heresies of the Federal

Vision p. 449

?’R.J. RushdoonyRomans and Galatiang. 347

% prof, Clark made tlsi outrageous accusation when responding to comments on his (equally outr
geous)blogpost O6Theonomy and Federal Vision: Separated a
http://heidelblog.wordpress.com/2008/06/17/theonangfederalvision-separategt-birth/

2 H.G. CunninghamTheonomy: An Attempt at Reconstructipn22
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The importance of highlighting the fact that Theonomic
views are copatible with the orthodox Protestant doctrine of
justification by faith alone, is even more pressing in these days
when the opponents of Theonomy seek to limath those
within the Federal Vision ma@ament who have either denied or
redefined the doctrine of justification as it is set forth in tke R
formed ConfessionsBecause some of these men used to be in
the Theonomy movement (though Federal Visioniges James
Jordan and Peter Leithart have publicly repudiated
omy™), there has been a tendency among some opponents of
Theonomy and Christian Reconstruction to link it with thd-Fe
eral Vision. Such a claim is highly mischievous because even
thenonATheonomi st Guy Prentis Waters
most vehement opponents of the Federal Vision have been
T h e o n o¥Ans it shouldl be kept in mind that theR
formed Presbyterian Church in the United Statdse only off-
cially Theonomic denomation in the worldi was the first to
condemn the Auburn Avenue Theology. Consider the Covenant
Presbyteryds June 2002 c®Andemnat
Call to Repentance

Covenant Presbytery of the RPCUS declares that teaching

presented in the 2002 AubuAwvenue Presbyterian Pastors

Confeaence, involves a fundamental denial of the essence

of the Christian Gospel in the denial of justification by

faith alone. That the teaching of the various speakers:

Douglas Wilson, Steve Schlissel, John Barach, anced. St

%It should be notedames Jordan left the Theonomy movement inlatee1980sor early

1990s When the | ate Greg Bahns e-@atholialsanimgs,ked about Dr
he respondg by pointingout CFirst of all, let me remind everybody that James Jordan has

publicly said he isnot a Reconstructionist any longet. 8 m gl ad he has done that b
saves us a lot of time in having to tell people his views are not Reconstruatmmigttions.

Jordan has been good and honest enough to confess that,he is not within the circle of

Reconstructionisnd G. L. /AMhdrtervieve with Greg L. Bahnsen in Calvinism Tqday

online edtion.

31 G.P. WatersThe Federal Vision and @enant Theologyp. 296
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ven Wilkins, has the effect of destroying the Reformed
Faith through the introduction of false hermeneutical-pri
ciples; the infusion of sacerdotalism; and the redefinition
of the doctrines of: the church, the sacraments, election,
effectual calling, peeverance, regeneration, justification,
union with Christ, and the nature and instrumentality of
faith. That the rejection of the Bible as propositional and
the introduction of an illegitimate peskilic Jewish mil-
set as an interpretive scheme, deniesrtibe of Scripture

in interpreting itself. This view, while affirming the wi
ten word, yet gives license to reformulate and reinterpret
that word through the glasses of an unrevealed and anti
propositional mindset that is closely akin to the old liberal
higher criticism of the early 20th century. That the denial
of the distinction of visible and invisible church and the |
troduction of an historical and eschatological church,
opens the door to new and mystical meanings bging a
plied to the sacramentdite Lor ddés Supper
dotal in orientation; makes justification an eschatological
process instead of a definitive legal act; obscures tlte rea
ity and necessity of the new birth; and corrupts Gospel
preaching by eliminating the call to repentancd faith
within the congregation. That baptismal regeneration co
structed upon the principle of linking the sign and thé rea
ity in effect differs little from Roman Catholicism. That
the doctrine that maintains union with Christ is an external
position aml place in the church confounds regeneration,
union with Christ, and the outward ordinances. That the
maintenance of the language of Calvinism in thesekspea
ers is superficial and misleading: their doctrine of @ers
verance is made to deny effectual cglitheir doctrine of
corporate election is made to deny particular redemption;
and the native depravity of man is made to be removed in
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the outward administration of water baptism which thereby

sufficiently qualifies the r1ec

We therefore resolve that these teachings are heretical. We

call these men to repentance. We call upon the church of

Jesus Christ to hold these teachings in contempt. We call

upon the courts of the churches that are responsible for

these men to institute judal process against them and to

vindicate the honour of Christ and the truth of the €hri

tian Gospel by bringing judgment upon them, suspending

them from office, and removing them from the conmmu

ion of the church should they not repent.

May God have meycupon their souls.

- Adopted unanimously by Covenant Presbyters; R

formed Prabyterian Church in the United States,

June 22, 2002
Moreover the argument that Theonomy and the Federal Vision
are linked is fallacious; because even if it is true that saetde F
eral Visionists were Theonomists, this would not prove that
Theonomy is wrong. To argue that because some Theonomists
adhere to the Federal Vision, therefore Theonomy is wrong, is a
bit like arguing because Roman Catholics are Trinitarians and
infant bapists, therefore, the Trinity and infant baptism ae R
man Catholic. Such relevance fallacies are clearly illogical and
do nothing to encourage cdansctive Christian discussion.

Furthermore the argument that the Federal Vision and
Theonomy are linked i&ctually inaccurate, as is evidenced by
the fact that most Federal Visionists believe in some form of
law-code based upon Scripture, but not many (if any) advocate
Biblical Law to the extent of the Christian Reconstructionists.
On this basis one couldgue that since Federal Visionists are in
favour of a lawcode based on Scripture which is not

32 A Call To Repentancenline edition

Page [L3



Theonomic, and that since many Reformed-mbronomists

are also indvour of a lawcode based on Scripture which is not
Theonomic, thesfore, it must follow thaall Reformed people
who are not Theammists are Federal Visionists. However, such
reasoning is not only faltious, it is factually inaccurate and a
violation of the ninth commandment. Not to mention the fact
that the Federal Vision arose out of theolbgy of Norman
Shephertf (a nonTheonomist) and N.T. Wright (a Christian
Socialist). The issues of Theonomy and the Federal Vision are
logically distinct and any attempt to link them is dishonedt. A
though a number of quotations in this work are takemfr

books written by some men who are now involved in thee Fe
eral Vision, this should not baterpreted as an endorsement of
their views (remember that most of the works cited were written
prior to the Federal Vision controversy when the men were 0
thodox)*

33t is worth noting that when Andrew Sandlin was a Theonomist he strongly condemned the deviant

vi ews of Norman Shepherd on FEvangdical§in geretal, dDal-. Sandl in
vinists in particular, have been intent to repudiate what they have judged as deviations frompsola scri

tura, yet deviations from sola fide have been as frequent and pronounced, if less visible andreontrove

sial, in the Reformed community itself. Osiech deviation is the view of Norman Sheph&rd. eMo r

overSandl i n wr[NotmarsShepleedfiolatBshithe Protestant dogmasoia fideby stating

that justification is not by faith alone but is, rather, by faitld by the works which issue therefm. o
Furthermore,ancer ning Shepherdés view of justification Sa
thatit hi s expl anation of justification is beyond the p
this confounding of justification andgeneration is the essence of the Roman Catholic idea of-justif

cation. It is not clear whether Shepherd views justification as engendering regeneration. It is clear,

however, that jusfication is suspended on the perseverance withifithea d i c alt i [aé@ ¥ p ethiaemm e . 0
A. Sandlin, O0Deviations From Historic SolaFideism I
(ed.),New Southern Presbyterian Revjesummer 2002, pp 351

31t should be noted that some proponents of the Federal Vision claim to hwithadox view of js-
tification by faith Ieliecetha Jesus Chasuveps jassfiedly God io His says 61
resurrection from the dead, being declared with power to be the Son of God (Rom. 1:4). Heiwas just

fied in the Spirit (1 Tim. 3:1f vindicated by God, and exalted to the right hand of God the Father.

This justification, along with Christdéds active and
imputed to His people, and is the only basis for all that they have in HimjuBkifscation of Christ,

this resurrection from the deAsSHortCredosnJéstficatoour j ust i f
online edition. However, the question of why Pastor Wilson does not distance himself from those in

the movement who clearlyochot believe this (Norman Shepherd, Rich Lusk etc) still remains-una

swered.
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Despite the obvious truth that Theonomy and the Federal Vision
are not theologically linked, R. Scott Clark seeks to argue that
they are, simply on the basis that they have some things in
common:
Both Theonomy and the Federal Vision are theologically
and socially conservative. Both movements have in
common a deep concern for the collapse of the culture and
our place in it. Some versions of
Theonomy/Reconstructionism envision the culture being
gradually regenerated through Christian influence and
some expct a cataclysm out of which arises a
Reconstructionist phoenix. The FV wants to regenerate the
culture through sacerdotalism (baptismal union with Christ
whereby all baptized persons ae&,opere operat(Rich
Lusk has spoken this way), temporarily, arstally,
conditionally united to Christ). Both are visions aimed at
the restoration of Christendom. One is primarily
ecclesiastical and the other primarily civil. These common
attitudes, interests, and approaches, however, help explain
why so many Theonoists have been attracted to the FV
and viceversa>’
However one critic of Prof. Clark has responded to his relevance
fallacy by pointing out that similar reasoning could be employed
to link Wegaminster Seminary California (whom R. Scott Clark
works for) wth Cutural Marxism:
Both Westminster West and Cultural Mami have no use
for Christendom.Both movements have in common a
deep concern that Christianity is wrongly embedded in our
culture. Some versions of Westminster West Theology
teach that the Chah should have nothing to say regarding
homosexuality in our culture and so Westminster West

®R.S. Clark, 6Theonomy and Federal Vision: Separate
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wants Christianity tagnore the culture choosing instead to
get souls savedCultural Marxism likewise wants Cls
tianity to ignore the culture desiring a Chiagsity that
wonot get i n the -@lstianzdthet hei r
West. Both are visions aimed at destroying Christendom.
One is primarily ecclesiastical and the other primarily ci
il. These common attitudes, interests and approaches,
however, hg) explain why so many Cultural Marxists
have been attracted to Westminster West Theology and
vice-versa:>’
But if Prof. Clark does not welcome being linked with Cultural
Marxism, then he had better remember guden rule and treat
Theonomists as he him§&lould want to be treated by nothkin
ing them with heretical opinions that they do not endorse.

Theonomy Does Recognise Discontinuity with the Older
Testament

In his contribution to the infamous volurii@eonomy: A &

formed Critique Tremper Longman llimakes serious alleg

tions concerning Theonomyés att.
tween the Older and New Testaments. He maintains that

OTheonomy tends to grossly overe
point of being virt3RrutHeryoreb! i nd t
he al so alleges that OBadlicmsen i s
translation and interpretation o

that Jesus, as the Son of God, does indeed introduce adaptations
of the Old Testament law for a new redemptive situalion.
Does Theonomy or Greg Bahnsen teach any such thing™-No, i

¥B. McAtee, 6TyphoiDefBoldi 8griThesnAggidon online edit.i
T. LongmanlLawGamWd Mosaic Punishments Todayd in W.S
Theonomy: A Reformed Critigue. 49

#bid., p. 53
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stead Theonomy maintains that there is discontinuity between

the law in the Old and New Covenants (hence Theonomists do

not keep the ceremonies), but witheonomy does affirm is

0t hat discatinugyurmdi betaughty God @arsd wor d
not be brought as a categorical,
w o r %8 Sodrheonomy matains that only God the Lawgiver

has the right to discontinue anything which He has prescribed.
This means that inrder for Older Testament commandments

not to be obligatory upon us in the New Testament, it must e

ther be explicitly repealed or set aside as the result of a good and
necessary consequence deduction from later Biblical revelation
(Westminster Confession@). The last point is importanteb
cause as Dr. Bahnsen observes
text publicly teaches alteration in an Old Testament command,
however, need not be by means of explicit enumeratiag, fla
ging or di feAndthats evimymMizeondmists are

able to affirm that judicial laws peliar to Canaan, as well as

the ceremonial laws which have been explicitly abrogated, do

not apply today. Comrguently, the accusation that Theonomy
does not recognise discontinuity with the Oldlestament is a

total misrepresentation of the position. And it should be taken

on board that even a critic like Vern Poythress recognises that
Theonomists acknowledge disconiini es: OWe do not
assume that no changes can ever be entertainesis&ah-

structs us to examinegjently the particular texts and warns us

of the complexitiesinvolveth nd &6 Theonomy at its
considerable note of discontinuities oduced by redemptive

hi story and in parti@ular by the

(@}
—+

Theonamy Does Not Teach the Modern Observance of the

¥G.L.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,pu%4hority of Godés Law
“0G.L. BahnsenNo Other Standard: Theonomy and itsti€s, p. 50
“V.S. Poythress, O6Effects of Interpretive Framework

W.S. Barker and W.R. Godfrey (ed$heonomy: A Reformed Critique. 121 and p. 109
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Ceremonial Law

Theonomy or Christian Reconstruction is often misrepresented
by those in Reformed circlesvho wish to avoid the political
implications of the fact that the whole moral law of God aonti
ues o bind us in the New Testament éras teaching that nae
ern Christians must observe the ceremonial |&ar example,
in the September 2005 editionThe Free Presbyterian Mag
zine(the monthly magazine of the Free Presbyterian Church of
Scotlandtwasc | ai med t hat Theonamy t au
| i dity of all the civil and cere
Testamentanditb r anded Theonomyu-as a 0da
s i d*rHowdever, this is a total caricature; no Theonomist has
ever argued that the ceremal law is still binding today, an
one familiar with the writings of leading Theonomikt®ws
that Reconstructionists, in common with all other Reformed
thinkers hold thatthe ceremonial law has been put out of gear
in the New CovenantThus even a neTheonomist like Th-
mas R. Schreiner correctly obser
claim that people should be circumcised or observe purity laws,
for they are generally convinced that the ritual laws have been
fulfilled in Christ and therefore have beerpab i s*hThel . 6
truth is thatTheonomists accept that the ceremonial law is-abr
gated as the result of ®€&he compl
denption (Matt. 27:51; Heb. 9:1:10:22). The following quoa-
tions from Gr e grheBrorhynnsCarrst@aith- v ol u me
ics make it abundantly clear that the @apnial laws are not to
be observed by the Christian in the New Testament:

With Christds obedientc Il i fe,

complishment of salvation under the New Covenat, th

N

“D. Campbell, 6Book ReviewiptThhrere Moma!|i tLsaWRell ¢ sa®dtac
Free Presbyterian Magazin€September 2005), p. 281
3T R. SchreinerThe Law and Its Fulfilment: A Pauline Theology of |aw31
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ceremonies have beenflyaobs er ved f o+ al |
ple.44
What need has a Christian for a Levitical priest, physical
temple, and bleating lamb, when Christ, his great high
priest, perfect saddfice and spiritual temple, has performed
all things necessary for his salvation.
Theobedience of Christ and His saving work has satisfied
the obligation of observing the ceremonies for me; if |
were to continue the ritual observances under the New
Covenant, | would be degmg the final accomplishment
of salvation in Christ. | would b&ubstituting the symbol
for the Saviouf?
The ancient observation of the ceremonial law is simply |
relevant after Christ’
One would think that a denominational magazuablished by
the Free Presbyterian Church of Scotlarmlild seek to aee
rately repreent the views of those whom it is criticizing, but it
would appear that the critic has not even read his opponents |i
erature or has defimty not undestood his views But another
example of such misrepresentation can been in the writings of
Free Churh of Scotland theologian Donald MacLe8dCom-

4 G.L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8“ edition, p. 205

*bid., p. 207

“%|bid., p. 208

“"bid., p. 210

“8 Considering thabonald MacLeod is a Socialist, it is perhaps not surprising that he is opposed to
Theonomy. Writing about the Socialism within Scottish Presbyterianism, Roland Watson tells us that

0 ven the smaller and modoctrinally conservative churches are not free of this prevailing socialist
mindset as we see in the Presbyterian dénation caléd the Free Church of Scotlanome readers

may recall that their leading theologian, Professor Donald MacLeod, wascatrtne of a sexual ha
assment case involving several women a few years back and which eventually led to yet andther brea
away, Presbyterian group called the Free Church Continuing being formed in piOtesexample

will suffice to show this when | redl one of their ministers offering up this peon of praise to Almighty
God: "We thank thee, O Lord, for the government's Working Families Tax Credit schaive!;.

when that particular brother reaches the Golden Shore, he may find that the devillveaddtails.

Neither should we think he is a peculiarity to that denomination as we read the various columns by
their leading lights which would no doubt draw a hearty but atheistic "Amen!" from the socialist pl
tocracyin Scotland. R. Wat songf 69dei &Llhiugsmé, online tedition.
land has, of course, explicitly condemned Theonomy as a false doctrine; Martin Foulner informs us that
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menting on Christian freedom, Prof. MacLeod complains of
what he perceives as the Judaizing and legalistic element in
Themomy:
From what, then, are we free? What is the content of this
liberty which we haven Jesus Christ? First, we have
freedomfrom the Mosaic Law In those first days of
Christbés church the | aw was ar
were those who wanted to impose on the community of
believers all the Law of Moses: circumcision and al a
purtenages and also the whole content of the yoke lof ra
bi ni sm, That was a very great
it was felt by them to be such an emancipation to be freed
in Christ from the Mosaic yoke and from rabbinicaliebl
gations.
That may not seem to beryaelevant to us today, but
there is a movement known as Theonomy, which wants to
impose on the churches of Christ all the legislation of the
Old Testament. It has its origins and roots in North
American Calvinism, and is a reminder to us that the-me

DOuring the Adebateo on the floor of the Assembly, T
branded fAandthlaer mcms pelerd of Christds evegngel coul c
ment on a movement about which they were largely ignorant is disgraceful, yet, is but a symptom of

the many problems which have recently beset the Free Candctiestroyed its once considerable

reputation in Scotland. M. A. Thedrned Kirleof Scotlénd Against Theonoy, onl i ne edi ti o
And speaking of the views of another Free Church minister (who was involved in a dispute with the

late Greg Bahnsemt Dundee in 1994), DaudRoberisorFxalséamer t el |l s wus

vinced socialist and his opposition to the freekatis just as intense as his dislike of the judicial laws

of Godb M. A. Foulner, O6The Fr eed,Kiarkl iorfe Sedittliacmmrd. A gMa

the infamous report that the Free Church of Scotl an
sai d t ha thaslaheademcytonyndedmine the centrality of the gospel of grace, because of their

unbalanced emphasis the law. They fail to take seriously the sehange that has taken place with

the coming of Jesus Christhere is the tremendous danger that Theonomy leads into a new legalism,

where the touchstone of everything is Old Testament law not the gospdi of i s t66 sCiltocewde .i n | bi d
However,suchundis t anti ated all egations were actwually contr
the Commi ssion set up to compile the report; Martin
c omme Mhisssna 6t he fcareful and full study of the teach
commi ssioned; it is an exer ci sSchidishonestyhetessns| ander o

better word for it) on dredtkstddronyDaoddashododrshemme t can on
of Christ6 | bi d.
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tality which wants to go back to law, even to the whole of
the Mosaic ordinances, is really endemic to human nature.
It is very difficult to eliminate and that is why | begin by
insisting on this: that in Christ we are free from the Mosaic
yoke and free fronthe bondage of Old Testament ierd
nance’’
But where did Prof. MacLeod find such claims in Theamic
literature? Which Theonomic autlsovant to impose oneb
lieversthe whole Mosaic LawncludingcircumcisionandRab-
binical interpretations, distortions dradlitions to the Older
Testment Law? Since he did not refer to even one Theonomic
book in which such error was taught, we can safely conclude
that Prof. MacLeod just made it up.

Theonomy does not bind 8 tothe whole Judicial Law of
Moses

Another canmon misconception in relation to Theonomy is that
because Theonomy teaches that the Law of God remaias bin

ing in exhaustive detall, it is therefore presuntet the

Theonomic view advocateie idea that the whole judicial law

of Moses remains literallginding upon all nations. Fomn4

stance, we find Christopher J.H. Wright portraying the
Theonomic approach as <calling fo
r a & P'.Ithis an accurate representation of the Theonomy?

“9D. MacLeod A Faith To Live By: Understanding Christian Doctrjmep 233234

0 Cited in G.L. Bahnser\lo Other Standard: Theonomy and its Critips49

1 Although generally fair in his treatment of Theonoimyris bookThe Doctrine of the Christian Life

John Frame poisons the well somewhat when he says t
Reformed theology that prefers literal...applications of the Mosaic civil laws to modern civihgover

me n 9.M. Frdme,The Doctrine of the Christian Lif@. 218. But he then says in the very next se

tence: O0The word fAprefersodo gives us some | eeway. A
the Lawingeneralandndni t er al way s . 6show§us tha hid fisstcommert was e me n t

somewhat disingenuotisespecially as Dr. Frame calls for the Mosaic penalties against murder and

theft to be literally applied today. So it would seem that Theonomists are not the only ones who b
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No, because since Theonomy only teachasttie whole moral
law remains binding, itecognizes that aspects of the judicial
law which were either completely unique to Israel, or expressed
in @ manner peculiar to its circumstances, are not to be literally
followed in the modern worldGreg Bahnsn agues that those
laws which were unique to the land of Canaan hapaed in
the New Tetament:
With the coming and establishment of that kingdoni-typ
fied by the fipromised leando, ¢
cial kingdom privileges from the Jews by Gityithe laws
regulating aspects of the land of Canaan (for example,
family plots, location of cities of refuge, the levirate inst
tution) have been laid aside in the New Testament @s ina
plicable>?
Moreover it must also be recognised that the Older Testtame
contained various judicial (social and civil) laws particularly
worded for the acient Jewish natiorglthough these laws may
have expired as they were literally expressed, their underlying
principle of justice and fairnesemains binding Theonomist
recognise that moral principles are sbimes conveyed through
cultural illustrations. For instance, Greg Baén points out that
Ot he requirement of a roontop r a
tertaining on flat roofs in Palestine, teaches the upideriprin-
ciple of safety precautions (e.g., fences around modern backyard
swimming pools), not the obligation of placing a literal leattl
ment wupon t odaysSoisisimpomaptéodealiseo of s . 0
t hat O6we ought not t o stamemths t he ¢
binding us to the>Andeveraarticoivor di n

lieve that some thirggin the Mosaic civil law are to be literally applied today. But none of ugare a

guing for ewerything to be literally applied in modern nations.

G.L.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,p6thority of Goddés Law
3G. L. Bahnsen, 6tTihen & hier n®.G8dandPulitcs: Four Views.o) the

Reformation of Civil Governmenp. 33

*G.L.BahnsenrBy This Standard: The ,AG6t hority of Godds Law
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Theonomy | i ke John Frame necogni
ists find much in the Old Testament law that we cannot follow

| i t er a P’IHppefully @axlgrs will now be cleabout

what Theonomy does not teach with respect to the abidingy vali

ity of Godos Law (i .emoniallavser abi di
the literal application of aspects of the law circumstantiag+o |

rael).

Theonomists are not Judicial Simpletons

Anothe common complaint made by Theonomic critics is that
Theoromists think that applying Biblical Law today is simple

and easy task. Tremper Lmngman
dard works of Theaomy, one can easily get the impression that

Old Testament laware sinple and cleac u ¥ Likewise John

Frame asserts that Othe ¢greatest
struction movement, or Theonomy, lies in the simplicity and

radi cal i sm >4 Butpethaps tiperworgkenmla of . 0

this sort of reasoning nabe found in the Klinegrarchlatent

antinomian R. Scott Clark, who caricatures Theonomy thus:

Theonomy, however, under t he s
of the | aw of God i n exhausti v
Atheo Christi an blanmssUwseireabbud di f f

[

Athe gener al equi t yutthbaum e o f 0O
ter in the slot, pull the handle and out comes the correct
ethicaland civlanswe t o oneds pdheyi cul ai

®“J. M. Frame, 6The One, the Many, andThébmompAomyod in W
Reformed Critiquep. 91

®T. Longman, 6God6és Law and Mosaic Punishments Toda
Theonomy: A Reformed Critigug. 52

3 .M. Frame, 6The One, the Many, and Theomnomyd in W

my: A Rformed Critique p. 89
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even have readgnade civil code imTheonomy in Christian
Ethicsand in thelnstitutes of Biblical Law®
Moreover in an absolutely disgraceful comment about R.J.
Rushdoony, Gary North and @r8ahnsen, Prof. Clark writes
concerninglheonomy:
It offers a kind of ethical precision and a kind of ethical
authority that redces ambiguities to certainties and, on its
premises, makeEhr i sti an ethios a | itt
a b 1”%ePutdhe quarter in the slot, pull the handle and out
comes the correct ethical answer to one's particula-que
tion. The same spirit that pduced tle Talmud produced
R u sshnétitutes® The same devotion to the rabbis gives
us the fascination with Rabbi Rousas, Rabbi Gary, and
Rabbi Gred*

®R.S. Clark, 6Theonomy and Federal Vision: Separate
dently not underEh¢onomgin Gristag EtBiasht is 8 kookéokeoretical

Theonomy, rather thafheamomy applied wh i ch i s wh at InRitutés of Biblicalhadvo o ny 6 s

is.

%9n response to this nonsense, Bret McAtee wrifdss man is disingenuous in the section | have put

in bold. | have just finished Bah®hsa&mdsi rc htatpa tal+ ¢ h aap thieGro dB
mits that determining God o6-¥ordrs hard warkrthattwitienddsp pl i cat i on
greement amanthose who are doing the worko the idea that it is all as easy as a vending machine

isjustplainfalsewinessénote that this man has religious cert
religious certainty on ethical issueéie i s et hi cally certain that biblica
ethical certainty. Irony anyone® B. McAtee 6 Set t i ng Sttaighd , Rendri che &Adi ti on. N\
teebs |l ast point is very important, because since R
certainf t hen perhaps he should not be so O6illegitimat
®OAgainBr et McAteeds rebuttal of R. Scott Chhsrk highlic
man doesné6t | ike the idea of Biblical Christians <co
ethics (derisivelye f er ri ng t o s panchyetmeinf aBsi bflriacbabli sGher i st i ans do

termined conclusionsegarding Biblical ethics then somebody else will have to determine the ethics by
which the church and Christians in the culture live bysuspect for this man he would prefer Natural

Law rabbis such as Rabbi John Dewey, Rabbi Jaques Derrida, and Rabbi Peter Singer as opposed to
Rabbi Gary North, Rabbi Greg Bahnsen, and Rabbi R. J. Rushdddmwypoint here is that someone

is going to have to do the work on determining ethivtdouldwe g ef er t hat wor k to be dc
men or the men of Natural LawFinally, it is despicable in the highest degree for this man to say that
the same amChrist spirit that produced thiealmudis the spirit that energized Rushdoony when he

wrote the Indtutes. That is a meanness that is beyond mere uncharitablefieascomment is hatred
exemplifiedd | bi d.

®1 This comment may be found on The Puritan Bohttix://www.puritanboard.com/f77/federaision-
debatel5818/#post202882In the same post, Rc6tt Clark makes the following wicked attack upon

the late Greg Bahnsed@Yon-Theonomic students at [stminister]S[eminary] Cl[alifornia], when |

was a student, who wanted to enter this presbytery of the OPC lived in mortal terror of being grilled by

Page p4



Apart from the utterly scandalonature of hixomments with

respect to his Christian brothers, Prof. Clartalking utter no-

sense when he alleges that Theonomy makes Christian ethics
seem a bit more Areasonabl eodo, as
to the rationalistic ethics of humanism (and those of its latent
antinomian allies in the Church).

ButasidefronrPr of . Cl ar kds slander, |
dicial simplicityreally an impression that one would get from
0reading the standard works of T
standard a wor kByahs Stélard?gintlidisa hnseno
book (which is basically a netechnical summary of hiBhem-
omy in Christian EthigsDr. Bahnsen makes it abundantly clear
that applying Older Testament law in the modern world does i
volve its fairshare of dificulties:

We need to be sensitive to the fact that interpreting the Old

Tedament law, properly categorizing its details (formaxa

ple, ceremonial, standing, cultural), and making modern

day applications of the authoritative standards of the Old

Testament isot an easy or simple tasht is not always

readily apparent to us haw understand an Old Testament

commandment or use it properly today. So the position

taken here does not make everything in Christian ethics a

simple matter of looking up obvious answers in a eode

book. Much hard thinking exegetical and theological

homework’ is entailed by a commitment to the position

advocated in these studi®s.

Greg He was said to question ndiimeonomic students ruthlessly on the floor of presbytery unless

they had taken private tuition from him'm not saying that this is fact, it's just my recollection of

what hgpened c. 1984. | guess Theonomists will dg it ever happenediSt Greg could never ka

d one s uc halsaemembemRghbidGary saying once that if anyone criticized Theotivaty

he woul themidaKhrysbchev)l got some pretty heated correspondence for daoirdfér

some mld criticisms ofTheonomy/Reconstructionism in a short dictionary articlelagine what

would happen to one who dared to question one of the Rabbis diéectly?

®?G.L.BahnsenrBy This Standard: The ,A0thority of Godds Law
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Since at the outset of one of the most basic Theonomic works
Dr. Bamsen specifically denies that a Theonomic approach to
ethics is to be equated with judicial simplicity, thene is left
wondering why critics of Theonomy continue to allege that
Theaomists are judicial simpletond@oreover, in the same
book Dr. Bahnsen admitted that although Theonomists agree on
the basic principle of the abiding validity of Older Testament
law, nevertheless, that does not mean that they will always agree
on the application of this principle:
Indeed, those who agree with the foundational conclusion
of these studiest hat Godds Law is Dbindi
Scripture reveals otherwi$emay vey well disagree
among themselves over particular matters in interpreting
what Godobés Law demands at t hi s
disagree over how these demands should be follogved t
day®
Strangely critics have phcked up
omy is not as simple as its proponents pretend it is. John Frame
says that o6the disagreements and
structionist movement itself indicate that these tasks [of-inte
pret ati on and applica¥fMeamhileare not
DavidMcKay notes that OTheonomists
among themselves on a range of issues, and it does not seem
that their approach to the judicial laws is quite as eteaias
t hey mi g R tHoveeweqg theepsoblemdwith this asses
ment is that Theonorsiis do not claim their approach is entirely
clearc ut . As Gary North remar ks 0OV
task of reviving Biblical causitry as a simple task. Causitry is
di f f % A fink éxanple of the practically difficulty in appl

% bid., p. 9

#JM.Frame, 6The One, the Many, and TheoTheomy 6 in W.S.
my: A Rformed Critique p. 92

®D.McKkay,The Bond of Love: Godods Covembddtal Relationsh
®G.NorthWe st mi nster 6s Conf eosfsiVann TIjhl@3A bLaengdaocnyme n t
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ing the Theonomithesis is highlighted by the nerheonomist
(or perhaps serfheonomist) John Frame:
What about the provision of citiesfugee for thoseca
cused of murder (Num. 35)? Is that a wise provision to
protect the lives of those falsely accused, or a spemal pr
vi st on for Godds holy peopl e (
only at the death of the high priest, v. 28)?
This is a good point, because how does a Theonomist apply the
law about the cities of refugee for manslayers today? Does the
reference to the higlrigsts death mean that the general equity
of the law only demands that manslayers be given judiamal pr
tection from those who would seek to extract revenge, or does it
mean that modern nations should have cities of refugee which
differ from Israel only irthat the manslayer does not getse e
cape when the high priest dies? This is a complex issue over
which Theonomists, who are equally committed to the sawne b
sic principles, could very well differ ovét.

67J.M. Frame The Doctrine of the Christian Lifg. 217

®My own view of the cities of refugeArascawmeeat | set
the Biblical en a | sanction may app e iathatforanarfslaughteh whichisday és st a
Biblically defined as killing 6a person aiecidentall

dent in which the victim had not initiated violence against the slayer, such as, an accident at work

(Deut. 19:6).However, it is important to note exactly what is meant by manslaughter, thus Thomas

Scott explains: O06The several instances herte address
ciple of the law, and the difference between the unfortunate nyanslad the murderer, are not i

tended to mark the distinction between sudden anger
man with any weapon likely to cause death, or in wrath from hatred, or with a design of doing him i

jury; and an unintential blow, at unawares, and without seeking his harm, which is alone here co

sidered as man Jhe&lolygBlible:aMth Explamatory Slates, tPtagtical Observations

and Copious Marginal Referencaml. 1. In Scriptural law, a person guilty of mslaughter is to flee

to a city of refuge where he is to |ive at |l iberty
theocentric principle of God as the provider of sanctuaries in history for innocent people whe are su

pected of GvNathm$pdcbonsragd. DdOminion: An Economic Commentary on Numpers

299 Yet, in Humanistic lavsystems, the person who commits manslaughtespiswed of his liberty

and separated from his family, as he has to spend several years in prison. ~tnéokeev also

proves that Scriptural civil legislation is noas it is slanderously misrepresented (sadly, even by

Christians)i some sort of sadistic Stalinism which is inspired by blbmd. In a Christian civil order

0t he st at e loodthirsty imposinghogtretohneass executions, nor-eefirted, imposing

a |l esser sanction.d Ibid., p. 303. Jréguitngjist bl i cal I a
punishments, nothing more and nothing less. However, it should bankajnd that being sent to a

city of refugee did not mean that the slayer got off-f# or that he had an easy time. As Dr. North
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Yet one cannot help but wonder if those who utitize
Ojudici al simpletonsdé argwument a
omy would apply this logic to other theological issues. Reor i
stance, would they reject the regulative principle of worship
(thatGodis to be worshipeds He has commanded and in no
otherway) because those who adhere tdigagree on theed
tails when it comes to putting this principle into practice (i.e. the
subjects and mode of baptism, exclusive psalmody, etc.)? Or
should we reject Protestaemti smos
cause Potestants disagree over what Sola Scriptura actually e
tail s? Thus the oO6judicial si mpl
complaint against Theonomy.

Perhaps one reason why many have considered dheon
mists to be juttial simpletons is because they hawe taken on
board the fact that Theonomy believes that correct logesal d
ductions from Scripture are just as valid when it comesrto fo
mulating our theological or ethical teaching as an expliciestat
ment in the Biblical text At this juncture for instarce,some
may be wondering if Theonomic ethics (consistently applied)
would permit the civil government to punish paedophiles, since
paedophilia is nogxplicitly mentioned as a crime in the Bible.

el aborates 6the person so condemned probably would
had to learn to compe in a completely different environment. This no doubt was an incentive for

those working in jobs that involved imposing risk o
310 Interestingly, the cities of reflee for manslayers are a substdntiaar gument agai nst t he
cultureo that exists in many Western nations; in th

not receive one penny in compensation from either the suspect or the state. Thus, as Gary North argues

below, the notin of strict liabilityi that a victim must alwaysteive compensation, regardless of the
circumstancesi s unbi blical: &éThe fact that the victimds f
had caused the death but escaped to a city of refugee isdicatd/iosaic civil law did not rest on the

doctrine of strict liability. Strict liability requires the is®n who inflicts an injury to compensate the

victim, no matter what the circumstances. Mosaic Law rested on a much less rigorous coimcept of |

ability. If a damage producer could not reasonably have foreseen it, the state allowed him a way to

avoid making full compensation on an ggeeye basis. Men are not omniscient; Biblical law a

knowl edges this fact i n ihibgstheddeanotstigt kiabilbyfinmodembi | i ty. o
culture points to a society infected by parasites who seek to live of the fortunes of others, and who are

always on the look out for the next person (or state) they can spongé offD. F . M.Conguetec hi e,
Kingdom: Biblical Civil Governmenpp 243245
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However, Theonomic civil ethics, in common with all braegh

of Reformed theology, does not teach that explicit Biblical
statements are all that is permissible. Instead, we affirm that
what ever O6by good and necessary
from ScWestmingter Gifesgidnb) is also to bea
cepted a a Biblical teaching. For example, while there is not
one verse in the Bible which explicitly says that all three pe
sons of the Holy Trinity are eequal and ceeternal, neveri

less, in light of what the Scriptures teach concerning the Father,
Son andHoly Spirit, we can, by valid logical deduction,nco

clude that the Bble teaches that they are-equal and co

eternal. How then does this principle apply to a case like pa
dophilia? Well, we can deduce that paedophilia is a crime due
to the fact that its an act of either heterosexual or homosexual
rape. If a male paeghile sexually assaults a young girl, then

he has committed the crime of rape and should be punished a
cordingly, while the victim is allowed to go free (Deut. 22:25
26). On the otherdnd, if the paedophile sexually molests a
young boy, then he has not only committed the crime of rape,
but has also committed the additional crime of homosexuality.
Accordingly, since the young boy was subject to a homosexual
rape, the general equity dfd law means that he should go u
punished (Deut. 22:286), while the paedophile is guilty of
Sodomy, and should therefore have the capital sentence inflicted
upon him (Lev. 20:13)Hence Theonomy is not just as sinspli

tic as some of its critics make atits. And, in leaving this $-

sue,it is also worth keeping in mind that a Adheonomist such

as Mark Noll has observedthafT heonomy . . . by i nsi
carefully formulated theological foundations for politicat a
tion...pushes toward a more setinsciais political reflection

than is customary in the evangelical ftad 6°n . 6

% M.A. Noll, The Scandal of the Evangelical Mirul 225
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Theonomy is Not Salvation by Politics

At this stage, allow me to make it abundantly clear that those
who believe in the modern application of Biblical Law toisoc

ety do not belieg that men (or societies) can be regenerated or
saved through political activism, or that men can be converted to
Christ by means of the swofd.On the contrary, as Calvinists,
Theonomists believe that men are saved, not by their owin mer
torious works (nowere they chosen for salvation on the basis of
foreseen faith), but only because of the sovereign grace of God
who unconditionally elected them to salvation in eternity, and
who regenerates sinners by His Holy Spirit without any co
operation from thenfEph. 1:4; 2:810; John 3:38). Moreover,
sinners are justified on account of the righteousness of Jesus
Christ (both His active and passive obedience), whiam4s i

puted to them when they believe on Him (Rom. 5:19). But even

the faith, which istheinstrme nt of r ecet-vi ng Ch
eousness, is itself the gift of God who enables us to embrace

Christ as He is freely offered in the gospel (John 6:44)w-Ho

ever, critics of Theonomy and Christian Reconstruction have
persistently misrepresented Theonomtha point. For exa-

pl e, Charles Colson claims that
c al i Il lusion of our day, the de
every problem, and we candt sol v
| et 6s get t o Wa sldawipasgsed, andseaihwe | et 0
canot get revival through Congre
God w8 NarsVr. &olson is that what Theonomy teaches.

Gary North has well observed h a
“Il'ndeed, Gary DeMar says that 6Christians are not t

Christ i an f ai t Mhinking Gtraighdia &@roked World p. 2
" Cited in G. Northand G.DeMaG hr i sti an Reconstructpd8: What |
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only peripheraltyhirseli st ébdr-ctaas speo Ic

cern isgovernmentbut not simply civil government. We begin

our call for reconstruction witeelfgovernment under God

From there we go to church government, family government,

and only then t°cAndso Théabmygdov e r n me n

cates Oa decentralized social or

only one legitimate government among many other goever

ments, including family government and ecclesiastical (church)

government [as] the basfs for a
SinceTheonomists are such zealous proponents of limited

government, it is bizarre (to say the least) that they should ever

be accused of tebing that societal $@ation is by the grace of

thed at e. This I s because ORecons

Ami nianad 0.st The purpose of gett]

Reconstructionists see it, isreducethe power of thetsa {°e . 6

The idea that men could be saved through politics is an ancient

pagan notioff; such a false idea (what is known as Statism) is

alvead wel | i n the modern worl d, a

through political ppgrams, through legislation, so tlsatlvation

IS an enactment of the statés a saving order, the staton-

cerns itself with cradkeo-grave security, because, as the egpre

sionofmanés divinity, it must play
ltbec o me s ma n & SThesnamistspon the ofher hand,
totally reject any concept of a

and, therefore, Theonomists want civil government tceebe r
formed and educed to its Biblical limits.

But in order for such a reform of civil government and
civil law to take place, there must first be the regeneration-of i

21bid., p. 34

3bid., p. 77

" bid., p. 82

S bid., p. 92

8 See my earlier book Conquered Kingdom: Biblical Civil Government C h a p tistianity5e- 6 Ch r
sus Statismd for more on this theme.

"R.J. Rushdoonypolitics of Guilt and Pityp. 17
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dividuals. Rousas John Rushdoony (who along with Gary North
was the founder of modern Theonomy)twe s t hat o6t he |

soci al renewal i's i ndividual reg
t horough Christian reconstructio
of the gospel, and the conversio
law-wo r ‘8D . Rushdoony uwwlitssoegessays t h

eration, not revolution, which alone makes true and effectual
change. All efforts to change men and societies apart from
atonement, justification, and regeneration in and through Christ
are failures and only eate social structures budh sand (Matt.
7:242 7 % Sdfar from teaching that men are saved by politics,
Theonomi sts teach that men must
fore they can properly reform civil law and reconstruct the state
i n accordance with theGatyer dbébs wo
Mar further explains:
Regeneration is the starting point for the Reconstructionist,
as it should be for all Christians. Little can change for
good in the broader culture unless man changes. The only
way man can change is through the regeneratong of
the Holy Spirit. Those ndead
2:1) must have a fAinew hearto e
Aheart of stoneodo must be r emoy

substituted. Thi s i s Godods wc
us bef orwalwe icnaon Hi s fAstatut es
be that we nwi |l | be caref ul t C

(Ezek. 36:2627)%°
Gary North also argues that a o0c
only come after oneb6s personal c
tics is an asps of evangelisni comprehensive evangelism
but it should never be allowed to become a substitute fer pe

Citedin G. Northand G.DeMaGhr i sti an Reconstructp.®n: What |t | s,
" R.J. RushdoonySovereigntyp. 37
8%G.NorthandG.DeMaGhr i sti an Reconstruct,pos8884 What |t | s, Wh
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sonal e v¥aindgesl,|mars/ thednomists would contend
that the reformation of the political realm should only cofre a
ter the widespread reconsttion of church and family life in
accordance with Goddés wor d. And
of a bottomup, rather than a tegown, reformation of society.
Electing a Christian President in the United States of America or
getting the British Parliment to sign th&olemn League and
Covenan{desirable as such things are) does not mean that we
will have a properly Christian nation, and it will not work in the
long run; the real need is for society as a whole to be reformed,
not just the top of the wal government. As Gary DeMar and
Peter Leithart further explain:
All of society must be transformed. We have not arrived
when we can say that we now have a Christian President, a
Christian Supreme Court, a majority of Christiam€o
gressmen, and other f$tian politicians. In fact, we will
not have a Christian nation if we do not have Christian
Christians, Christian families and Christian churches.
Humanism continues to march forward because our nation
is basically humanistit
Therefore societal refaration is much broader than politics; if
professedly Christian businessmen, fathers and church leaders
are running their businesses, families and churches im-acco
dance with humanistic principles, then they have little cause for
complaint when the state aéso being governed according to the
dictates of humanism. However, since the Christian is a new
creation in Christ, for whom old things have passed away and all
things become new (2 Cor. 5:17), then his life should be co
stantly reformed accordingto@a s wor d -2). RAadn. 12: ]

& bid., p. 34
8G.DeMarand P. Leithal,he Reduction of Christianityn Dave Hun
der, p. 310

Page B3



if there are many of these new creations in a nation, their infl
ence should have an impact upon society:
If his Christianity is real, then we should expect, for e
ample his family to receive the benefits of his new life in

Chn st . His family is then des
busi ness man, his business woul
tiano if It refl ected Christi e

there are millions of Christians in a society, each making

an impact for Christ inagmily, church, and community,

then why is it impossible to believe that society could be

described &s fAChristiano?
Many Christians, however, think that this is totally unrealistic
and that there is no hope of a nation turning to God imrepe
tance. The mphet Jonah thought Bwise, yet the Lord proved
him wrong as Ot he people of Nine
a fast, and put on sackcloth, from the greatest of them to the
| east of themdéd (Jonah 3:5). Ar e
the new covenantwhen the light of the gospel has gone out to
all the nations of the eartlthat God is now incapable of cau
ing similar things to happen in societies today? Furthermore,
are we seriously to think that the old covenant saints were able
to subdue kingdomithrough faith (Heb. 11:33), but that new
covenant believersliving after the resurrection and ascension
of Christi will not do likewise? Such a conclusion is untenable
as the new covenant is better than the old (Heb. 8:6). Therefore,
we should expddo see societal reformation on a much larger
scale in the New Testament era, and thus we need clear Biblical
blueprints as to how civil law is to be reconstructed whenschri
tians are in positions of civil power.

Before we go any further, it should beted that, regte
fully, Theonomy has been badly misrepresented, even by fellow

8 bid., p. 283
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adherents of the Reformed faith, as teaching some sort ef soci

tal salvation by law rather than by the grace of Christ. For i

stance, the prominent English Caigt ErrollHu | se says Ot
Reconstructionists believe that Christianity will overcome all

other religions and be established throughout the world lgra ri

orous application of the Biblical institutes of law to all spheres

of human activity and especially to civil goves me i thep- 6
position to Theonomy Pastor Hul s
point out that the terms of the Great Commission of our Lord are

not to go and apply the law to all the world, but rather to preach

the gospel to all t htantwWhberlawd . Go
has its place, but it iIs not God
Chr i ¥ fThisiissa vedy mischievous statement (and not just

for the sloppy exegesis of the Great Commission), as it i1s-abu

dantly clear from the above words of the leaditg@dnomists

that they do not believe this. Yet, at the same time, Pastor Hulse
seems to recognise when hde says
ers avow their belief in the primacy of the gospel and ofrrege

e r at Howvever,de considers such an avowal tdlise-

genuous when he claims o6the fact
movement are preoccupied with politics and economics. A

movement must be judged not merely by its paperwork, but by

i ts %¥Siurndce 6Pastor Hul se has not
about Theonomists is actually true, then why should we believe

that the Theonomists (as a whole) are preoccupied with politics

and economics, to the extent that they are disinterested in the
preaching of the gospel, is an accurate appraisal of the

Theonomic posibn? Furthermore, even if it can be shown that
someTheonomists are unbalanced, this does not prove that the
theological position is in error; instead all it shows us is that

8 E. Hulse Give Him No Resp. 36
% |bid., pp 3637
®bid., p. 37
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some brethren who embrace it should be exhorted to greater
diligence in other lgitimate areas of the Christian life.

Theonomy and Postmillennialism are Logically Distinct

Another question that some readers might have is does-adhe

ence to Theonomic ethics mean that one must also be a postmi
lennialist as well? Greg Bahnsengaesin the negative, saying

Ot hat post mil | enlogicaylintegradtotheat ol ogy
Theonomic understandfmigus,®f the ¢
Bahnsen believed that it was possible for one to be a pramille

nialist or an amillennialist and adhdoea Theonomic view of

civil ethics. Consequently, it is theoretically possible (if we a

cept Dr. Bahnsends ar gshonkeint) t o
uphold Biblical law even if you do not believe that it ever will.

However, another leading Theonomisdr§s North looks at it
slightly differently. Whil e he
logicallyy, t here is no connectiond he
¢covenantallythe two datrines are inescapable: when Biblical

law is preached, believed, and obeybdye must be blessings;

bl essings | ead i*nFarthermopeals. Northt o v i
complains that o6éwe do not find t
application of Biblical law written by amillennialist theoleg

a n ¥ While this may be true, one wouldggest it is because

there i s, as Greg Bahnseneput it
t ween Theonomy an°dThp®hsanamist | enni a
(who believes in the abiding validity of Biblical law) is more

likely to be a postmillennialist (as optimistic eatblogy means

8G. L. Bahnsen, 6The Theonomi c GbtapdPoliticR EapVeewss e 6 i n G.
of the Refomation of Civil Governmenp. 247

8 G. North,Dominion and Common Grace: The Biblical Basis of Progrps439

8 bid., p. 135

“G. L. Bahnsen, 6The Theonomi c GbtapdPoliticR EapVEewss e 6 i n G.
of the Réormation of Civil Governmenp. 247

Page B6



that Biblical law will be implemented), while the postmillerinia

i st (who beli eves igdomintistorW i ct or vy

is more likely to be a Theonomist (so that he will know how to
apply Biblical | aw asEvéiHaroldst 0 s
Cunningham, an amillennial critic of Theonomy, has recognised

k

this distinction: OA person coul

essarily being a postmillennialist, but it would be the exception
rat her t RaButas rotall postnillennlits are
Theonomists, and not all Theonomists are postmillennialists
(though most are), theembracing one does not automatly
imply the adoption of the otherAs even D. Clair Davis to-

ment s, done does not needn-t o sha

nal perspective t o Hdomveverwhdnue i
Theonomy and postmillennialism are combined you end up with
Reconstructionism.

Yet while acknowledging that one can be a Theonomist
without being postmillennial, one is of the opinion that there is
an mportant reason why most Theonomists are postmilleiinial

because oneds Vview of t he future

now. Although a particular view of eschatology should not be
made a test of Christian orthodoxy, nevelghs, it does affect

ong oOview of the Christianods r ol

puts it O6the fact i s that what
this subject will have continual influence upon the way in which
we | Imrelation to other evangelical views of eschatology
pogmillennialism differs with premillennialism in that it teaches
that Christ will returrafterthe millennium of Revelation 20:1

10. Premillennialists do not believe that Christ will be vietor

ous in history until He returns to establish the millehkiiag-

L H.G. CunninghamTheonomy: An Attempt at Reconstructipn10

“p. Cc. Davis, O6A Chal | BakerandWrR. Gotifreyoaddhmondmy:iA- W. S .
formed Critque p. 391

% |.H. Murray, The Puritan Hopgep. xxii
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dom from His throne in Jerusalem. Hence, it is not surprising
that premillennialists rarely publish books outlining a cogapr
hensive and explicitly Biblical view of societal reformatiom- |
deed, Gary North observes that while the premillennial bocia
commentator Francis Schaeffer made worthwhile criticisms of
ungodly i deologies, Ohe never at
native to the prevailing humanist culture that he so eloquently
di s s &'clttiséntbresiing that one Dispensational premille
nialist author (who believes in the pir@ulation secret rapture),
David Schnittger, bemoans the social and cultural impotence of
others who adopt his eschlngical position. He says:
[Gary] North and other postmillennial Christian Re€o
structionistsdbel those who hold to the prgbulation
rapture position pietists and cultural pessimists. Oae re
son these criticisms are so painful is because | find them to
be substantially true. Many in our camp have an all
persuasive negativism regarding therseuwf society and
the i mpotence of Godds®peopl e
The view known as amillennialism, on the other hand, agrees
with postmillennialism that the Lord Jesus Christ will return a
ter the millennium of Revelation 20. However, thamiffer-
ence between the two views of eschatology is over the extent to

which Christdés kingdom wict | adva
ond coming. Postmillenndalists
vance of Gododés establis®fed kingd

Amillennialists tend to be less optimistic. For instance,¢he r

spected amillennial theologian Louis Berkhof complains about
postmillennialismbds optimism: Ot
world will be gradually won for Christ, that the life of all-n

tionswili n t he course of time be tra

% G. North,Millennialism and Social Theorp. 75
% D. SchnittgerChristian Reconstruction from a Pretribulation Perspectjve?
% G. DeMar,The Debate Over Christian Reconstructipn68
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not in harmony with the picture of the end of the ages found in
Script u P’ dt shibuld be noted that Prof. Berkhof has slightly
overstated the case here. Firstly, the majority of postmillennia
ists b not deny that there will be a time of distress immediately
prior to Chr i s-10p Secondly, KeithiMath Re v . 2
son provides us with a better definition of postmillennialtieac
Ing:

Postmillennialism teaches that the growth of the kingdom

will reach a point where the majority of men and nations

have willingly submitted to Jesus the Messiah. It does not

teach that every individual who has ever lived on earth

will be saved, nor does it teach that there will be a time

prior to the second coming wihevery human being will

be converted. But it does believe that at some poinsi hi

tory there will be worldwide conversion on an ungrec

dented scalé&®
Although some modern optimistic amillennialists would be
closer to postmillenialisnt®, traditionally amillennialism has
taught Christians not to anticipate the kingdom of Christ being
victorious in history. The amillennialist critic of Theonomy,
Richard Gaffin even writes that
ever great, will bring the church into a positwinearthly pre-
perity and dominion such that the wilderness with its persec
tions and temptati on®Aniddhh ever
Frame, a respected modern Reformed theologian, explains that,
tradtionally, amillennialism has been a system of thdugat
denies the concept of societal salvation; for the amillennialist
God saves souls, not cultures. Thus he writes that as farlas ami
lennialism is concerned:

7. Berkhof, Systematic Theologp. 718

% K.A. Mathison,Postmillennialism: An Eschatology of Hoge 193194

“For an example of optimistic aifePromniseofithafuies m see Co
WR. B. Gaffin, 6Theonomy and Eschatology: Some Refl ¢
and W.R. Godfrey (edsJ,heonomy: A Reformed Critique. 223
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Godo6és triumph at this time 1is

should not expect to dominate thgtures in which we

live T in politics, the arts, education, and so on. God will

take from various cultures those he chooses to save. But

the culture itself will not beedeemed. Indeed, some amils

believe that the cultures of the world will get woesel

worse until Jesus return®.
One traditional amillennialist David Engelsma even says that
amillennal i sm o6vigorously wuproots al
among Chutians: earthly success; establishing the kingdom of
Christon earthinacarnalforime f or e t he ay of C
While amillennialists migé&t main
vel opment of good and evil, of C
k i n g f6himposition is entirely untenableedause how can
one kingdom expand if it does not reddlce influence of the
ot her ? As a result of not belie
kingdom in history, many amillennialists tend to be pietistic
with regard to Christian social involvement. R.J. Rushdoony
berated amillennialists because of this:

The wotd will go from bad to worse in this pessimistic

viewpoint. The Christian must retreat from the world of

action in the realization that there is no hope for this

world, noworldwi de vi ctory of Christoo

101 3.M. FrameSalvation Belongs To The Lord: An Introduction to Systematic Theq@pd302303
p.J. Engel sma, fTheoRe§yr dantatdieard $6;5. 19. Prof.
Engelsma tries to argue that amillennialisrthisReformed view of eschatology. Such an assertion is
a-historical, as many of the Reformers, Puritansyedanters, and pioneer missionaries were péstmi
lennial. For more information on the role of postmillennialism in early Reformed history see lain H.
Mu r r ay @lse Pbritaio Hhope With such ahistorical information being spread by amillennialists,
itisl i ttl e wonder that R. J.llecRial suhadities of the twentieth aesturyd one o f
is the unwillingness of scholars and Christian leaders to admit the existence of a major schoal of Bibl
cal interpretation. Although postmillennialidmas a long history as a major, and perhaps the central,
interpretation of Biblical eschatology, it is summarily read out of court by man eBildinal
grounds. 0 il nt ArobEsdhatdogymoiVictorg. vil MdleoveK Praf.,Engelsma sni

represents postmillerenl i sm as saying that Christodés kingdom i s e
societal reformation that flows from the advance of the gospel is the result of the sovereign work of the
Holy Spirit.

18R.J. RushdoomyGo d 6 s P | anm: ThedeaniviocPostmillennialismp. 9
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peace and righteousness. The ldwWod is irrelevant, &-
cause there is no plan of conquest, no plan of triumph in
Christdébs name and power. At L
a private morality, not for men and nations in their every
aspect. Not surprisingly, amillennialism produces-a r
treating and crabbed outlook, a church in which men have
no though of victory but only endless-picking about ti
fles !
While Dr. Rushdoony may be going too far in asserting tleat pi
tism is alogical consequence of amillennialism, one can ce
tainly see hw there could be psychologicalink between ps-
simistic eschatology andgbism.
However it would be wrong to assume that merely kelie
ing in postmillennialism is an automatic solution to pietism. |
deed, R.C. Sproul notrgapsothat t he
modern postmillennialistgietistic postmillennialistand
Theonomic postmillennialistd®’ What is the differencees
t ween the two? Basically opieti
that the postmillennial advance of the kingdom involvesdhe t
tal transformation of culture through the application of Biblical
| aw. Theonomic post Mwhletereni al i s
are some noitheonomic postmillennialists who are interested
in cultural transformatiofl’ they often lack clear Biblical pri
ciples for societal reformation. Indeed, it is a source of &émba
rassment to many modern postmillennialists that LorainetBoet
nerds political theory was so f|
citizens having their property redistributed by the civil gaver
ment.tHe sai d that o6[the] huge amou
[that] has been given freely by this enlightened and predom

1% bid.

195R.C. SproulThe Last Days According to Jespp 200201

1% K L. Gentry,He Shall Have Dominion: A Postmillennial Eschatolpgy 200201

YWAn example of this can be Glruindt dsn \Wiochtnotrlied U s r Kiomg
millennialism Reconsideregp 1611
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nantly Protestant nation to nations of other races and religions,

with no expectation that it will ever be paid back, [is] aneffe
tiveexpessi on of unselfishne®¥s and
Christian Recostructionists, on the other hand, would see this

as theft and Statism. Theonomic postmillafists believe that

the Law of God provides us with the necessary tools formreco
structingall aspects of society on an explicitly Christian basis.

And that is why Theonomic postmillennialists are known as

Christian Reconstructionists.

Theonomy Affirms the Civil Application of the First
Table of Decalogue

One of the reasons many Evangelaatl Reformed peoplge

pose Theonomy is because it calls upon the civil government to
punish crimes against the first table of the Decalogue (idolatry,
blasphemy, witchcratft, etc.). Thus we find the latent antinomian
Cal vinist R. SltthettGthar@/l1#hcektunar gui ng
Reformed were corredheDecalogue is a reflection dfe

natural law (a corollary ttherepublication doctrine). We don't

need to appeal to Mosaic case/civil law to argue for cn4l e

forcement othesecond tablé®® Prof. Clak errs here in that

he faget that the first table of the Decalogue is equally as much

a part of natural law as the second; and so if one can appeal to
natural law in order to justify the civil enforcement of the-se

ond table of the law, then one can appeat with equal force

i n order to justify the Stateods
Secondly, Prof. Clarkos attempt
omy between the first and second table is doomed to failure; this

IS because if a man wishes to stealrymoperty or commit

1081 Boettner,The Millennium p. 39
This comment may be found in a discussion on 6The
http://www.puritanboard.com/f54/shoutlateenforcelaws-againstadultery32341#post398917
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adultery, he may well plead before the civil magistrate that his
religion permits him to do such things. Indeed, this is most
graphically illustrated by the fact that Islamic extremists think it
is their religious duty to murder Westeanfidels; and so it is

ther false religious doctrine (related to their contempt of the
first table of the Law) which causes them to commit crimes
against the second table of the Decalogue. Moreover, he errs in
not taking on board that the Reformedlud sixteenth and ge
enteenth centuridsunlike many modern Calvinistsviewed

the penology of the Older Testament as part of natural/moral
law, and thus they called upon the civil government to empl
ment the Mosaic penology for ores against both taldef the
Law. This, of course, is also the view ofaaon Theonomy.

For this reason it is most strange that certain -alnaservative
Presbygrians accuse Theonomy of not being interested in the
first table of the Law. An example of this can be founlevin
Reed:

| believe Reconstructionists have adopted a selective use

of the law. In other words, many Theonomists exaltypop

lar seconetable issues, doing injustice to fitstble ma&-

t ers whi c hspreeminen duties tanand 60d.

But does this eew actually comport with what the Theonomists
haveactuallywritten? To answer th@uestion we must not rely
onhearsay or gossip, but go to the sources; when we do that, we
shall find that such accusations are groundless.

Beginningwith R.J. Rushdoorys tr eat ment of t
penalty for idolatry in Deuteronomy 13, beo mme nt s t hat
the malern mind, this seems drastic. Why death for idolatry? If
i dol atry is unimportant to man t
howeverh e poi nt s o0 uanthinks mothingpolmoder n
death penalties for crimes again

10k Reed,The Antinomian Streak in the Reconstructionist Movenasfine edition
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pl eo, or against Athe reva-lution
t ant t"oDr.lRushdodny alsowritast he death pen
notrequired here for private belief:ig for attempts to subvert

others and to subvert the social order by enticing others ta-idol

try.8% We also find that he upheld the death penalty for those
engaging in witchcraft; commenting on Ex. 22:18, Dr.Rus

doony noteshat the word sorceressontwc h 60i s render e
Septuagint as Apoisoner. 00 He ¢
rationale behind them receiving
those who were witches would also dabble in occultigm, a

tempts to contact the dead, and so on, they mem@arily ded

ers in poisons. They are thus dispensers of death, and therefore
must be ¥ Hisammeatsregarding the prohibition

on the waship of Molech (Lev. 20:-R) are also germane here;

Dr. Rushdoony argues thatther o hi bi t i ocatokingas r e
or state worshipbd as 0O6giving one
ing the child to be the property of the civil ruler, to be used at

his WFurt&ermore, he tells us th
forth this fact, the child was passed over a bawf incense, or

on an altar of sacrifice, to indicate the surrender and dedication

of the child to the ruler. In the event of a national crisis, the

child coul d be "kFRulthermate, witbte- a s acr i
spect to the antblasphemy lawsR.J. Rusbdoony comments

t hat ot he word bl aagphicecorse,ei n t he
vil e, punctur e, or pierce. It
warfare against Go't! MarepderDdi s cove
Rushdoony al so not es extwitathe 60t hi s
ungodly, who regularly cvte it a

11R.J. RushdoonyThe Institutes of Biblical Lavp. 38
12bid., p. 38
113R.J. RushdoonyExodus p. 316
114 R.J. Rushdoony,eviticus p. 251
115 }A;
Ibid.
H8bid., p. B7
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il smo of the Bible, an odd charge
worl dés most bl oody'Ilodeedhaar y [t he
gues thathe dfender in Leviticus 24 was an enemy of the state
because by blasphemingetname of the Lord

He denied the entire structure of Israelite society and law,

the very principle of order. As a result, the sentence of

death was passed for blasphemy. His offence was in effect

that he affirmed total revolan, absolute secession from

any society which denied him his wishes. No society can

long exist which permits subversiof.
Meanwhile, with regard to blasphemy, Gary North ghgs the
law of restitution demands the death sentence for tlsnguof
God because 6when a direct attac
public, the restitution pdyment
The fact that open blaspimers are allowed to live, without fear
of the infliction of capital puniement, is evidence that modern
secular states hold the God of the Bible in utter contempt:

It i s almost wuniversally assur

needs no civil protection. God is not regarded as a person

in the legal order. He therefore is entitled to no judicial

protection. This reans that men are not to be threatened

by the state for cursing God, i.e. publicly saying that the

God of the Bible is a liar, or a cheat, or some other kind of

reprobate being, and therefore deserving ofeopt'*°
So from these quotations from the Theomsts actual writings,
we see that there is no reason to conclude that they deny the
civil application of the first table of the Decalogue.

However there is a difference between Theonomists about
whether or not the death penalty for Sabbath breakingncest

7 bid., p. 335

18R.J. RushdoonyThe Institutes of Biblical Laypp 112113
19G. North,Leviticus: An Economic Commentapy 372
120G, North,Leviticus: An Economic Commentarg. 373
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in the New Testament. Both Dr. Rushdoony and Dr. Narth a
gue that it has been abrogated as being ceremonial in nature.
Yet, Greg Bahnsen (perhaps the leading Theonomist of the
twentiethceat ur y) argues forcefully for
validity:
The Sabbath is a creation ordinance (Gen32®hich
men were obliged to observe even before the coming of
the Mosaid.aw. Compare Exodus 20:410 for its inte-
pretation of Gen. 2:3. All men are subject to the Sabbath
law (note that Christ did not gahat the Sabbath was
made for I sraelites i n Mark 2:
Mands moral obligation to Sabtk
right along side the nine other universally moral words of
the Decalogue, which was written by the very finger of
God. When man observes the Sabbath he is rightfully im
tating his Creator; the Sabbath rest is patterned after the
creation rest of GodéMoreover,
ficial aspects of the Older Testament cycle of feast days
(Anew moon, Saeb,baethc .yoe)a,r ,a lJounbg
those cyclic observances of f e
by Christds work of redemptior
looses us from the ceremonial elements of the Sabbgsth sy
tem (the passage seems to be referring specifically to feast
offerings), and such passages as Romans 14:5f. aad Gal
tians 4:10 teach that we need not distinguish these cer
monial days any longer (as the Judaizers were aptto r
quire). As Christ provides for entrance to the eternbt Sa
bath rest of God by His substitonary death upon the
cross, He makes the typological elements (e.g. offerings)
of the Sabbath system irrelevant (things which were a
shadow of the coming substance according to Col. 2:17;
c.f. Heb. 10:1, 8). By accomplishing our redemption
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Christ alsdbinds us to the observance of that weekllg-Sa
bath which prefigures our eternal Sabbath (c.f. Heb?'4).

In relation to capital punishment, Dr. Bahnsen gives us a list of

capital crimes inTheonomy in Christian Ethieghich includes

0 Sabb akingn(ExXo3telad ; Nu m. 15: 32 f1f.

whi ch he espacte sogalaffairhitherLord looks with

so much scorn upon these crimes that He commands the state to

execute those % Navif©oBahnsenistaeh e m. 6

rect in asserting that the Satbb is part of the moral law, then
he must also be correct to assume that the civil penalty bbr Sa
bath breaking is as binding as that of any other moral law,
unless it can be proved to be ceremonial in nature.
Additionally, in relation to civil enforcemnt of the first
table of the Lawwhen denying that Westminster Confession
19: 4 contradicted Theonowhg-,
ever 19.4 may mean, it canrid understoods abrogating, say,
the death penalty for blasphemesd so fortt*> Moreover,
i n defending the Westminster
magstrate, Dr. Bahnsen writes:
The magistrate was nattificially restricted to the last six
areas of the Decalogue, but he weswed as under ser
ous responsibility to carry outalprescriptions athe
whole law (the ten words and their case law elabor
tionse When the magistrate carriedit capital punis-
ment against violaters of the first four areashef Dea-
logue he did so as a protector of public or social riglgeou
nessand peace; he did not presume to judge the secret
thoughts of théneart,but only to restrain the actuait-
ward manifestations of lawbriiag.**

121G L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8 edition, pp 226227
1221bid., p. 431
12 bid., p. 517
1241bid., p. 515
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AnotherTheonomi ¢ aut hor Joseph Kick:
Theonomists disagree over how to enforce Biblical Sabbath
laws € Sunday c¢ | os i nmgtituted iwthe United ul d b
St a t®eqd codrse it should be taken into account that this
debate is not new to Reformed theology, as it was something
earlier Reformed theologians differed over as well; so this is an
intraamural debate among those committed to Theonomic ethics.
Some might argue, however, that there is a difference of
emphasis between modern Theonomists and older Reformed
writers, as it would seem that the latter spent much more time
concentrating on therft table of the Law whereas conternp
rary Theonomists focus more on things such as homosexuality
and abortion. While this may be true, it cannot be considered a
solid objection to Theonomy; this is because the point overlooks
a very significant factor: thdifferent historical contexts in
which modern Theonomists and earlier Calvinists findrthe
selves in. The early Reformed where often involved in centr
versies with Rom@ism, and between each other over the extent
of religious liberty; contemporary Theomests, on the other
hand, live in the midst of societies that have degenerated to such
an extent that the main issues that they have to deal withiin soc
ety are the holocaust of unborn children and themergence of
sodomy on a large scale (cf. Rom. 32). Thus it is not sy
prising that there is a difference @hphasivetween older and
modern writers but this does not mean that there is a difference
of fundamental substanceThe schematic reading of history as
presented by the likes of Kevin Resdeally not helpful to
promoting constructive discussion among Christians. He may
believe that Theonomists need to put more emphasis upon the
first table of the Law, but this does not justify the breaking of

%3 N. Kickasola, 6The Theonomic RespGooa@éPdt o Chri sti
tics: Four Views on the Reformation of Civil Governmentl57
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the ninth commandment by alleging that thegydigs malern
civil application.

Conclusion

Having now corrected the misrepresentatiand knocked down
strawmen of the Theonomic viewpoint, we can nhow move on to
our defence of the position. We hope the reader will now be
better equipped tonderstan what the writer is actually arguing

for in subsequent clpgers’?®

126 Concerning the volume that Westminster dlogical Seminary publishetheonomy: A Reformed

Critique, Gary DeMar writes: OMy guess is that numerous
the issue, will assume that Theonomy has been answerBaebyomy: A Reformed Critiquéthout
everreadingt or the many published Reconstructiionist wor
by nonReconstructionist standardsi wi tthot es, so it must have done the
comes up for discussion, critics of Reconstruction will poirtheonomy: A Reformed Critiqaad
declare, ATheonomyds been answered. 006 G. DeMar, O6Fe

G. North (ed.);Theonomy: An Informed Responge78. Throughout our studies we will note anAu

ber of misrepresentations@&poor arguments employedTineonomy: A Reformed Critiqguehich

will show that it cannot be regarded as a credible critique of Theonomy. Moreover, the book departs
from Reformed orthodoxy by its advocacy of political pluralism and its rejection -alasixreation.
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Chapter Two
The Moral Law D efined

In this chapter we shall seek to provide the reader with a proper,
Biblical definition of the moral law in opposition to the eor
neous view that the Ten Words of the Decalogue constitutes the
moral law alone. Furthermore, we shall establish the Reformed
and Confessional definition of the moral law by examining the
teaching of the Westminster Standards (Comd@sand Cag-
chisms) on this issue. In atidn to this, we shall also consider
the traditional Reformed thrdeld division of the law in order

to show that this does not support the view that the Tan-Co
mandments alone are the moral law. Finally, wdl 4hke on
board the logical consequences of adopting the Decalogue only
definition of the moral law.

Is the Moral Law only the Decalogue?

In the February 2008 edition of the Free Church Witnessaamag

zine, Maurice Roberts wrote an article entitieRayht wih the

Law; this essay, while useful in many respects, was critical of

the Theonomic Reconstructionist view of the abidialyity of

Godos Law. The basic thrust of
only the moral law remains obligatory upon believers ia th

New Testament age. Obviously that is a thesis which this
writer, as a Theonomist, can wholeheartedly agree ifithe

t er m 6 mo rcarectlyldefimed. Mowreover, orfally ac-

ceps (as Rev. Roberts states) that the ceremonial laws have
beenabrogaed as a result of the comp
redemption (Matt. 27:51; Eph. 2::2P; Heb. 710:18; Westm-

ster Confession 19:3). However, a major problem arisas co
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cerning hav Rev. Roberts chooses to define the moral law, and
this is where the diérence emerges. Commenting ®he
Westminster Confession of Faltk writes:
We are to understand first that the moral law is of germ
nent relevance as a perfect rule of righteousness containing
our duty towards God and our duty to man (19:2). The
reference here is to the Ten Commandments. They are a
rule of life to Christiang®’
If Rev. Roberts had said that the Christians rule of life lm-su
marized in the Ten Commandments, then | could have agreed
with this statement. However, as no such qualificatias been
made, this quotation is troublesome to one as a Reformed and
Theonomic Christian. Why is this? Because, Scripturally
speaking, to define the moral law as the Ten Words of tha-Dec
logue aloneis woefully inadequate. Does not the apostle Paul
sy t hat oAl I Scripture is breat
Oprofitable for teaching, nfor re
ing in righteousness, that the man of God may be competent,
equi pped for every -1g)@ oldis beiogr k 6 (

the cas , then it mu s t foll ow that
Scripture (except for what can be shown, on the basis of sound
exegesi s, to be no |l onger appli

life and conduct, not merely the Ten Words of the Decalegue
which are it a summary of our duties. Indeed, in hambus
work Institutes of the Christian Religiothe French Reformer
John Cal vin expl-veordnnsScriptaravequpe d 6 s |
us for every good work:
Now, the Law has power to exhort believers. This is not a
power to bind their consciences with a curse, but one to
shake off their sluggishness, by repeatedly urging them,
and to pinch them awake to their imperfection. Therefore,

M. Roberts, 6Ri BraetChuch Wimessdbraryl2@08; dnline iedition
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many persons, wishing to express such liberation from that
curse, say that for belers the Lawi | am still speaking
of themoral law i has been abrogated. Not that the law
no longer enjoins believers to do what is right, but only
that it is not for them what it formerly was: it may no
longer condemn and destroy their conscienceligten-
ing and confouding them.
Paul teaches clearly enough such an abrogation of the Law
[cf. Rom. 7:6]. That the Lord also preached it appears
from this: he would have refuted the notion that he would
abolish the Law [Matt. 5:17] if this opinion hadtnbeen
prevalent among the Jews. But since without some pretext
the idea could not have arisen from a false interpretation of
his teaching, just as almost all errors have commonly taken
their occasion from the truth. But to avoid stumbling on
the same tene, let us accurately distinguish what in the
law has been abrogated from what still remains in force.
When the Lord testifies that
Law but to ful fil i to and tha
away...not a jot will pass fronné Law until all is accm-
pl i shedo -18]Me ssufficienty cohfifms that by
his coming nothing is going to be taken away from the o
servance of the Law. And justlyinasmuch as he came
rather to remedy transgressions of it. Therefore through
Chrnst the teaching of the Law remains inviolable; by
teaching, admonishing, reproving, and correcting, it forms
unsound prepares us for every gooark [cf. 2 Tim. 3:16
17]. (2.7.14)'*®
Notice that for Calvin 0t phe mor ¢
ture h at 0f orms us and prepares us
merely with the Ten Words of the Decalogue (note also that

128 3. Calvin,Institutes of the Christian Religiomol. 1, pp 362363
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Calvin understood Matt. 5:1¥8 to be referring to a lot more

than the Ten Commandments, thus adopting a Theonomie inte
pretation of that tety. Hence it is vitally important that we keep

in mind that the Ten Commandments are not moraldbome

instead they are a summary of the moral law, comprehending all

sins and duties under ten summary heads. That explains why,
following the giving of he Decalogue in Exodus 261¥ and
Deuteronomy 5:221, there are a number of moral case laws

which further expound the basic principles summarized in each

of the Ten Commandments (we shall explain this in metaild

later).

Another Biblical reason why thden Commandments alone

cannot exhaustively comprehend the moral law is because, a
cording to Scripture, the moral law defines sin. Thus we read in
theAut hori zed Versionbs rendering
tramgr ession of ther |awdnsloati arss t
i's | awl essness. 0 However, t her e
Words of the Decalogue alone exhaustively define what ieonst

tutes sin, as many sins are not explicitly condemned in the Ten
Commandments (sodomy, bestiality, {nerital sex, blas-

phemy, and so on). Therefore, we must look outside tha-Dec

logue to the rest of Scripture for a more comprehensiveidefin

tion of sini i . e. transgressionseof Go
guentl vy, al | of Scripturosi@ds et h
laws ormerelytime bound expressions of moral principles) are

fully binding upon us as moral laws. God is immutablel a m
the LORD, I d o n oittherefora Higleaw ( Ma l
(which is a reflection of His immutable holiness, 1 Pet. 1:16)

mug also be unchangeable in its obligation upon us. Indeed,
Greg Bahnsen points out tdat Ot
tates (or at least those in the Old Testament) are unchanging
moral absolutes is implicitly to endorse the positiorcatural

relativismi n et hics (nThey were moral
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pl ace, but invalid for*®esuker peo

an assertion correct? It would be difficult to see how it could be

wrong, because (to put it bluntly) God is not an ethical restivi

If something was morally wrong in the Old Testament, then it

must be morally wrong now and thus a breach of the umgehan

ing moral law of God. As Dr. Bahnsen furthegaes:
If something was sinful in the Old Testament, it is likewise
sinful in the ageof the New Testament. Moral standards,
unlike the price of gasoline or the changing artistic tastes
of a culture, do not fluctuate. In the United States, there
was a time when driving your car at 65 miles per hour was
permissible; now any speed abovei5s i | | egal
laws are not like that: just today, unjust tomorrow. When
the Lord makes a moral judgment, He is not unsure of
Himself, or tentative, or fickle. Unlike human law
makers, God does not change His mind or alter His- sta
dards of rightousness...God has not changed His mind
about good and evil or what constitutes them...Thetrigh
eous Law of God which condemns our sin is as permanent
as the good news from God which promises salvation from

sinds judgment. .. Godosgingovena

moral code through OIld and New Testaments. Once God
has spoken His Law and expressed His righteous standards
He does not alter it...Times may change, human laws may

be altered, but Godos Law i

standard of right and wrongSomething that was sinful in

the Old Testament is likewise sinful for us in the New-Te

t ament , for Godobés standards
from age to age. He has one uniforrmdtd of right and

wrong*®

%G, L. Bahnsen, 6The Theon o ®didandPdites: FouVbewsonthew G. S.
Reformation of Civil Governmerp. 31
10G.L.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,pu3Z4dority of Godos
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Consequently, if we are to have an ohjex; unchanging, ao-
prehensive standard of right and wrong, then we must maintain
that the whole moral law of God remai binding in the New
Testamentnot merelythatthe Ten Words of the Decalogaee

all that is binding as they do natxhaustively dehe all sins or

all of our duties, but only provide us with a summary of them.

In short, the Theonomic position is this: the whole moral
law remains valid and obligatory today. Does this mean that we
are bound to follow everything diserally expressedn the case
laws of the Older Testament? Not so; instead what Theonomy
teaches is that the principles of the moral law were adapted to
the culture of ancient Israel, and so we are not bound to follow
what is culturally unique (just as the New Testamergsdno
bind modern believers to O0greet
Rom. 16:16, but to the principle of love for the brethren), but
Theonomy affirmghat novadayswe should adapt the underl
ing moral principles of the case laws to our own circumstances.
As Greg Bahnsemnrgues:

It is one thing to realize that we must translate Biblical

commands about a lost ox (Exod. 23:4) or withholding pay

from someone who mows the fields (James 5:4) into terms
relevant to our present lture (e.g., about misplaced cited

cards or remuneration of factory workers). It is quite a

other thing altogether to say that such commands carry no

ethical authority today! Moreover, it should be obvious
that in teaching us moral duties, God as a masterful teacher

often instructs usp o t only in gener al p

not kill o, 1 John s@ecifitiflugtra- but &

tions (e.g., rooftop railings, Deut. 22:8; sharing worldly

goods with a needy brother, 1 John 3:lL'Bxpecting us to

learn the broader, underlying pciple from them:**

BlG. L. Bahnsen, 6The Theono ®bdandPolitics: Eduovieds,onthen G. S. Sn
Reformation of Civil Goveiment p. 32

Page b6



But does this mean that the moral law has been altered because
these circumstantial applications may not be literally binding
upon us today? By no means; instead we recognize that there
a r eultud@l discontinuties between Biblical mofanstruction
and our modern societyd however
the ethical teaching of Scripture is invkted for us; it simply
calls for her mé @histpoint ia Impostamtn s i t i \
because a common misconception about Theonontais it
teaches that thwholejudicial law is to be applied in moderan
tions today. For instance, we find J. Ligon Duncan arguing:
All you need to know about Theonomy is that it differs
from the rest of the Reformed tradition in demanding that
the bele v e rlfdnsent bf the cultural mandate obligates
him to work for the implementation of the whole Mosaic
civil code in the modern nation stdfg.
Such a view is quite wrong; Theonomy only teaches that the
whole moral law gplies today. The same cannotdaed of the
whole judicial law, as some of it was a fence to the ceremonial
law (such as the prohibition on mixing seeds), and some of it
was either entirely unique to Israel (the tribal division, Davidic
monarchy, etc.), or else was expressed in suchyatwat it ca-
not be literally applied to other nations (such as having fences
around or roofs, leaving fields ungleaned, etc.). In light of this
reality, Greg Bahsen writes:
The Puritans termed these cd®e& applications of the
Decal ogue ®bBjuaindi alhelyaw®rrect |
are not boundaday to keep these judicial laws as they are
worded (being couched in the language of an ancidnt cu
ture that has passed away) but only required to heed their
under |l ying prilnce @istisyodlledr nge
it). The OIld Testament required that a railing be placed

132 \bid., p. 33
133J.L. DuncanWhat About Theonomy®.
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around oneb6s roof as a safety
entertained on flat roofs of houses in that ancient society;
with our sloped roofs today we do not need to have the
same liteal railing, but the general undBting principle
might very well require us to have the fence around our
background swimming pool again, to protect human
life. ™
This qualification is highly important if we are ever to unrde
stand Theonomic literature gerly. When Theonomists say
that the Lawof Godremains binding in exhaustive detail, they
do not mean that thehole of thejudicial law in all of its time
bound, literal detailsemains obligatoryinstead, they mean that
the whole moral law continueand so theprinciplesexpressed
in various judicial laws remain binding. This understanding of
Theonomic literature is confirmed by a reference in GregnBah
s e n 6 s Thédopom¥ in Christian EthicsIn this volume, Dr.
Bahnsen says t ha tonstentyesuppogtsmheT e st a
Christiands obligation toa-Godods
tions of the Older Testament, both inside and outside tha-Dec
| o g deHowdever, this does not mean that he affirms that the
whole judicial law is binding; this is baase immeidtely after
making this statement he writes
West mi nster Confession of Fait h,
moral law doth forever bind all, as well justified persons &s ot
ers, to the o' eThéraforec eDrt.heBars &
point is that the whole moral law remains binding; including the
parts of the judicial law which are also part of the moral law. It
IS not the teaching of Theonomy that the precise details of all
social and civil legislation (whatisnornd v t er med t he
| a wd@nhins fiterally binding, but only insofar as they reflect

13G.L.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,pulBA3Brity of Godés Lav
¥ G L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8 edition, p. 262
136 |a;

Ibid.

Page b8



the unchanging moral law of God. The rest of thigotdrashall
seek to prove that 1 bhseppasedhoo | e
t he O6Decal og uieis tleBibligaltandsCpniessm-a ¢ h
ally Reformed position.

The Case Laws in the New Testament
In this section we shall examine how the New Testament writers

repeadedly confirm the abiding validity of the Older Testament
case laws. Hopefully by the end of this stuithe reader will

m:!

have | earned that Ot hcaallalgolk Test a

the Old Testament too often, and without apology or disclaimer,
to accept at face value the bold claim of Theonomic critics that

t hese | aws haveMoleeverby esamiaihgithe h e d . 6

teaching of the Lord Jesus Christ and His apostles, the reader
will learn that the New Testament does not teach that the Ten
Words of the Decalogue alone are the moral law of God.

The Christ of the Case Laws

The attentive reader will n@oubt have noticed by now that the
title of this subsection bears a striking resemblance to that of O.
Pal mer R o b eThes ©hnst of théb @owekants have
called it so lecause the consistent witness of the New Testament
writers confirms that thedrd Jesus Christ had a very high view

of the Older Testament moral case laws, even putting them on a
par with the commands of the Camgue, showing us that the
moral law cannot be restricted to the Ten Commandnzdone

Did Jesus believe that the Deagle alone was binding as the
moral law? No; when he was being tempted in the wilderness

by Sat an, he responded to the

137G.L. BahnsenNo Other StandardTheonomy and its Critic®. 99
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stonesiho | oaves of bread witth the
t en, AnMan shal/l n oty everywerdtbay b r e :
comes from the mouth of Ged. 06 (
strict our ethical standards to the Decalogue only; instead-he a
gues that O0every wordo of eGod i s
duced that 0God exevergwosl andsnott o s u
to pick and choose the ones which are agreeable to oumpreco
ceived opinions. The Lord requires that we obey everything He
has stipulated in tHeHe@ethoand Ne
der to say that we are no longer obliged to liyeamy Older
Testament law, we are required to prove that the New Testament
has released us from having to keep it. That is why we do not
keep the ceremonial laws, because the New Testament tells us
that God, the Lavgiver Himself, has abolished it and ® it
would be wrong for us to continue to observe it. However, even
though the New Testament does not tell us that the moral case
laws have been abrogated (though it does indicate that many of
them need to be adapted differently in the varying circumetanc
we find ourselves in, 1 Cor. 9:9), most Christians refuse to live
by every word of God as they ignore their perpetual validity.
Yet, Christ gives us a most solemn niag against such a latent
antinomian attitude:

Do not think that | have come to abolsh the Law or the

Prophets; | have not come to abolish them but to fulfil

them. For truly, | say to you, until heaven and earth

pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the

Law until all is accomplished. Therefore whoever e-

laxes one of the ledsof these commandments and

teaches others to do the same will be called least in the

kingdom of heaven, but whoever does them and teaches

18G.L.BahnsenBy Thi s Standard: The ,p®25 hority of Godéds Lav
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them will be called great in the kingdom of heaven.

(Matt. 5:1719)
Although it is not necessary to agree with evaspect of Greg
Bamsends exegesis of this passage
of the word oful fil 6)i,thatrChrister t hel
confirmed the abiding validity of the moral law in exhaustive
detail i still stands. This is because anther interpretation
makes an utter nonsense of the t
means (we shall consider this in more detail elsewhere) it cannot
I in this particular context mean fulfil so as to abolish; such an
interpretation would have theted e d 6 Do not t hink
come to abolish the Law. .., but
which is utterly irrational and makes no sense whatsoever. For
this reason alone, the passagancda merely mean that Christ
came to fulfil the Mosaic covenafdas some subtle antinomians
assert); indeed it can mean no such thing, as Christ asserts that
the Law remains in force o6until
thus the moral law will continue to bind mankind as long as the
universe exists in its present fornNor can the text mean (as
certain latent antinomians assert) that Christ only cameyto u
hold the Decalogued6s abiding va
no way that every O6iota and dot
Law can merely refer to the Ten Commdaments; instead iter
fers to the whole mor al | aw, oOth
So while one may not agree with every conclusion Dr. Bahnsen
reaches in his exegesis, he is certainly correct when he says that
OChristds comi ng dintke Otdddstanaebtr o g at
Law [meaning the moral law], for every single stroke of the Law
wi | | abide until the passing aw:
follower of Christ is not to teach that even the least OldaFest
ment requirement has been indated byChrist and his work.
As the Psal mi st decl ared,i- fnEver
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nances is ever | &%Althoughdve shale-. 119 :
turn to examine Matt. 5:120 elsewhere in the book, it is
enough at this state to note that the text clearlyhesathe aloi-
ing validity of the moral law in exhaustive detail. Indeed the
whole cotext of the Sermon on the Mount allows for no other
interpretation, because immediately after affirming the Law in
Matt. 5:17#19, Christ goes on to expound the moral lawl &-
fute erroneous glosses which the Pharisees had put upon it
(Matt. 5:2348). Hence the assertion that in Matt. 5157
Christ is saying that he came merely to fulfil the Mosaiceeov
nant, rather than to upld the entire moral law, is aa
contextual Asurdity.

It would be a mistake, however, to think that the
Theonomic case for the whole moral law position stands or falls
on a particular view or exegesis of Mait1719. Interestingly
my good friend Jacob Aitken, I n
df ence of Greg Bahnsenb6s exeges
Covenantal Theonomgaysd would urge Theonomists toed
velop more arguments for Theonomy that do not overly depend
on Matthew 5 (Bahnsen states fre
depend on Matthew)®*° Whether or not one agrees with Mr.
Aitken that Theonomic arguments overly depend on Matt.-5:17
19, one should acknowledge ththe thesis is adequately rco
firmed by other texts in the Scriptures. Indeed, to cite one such
example, we see alence ofthe high regard that Christ had for
the case laws in his encounter with the rich young man (Mark
10:1722). When discussing the Law of God with the young
ma n , Jesus said to him O6You Kkno!
murder, Do not commit adultery, Do not dtdao not bear false
witness, Do not defraud, Honour your fat her
(Mark 10:19emphasis added In the context, Christ is telling

19¥9G.L.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,pA@T hority of Godés Lav
1403 B. Aitken,The Current Trends in the Theonomy Debatdine edition
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the rich young man that if he wants to inherit eternal life he
must perfectly keep the moral law of God (of couthés is not
something a fallen sinner in Adam can do; instead Christ has
perfectly kept the mor al | aw on
Oacti ve totheelLdw oé®odsanigputed to him when he
believes;so that on the basis of the perfect obedierof Christ
to the moral lawthe Christian inherits eternal life). However,
the Lord Jesus does not confine obedience to the moral law
merely to the Ten Words of the Decalogusstéad he cites the
extraDecal ogi cal command ODken not d
from the Greek Septuagint translation of the Deut. 24¢d<e
law (which is actually v.14 in the English Bible). Coms
quently, the Lord Jesus Christ clearly believed that the moral
law was made up of more than the Ten Commandments alone;
otherwise havould not have said that its observation was sece
sary to inherit eternal life (remember that if Jesus had broken
even this case law then nobody would be saved, as he would not
have merited eternal life for his people by perfectly keeping the
moral law intheir place). Therefore the view that only the
Decalogue is the moral law simply cannot be reconciled with
this passage; as Greg Bahnsen notes:
The Christianbés obligation to
Law thus cannot be broken, our responsibility dieax-
tends beyond the Decal ogue.
endorsement of even the Older Testamewtsde law
holding it to be adinding as the Decalogue itself, that
when He quoted from the Decalogue He could casually
(and without explanation) insem particular case law
along with, and on a par with, the ten lai/s.
Since Christ was able to cite a moral case law alongside the
commands of the Decalogue, placing them on a par in terms of

141G.L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8* edition, p. 253
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their perpetual validity, the notion that only the Ten Comaran
ments constitute the moral law is almost too unbiblical to even
warrant serious or extensive redtibn.
Even more disturbing for latent antinomians than the fact that
Christ was able to appeal to a case law as being of equah-oblig
tion with the Ten Commandants, is the rday that He actually
guoted an Old Testament penal g&&m; not only thatbut He
guoted a death penalty, in fact, He cited the capital punishment
which most people like least of all: the death penalty for cursing
oneds par eonlytbat, he viBied it as loetng on a par
with the fifth commandment of the Decalogue itself. Thus when
rebuking the Pharisees for preferring their own autonomous
ethical inventions to the Law of God, Christ said:
Why do you transgress the commandment oGod be-
cause of your tradition? For God commanded saying,
AHonour your father and your
curses fatherormd her |, | et hi m(Mate put
15:34).
Thus, from the perspective of our Lord, the death penaltyefor r
bellious chitlren is every bit as much a part of the moral law as
the fifth commandment itself. Latent antinomians cannot have
their cake and eat it; if the penal sanction may be dispensed
with, then the fifth commandment is also abolishietthe fully
blown antinomias (who deny that even the Ten Comrdan
ments are binding upon the Christiamethus much more co-
sistent (albeit in much greatemrar). The significance of Christ
upholding the abiding validity of this capital punishment cannot
be underestimated, as ikearly proves that the moral lawk-e
tends beyond the Ten Words of the Decalogue, even encempas
ing the penology of the Older Testament. As Greg Bahngsen fu
ther elaborates:
In Matthew 15:39 and Mark 7:613, Christ strongly e-
bukes the Pharisees for failing follow the Law of God.
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He authoritatively quotes from two sections of the Law:
one from the Decalogue, and one outside the Decalogue.
It was not simply the fifth commament that Christ cites
as binding, but even thgenal sanctionspecifying capith
punishment for incorrigible children is held forth by our
Lord as an obligation. Christ made no artificial distinction
bet ween Amor al o | aws and t he
Whereas the Pharisees nwual i fi.
tions, Christ upholds itantegrity and validity in extensive
detail. Whereas the Pharisees would easily let a sop-be r
laxed from his obligation to support his parents, Chrst e
dorses the severity andi-stri cit
nomian traditions of men cannot be useditb r e a -0 Scr i
ture apart. Christ does not explain away His citation of the
prescription of capital punishment for incorrigibddil-
dren; in fact, He gives absolutely no indication that He
feels itneedsany argument at all. Its validity is simplg-a
sumed,and hence it is authoritatively pronounced m u
adorned, clear terms.Every word of God, even every
word of Godobés Law, is uphel d
fects no breaking of Scripture, no release from the rigid
demands of the LawW?
It is a fact much tdoe regretted that most Christians (including
most of those who claim to be Reformed) side with the iPhar
sees iIin | aying aside this right
though the Lord Jesus Christ clearly teaches that it is every bit
as much a part of thmoral law as the fifth commandment itself.
Sadly, this author can teetify t
formedd website in which U-heonor
mani stic slogan O6Should we ston
hold such sentiments have beerectéd with the spirit of this

142G.L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8" edition, p. 254
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wicked age; they need to take heed to the word of Christeand r
pent of their anhomianism and autonomy.

Other interesting appeals to laws outside the Decalogue
can be found in the gospel accounts. We find that the directive
i n Matt . 18: 15 61 f your Dbrother
his fault, between you and him alone. If he listens to you, you
have gained your Dbrotheroeis bac

viticus 19:17 6You shall not hat
you shall reason frankly with your neighbour, lest you incur sin
because of hi m. 06 The f act t hat

the Ten Commandments did not, in any way, shape or form,
loosen its obligation. Thus it is every bit as much a part of the
moral law as the Decalogue itself. Furthermore, the rute co
cerning the need for two witnesses in church discipline is based
upon the principle, set forth in the case laws, that two withesses
were required in a criminal cagesven though these laws were
outside the Ten Commandments (Deut. 17:6; 19:15).

But perhaps the most compelling evidence that Christ did
not regard the moral law as merely consisting of the Ten Words
of the Decalogue can be seen from His own summary of the
moral law. When askedbyatay er o6 Teacher whi ch
coomand ment | 1the ttofld elesus aespdriled by-sa
ing:

You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart

and with all your soul and with all your mind. This is

the first and great commandment. And a second is l&

it: You shall love your neighbour as yourself. On these

two commandments depend all the Law and the

Prophets. (Matt. 22:3740)

For Christ, these two ethical directives sum up the whole moral
lawcat ai ned i n Ot he Law andatt he Pr
Is used in Matt. 5:17, further confirming that Christ upheld the

validity of the moral law in that text). Yet it is highly significant
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that these commandments, which the Lord views as a summary
of the entire moral law, are not found among the Tem<Co
mandments. Instead, the first is found in Deut. 6:5, and tbe se
ond is found in Lev. 19:18. Therefore, since the moral law can
be summarized by two texts found outside the Decalogue, then
it is perfectly reasonable to infer, by good and necessarne€ons
guerce, that the moral law refers to more than the Decaldgue i
self. It would be ludicrous to suggest that the moral law can be
summarized by the words of two laws outside the Tem-Co
mandments, if these laws themselves were not actually part of
the moral lawof God. Even by now, the reader should be able
to see just how ridiculous the idea that the moral law is only the
Decalogue actually is.

The Apostles and the Case Laws

When we come to examine the teaching of the apostles, we find

that they also pheldthe abiding validity of the moral case laws

outside the Decalogue. Aniest i ng exampl e of F
to the case laws can be found in Acts 23 when he was on trial
before the Jewish Council. | mm
words to the Council (Ast23:1), the high priest Ananiag-d

manded that the apostle be struck on the mouth (Acts 23:2).
However, Paul believed this to be an ordemt@ary to the Law

of God; therefore he protested:
whitewashed wall! Are you sitig to judge me according to the
L aw, and yet contrary to the La

(Acts 23:3). Here Paul alludes to Deut. 25821 which stipulates
that a man is only to be beaten after he has been found guilty by
the judge. However, as Pauldhaot been found guilty of any
offence, Ananias was breaking this Law by demanding that the
apostle be struck on the mouth before he had been found guilty
of an offence which warranted a beating (and such blows were
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to be inflicted upon the back, not oretmouth of the tdender).
Nonetheless, Paul himself was not entirely blameless with r
spect to the Law of God in this incident; by referring to Ananias
as a owhi t &iwthesndald of theadoundl he was
guilty of insulting a ruler while in tB midst of the performance
of his official duties, and thus showed contempt for authority.
This was contrary to the Law of God recorded in Ex. 22:28
0You shal/l not revile God, nor
Paul had violated the principle of thissealaw by rashly censu
ing the high priest even though Ananias himself was also in
breach of the Law of God in this incident. Unsurprisingly, other
members of the Council recognised that Paul had violated the
Law of God, and so yYyheyr swaii lde t Gc
high priest?d6 (Acts 23:4). | n |
and confessed that he had trans
not know, brothers, that he was the high priest, for it is written,
OYou shall il of@trulersogpyemkr epdAxtpl e. 60
23:5). Thus, for Paul, it was not merely the Ten Words of the
Declogue that were considered to be ethically binding, but also
the case law applications of the Ten Commandments. Greg
Bahnsen further explains the significance of thagdent for our
discussion:
Paul 6s experiencebigvergiostrated i n
tive with respect to the abi
First we note that Paul was concerned to defend himself
against the accusation that he had broken the Jewish Law
Paul did not want to be denoma t e d -kar @idkaewr . 0
knew himself to be obligated to the Law, and he strove to
defend his innocence before it. Second, we see that Paul
appeals to the Law because of his abusive treatment, at the
command of Ananias; &l accuses Ananias of violating
the Law by having him smitten (cf. Deut. 25:2). Third we
see that Paul himself is rebuked out of the Law; he implies
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that he would not have spoken against Ananias if he had
known that Ananias was high priest, for the LalstPaul
not to speak evil of a ruler of the people (cf. Ex. 22:28).
So Paul is concerned to be innocent before the Law, r
proves another out of the Law, and is himself rebuked by
the Law. In these three points he should be oumexa
ple.l43
However Paul dl not merely uphold the continuing obligation
of extraDecalogical commandments when on trial before the
Jewish authoritieswvhile adopting a different approach with
Gentile rulers On the contrary, when he was on trial before

Festus, Paulbmavwadngboer and hlave tommitied |
anything for which | deserve to die, | do not seek to escape
deathoé (Acts 25:11). Since onl
who is o6deserving of deathoé (De

must have been upholding the @guwf the Scriptural civil laws
which determine when a man has committed a crime which is
worthy of capital punishment. Consequently, we may deduce
that in endorsing the equity of Biblical penal sanctions, Raul r
garded a lot more than the Ten commandsias being morally
valid in the New Testament age (we shall spend more tkne e
amining Acts 25:11 in a latehapter).

Moreover such a conclusion (that Paul considered more
than the Decalogue to be the moral law) is confirmed by the use
the apostle makes the underlying principles of the case laws
in his epistles. In terms of sexual relations, Paul is not afraid to
uphold the standards of the Older Testament Law (althaugh t
day, even professing Evangelicals are). For instance, when Paul
condemned homogaality as the height of human degeacy
(Rom. 1:2627), the apostle was repeating the Old Testament
condemnati on of homosexuality E

143G.L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8® edition pp 260261
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18:22; 20:13). Furthermore, when writing to the Corinthians,
Paul was out r ag actially reporfed thatitheteh at
is sexual immorality among you, and of a kind that is notrtole
ated even among pagans, for a ma
5:1). Considering that such incest is clearly condemned in the
Older Testament (Lev. 18:8; De@2:30), Paul thought that the
Corinthiarts toleration of such wickedness was utterly inexcu
able. However, if Paul had thought that only the TemCo
mandments remained binding toda
life, then he could not have so condemnedQleeinthians, k-
cause incest is not explicitly condemned in the Decalogue.
Elsewhere, in his second letter to the same church, Paul reminds
them O0Do not be wunequally yokec
6:14), thus condemning the practice of Christians marmorg
Christians. In so doing, the apostle cites the Old Testaraent r
quirement that totally different animals were not to be yoked t
gether, as they would not function properly and productively:
OYou shall not plough with an o)
22:10). Thus the general equity of this case law was still viewed
by the apostle as valid, even if its immee, literal application
was no longer relevant to his readers. Greg Bahnsen cannot
help but notice the irony of latent antinomians appealin@ t
Cor. 6:14 in order to attempt to stop Christian young people
marrying pagans:
NnBe not unequal |l y »kuwwkrevdrset oget
used by many pastors to discourage their young people
from marrying outside the faith, and yet many of these
same pasitrs will elsewhere insist that the believer is not
under the requirements of the Old Testament £&w.
This appeal by latent antinomians is ironic because the sexual
morality of the New Testament is dependent upon the abiding

“G.L.BahnsenBy Thi s Standar d: LawAedayp.i28hority of Godds
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validity of the Older Testamemits et hi c almangofandar
which are found outside the Ten Words of the Decalogne. |
deed, the same holds true for t
standards. For example, when instructing the Corinthians on

their moral obligation to ensure that ministef the gospel are
adequately paid for t heir wor k,
things on human authority? Does not the Law say the same?

For i1t is written in the Law of
oxwhenittreds out t he g®aAsdanés PdgulL Cor
is concerned the principle of the case law in Deut. 25:4 extends

to the New Testament age, and proves that workers have a right

to their wages. Indeed, the apostle even repdas citation of

this case |law in 1r€& mays:, 18&YodF
not muzzle an ox when it atreads
bourer deserves his wages. 00 (1
be taken note dfiere. Firstly, in 1 Cor. 9:8, Paul explicitly e-

fers to an extrdecalogical case law as paitthe Law of God,;

t hus, for the apostl e, Godos mo
than the Ten Commandments alone. Secondly, in 1 Tim. 5:18,

the apostle regards both the Deut. 25:4 case law and the saying

of the Lord Jesus Christ in Matt. 10:10, as bemgpired Scip-

ture and of having equal authority. This is hardly surprising
since Oall of I'ife is ethical, a
a concer n Buwhatdstnbteworthy i9that Paw-r

garded the ethical standards of the Old Testa i even of

those Laws outside of the Decalogues having unchanging

and perpetual moral authority. Hence, when prohibiting women

from speding in public worship, the apostle is simply able to

say O0the women should kbegae sil en
not permitted to speak, but should be in submission, as the Law
also sayso (1 Cor. 14: 34) . So e
5 bid., p. 21
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recorded in the Decalogue, it was just assumed by the apostle to
be part of Goddos mor al ebtamw, wh i
ster Confession) continues to Of
guently, Greg Bahnsen is correct to see a remarkable isignif
cance in Paul 6s o explgnhtien) ta php e al s
moral case laws beyond the Decalogue in 1 Tim. 5:18 and 1
Cor. 14:3
What is remarkable here, for our purposes, is that Haul o
fers no explanation for his relying upon the Older &est
ment case law as if it were an exception to some rule. It
is simply, silently, and forcefully, assumed that the Law of
God, even in itgots and tittles, has contemporary ohblig
tion and value in the New Testament age. Every word
which proceeds from Godoés mout
of the New Testament or in the case laws of the Olds+ Te
tament, binds the Dbehldeesour 0
not consider it illegitimate to apply the Law of God from
the Older Testament to his New Testament situation. His
lack of argument for the validity of this move is notewo
thy.l46
In conclusion, from the apostles teaching it is more than obvious
thatthey regarded the moral law of God as encompassing much
more than the Ten Words of the Decalogue alone. The notion
that the Decalogue only is the moral law is therefore nofpan a
ostolic doctrine, but is an invention of men which is totaky d
void of any Bblical warrant.

The Decalogue is a Summary of the Whole Moral Law

Having examined the teaching of Christ and the apostles, we
have seen that, for the New Testament writers, the moral law of

146 G.L. BahnsenTheonomy in Christian Ethic8 edition, pp 258260
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God extends to much more than the Ten Words of thea-Dec
logue. As a result of our findings, we must conclude that the
view that the moral law is the Decalogue alone is a grave and
dangerous error. Instead, the Biblical position is that theDec
logue is a summary of the whole moral law under ten heads,
which comprehea all sins and duties. Francis Turretin agrees
with this assessment when he writes:
The moral law is the same as to substance with the natural,
which is immutable and founded upon the rational nature;
both because the sum of the law (which is exhausted by
the love of God and of our neighbour) is impressed upon
man by nature and because all its precepts are derived
from the light of nature and nothing found in them which
IS not taught by sound reason; nothing which does net pe
tain to all nations in everyge; nothing which is not nese
sary for human nature to follow in order to attain its end.
Therefore it ought to be of perpetual right becausedhe r
tional nature is always the same and like it5If.
Obviously since the law of nature (which is-extensve with
the moral law) extends far beyond what is literally contained in
the summary of the Decalogue (the prohibition on homodexua
ity for instance, Rom. 1:26}henthe moral law must consist of
much more than th&en Words of théecalogue alone. Coas
guentl vy, Turretin affirms that
properly for the practical rule of moral duties to which men are
bound b ¥ which must exténd beyond the wording of
the Ten Commandments to the whole moral law. Sadly,dhe n
tion tha only the Decalogue is the moral law (and thus alone
remains obligatory) has been set forth by the Reformed Baptist
author Walter Chantry in his bodRod 6 s Ri ght,eous
which is published by the largely pietistic Banner of Truth Trust

147E. Turretin,Institutes of Elenctic Theologyol. 2, p. 12
148 |bid., p. 2
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(though thankiilly many of the books they publish by earlier a

thors reject this error). However, Greg Bahnsen highlights the

erroneous nature of Pastor Chan
That God Rnadded no moreo to
(Deut. 5:22) certainly does nobean that no other laws
were revealed through Moses, or that no other laws were
truly obligatory. How could the Decalogue be comprehe
sive and complete as a moral code, then, given the ihistor
cal fact that numerous other commandments were actually
added ¢ it by God through Moses (and other Old &est
mentwriters)? The answer is not loato find (or even to
imagine): Scripture tells us that the Ten Commandments
were asummary expressioo f Godds ea@tire
quirements. Because the case laws (judigais) of the
Old Testament are applications (illustrations and quatific
tions) of the Ten Commaments, the further revelation of
these laws did not add anything to the essential meral d

mands of the Decal ogue. The
whole (synedoche), being thenicrocosmiepitome of the

entire covenant with 1t sti
ten of At wo tabletso ofe-ston
nant o as a whole, thus @&eing

t
1

":

p
e
(

nanto itself (43095, 184 28;: De

If Pastor Chantry was correct in asserting that the Decalogue
alone is the moral law, and that only the Ten Commandments
remain obligatory, then he would have to conclude that the Lord
Jesus Christ and His asiles were totally wrong tappeal to the

case laws outside the Decalogue. Indeed why do Pastor Chantry
and other latent antinomians choose to ignore the fact that in the
New Testament Scriptures O6Laws
quoted as on a par wrlinbuhttert® Ten

149G.L. BahnsenChantry on Law and Reconstructjamline edition
1%0G.L. Bahrsen,No Other Standard: Theonomy and its Crifips 99
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as Matt. 15:4 and Mark 10:19? Such usage is completety ine
plicable if we adopt the latent antinomian view that only the
Decalogue constitutes the moral law.
However clever attempts are made to evade the force of
this argument by contending thdtet moral case laws were
worded in such a way as to be only applicable in Israel, but that
this is not true of the Decalogue. While it is true that many of
the case laws were only to be appligdrally in Israel, and so
we may speak ofedd,emnevaern inge l0exy
er al equi tyd (Westminster rrConfes
ally binding, and is a legitimate application of the moral law (for
example compare Deut. 25:4 with 1 Cor. 9:9). Moreover, it is
not the casé as Bruce Waltke attengp to suggest that ke-
cause of certain cultural discontinuities in the application of
various judiciallawsthatthese laws are of a totally differerda-n
ture to those revealed in the Ten Commandments. As Greg
Bahnsen further elaborates:
Bruce Waltke mistkenly contrasts the judicial law to the
Ten Commandments, saying the wording of the latter
(unli ke the former) i s fAnot r
fact, though, God felt it important to introduce the Ten
Commandments according to atpzaular settingn history
and i n a geogr apolkah goarlGodpnha c e i
brought you ought of the | and
wording of the Ten Commandments themselves contains
temporal/spatial specifications (ado the judicial laws):
Al n the | Aodalwhyobr J&od gi ve:
20:12), stranger within the gates (v. 10), cattle, oxen and
donkeys (vv. 10, 17) . Such re
tion that the fAunrestrmcted e
mandments sets them apart from the judicial lawsc- (A
cording to Deut. 48 t he fiextenswaono of
rather unmolested too!). One could easily parody
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Wa | t k erdest toadismgiss the judicial laws by making
a case that the Ten Commandmer
specific situation and therefore ma bl eo ( p. 80) .
look only at the judicial laws on the Ten Commandments
(in local context only), you could just as easily argue that
even the Ten Commandments Awe
| ong as they were fiiindeed, bfe Pr o
Deut. 4:1,9-12, 22b23, 26, 33, 40, 44 which all introduce
a restatment of the Ten Commandments (Deut. -5:1
22)!151
The discerning reader will not doubt see that such despédrate a
tempts to make an extreme distinction between the Ten-Co
mandments and the moral equily the case laws is nothing
short of clutching at straws in a vain effort to justify human
autonomy.
Moreover the ludicrous nature of the idea that only theabec
logue is the moral law is further exposed by the fact that the
case laws outside the Ten Commarents (found throughout
the entire Bible) are necessary to understand what tha-Dec
logue itself requires. Since the Decalogue does not define what
precisely constitutes murder, adultery, theft, etc, we need to go
outside the Ten Commandments in ordeunaolerstand justxe
actly what the Decalogue entails. Consequently, since many of
the case laws are necessary in order to properly define the Ten
Commandments, then they must be every bit as much morally
binding, and as much a part of the moral law, adDbealogue
itself. Thus, as Greg Bahnsen explains below, it makes- abs
lutely no sense to say that the Ten Commandments remain bin
ing but that the judicial laws which explain them do not:
According to Theonomic ethics (and along line of Biblical
interpretdion), the judicial or case laws of the Old Taest

151 G.L. BahnsenNo Other Standard: Theonomy and its Critipp 100101
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ment explain and apply the meaning of the Decalogue to
the ancient culture of Israel. The principles which &re |
lustrated in those judicial case laws, if they truly expound
the contentof the Decalogue, nai be as binding as the
Ten Commandments themselves. To say that a principle
which follows from or defines a law in one circumstance is
no longer valid in a further but similar circumstance is in
effect to change the character of the Law in question

to deny the universality of moral standards (which carries
its own absurdity). Those critics who claim that the-jud
cial case laws are no longer morally valid, and yet claim to
endorse the continuing validity of the Ten Comuhan
ments, are thus completelprdfused. They cannot have it
both ways without unwittingly changing the very meaning

of the Decaloguebds demands.

adulteryo is a generalized
which includes, among other things, the duty to avoid |
cest,homosexuality, and bestiality (cf. Lev. 20:16)°

Al t hough, with respect to Dr.
complains:

Much of the rhetoric of Theonomy is based on tlse a
sumed need for certainty on specifics. | have often heard
Bahnsen ask candid for licensure or ordination in [gre
bytery how they would argue against, say, bestialityhwit
out referring to Old Testament case law. We need the case
laws, his argument goes, because the other parts @ Scri
ture are not sufficiently specific’

I €

Theprdl em wi th Dr . Frameds ar gume.

true that other parts of the Bible condemn acts of sexual immo

ality with other human being®ere is no reference to sexuet r

lationswith animalsoutside of the Mosaic case laws. So if Dr.

152G.L. BahnsenNo Other Standard: Theonomy and its Critipp 102102
153 3.M. Frame The Doctrine of the Christian Lif@. 223
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Frame wshes to prove that the specific act of sexual intercourse
with animals is forbidden when other portions of Scripture fo
bid sexual immorality, the safest way to prove this is surely by
going to the Mosaic Law, as it could be argued that the New
T e st a m®mbiti@anson fornication only applies to foraic
tion with other people! Hence in order to objectively prove that
the New Testamentos ban on sexu
on bestiality one must turn to the Mosaic case laws whia cat
gorize bestialityas an act of sexual immorality.
However elsewherBr. Bahnsen points out that if one tries
to affirm that only the Ten Commandments remain obligatory in
the New Testament, then one is forced taleéne the very
meaning of the commaments contained with the Decalogue
itself:
The uniqueness of the Ten Commandments was this su
marizing nature. fe Decal ogue sshaipl y s é
not kill . o The case | aws def
for example, protecting life with a railing around your
patioroof (Deut. 22:8), distinguishing between ma
slaughter and premeditated murder (Numbers 38410
and executing murderers (Exodus 21:12). The Decalogue
merely prohibited stealing whereas the judicial laves d
fined economic integrity as returning lost progeiDeut.
22:10), prompt pay for your workers (Deut. 2414), and
not muzzling the treading ox (Deut. 25:4). The judicial
laws, then, expounded what they summary laws in the
Decalogue meant...Obedience to the summary command
meant, then, not committingebtiality in the Old Test
ment. Now Mr. Chantry maintains that the judicial laws
have been abolished by Christ, and we know from &xam
nation that the New Testament does not have a prohibition
against bestiality. Thus on
scienceis not bound by any prohibition against sexueal r
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laa i ons with animals today. I
view of the Law, then, we find that the same words
AThou shalt notrequiesomewhatdidul t e
ferent things, depending on whether theg ased in the
Old Testament (where thgyrohibit bestiality) or in the
New Testament (where they permit bestiality). OnrEha
trydés thesis the meaning of t
changed from Old to New Testament! The scope ok#s r
guirement has beemmewhat altered. By holding that we
are bound only to the Ten Commandments tddagd not
to the judicial laws which define themChantry ends up
endorsing the Decalogue for the New Testament which is
not the same in requirement as the Decalogue oOthe
Testament. Saot evernthe De@logue retains its original
validity within Chantryos syst
commandment, for instance, which Chantry endorses has
the same words but a different meaning than the seventh
commandment in the Old $&ment; he is equivocating by
saying that he upholds the validity of the Decalogue,
then...By insisting that only the Ten Commandments retain
moral validity in the New Testament, Chantry ends up
maintaining thainot even the Ten Commandmenttain
their( same) validity. Chantryods
own internal logical impossility.*>*

In light of the material that we have examined thus far, the

reader should have learned that the idea which would confine

the moral law to the Ten Commandmeialsne is not only

radically unbiblical, butt is in facta logical impossibility which

redefines the very meaning of the Decalogue itself. While godly

and learned men have held this view, it simply cannot ke su

tained in the light of Scripture. At this seagie shall now move

154 G.L. BahnsenChantry on Law and Reconstructiaomline edition
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on to consider the Confessional Reformed definition of the
moral law in order to show that it is in agreement with thepScri
tural teaching on thissue.

The Confessional Definition of the Moral Law

In this section of our study, we ahseek to prove that the @o
fessional Reformed definition of the moral law is the same as

the Biblical onei i.e. that the moral law is summarized in the
Decalogue, buit is not only the Decalogue. To achieve this o
jective, we shall study the Westmsier Standards in the order

that Thomas Manton suggests in the foreword to the Wastmi
ster symbol s: OFiI rst, | ete-t hem
chism, and next the Larger, and lastly, read the Confession of
Faith.o

The Westminster Shorter Catechism #mlMoral Law

In addition to studying the actual words of the ShortereCat
chism, we shall also be relying heavily upon two of theeCat
chisms earliest expasrs: the first by the Scottish Marremen
Ebenezer Erskine and James Fishemngd the second by dir
contemporary, the judicious Thomas Bosttas well as some
other early commentators)
We commence our study by considering question a&nd a
swer two in the Shorter Catechism:
Q. 2. What rule has God given to direct us how we may
glorify and enjoy him?
A. The word of God, which is contained in the Scriptures
of the Old and New Testaments, is the only rule to direct
us how we may glorify and enjoy him.
The Westminster Divines do not confine the believers rule of
life to the Ten Words of the Decalogue radg quite the opposite,
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they argue that the whole word of God, contained in thgScri
tures of the Old and New Testaments (2 Tim. 3:16 is the proof
text used here), is to direct the Christian. Thus, as far as the
Westminster Divines were concerned, the ig€ifans ethical
guide (the moral law) is a whole lot more than the Decalogue
only. Erskine and Fisher elaborate on this principle:

Q. 1. What necessity is there of a rule to direct us how to

glorify and enjoy God?

A. It is necessary, because since Golll ba glorified by

the reasonable creature, nothing can be a perfect rule for

that end, but his own revealed will, Rom. 12:2...

Q. 3. Where has God revealed the way, in which men may

recover andt#ain the end of his creation?

A. In the word of Godwhich is contained irthe Scrp-

tures of the Old and New Testameiihn 5:39 1 Sear c h

the Scriptureso.

Q. 28. Do the Scriptures of the Old Testament continue to

be a rule of faith and practice to us who live under the

New?

A. Yes; because they are the amt of God concerning

Christ, as well as the Scriptures of the New Testament; for

all the prophets prophesied of him; to him they did bear

witness, Acts 10:43; and Christ commands all to search

them, because eternal life is to be found in them, and they

testify of him, John 5:39>°
Notice in Q. 28 that Erskine and Fisher do not confine tha- abi
ing validity of the Old Testament laws merely to the TemCo
mandmentsthusthey must have believed that many other Older
Testament laws remained obligatanythe Nev Testament For
Thomas Boston also, it was the Scriptures in their entirety which

15E. Erskineand J. Fishéfbhe Assembl yod6s Shorter Catechinsm Expl air
swer, pp 1822
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comprise the Christianbés duty,
Decalogue:
As to obedience, it is that duty which God requires of man.
It is that duty and obedience whicramowes to God, to
his will and | aws, i n respect
and sovereign authority over man; and which he should
render to him out of love and gratitude. The Scriptures are
the holy oracle from whence we are to learn our duty, Ps.
19111, 6By them i s your servant
Bible is the light and we are to take heed to, that we may
know how to steer our course, and order the several steps
of our 1ife. 60Your word i s a
to my pat hnistsPs.y1$3905. Fem Whercd
we may infer:
1. That there can be no sufficient knowledge of the duty
which we owe to God without the Scriptures. Though the
light of naturedoes in some measure show ourydtd
God, yet it is too dim tdake up the willof God sufi-
ciently in order to sahtion.
2. There can be no right obediencddeel to God without
them. Menthat walk in the dark must needs stumiaed
the works that are wrougirt the dark will never abide the
light; for there is no walking right by guess in thismat-
ter. All proper obedience to God must be learned from the
Scripture.
3. That there is no point of duty that we are called to, but
what the Scripture teaches, Isa. 8f@fe cited Men must
neither make themselves, or others, ltat God has
made duty. The Law of God is exceeding broad, and
reaches the whole conversation of mamutward andn-
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ward, Ps. 19 and man is bound to conform himself to it

alone as the rule of his dulyf
Boston certainly could not have written the wordspbasized
in bold above if he had accepted the novel theory that the moral
law was strictly confined to the Ten Commandments only.

Traditionally Reformed theology has maintained that God
made a prdall covenant of works with Adam, wherein he was
promisedeternal life upon the condition of perfect and perpetual
obedience to the moral law. Although some recent Reformed
theologians have (incorrectly in my opinion) questioned this
language, the concept of a covenant of works is clearly taught in
the ShorteCatechism:

Q. 12. What special act of providence did God exercise

toward man in the estate wherein he was created?

A. When God had created man, he entered into a covenant

of life with him, upon condition of perfect obediencet-fo

bidding him to eat of théree of the knowledge of good

and evil, upon pain of death.
This is significant for our purposes because the whole concept
of a covenant of works (which demanded perfect obedience to
the moral law) absolutely destroys the idea that the Decalogue
alone isthe moral law. Why is this? Because, quite simply, the
Decalogue was not given to Adam, instead the summary of the
moral law which he received was the command not to eat of the
tree of the knowledge of good and evil (Gen. 2:17). Therefore,
since obediete to the moral law was equated with this extra
Decalogical commandment, then the moral law mussisb of
more than the Decalogue. Commenting on this section of the
Catechism, Erskine and Fisher uphold the view that Adam was
obliged to perfectly obey éhmoral law (even though it was
prior to the writing of the Decalogue atoMntSinai):

1567, Boston,The Doctrines of the Christian Religion Comprising a CompleteyBddivinity, in The
Works of Thomas Bostowol. 1, p. 44

Page B3



Q. 1. Was there any thing spe

man, when he was created, above the other creatures?

A. Yes; for God gave man a moral law, which the other

credures, not endued with reason, were not capable of: Job

35:10, 11inNone says, wher ewhos God

teaches us more than the beasts of the earth, and makes us

wi ser than th%® fouls of heaver
Note that Erskine and Fisher believe that the monal Waas
given to man at creation, not when the Decalogue was written;
therefore, the moral law must consist of more than the Ten
Commandments alone:

Q. 2. What call you a moral law?

A. A moral law signifies a low of right manners, or good

and suitabldehaiour towards God and man, and adapted

to mands ration¥dl natur e, Ro m.
Now there is simply no way that this statement can benreco
ciled with the idea that only the Decalogue is the moral l&w, b
cause many Biblical Lawsgoadhi ¢ h d
and suitable behavior ttideesof d God
the Ten Commandments. Needless to say, Thomas Boston
agrees with Fisher and Erskine that Adam was bound to obey
the moral law, even though the Decalogue had not yet been wri
ten:

The Law which was to be the rule of obedience; which

i sTe moral law, or the law of the Ten Commandments

as the apostle explains it, Gal. 3:10 foreed. It is true,

Adam had not this law written on tables of stone, but it

was written in his heart, the knosdge of it was coner

ated with him, so that he naturally knew it, being maale u

right; which he could not be without this, Eccl. 7:29. Yea,

157E. Erskine and J. Fishéfbhe Assembl y6s Shorter Catechinsm Expl air

swer, p. 74
198 |bid.
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this law is in part written o
appears from Rom. 2:15. Much more was it written on
Adamés heart before the fall
of righteotsness:>®
Hence for Boston the whole moral lawnot just the Ten Qo-
mandments themselves is the perpetual rule of right and
wrong.
Unsurprisingly the Westminster Divines believed tine moral
law defined what constituted sin; thus we read:
Q. 14. What is sin?
A. Sin is any want of conformity unto, or transgression of
the Law of God.
Obviously as the Decalogue does not explicitly condemn all sins
(homosexuality, bestiality, etcl) except by way of summaity
it cannot &haust the moral law of God. Consequently, Erskine
and Fisher do not confime manads
mandments:
Q. 4. Of whose law is sin a transgression?
A. Of the Law of God.
Q. 5. What may be undersit bythe Law of God?
A. All the precepts, or commandments, God has given to
man as a rule of his obedience.
Q. 6. Where is the Law of God to be found?
A. There was a bright and fair copy of it written upon the
heart of man in innocence, but that beimga great mes
ure, lest be the fall, God has written again to us the great
things of his Law, in the Scriptures of truth, Psalm 147:19,
20.
Q. 7. Are all the Laws of God mentioned in Scripture, of
binding force now under the New Testament?

1597, Boston,The Doctrines of the Christian Religion Comprising a Complete Bo®jvinity, in The
Works of Thomas Bostpwol. 1, pp 23@31
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A. No; the eremonial law, which was a shadow of good
things to come, is now abrogated since the coming of Ch
ist in the flesh; andhany of the judicial laws, in so far as
they had particular relation to the state of the Jewish
nation, are laid aside'® but the moraldw is perpetually
binding on all mankind, in all ages and periods of the
world, Psalm 119:168"
Although Erskine and Fisher correctly recognize that the-cer
monial law and the judicial laws peculiar to Israel are no longer
binding, they do not confine thmoral law to the Decalogue.
Instead they equate it with all Scriptures permanent ethiical d
rectives. Furthermore, Thomas Boston succinctly concluded
that the moral law was the standard of defining sin and duty
when he said that adistokeepdmes i gn of
within the bounds of their duty; and when they sin they go
b ey o n d*tObviously Boston believed that this was much
more than the Ten Words of the Decalogue. That is why, when
explaining which parts of the judicial law remain bindiBgs-
ton wrote:
There is the moral law which is a system or body of those
precepts which carry on universal and natural equity in
their being so conformable to the light of reason, and the
dictates of every manb6és consci
they are dclared and understood, we must needs subscribe
to the justice and righteousness of thaive have the
sum of this Law in the Ten Commandments This Law

Note that they do not say 6all 6 judicial- | aws have
gians did not believe that the West misndsthears Qoenf es si
piredd was a reference to every judicial l aw, but r

unique to Israel or else were expressed in such a manner which could not be literally replieated els

where, so that on lingipletohjusticedfagreeasgrensained inding upon deorlepnr

other nations.

181E Erskine and J. Fishéfbhe Assembl y6s Shorter Catechinsm Expl air
swer, p. 83

1627, Boston,The Doctrines of the Christian Religion Comprising a ComepRody of Divinityin The

Works of Thomas Bostpwol. 1, p. 261
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continues in its full force and power, obliging then€o
science as a standing rule for our obedier@er Lord
tells us, Matt. 5:17 that ohe
the Prophet s, but to ful fil]l
abolished by the death of Christ, and the judicial law, so
far as it concerned the nation of the Jews as a caimmo
wealth and bdy politic, particularly touching their not
marrying out of their own tribes, their not alienating the
inheritance of their fathers, the raising up of seed to their
deceased brother, etmyt such of these political laws as
are common to men in general, ath founded upon the
law of nature, are still binding and in force, such as the
laws for punishing criminals and other offenders, the
laws against oppressing of widows, orphans, strangers,
the fatherless, etc. These are a standing rule of equity
and justice; they are of a moral nature, and therefore
of perpetual obligation. So that the law of which sin is
the transgression, is to us the law of nature in our hearts,
and the moral law contained in the Scriptures, and
summed up in the &alogue:®®
Boston was othe opinion that the judicial laws which were not
peculiar to Israel, but common to all nations, were natural/moral
laws which continued to be of geetual obligation. Moreover,
he thought that all sin was a transgression of the moral law,
which1 despit being summarized in the Ten Commandmeénts
Is contained throughout Scripture as a whole. Boston was not a
latent antinomian; he did not believe that the moral law was the
Decalogue only. Neither was the Puritan writer John Flavel,
when commenting on gstion fourteen of the Shorter Cdtec
ism, he said:

Q. 2. Where is this Law written?

183 \bid., pp 257258
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A. ltis written either in the heart; Rom. 2:25. Which
shows the work of the Law written in their hearts, (which
we call the law of nature;) or in the Bible, which wd ca
the written moral law®*
As far as Flavel is concerned, the moral law is to be found
throughout the Bible, not in the Ten Commandments alone.
Even by now, it should be obvious that the pietistic idea
that the Decalogue alone constitutes the moral $aavaoncept
far removed from the views of our Reformeuddfathers.
For the Westminster Divines, the moral law demanded absolute
obedience to the revealed will of God in Scripture:
Q. 39. What is the duty which God requires of man?
A. The duty which Godequires of man, is obedience to
his revealed will.
Obviously the revealed will of God extends far beyond tee D
calogue; Erskine and Fisher deduce that it is the Scriptures as a
whole which @fines our obedience to the moral law:
Q. 6. What is the only e and measure of our obedience?
A. The revealed will of God, Isa. 8:20.
Q. 7. Why i1 s our obedience |
will?
A. Because it is necessary that God should signify to us,
in what instances he will be obeyed, and the manner how
our obelience is to be performed; otherwise, it woldd r
ther be a fulfilling of our own will than his, Mic. 6:8.
Q. 8. Whence has God revealed his will, as the rule and
measure of ourleedience?
A. In the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament, 2
Tim. 3:161%°

%43 FlavelAn Exposition of t,im&he Wesrks efddhh Rladesol. @ 168 c hi s m
185E. Erskine and J. Fishéfbhe Assembl y6s ShodBy&ayolQuéseondnihA m Expl ai r
swer, pp 219220
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Again Thomas Boston concurs, repeatedly arguing that the
whole moral law evealed in Scripture is the Christians rule of
obedience:
Let us consider thaule of obedience. It is theill of God.
His will is our supreme law. Not the secret will of God,
for that which God never revealed to man, cannot be his

rul e; but the reveal ecdcravi | |
things belong unto the Lord our God; but those things
which are revealed, belong

Men may fulfill the secret wilbf God, and dtermination

of his providence, and be deeply guilty, as we see the Jews
did in crucifying the Lord of glory, Acts 2:23 under the

guilt of which heinous sin that people groan to this day.

of

unt

But conformity to Godohst- reveal

ever is revealed in man is to believe, or what he isdeo pr

duce, i s to be performed and c
|l t must be universal OkB-edi ence
spect unto all Godos command me

commands of God have tBame divine stamp upon them.
They are one golden drain: whoso takes away one link,
breaks the chain; if the cortimn be destroyed, the whole
machine falls asunder. Hear what the apostle Jamyess

on this head, chap. 2401 6 Whosoever shal
Law, and yet offend in one point, he is guilty of all. For he
that said, Do not commit adultery, said also, Do not Kill.

Now if you commit no adultery, yet if you kill, you are-b

cause a transgressor omfm- t he Le
mand will never sanify disobedience to another. The

contempt shown to one is a contempt of one Lawgiver

who gpointed the whole. Hear what Christ, the glorious
Legislator of the Churoeh, has

soever shall break one of these least commandments, and
shall teach men so, he shall be called least in the kingdom
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of heaven. 0 Thus the transgr e
G o d 6mmardments, if any of them can justly be called
such, is a breach of the others, however great andimpo
tant, and that became thathority of God, that gives san
tion to the whole, is slighted and contemned. Whoso
makes no conscience of any one known duty, discovers
hypocrisy in the rest®

Boston then goes on to further defend the whole law position

when commentingupn P a u kiga Romans 2. HL5:
The apostle here shows three things. 1. TeGentiles
have not the laythat is, the Law of Moses, or written law.
They want the Scriptures. 2. That yet they have written
them, they ara law unto themselvethey havehe natu-
ral law, which for substance is all one with the moral
law. Only it is less clear and distinct, and wants the pe
fection of the morally law written: several points thereof
being, though the corruption of nature obliterated in it. 3.
How they have it. tlis not of their own making, nor by
tradition, but they have it by nature derived from Adam.
The work of that law is written in their heartsis deeply
inscribed there, and cannot be erased; it is such a work as
tells them that what is right and whatwrong; so their
consciences, by virtue thereof, excuse their good actions,
and accuse the evil.
Now this natural law is nothing but the rubbish of the
moral law left in the heart of corrupt man: from
whence we gather that the moral law in its perfection
was given to Adam in innocenceyhile we see theer
mains of it yet with those of his posterity, who have not

the advantage of the wen law®’

16T, Boston,The Doctrines of the Christian Religion Comprising a Complete Body of Divimithe
Works of Thomas Bostpwol. 2, pp 5355
%7 bid., p. 59
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Since Boston was of the opinion that the moral law was given to

Adam (and remember he argues that the moralddhe

equivalent of natural law), then he could not have believed that

the Decalogue alone was the moral law, as Adam did notlitera

ly receive the Ten Commandments. Consequently, he was able

to argue that Ot heealedudnanfhisi ch Go

obedi ence, wa%® Heehen claims that varidus w. 6
judicial laws fall into this category when he says that the whole
judici al | aw (as originally give

farther than it is of moral eoty, being particularly addpdto
thecicumst ances B§°fBostomthen contentlsithatn . 6

0t he mor al | awéi s the dech-aratio
kind, binding all men to perfect obedience thereto in all the d

ties of hol i ne&%Hetendlaimsithgittet eousne
mor al | aw i s found oO60in the Ten C

i n the wh o lY& ThBsihéddepts tha Thepromig . 6
position that the Decalogue is only a summary of the moral law;
it is not the whole moreehded aw, a
inthe Scriptures of th¥ Thdislafand Ne
cry from a pietistic, latent antinomianism that would presume to
restrict the moral law to the Decalogue alone.

Further confirmation of what has already been said co
cerning the fact that the gng of the moral law predates the-a
tual writing of the Decalogue may be found in question amd a
swer forty of the Shorter Catesm:

Q. 40. What did God at first reveal to man for the rule of

his doedience?

168 | hid.

%9bid., p. 61. This is basically the Theonorpissition concerning the judicial law: what is moral
continues; what was circumstantial does not, except for any relevant underlying moral principles.
170 1h;

Ibid.

17 | pid.
2 \bid., p. 62
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A. The rule which God at first revealed to nfanhis do-
edience, was the moral law.
Yet again, Erskine and Fisherados
to undestanding when the moral law was given:
Q. 12. What is the meaning of the wandral, when -
plied to the Law?
A. Though the word literally hasraspect to the manners
of men, yet, when applied to the Law, it signifies that
which is perpetually binding, in oppdsn to that which is
binding only for a time.
Q. 13. Was there any express revelation of the moral law
made to Adam in his state of iocence?
A. He needed no express revelation of this, because it was
interwoven with his very nature in his creation after the
image of God, Eccl. 7:20fi God made man upri
Q. 14. Why then is it said in the answer, that the moral
law wasthe rule whith God at first revealed to man
A. Because it was so distinctly written in his heart, and
iImpressed in his nature, that it was equal to an expeess r
velation'”
Erskine and Fisher also maintaim line with the modern
Theonomistg that the Law of God caonly be altered by the
Lawgiver, and not by man:
Q. 16. Are the precepts of the moral law of immutalble o
ligation, so as that they in no case can be dispensed with?
A. With respect to God, those precepts which do not flow
absolutely and immediately fino his own nature, may, in
certain paticular cases, be altered or changaoyided it
be done by his own express appointmenbut with 1e-
spect to man, all the precepts of the moral law armef i

3E Erskineand J. Fishéfbhe Assembl yo6s Shor t Wayof@aestercand®ss m Expl ai r
swer, p. 222
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mutable obligation, and none of them can in any instance
be dspensed with by him, Matt. 5:18"

Unsurprisingly Erskine and Fisher contend that the whole moral

law remains a péect rule of life for mankind:
Q. 19. Is the moral law a perfect rule of life and manners?
A. ltis so perfect that nothing can be supeeati it, or
corrected in 1iIt, Psal mr-19: 7.
fect. o
Q. 20. Did Christ supply any defects of the Law, ar co
rect any mistakes in it?
A. No; he acted the part of an interpreter and defender of
the Law, but not of a new Lawgivas is evident from his
explaining the Law, and vindicating it (Matt. Chapters 5, 6
and 7) from the aoupt glosses that were put upon it.
Q. 21. Did not Chrimt say, Jc
mandment | give unto you, that
A. This commadment was not new as to the substance of
it, for it is the sum of the second table of the Law, Matt.
22:39;andthef or e call ed an fAold com
we had fromthebegni ng, 6 1 John 2:7, 2
it is called new, because it was enfared@th the new ro-
tive and example of Chwmistds

ported in the words I mmediat el
| oved you, that vyou also | ove
Q. 22. Is the moral law abrogated under the NewaFest

ment?

A. By no means; for Chst came not to destroy the Law,

but to fulfil it, Matt. 5:17:"
Again Erskine and Fisher contend that the whole moral &w d
fines all of mandés duties and si

4 bid., p. 223
5 1bid., p. 223
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Q. 29. How can the moral law be the rule of obedience to
believers, when it is said of them, RogBi14, that they are
not under the Law?

A. Though they are not under the Law as a covenant of
works, to be either justified or condemned by it, yet they
are under it as a rule of duty, ammtaunt it their happiness
and privilege to be so, 1 Cor. 9:21.

Q. 30. What may we learn from the nature of the moral
law in general?

A. That God having so clearly pointed out his own nature,
and in a manner expressed his very image in it, Lev. 9:2,
we ought to loathe and abhor ourselves for our want of
conformity toit, Psalm 40:12; and fly to the Lord Jesus,
that by his righteousness imputed, the righteousness of the
Law may be fulfilled in us, Rom. 8:3.1"°

Of course in maintaining that the moral defines what constitutes
sin, Erskine and Fisher were in agreement withleading pu-
ponent of early Reformed theology, John Calvin. Writing in his
famouslnstitutes of the Christian ReligipCalvin forcefully a-
gued thatsinwas anytransggee on of Godoés mor al

Would that they might pater what the saying of Christ

means: AWhoever transgresses
commandments, and teaches men so, will be esteemned n
body in the Kingdom of Heavenc

not of this number when they done so to extenuate the
transgression of the Law as if it diotrmerit the death
penalty? But they ought to have weighed notpdy what

the Law commands but who it is that commands. For in
every little transgression of the divinely commanded Law,

Godoés authority is set tasi de.

ter to vidate his majesty in anything? Then, if God has

7% bid., p. 224
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revealed his will in the Law, whatever is contrary to the
Law di spl eases hi m. Do they f
that the death penalty will not immediately follow? And
he has clearly declared this, if theould take it upon their
hearts to listen to his voice rather than to becloud the clear
truth with their senseless sut
t hat sins shall surely die. o |
the passage just ceaedo fpROom. v
6:23]. What they confess to be sin because they cannot
deny it they nevertheless contend is not mortal sin. But
because they have heretofore indulged too much in their
own folly, let them at least force learn to become wise.
But if they persst in their railings, we bid them farewell.
Let the children of God hold that all sin is mortal. For itis
rebellion against the will of God, which of necessitg-pr
vokes Godds wrath, and it is &
whi ch Godos | uakdwileuat excepton. pr on oL
The sins of the sais are pardonable, bbecause theyim
tanpardon from G&A¥ds mercy. (2.

In fact Thomas Boston said virtually the same thing when he

wrote:
It is necessary that the Law be preached in orderrte co
vince ren of their sin, and inability to yield perfect obed
ence to it, that they may betake themselves to Jesus Christ,
who has fulfilled all righteousness for every one that will
come to Him for deliverancedm sin and the wrath to
come. It is necessary to l&udied and known by all who
would attain to true holiness both in heart and life, which
principally liesin sincere obedience to the whole Law of

1773, Calvin,Institutes of the Christian Religiomol. 1, pp 422423
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God, in dependence upon the grace that is in Jesus
Christ!’®
Clearly the notion that Calvin, the Westmindbavines, and
other early Reformed writers equ
| aw of Godd merely with the Ten
lous.
We now come to thelearestestimony in thaVestminster
Shorter Catechisrasto the smmmary nature of the Decalogue
relation to the whole moral law:
Q. 41. Where is the moral law summarily comprehended?
A. The moral law is summarily comprehended in the Ten

Commandments.
It was once put to me by a virulent aitbheonomist that the
word Asummar i | Yytiee Shonter Catechsmaece ct i on
ally meant Aabsolutelyo, and thu

could be considered part of the moral law. As we have already

seen, such an argument is complete and utter nonsense: Mor

over, no amount of doubkalk can possily transform the word
Asummar il yo into absolutely. Wh
mean when they say that tehe mor a
hendedo i n i¢$thatall $ins and dlubeg care barco

prehended under then summary heads the Ten Commad-

ments. Theylo notmean that the moral law is absolutelyneo

tained in the Decalogue to tpeint that all other Biblical aws

outside the Ten Commandments are also outside the moral law.

This is the interpretation proffered by the Puritan Thomas Vi

cert in his 1674 commentary on the Shorter CatecHiSnVin-

78T Boston,The Doctrines of the Christian Religion Comprising a Complete Body of Divimithe

Works of Thomas Bostorol. 2, p. 65

"Thomas Vincentods work was approved by forty other
included such giants as John Owen, Thomas Watson, Joseph Caryl, Edmund Calamy, James Janeway,
Thomas Manton, William JenkyThomas Brooks, Nathaniel Vincent, Thomas Case and Thonas Do

little. Consequently, we can be fairly certain that the views expressed by Thomas Vincent represent the
mainstream of Puritan opinion on this issue.
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cent gives the following explanation of the moral law being
Asummarily compr ehendhentso i n t
Q. 1. What is it for the moral law to be summarilynzo
prehended in the Ten Commandnsnt
A. The moral law is summarily comprehended in the Ten
Commandments, in th#te sumand chief heads of the
law are therein contained.
Q. 2. Is there, then, any thing included, as commanded or
forbidden in the moral law, but what is expressed in the
TenCommanments?
A. The moral law being spiritual anery large, does
reach botlthe whole inward man, and all the outward
conversation and therefore thien general headsn the
commandments do include many particular members and
brancheg®
As far as Vircent is concerned, the Decalogue is onlyra-su
mary of the moral law; the whole moral law reaches to the
whole inward man and all his outward behavibutrgoverns

t he whole of manods | i fe. Ther ef

h e

only a brief summary of the moa | | aw under Ot en

heads. 0 Anot her Puritan John
forty years after the Shorter Catechism was written) certainly
did not believe that the moral law was only and absolutaly co
tained in the Ten Commandments. Heheavas able to write:
Q. 4. Why is it [the moral law] said to be summarilyrco
prehended in the Ten Commandments?
Because much more is included in every command
than is expressed,as our Saviour shows in his exposition

F

of it; Matt. 22:afadnents@Gangadllhes e

the Law and the Prdyetso™

180T Vincent, The Shorter Catechism of thee¥tminster Assembly Explained and Proved FronpScri
ture, p. 113
18l). FlavelAn Exposition of t, im&heWsrlks efddhh BlaGesol. g 216 c hi s m
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Could Flavel possibly be any clearer? The moral law consists in
Omuch mored than what I s express
TenCommandmentstherefore, the Decalogue is not the moral
law only. Neéless to ay, Erskine and Fisher agree with Flavel,
and contend that the moral law is contained in the whole Bible:

Q. 1. What is it to be summarily comprehended?

A. ltis tobe briefly summed up, in such few and well

chosen words, as to taken in a great deal motkan

what is expressed

Q. 2. Where is the moral law thus briefly summed up?

A. IntheTen CommandmentBeut. 10:4.

Q. 3. Where is the Law more largely and fully set forth?

A. In the whole Scriptures of the Old and New &est

ments, Psalm 119:10%
It really is a wonder that this matter even needs to be debated
among the Reformed community. If Erskine and Fisher are co
rect (and one thinks that it is safe to say they are well within the
Reformed mainstream) then it is abundantly clear that the-orth
dox Reformed view is that the Decalogue is but a brief summary
of the moral law which is further expanded more fully in the rest
of the Bible. Therefore, it is a gross mistake to think that the
moral law is only the Decalogue. Another Scottish Seceder,
JohnBrown of Haddington concurs with Erskine and Fisher, as
he writes:

Q. What do you mean by summarily comprehended

A. It means thaall the moral laws of Godmay be e-

duced to one of these commands Matt. 2387
Notice that Brown believed that all theoral laws of God could
be summarized in these Ten Commandments of the Decalogue,

182E Erskineand J. Fishéfbhe Assembl yod6s Shorter CatecdhAsm Expl air

swer, p. 232
18)3.BrownAn Essay Towards An Easy, Plain, Practical anc

Shorter Gitechism p. 194
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which means that he believed that there were moral laws outside
the Decalogue itself. And of course Thomas Boston agrees with
his brethren that this is the Biblical and @essional tedung:
| shall show how the Law is summarily comprehended in
the Ten Conmandments. To be summarily comprehended
in a thing, is to be summed up in it, todderidged and
compendised as it werd.he commandment is excesk
ing broad, and runs through the whole Bible; but we
have a summary or short view of it in the Ten Cm-
mandmentsgiven by the Lord on Mount Sinailhe Ten
Commandments are the heads of all the duties of the
Law largely contained in the whole Bible They are the
text which Chrishimself, the prophets, and apostlas e
pounded.They comprehend the whole duty of man
Eccl. 12:13. There is nothing that God requires but may
be reduced to one of these comudraents®*
If only pietistic Calvinists would acknowledge this; if they did,
they might find that the differences between themselves and
their Reformed Theonomic brothers would be considerably r
duced.

The Westminster Larger Catechism and the Moral Law

|l n this section we shall hconsi de
ing on the extentfdhe moral law, not simply by looking at the

actual words of the Catechism, but by examining the pieds

employed in the Westminster Divines exposition of theadDec

logue. At the end of this study, the reader should be in no doubt

that the Westminstekssembly believed the moral law to be

much broader than only the actual wording of the Tem-Co

mandments.

1847, Boston,The Doctrines of the Christian Religion Comprising a Complete Body of Divimithe
Works of Thom&Bostonvol. 2, p. 69
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As with the Shorter Catechism, the LargereChism does not
define sin as simply the transgression of the Ten Words of the
Decalogue, but as being ammgnsgreasion of the moral law of
God:
Q. 24. What is sin?
A. Sin is any want of conformity unto, or transgression of,
any law of God, given as a rule to the reasonable creature.

Note carefully that i1t o6is any |
defresmandés duty, and the transgres
tobesinna breach of Godoés mor al | aw.

law cannot only be the Decalogue, otherwise that would mean

that there was no sin prior to the giving of the Ten Continan

ments. But sincéhere was sin prior to the giving of the @ec

logue (Rom. 5:14, 19), then the moral lawhich defines sin

must include more than the actwadrding of theTen Can-

mandments. Ifdtent antinomians are to be consistent in their

view that only the Decaloguis the moral law, then they are-g

ing to have any say that those who commit acts of grods wic

edness not explicitly condemned in the Ten Commandments

(blasphemy, sodomy gistiality, etc.) are not guiltgf sin.

However, this definition of the moral las obviously deficient.

Thomas Ridgeley (the author of the first commentary on the

Larger Catechism) gives us a much more sound definition of the

mor al | aw when answering the que
Here we have a brief definition of sin. In this som&ghs
supposed, namely, that there was a law given and promu
gated, as a rule of obedience to the reasonable creature,
without which there could be no sin committed, or guilt
contracted. OWhere no | aw i s,
[ Rom. 4 : 1n5o]t. | mpSuitne di swher e t he
[Rom. 5:13]. And its being observed that the subjects
bound by this law are reasonable creatures, gives us to u
derstand, that, though other creatuaestheeffect of
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Godoés power, and t hehepcmj ect s ¢
not be under a law; inasmuch as they are not capable of
understanding their relation to God as a Sovereign, or their
obligation to obey him, or the meaning of a law of abed
ence. Moreover, we have, in this answer, an account of
the formal nature adin. It is considered, first, in its n&g
tive or rather privative idea, as a defect or want of asnfo
mity to the law, a privation of that rectitude of nature or
righteousness which man had at first, or not performing
that which we are bound by this LaWw®od to do. Those
particular instances of sin which are included in the idea of
it, are called sins of omission. It is next described by its
positive idea; and so is called a transgression of the law, or
doing of that which is forbidden by it. The agescalls it
6The transgression®of the | aw.
Obviously if sin isthe transgression of the moral law then the
moral law must extend to a whole lot more than the Decalogue
only. Indeed, it should also be taken into account that the
Westminsger Divinesexplicitly refuseo limit the moral law to
the Ten Commandments when given the opportunity to define
it:
Q. 91. What is the duty which God requires of man?
A. The duty which God requires of man, is obedience to
this revealed will.
Q. 92. Whadid God at first reveal unto man as the rule of
his obedience?
A. The rule of his obedience revealed to Adam in te e
tate of innocence, and to all mankind in him, besides a
special command not to eat of the fruit of the tree of the
knowledge of good ahevil, was the moral law.

1857, Ridgeley,A Body of Divinity vol. 1, p. 406
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As far as the Westminster Divines were concerned, even though
Adam did not receive the Decalogue, he was bound to obey the
mor al | aw, whi ch i sinatkilnplytghE God 6 s
Ten Commadments. Ridgeley further elalades on this:
The laws of God are in part such as take their rise from his
holy nature. Accordingly, our obligation to yield olbed
ence to these proceeds, not only or principally from the
command of God, but from being agreeable to his divine
perfectionswhich must be assigned as the reason of his
prescribing them as matter of obligation. These areall r
ducible to what we call, in general, the law of nature:
which, because it is agreeable to the dictates of reason, is
called by way of eminence the molalv. Thus when we
consider ourselves as creatures bound to obey him. When
we think of him as a God of infinite perfection, our obed
ence must be agreeable to that perfection...As for the
moral law, it is said, in one of the Answers we are erplai
ing, tohave been revealed to Adam in his state obinn
cency, and to all mankind in hiffi’
However if the Westminster Divines had agreed with modern
latent antinomians that the moral law was only the Decalogue,
then they could not have made thddwing statement
Q. 93. What is the moral law?
A. The moral law is the declaration of the will of God to
mankind, directing and binding every one to personat, pe
fect, and perpetual conformity and obedience thereunto, in
the frame and disposition of the whole man, sond

body.
Notice that the mor al |l aw is equ
not only with the Decalogue. As Thomas Ridgeley furtiner a
gues, O0This |l aw is a declaration

18T RidgeleyA Body of Divinity vol. 2, p. 300
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that so we may not be destitute of a rule to guide andateg
our behaviour, b o t'H The moval lawdis Go d
thus compehensive in governing all of the behaviour of man;
therefore, it cannot merely be limited to the Ten Words of the
Decal ogue which only sumnmari ze n
ger Catehism explicitly asserts this when discussing the rules
for understanding the Ten Commandments in questionrand a
swer ninetynine:

Q. 99. What rules are to be observed for the rightande

standing of the Ten Commandments?

A. For the right understanding thife Ten Commauh

ments, these rules are to be observed:

1. That the Law is perfect, and binds every onfelto

conformity in the whole manunto the righteousness

thereof, and unto entire obedience for ever; so as to require

the utmost perfection of eveduty, and to forbid the least

degree of sin.

Thus since the mor al | aw governs
it cannot only be the Ten Commandments, as many laws which
govern manoés et hical conduct f al

Decalogue. Indeed, JohamG. Vos (an American Covenanter
theologian) was of theagii on t hat t he West mins
provision of rules for understanding the Ten Commandments
explicitly rules out the idea that only the Rigue is the moral
law. Therefore, he writes:

1. Why do we need rules for the right understanding of the

Ten Commandments? Because the Ten Commandments

are not a complete application or detailed statement of the

moral law, but only a comprehensive summ&ary.

187 bid., p. 300
188 3.G. Vos,The Westminster Larger Catechism: A Commentary240
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This, of course, is nothing other than the Rialj Reformed,
Confessional andhdeed Theonomic view of the extent of the
moral law.
Additionally the Larger Catechism repeats the Shortee-Cat
chismés position that thm Ten Co
mary of the moral law under ten heads:
Q. 98. Where ishe moral law summarily comprehended?
A. The moral law is summarily comprehended in the Ten
Commandments, which were delivered by the voice of
God upon Mount Sinai, and written by him in two tables
of stone; and are recorded in the twentieth chaptekof E
dus. The four first commandments containing our duty to
God, and the other six our duty to man.
When commenting on this question and answer, J.G. X¥/0s e
plicitly rejected the novel idea that only the Decalogue const
tutes the moral law:
2. Are the Ten @Gmmandments a complete statement of
the moral law of GodThe Ten Commandments are not
a complete statement in detail of the moral law, but
rather a summary of the moral law. Rightly intepreted,
they include every moral duty enjoined by God. However,
the more detailed statements o
right interpretation and application of the Ten Comdian
ments. For example, the eighth commandment forbids
stealing, but only by a study of other parts of the Bible can

we | ear n wh dudesansl franad dorregt0 i nc
definition of it'*
Dr. Vosb6s comments are vemy much

not understand the Decalogue if we limit the moral law to the
Ten Commadments. If we confine the moral law to only the
Decalogue, then who defindsy example, what constitutes

1893.G. Vos,The Westminster Larger CatechismCammentarypp 239240
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theft? Is theft merely sometiy done by private individualsr
can the civil ggernment also engage in theft? The Decalogue
only latent antinomian simply cannot answer this questien, b
cause he needs to go outside the Tem@andments inrder to
answer it, thus destroying the basis of his theory.

Having considered the PEarger

ments, we shall now move on to examine the ptexfs that the
Westminster Divines employed in their exposition of the Ten
Commandments. Although it is true that the prtedts were

only added to the Westminster Standards upon the insistence of
the English Parliament, nevertheless, they do help us to-unde
stand theoriginal intentof the Confessional framers. Cens
guently, he citation of laws outside the Decalogue in the Larger
Catechismdés exposition of the
demonstrate that the Westminster Divines did not believe that
only the Decalogue congited the moral law, instead it further
highlights the fatthat they considered the Dabmgue only to be

a comprehensive summary of the whole moral law under ten
heads.

We shall now list the proekxts (without citing them in full)

used by the Westminster Divines in various questions and a
swers relating to thduties required, and the sins forbidden, in
the moral lawas it is summarised in the Decalogue

Question and Answer 104 The duties required in the first
commandment;

Duty to know and serve Gadl Chron. 28:9

Duty to own the Lord as our GédDeut. 26:7

Duty to believe in Godl Isa. 43:10

Duty to own the Lord as our Gadler. 14:22

Duty to worshp God as our CreatdrPsa. 95:67

Duty to give unto the Lord the glory due to His nainfés.

29:2

Duty to think upon God Mal. 3:16
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Duty to meditate upon &élLordi Psa. 63:6

Duty to remember our Creator in our yoiitkccl. 12:1
Duty to highly esteem GodPs. 71:19

Duty to honour God Mal. 1:6

Duty to adore God Isa. 45:23

Duty to choose to serve the Ldrdlosh. 24:15, 22

Duty to love the Lord our God Deut. 6:5

Duty to desire God Ps. 73:25

Duty to fear the Lord Isa. 8:13

Duty to believe the Lordl Exod. 14:13

Duty to trust in the Lord Isa. 26:4

Duty to hope in the Lord Psa. 130:7

Duty to delight in the Lordl Psa. 37:4

Duty to rejoice in the LalT Psa. 32:11

Duty to be zealous for GGddRom. 12:11 and Num. 25:11
Duty to call upon, give praise and thanks to Gdehil. 4.6
Duty to yield absolute obedience and submission to God with
the whole maii Jer. 7:23 and James 4:7

Duty to please God inlahingst 1 John 3:22

Duty to be sorrowful when God is offendeder. 31:18 and
Psa 119:136

Duty to walk humbly with the Lord Micah 6:8

Question and Answer 105 The sins forbidden in the first
commandment;

Atheism and denying GadPsa. 14:1 and Eph2:12
Idolatry, worshipping more gods than one, osibes the true
Godi Jer. 2:2728 and 1 Thess. 1:9

Not owning God as our GddPsa. 81:11

All sins of omission or neglectisa. 43:2224

Ignorance of Godl Jer. 4:22 and Hosea 4:1, 6
Forgetfulness of Gabi Jer. 2:32

Misapprehensions about GodActs 17:23, 29

False opinions about Gddisa. 40:18
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Unworthy and wicked thoughts of GodPs. 50:21

Bold and curious seai Deuti20:g9 i nto
All profanenes$ Tit. 1:16 and Heb. 12:16

Hatred of Godi Rom. 1:30

Unlawful seltlovei 2 Tim. 3:2

Self-seeking Phil. 2:21

Taking our minds of the Lord and setting them on other things

1 John 2:15, 16; 2 Sam. 2:29 and Col. 3:2, 5

Lack of spiritual discernmeiitl John 4:1

Unbeliefi Heb. 3:12

Herdical doctrine§ Gal. 5:20 and Tit. 3:10

Misbeliefi Acts 26:9

Distrust in God Psa. 78:22

Ungodly despaii Gen. 4:13

| ncorrigibleness ilsad226 Godds jud
Hardness of heaftRom. 2:5

Pridei Jer. 13:15

Presumption Psa 19:13

Carnal segarity i Zeph. 1:12

Tempting of God Matt. 4:7

Using unl awf ul M&@mM3E8 i n Godbds wo
Trusting in unlawful meani Jer. 17:5

Carnal delights and joyis2 Tim. 3:4

Corrupt, blind, and indiscreet zéa(Gal. 4:17; Rom. 10:2 and

Luke 9:54, 55

Luke-warrmessi Rev. 3:16

Deadness in the things of GodrRev. 3:1

Estranging ourselves and apostatizing from Géaek. 14:5

and lsa. 1:4,5

Praying to and worshipping saints, angels, or any other creatures
I Rom. 10:13, 14; Hosea 4:12; Acts 10:25; Rev. 19:1Gt.Ma

4:10; Col. 2:18; Rom. 1:25
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Compacts with the Devil Lev. 20:6; 1 Sam. 28:7, 11; 1 Chron.
10:13, 14

Hearkening to the suggestions of Satakcts 5:3

Making men lords of our faith 2 Cor. 1:24; Matt. 23:9
Slighting and despising God and His commain@eut. 32:15;
2 Sam. 12:9 and Prov. 13:3

Grieving the Holy Spirit Acts 7:51 and Eph. 4:30

Di scontent and i mpatience at God
Him foolishlyi Psa. 73:2, 3, 14, 15, 22 and Job. 1:22
Ascribing the good we have to fortuhd Sam6:7-9

Giving praise to idol$ Dan. 5:23

Ascribing illegitimate praise to ourselvedPeut. 8:7 and Dan.
4:30

Ascribing illegitimate praise to the creattrélab. 1:16
Question and Answer 108 The duties required in the se-
ond canmandment

Keeping pure iad entire all Biblical Deut. 3246-47; Matt.
28:20; Acts 2:42 and 1 Tim. 6:1B4

Prayer in the name of ChristPhil. 4:6 and Eph. 5:20

The reading, preaching, and hearinghef word of God Deut.
17:1819; Actsl15:21; 2 Tim. 4:2; James 1:2P and Ac$ 10:33
The administration and receiving of the sacraméemtsatt.
28:19 and 1 Cor. 11:230

Church government and disciplineMatt. 28:1517; Matt.
16:19; 1 Cor. 5 and 12:28

The Gospel Ministry iad its maintenance Eph. 4:1112; 1 Tim.
5:17-18 and 1 Car9:7-15

Religious fasting Joel 2:1213 and 1 Cor. 7:5

Swearing by the name of Gdédeut. 6:13

Vowing unto the Lord Isa. 19:21 and Rs76:11

Opposingall false worshig Acts 17:1617 and Pa 16:4
Removing al/l monument sspace | dol at
and cdiingi Deut. 7:5 and Isa. 30:22
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Question and Answer 109 The sins forbidden in the second
commandment

Devising unauthorized religious worshipNum. 15:39

Enticing others to idolatry Deut. 13:68

Commanding unauthorized elements in wgrsh be observed

I Hosea 5:11 and Micah 6:16

Using ceremonies in worship not commanded in Scrigture
Kings 11:33 and 12:33

Approving any religious worship not instituted by GoBeut.
12:3032

Tolerating a false religni Deut. 13:612; Zech. 13:23; Rev.
2:2,14, 15, 20; Rev. 17:12, 16, 17

Making a visible representation of any of the three persons of
the TrinityT Deut. 4:1519; Acts 17:29; Rom. 1:223, 25
Worshipping images Dan. 3:18 and Gal. 4:8

Worshipping the true God by imageg&xod. 32:5

Making images of false godsExod. 32:8

All worship and service of idols 1 Kings 18:26, 28 and Isa.
65:11

All superstitious devicet Acts 17:22 and Col. 2:223
Corrupting the worship of GodMal. 1:7, 8, 14

Adding to, or subt redamceansofge f r om C
shipT Deut. 4:2

Self-devised human inventions in worshifPsa. 106:39

Human traditions in worship Matt. 15:9; 1 Pet. 1:18; Jer.
44:17; Isa. 65:3; Gal. 1:13, 14 and 1 Sam. 13:12; 15:21
Thinking the gift of God can be bought with mgr&imony)i
Acts 8:18

Sacrilege Rom. 2:22 and Mal. 3:8

Negl ect of GodOoOBSEXapR426 nt ed wor sh
Contempt of Gavétdt 22.5and Mal.i:& 13X e s
Hindering others from attending upon divine ordinarickatt.
23:13
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Opposi ng iGeddvorsip aadopdimances Acts

13:4445 and 1 Thess. 2:156

Question and Answer 112 The duties required in the third
commandment;

Reverent use of GoWMatH:9tDeu.l es and
28:58; Pa. 39:2; Pa. 68:4 and Rev. 158

Reverentus of God o $ Mabh L:Miamd&eclc5els
Reverent use of the word of GodPsa. 138:2

Reverent use dhe sacramentsl1 Cor. 11:2425, 2829

Reverence in prayérl Tim. 2:8

Reverent use of oatfisler. 4:2

Reverent taking of vows Eccl. 5:2, 46

Reverence in the casting of l6t#\cts 1:24, 26

Reverence f adob8&8&®R4d6s wor ks
Reverence for God, and whatsoever whereby He makes himself
known, in thought Mal. 3:16

Reverence for God and His works in meditatiddsa. 8:1, 4, 9
Reverence for Godnd His works in our wordsCol. 3:17 and

Ps 105:2,5

Reverence for God and His works in writihdgPsa. 102:18

A holy professiori 1 Pet. 3:15 and Micah 4:5

Answerable conversatianPhil. 1:27

Duty to seek the glory of Gdd1 Cor. 10:31

Duty to seekhe good of ourselvdsJer. 32:39

Duty to seek the good of othard Pet. 2:12

Question and Answer 113 The sins forbidden in the third
commandment;

The not wusing Godds22name as requ
| gnorant abusgsdctsd?:23ZGodoés name
Vainuseof Gd 6 s nhRane0:9

|l rreverent and pr oMahh&7,02saed of Go
3:14
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Superstitious U$ssaqedIpter GloAP 6s nan
10, 14, 31; Col. 2:2@2

Wi ckedly abusi ngKimgold:80s35;&kod.r i but e
5:2 and Pa 13920

The wicked abuseilsaf5:12Z0dds ordi na
Blasphemy 2 Kings 19:22; Lev. 24:11

Perjuryi Zech. 5:4; 8:17

Sinful cursingi 1 Sam. 17:43 and 2 Sam. 16:5

Sinful oaths Jer. 5:7 and 23:10

Profane vow$ Deut. 23:18; Acts 23:12, 14

Profane use of Isi Est. 3:7; 9:24 and B@s22:18

Violating lawful oaths and vows Psa. 24:4 and Ezek. 17:16,

18, 19

Fulfilling unlawful oaths and vows Mark 6:26 and 1 Sam.

25:22, 3234

Murmuring and quarrellingta Go d 6 si Rdne ¢:14¢e18 s

20

Curious pryingintadGo d 6 s d@eatr2e:29s

Mi sappl yi nepsi Band3D5s7 addeRom. 64

Mi sappl ying GoBHCLS1p9andRd3® N c e s
Misinterpreting the word of God Matt. 5:2148

Misapplying the Scriptureis Ezek. 13:22

Perverting any part dhe word of God 2 Pet. 3:16 and Matt.
22:2431

Profane jest$ Isa. 22:13 and Jer. 23:34, 36, 38

Curious or unprofitable questions, vain janglings, or thenmai
taining of false doctrines 1 Tim. 1:4, 67; 6:45, 20; 2 Tim.

2:14 and Tit. 3:9

Abusing Scrijpure, the creatures, or any thing contained under
the name of God, to charm®eut. 18:1014

Sinful lusts and practicés2 Tim. 4:34; Rom. 13:13; 1 Kings
21:910 and Jude 4

Mal i gni ng i Gasdfidd and 4 iohnit8:12
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Scorning the truth of GodPsa. 1:1 and 2 Pet. 3:3

Reviling the truth of Godl 1 Pet. 4:4

Opposi ng GododswapsirAots 13:4546)50ac e an
4:18; 19:9; 1 Thess. 2:16 and Heb. 10:29

Making profession of religion in hypocrisy, or for sinister ends

2 Tim. 3:5; Matt. 23:14 an@:1-2, 5, 16

Being a shame to the true religion by unconformable, unwise,
unfruitful, and dfensive walking Psa. 73:1415; 1 Cor. 6:565;
Eph.5:1517; Isa. 5:4; 2 Pet. 1:8 and Rom. 2:23

Backsliding from a profession of faithGal. 3:1, 3 and Heb. 6:6
Question and Answer 116 The duties required in the

fourth commandment:

Sanctifying the first day of the week as the Christian Salirath

L or do6isDel&y214; Gen. 2:23; 1 Cor.16:1, 2; Acts

20:7; Matt. 5:1718; Isa. 56:2, 4, 6, 7; Rev. 1:10
Question and Answer 1171 How t he Sabbath or L
IS to be sanctified

Holy resting on the Sabbath Dajxod. 20:8, 10

Resting from worldly employments and recreatiorisxod.

16:2528; Neh. 13:1522 and Jer. 17:222

By works of necessity and mercyMatt. 12:1-3

The public and privatidsa.&&l18;r ci ses
Luke 4:16; Acts 20:7; 1 Cor. 162; P 92; Isa. 66:23 and

Lev. 23:3

Preparation of our hearts for the duties of the SalibEttod.

20:8; Luke 23:54, 56; Exod. 16:22, 25, 26,81 Neh. 13:19
Question and Answer 119The sins forbidden in the fourth
commaniment:

Omission of the duties required on the Sablbdfzek. 22:26
Careless performance or wearines
I Acts 20:7, 9; Ezek. 33:382; Amos 8:5 and Ml. 1:13

Profaning the Sabbath by idleness and doing what is $inful

Ezek. 23:38
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All needless works, words, and thoughts, about our worlaly e
ployments and eations Jer. 17:24, 27 and Isa. 58:13
Question and Answer 126 The general scope of the fift
commandment;

The performance of those duties which we owe to inferiors, s
periors and equalsEph. 5:21; 1 Pet. 2:17 and Rom. 12:10
Question and Answer 1271 The honour that inferiors owe to
their superiors:

Due reverence in heart, word, and behavioltal. 1:6; Lev.
19:3; Prov. 31:28; 1 Pet. 3:6; Lev. 19:32 and 1 Kings 2:19
Prayer and thanksging for superiorg 1 Tim. 2:12

Imitation of their virtues and gracédHeb. 13:7 and Phil. 3:17
Willing obedience to their lawful comands and counséls
Eph.6:1-2, 57; 1 Pet. 2:1314; Rom.13:1-5; Heb. 13:17; Prov.
4:3-4; 23:22 and Exodl8:19, 24

Due submission to corrections by superiotdeb. 12:9 and 1
Pet. 2:1820

Fidelity to lawful superiorg Tit. 2:9-10

Defence ofawful superior§ 1 Sam. 26:18.6;2 Sam. 18:3 and
Est. 6:2

Maintenance of their persons and just autharibfatt. 22:21;
Rom. 13:67; 1 Tim. 5:17, 18; Gal. 6:6; Gen. 45:11 and 47:12
Bearing with their infirmities 1 Pet. 2:18; Prov. 23:22 and
Gen. 9:23

Honouring them and their governménPsa. 127:35 and Prov.
31:23

Question and Answer 128 The sins of inferiors against

their superiors:

Neglect of duties towards theinMatt. 15:46

Envying themi Num. 11:2829

Contempt off 1 Sam. 8:7 and Isa. 3:5

Rebellion against their persons, arnagesi 2 Sam. 15:112;
Exod. 21:15 and 1 Sam. 10:27
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Rebellion against their lawful counsels, commands, andaorre
tionsi 1 Sam. 2:25 and Deut. 21:P3

Cursing and mocking theinProv. 30:11, 17

Scandalous carriage which is a shame and dishonour to them
and their governmerit Prov. 19:26

Question and Answer 129 The duties of superiors towards
their inferiors:

Lovei Col. 3:19 and Tit. 2:4

Prayer for theni 1 Sam. 12:23 and Job 1:5

Bless themi 1 Kings 8:55 and Gen. 49:28

Give them instructiofi Deut. 6:67

Counsel and admonish thénkph. 6:4

Countenancing theiinl Pet. 3:7

Commending thern 1 Pet. 2:14 and Rom. 13:3

Rewarding such as do wéllEst. 6:3

Discountenancing, reproving, and chasfissuch as do il

Rom. 13:34; Prov. 29:15 and 1 Pet. 2:14

Protecting themi Job 29:1217 and Isa. 1:10, 17

Providing for them all things necessary for the soul and Ibody
Eph. 6:4 and 1 Tim. 5:8

Grave, wise, holy, and exemplary carriage, to procure glory to
Godi 1 Tim. 4:12 and Tit. 2:%

To preserve that authtyiwhich God has given themTit. 2:15
Question and Answer 130 The sins of superiors

Neglect of duties required of theinEzek. 34:24

Inordinate seeking of themselves, their own glory, ease, profit,
and pleasuré Phil. 2:21; John 5:44; 7:18; Isa. 58-11 and

Deut. 17:17

Commanding things unlawfiil Dan. 3:46; Acts 417-18
Commanding things not in the power of inferiors to perform
Exod. 5:1018 and Matt. 23:2, 4

Encouraging or favouring in them that which is évll Sam.
13:28 and 1 Sam. 3:13
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Dissuading, discouraging, or discountenancing them in that
which is good John 7:4€49; Col. 3:21 and Exod. 5:17
Correctirg them unduly 1 Pet. 2:8, 120; Heb. 12:10 and
Deut. 25:3

Careless exposing or leaving them to wrong temptation, and
dangen Gen. 3811, 26 and Acts 18:17

Provoking them to wrath Eph. 6:4

Dishonouring themselves, or lessening their authority, bynan u
just, indiscreet, rigorous, or remiss behavib@en. 9:21; 1
Kings 12:1316; 1:6; 1 Sam. 2:291

Question and Answer 131 The dutiesof equals

To regard the dignity of each othief Pet. 2:17

Giving honour to go one before anothidRom. 12:10

Rejoice in each others gifand advancementRom. 12:1516;
Phil. 2:34

Question and Answer 132 The sins of equals

Neglect of the dutiesequiredi Rom. 13:8

Undervaluing their worth 2 Tim. 3:8

Envying the gifts of otheris Acts 7:9

Grieving at the advancement or prosperity of anethefi

Num. 12:2; Est. 6:1-43

Usurping preeminence one over anotlieB John 9 and Luke
22:24

Question ard Answer 1351 The duties required in the sixth
commandment;

Careful studies, and lawful endeavours, to preserve the life of
ourselves and othersEph. 5:28 and 1 Kings 18:4

By resisting all thoughts and purposes, subduing all passions,
and avoiding all ocasions, temptations, and practices, which
tend to the unjust taking away the life of anyer. 26:1517, 21,
27; Eph. 4:26; 2 Sa. 2:22; Deut. 22:8; Matt. 4:%; Prov. 1:10
11, 1516; 1 &m. 24:12; 26:9.1; Gen. 37:2P2
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Just defence against violeric®sa. 82:4; Rov. 24:1112; 1

Sam. 14:45

Patient bearing of the hand of Gbdames 5:711 and Heb.

12:9

Quietness of md1 1 Thess. 4:11; 1 Pet. 38Band Pa 37:811
Cheerfulness of spirit Prov. 17:22

Sober use of meat, drink, physic, sleep, labaud, recreation$
Prov. 25:16, 27; 1 Tim. 5:23; Isa. 38:21; Eccl. 5:12; 2 Thess.
3:10, 12; Prov. 16:26; and Eccl. 3:4, 11

Chaitable thought$ 1 Sam. 19:4; 22:1314

Lovel Rom. 13:10

Compassiofi Luke 10:3334

Meekness, gentheess, and kindne$sCol. 312-13

Peaceable, mild and courteous speeches and behavanres
3:17; 1 Pet. 3:8&1 and Prov. 15:B

Forbearance, readiness to be reconciled, patient bearingrand fo
giving of injuries, and requiting good for evilMatt. 5:24 Eph.
4:2,32; Rom. 12:1720-21

Comforting and succouring the distressed, and protecting and
defending the innoce T 1 Thess. 34; Job. 31:120; Matt.
25:3536; Prov. 31:8

Question and Answer 136 The sins forbidden in the sixth
commandment;

The taking away the life of ourses, or of others, except in the
case of public jstice, lawful war, or necessary defencacts
16:28; Gen. 9:6; Jer. 28:10; Deut. 20; Exod. 22:2

The neglecting or withdrawing the lawful and necessary means
of pre®rvation of lifel Matt. 25:4243; Jame®:1516 and

Eccl. 6:12

Sinful angefi Matt. 5:22

Hatredi 1 John 3:15 and Lev. 19:17

EnvyTl Prov. 14:30

Desire of revengé Rom. 12:19

Page [L16



All excessive passiorisEph. 4:31

Distracting care$ Matt. 6:31, 34

Immoderate use of meat, drink, labour, and remesat Luke
21:34;:Rom. 13:13; Eccl. 12:12; 2:223 and Isa. 5:12
Provoking words$ Prov. 15:1 and 12:18

Oppression Ezek. 18:18 and Exod. 1:14

Quarrellingi Gal. 5:15 and Prov. 23:29

Striking, wounding, and whatsoever else tends to the destruction
of thelife of anyT Num. 35:1618, 21

Question and Answer 138 The duties required in the s&-
enth canmandment

Chastity in body, mind, affections, words, and behavioiir
Thess. 4:4; Job. 31:1; 1 Cor. 7:34; Col. 4:6 and 1 Pet. 2:3
The preservation of chastity ourselves and othersl Cor. 7:2,
35-36

Watchfulness over the eyes and all the sended®. 31:1
Temperane or selfcontroli Acts 24:2425

Keeping of chaste compainyProv. 2:1620

Modesty in apparél 1 Tim. 2:9

Marriage by those that have not th& of continencyi 1 Cor.
72,9

Conjugal loveand cohabitatioin Prov. 5:1920 and 1 Pet. 3:7
Diligent labour inour callingsi Prov. 31:11, 2728

Shunning all occasions of uncleanness, and resisting temptations
thereunto’ Prov. 5:8 and Gen. 398

Question and Answer 139 The sins forbidden in the se-
enth canmandment

The neglect of the duties requiredProv. 5:7

Adultery and fornicatiori Heb. 13:4; Gal. 5:19

Rape and ince$t2 Sam. 13:14 and 1 Cor. 5:1

Sodomy and allmnatural lust§ Rom. 1:2426-27 and Lev.
20:1516
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All unclean imaginations, thoughts, purposes, and affections
Matt. 5:28; Matt. 15:19 and Col. 3:5

All corrupt or filthy communications, distening thereunt®
Eph. 5:34 and Prov. 7:5, 222

Wanton lookg Isa. 3:16 and 2 Pe2:14

Impudent or light behaviour, immodest appéarérov. 7:10
Prohibiting lawful marriageg 1 Tim. 4:3

Dispensing with unlawful marriagéslLev. 18:1-21; Mark 6:18;
Mal. 2:1212

Allowing, tolerating, keeping of stews, and resorting to thien
Kings 1512; 2Kings 23:76; Deut. 23:}18; Lev. 19:29; Jer.
5:7 and Prov. 7:227

Entangling vovs of single lifei Matt. 19:1011

Undue delay of marriagel Cor. 7:79 and Gen. 38:26
Having more wives or husbands thare@t the same tinie

Mal. 2:1415 and Matt19:5

Unjust divorce Mal. 2:16 and Matt. 5:32

Desertioni 1 Cor. 7:1213

Idleness, gluttony and drunkenné&dszek. 16:49 and Prov.
23:30-33

Unchaste compariyGen. 39:10 and Prov. 5:8

Lascivious songs, books, pictures, dancing and stageiplays
Eph. 5:4 Ezek. 23:2416; Isa. 23:14817; Isa. 3:16; Mark 6:22;
Rom. 13:13 and 1 Pet. 4:3

All provocations to, or acts of uncleanness, either in ourselves or
othersi 2 Kings 9:30; Jer. 4:30 and Ezek. 23:40

Question and Answer 141 The duties required in the

eighth commandment

Truth, faithfulness, and justice in contracts and commegee b
tween man and manPs. 15:2, 4; Zech. 7:4, 10 and 8:1&
Rendering to every one his just duRom. 13:7

Restitution of goods unlawfully detained from the rightfulnew
ersi Lev. 6:25 and Luke 19:8
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Giving and lending freely, according to our abilities, and #e n
cessities of others Luke 6:30, 38; 1 John 3:17; Eph. 4:28 and
Gal. 6:10

Moderation of our judgments, wills, and affections conicgyn
worldly goodsi 1 Tim. 6:67, 9 and Gal. 6:14

Getting, keeping, and using the things which are necessary and
convenient for the sustenance of ourtmai 1 Tim. 5:8; Prov.
27:2324; Eccl. 2:24; 3:12, 13; 1 Tim. 6:17, 18; Isa. 38:1 and
Matt. 11:8

A lawful callingi 1 Cor. 7:20; Gen. 2:1&nd 3:19

Diligence in a lawful calling Eph. 4:28 and Prov. 10:4
Frugalityi John 6:12 and Prov. 21:20

Avoiding unnecessary lawsuits,suretyship, or other like a-
gagement$ Prov. 6:16 and 11:15

All just and lawful means to further the wealth of outveard
estate of ourselves and othérsev. 25:35; Deut. 22:4; Exod.
23:45; Gen. 47:14, 20; Phil. 2:4 and Matt. 22:39

Question and Answer 142 The sins forbidden in the eighth
commandment:

The neglect of the duties requiredames 2:15, 16; 1 John 3:1
TheftT Eph. 4:28

Robberyi Psa. 62:10

Manstealingi 1 Tim. 1:10

Receiving stolen goodsProv. 29:24

Fraudulent dealing 1 Thess. 4.6

False weights and measuieBrov. 11:4 and 20:10

Removing lanemarksi Deut. 19:14 and Prov. 23:10

Injustice and urdithfulness in contractsAmos 8:5
Unfaithfulness in matters of trust_uke 16:1012

Oppression Ezek. 22:29 and Lev. 25:17

Extortioni Matt. 23:25 and Ezek. 22:12

Usuryi Psa. 15:5

Briberyi Job 15:34
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Vexatious lawsuitsi 1 Cor. 6:68 and Prov. 3:230

Unjust inclosures and depopulationgsa. 5:8 and Micah 2:2

Engrossing commodities to enhance the pri€gov. 11:26

Unlawful callingsi Acts 19:19

Unlawful ways of enriching ourselvéslob 20:19; James 5:4

and Prov. 21:6

Covetousnessk Luke 12:15

Inordinate prizing after worldly goodsl Tim. 6:5; Col. 3:2;

Prov. 23:5 and Rs62:10

Distrustful and distracting cares about worldly gobddatt.

6:25, 31, 34 and Eccl. 5:12

Envying the prosperity of othersPsa. 73:3; and 37:1, 7

Idleness 2 Thess. 31 and Prov. 18:9

Unduly prejudicing our outwd estaté Prov. 21:17; 23:2@21

and 28:19

Defrauding others of the estate God has given thé&cl. 4:8;

6:2and 1 Tim. 5:8

Question and Answer 144 The duties required in the ninth
commandment:

Preserving@and promoting truth between man and rihatech.

8:16

Defending our own andid®Jmlhei ghb
Standing for the truth Prov. 31:8; Pa 152; 2 Chron. 19:9; 1

Sam. 19:45; Josh. 7:19; 2 Sam. 14:-P8

Speaking the truth, and only thettrpin matters of judgment

and justica Lev. 19:5; Prov. 14:5, 25; 2 Cor. 1:118 and

Eph. 4:25

A charitable esteem of our neighboursleb. 6:9; 1 Cor. 13:7;

Rom. 1:8; 2 John 4 and 3 Joh3

Covering other TPevwilyPandsPet:8hf i r mi t
Acknowl edging other 1Tp@uopd7eds gi f
and 2 Tim. 1:45

Defending our néil&amb22:04r 6s I nnoce

Page [L20



Ready receivin@f a good repori 1 Cor. 13:67
Unwillingness to admit of an evil repdrtPsa. 15:8
Discouraging taldeaersi Prov. 25:23

Discouraging fattererd Prov. 26:2425

Discouraging slanderersPsa. 101:5

Defending our own good nanieProv. 22:1 and John 8:49
Keeping lawful promises Psa. 15:4

Studying and practising whatsoever things are true, honest,
lovely, and of good eporti Phil. 4:8

Question and Answer 145 The sins forbidden in the ninth
commandment;

Prejudicing the truth, and the good name of our neighbours, as
well as our owni 1 Sam. ¥:28; 2 Sam. 16:3; 1.9, 10, 1%
Untruthfulness in public judicatei Lev. 19:15 and Hab. 1:4
Giving false evidenceé Prov. 19:5; 6:16, 19

Setting up a false witne$sActs 6:13

Pleading for an ewvitause Jer. 9:3; Acts 24:2, 5; Bs12:34;
52:1-4

Passing unjust sentencérov. 17:15 and 1 Kings 214
Rewarding he wickedi Isa. 5:23

Forgeryi Psa. 119:69; Luke 19:8 and 165

Undue silence in a just causéev. 5:1; Deut. 13:8; Acts 5:3-8
9and 2 Tim. 4:6

Holding our peace when reproof is neetledKings 1:6; Lev.
19:17 and Isa. 59:4

Speaking the truth unseamaibly, maliciously or to a wrongnd
I Prov. 29:11; 1 Sam. 22120 and Pa 52:15

Perverting the truth and justice through equivocaiiésa.
56:5; John 2:19; Matt. 26:601; Gen. 3:5; 26:7, 9

Speaking untruth Isa. 59:13

Lying i Lev. 19:11 and Col. 3:9

Slandering Psa. 50:20

Backbitingl Psa. 15:3
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Detracting others James 4:11 and Jer. 38:4

Tale-bearingi Lev. 19:16

Whisperingi Rom. 1:2930

Scoffingi Gen. 21:9 and Gal. 4:29

Revilingi 1 Cor. 6:10

Rash, harsh, and partial censurinlatt. 7:1; Acts28:4; Gen.
38:24 and Rom. 2:1

Misconstruing intentions, words, and actiéndeh. 6:68; Rom.
3:8; P& 69:10; 1 Sam. 1:135; 2 Sam. 10:3

Flatteringi Psa. 12:23

Vain-glorious boasting 2 Tim. 3:2

Speaking too highly or too meanly of ourselves andrsthe
Luke 18:9, 11; Rom. 12:16; 1 Cor. 4:6; Acts 12:22; Exod.4:10
14

Denying the gif$ and graces of GddJob 27:56; 4.6
Aggravating smaller faults Matt. 7:35

Hiding, excusing, or extenuating sins, when called to a free co
fessioni Prov. 28:1330:20; Gen. 3:1213; Jer. 2:35; 2 Kings
5:25 and Gen. 4:9

Unnecessary discovery of infirmasi Gen. 9:22 and Prov.
25:910

Raising false rumouris Exod. 23:1

Receiving and countenancing evil repartBrov. 29:12
Stopping our ears amst just defencé Acts 7:56-57 and Job
31:1314

Evil suspicioni 1 Cor. 13:5and 1 Tim. 6:4

Envying or grieving at the deserved credit of arlyum. 11:29
and Matt. 21:15

Desiring to impair the deserderedit of other$ Ezra 4:1213
Rejoicing in otherfampider.gi2¥6s di s g
Scornful contempt Psa. 35:1516, 21 and Matt. 27:289

Fond admiration Jude 16 and Acts 12:22

Breach of lawful promises Rom. 1:31 and 2 Tim. 3:3
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Neglecting such things as are of good repdrtSam. 2:24
Practicing such things asqmure an ill namé 2 Sam. 1312-13;
Prov. 5:89 and 6:33
Question and Answer 1471 The duties of the tenth con-
mandment
Full contentment with our own conditionHeb. 13:5 and 1
Tim. 6:6
A charitable frame toward our neighbdudob 31:29; Ps
1227-8; 1Tim. 1:5; Est. 10:3 and 1 Cor. 1374
Question and Answer 148 The sins forbidden in the tenth
commandment;
Discontentment with our own estdtd Kings 21:4; Est. 5:18
and 1 Cor. 10:10
Envying others Gal. 5:26 and James 3:14, 16
Grieving at the goodf our neighboui Psa 112:910 and Neh.
2:10
Coveting what belogs to other people Rom. 7:%8; 13:9; Col.
3:5 and Deut. 5:21

Having listed all of these proaéxts which are considered
by the Westmister Divines to be part of the moral law of God,
oneis simply stggered that some people can even think that the
Westminster Standards teach thatrieral law is only the Ten
Words of the Decalogue. If that was the case, then why would
the Westminster Divines cite these Biblical laws outside the
Decaloge if they only believed that the Decalogue was the
moral law? Clearly such latent antinomianism is a far cry from
the wholelaw position of the Westminster Standards, as the
Wegminster Divines taught that the moral law continues to bind
us in exhaustiveetail.

The Westminster Confession and the Moral Law
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It was once suggested to me by a vocal opponent of Theonomy
that the Westmmister Confession taught that only the Decalogue
constituted the moral law; those who adopt such a view usually
appeal to chapt 19, section 2:
This | aw after his [ Adamds] f ¢
rule of righteousness, and, as such was delivered by God
upon Mount Sinai, in Ten Commandments, and written in
two tables: the four first commandments containing our
duty towardsGod; and the other six our duty to man.
However those who allege that this part of the Confession
teaches that the moral law is absolutely contained in the Ten
Commandments, would have us believe that the Confession
contradicts the Shorter and LargerGatei s més posi ti on
mor al | aw i s 6summarily comprehe
even laying that somewhat obvious consideration aside, those
who contend that the Westminster Confession adopts aDec
logue-only approach to the moral law fail to rethe Confession
in context. | say this because immediately preceding 19:2 we
find these words:
God gave to Adam a law, as a covenant of works, by
which He bound him and all his posterity to personal, e
tire, exact, and perpetual obedience; promised lit@mup
the fulfilling, and threatened death upon the breach of it:
and endued him with power and ability to keep it. (19:1)
Here we find that in the covenant of works prior to the fall,
Adam was bound to perfect obedience to the entire moral law of
God. Doeghis mean that Adam was only bound to the wording
of the Decalogue? Hardly, since the Ten Commandments had
not yet been written, nesbeless, according to the Westminster
Confession, Adam was bound to obey the moral law. So if the
Confession teachesahAdam was bound to obey the moral law
prior to the writing of the Ten Commandments, then the moral
law must consist of more than the Ten Comdmaents.
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Unsurprisingly commentators on the Westminster Coanfe
sion reject the view that it teaches the Degatonly view of
the moral law. For instance, Robert Shaw argues that at Mount
Sinai the law of nare (the moral law, Rom. 2:1¥5) was cod
fied, so that o6éin this promul gat
it up in Te n ®Caddiionally, dmBincdtos . 6
t heol ogi an A. A. Hodge argues t ha
instruction been summarily comprehended, as to its general
principles, in their application to the main relations men sustain
to God and to each ot h®¥n in the
deed Prof. Hodge even goes on to say:

That this moral law has been summarily comprehended in

the two tables of the law, called the Ten Commandments,

Is a fact not disputed. By thitsis not meant that every

duty which God now requires of Christian men may le

directly derived from the Decalogue but that the general

principles of the infinite law of moral perfection, at a

justed to the general relations sustained by man to God and

to one another, may be found théte.
And he also points out thatthe morallave 6 summar i | y e
pressed in ' Fethebrore &ll. Wiliansond
states that owe have this moral
in the Ten CYenwmamdarequisned t hat 6
veal ed wi l | Y &histdi ®ursess weashwdaa w. 6
lier, is the Biblical position.

Another fact worth taking on board is one of the proof
texts used by the Westminster Divines to support their position
t hat o6the mor al | aw does ifor eve

10 R. ShawAn Exposition of the Westminster Confession of Faiti242

191 A A. Hodge, The Confession of Faitlp. 249

1921bid., pp 251252

193 bid., p. 253

194 G.1. williamson, The Westminster Shorter Catechism: For Study Clag8&sdtion, p. 182
19 bid.
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ate this claim, the Divines appeal to (amather passages)

Matt. 5:171 9 . Since this text tt eache:
tlesd6 of the mor al | aw remain in
could not have been of the opinion that it only referred to the
Decalogug as 0j ot s an emdaifitting tesgsr60 har dl
tion of the Ten Commandmenthkiterestingly, n his comma-

tary on the Sermon on the Mount, the early Puritan William
Perkins said 6this property of t
for ever to be kept, shoviisat no creature may dispse with

the Law of God Mends | aws may be abroc
but Godobés Law even in the | east
ever, till it be'aerkinsbepevedthdted t o

Christ had come to uphol dnott he oI
simply the Ten Words of the Decalogue; it is unlikely that the
Westminster Assembly disagreed. Perkins further defends this
wholelaw position by gguing:
Our Saviour Christ in this property of immutability, gives
untothe whole Law, and unto everysyllable and letter
thereof, his proper force, virtue, and sense; so as there is
nothing in it, not so much as one letter vain or idle: for
every commandment reveals the perfect justice of God,
and every letter serves to express the same Commandment.
Andherein the Law of God differ
them be many vain and idle words, yea, itftaes whole
sentences; but in the Law of God it is not¥o.
Perkins also states:
What the Moral Law is, | will describe in three points:
First,itisthatpart of Goddés Wort#d concer
eousness and godliness whi ch was written
mind by the gift of creation; and the remnants of it be in

1w, perkinsAn Exposition Upon ChinThe Wdks of S/dlianmRenkinsi n t he Mo u
vol. 1, p. 38
7 bid.
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every man by the light of nature: iegard whereof it binds

all men. Secondly, it commands perfect obedienaty b

inward in thought and affection; and outward in speech

and action. Thirdly, it binds to the curse and punishment,

every one that fails in the least duty thereof, though but

once, and that in thought only: Gal. 3@Qrsed is ever

one that continues man all things that are written in the

Law, to do themThe sum of the Moral Law is pro-

pounded in the Decalogugor Ten Commandments,

which many can repeat, but few do understafd.
Note that for Perkins, the Decalogue is merely a summary of the
whole Mo | Law, which is oO0that part
righteouse s s and godl intmersas \dew thatthe | at e
Decalogue alone is the Moral Law is a serious departure from
the historic Reformed position. This interpretation akPe n s 6
view is corfirmed by his commet on Matt. 5:19, when he says
dy least commandmerte meanshe precepts of the Moral
L a w> ®Bhere is simply no way that Perkins understood the
terms Ajot and tittleo orr- Al east
ring to the Ten Words of éhDecalogue. Such an interpretation
of this passage would be preposterous. And the ScottismE€ove
anter James Duinhisserposgionofdhmemnt s
Commandmentsarealso germane here, as he says that the
Decal ogue is Oéensiienslech ats ki € om@
peopl e 8sThabaisenfimedts cannot be reconciled with
the notion that only the Decalogue is the moral law. Moreover,
the Puritan commentator Matthew Poole certainly believed that
Matt. 5:1719 referred to a lot more than thedadogue, as he
agued that oO0the [moral] | aw is t

18 bid., p. 33
199bid., p. 38
2003 DurhamA Practical Exposition of the Ten Commandments51
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of God concerning reasonable creatures, and it shall nevér be a
tered in the least ittle, nor e
Even later Reformed writers (who would not have held a
Theonomic view of the civil law like the Puritans generally did)
have acknowedged that Matt. 5:3219 referred to much more
than the Ten Words of the Decalogue. For instance, Princeton
theologian B.B. WHield contended thatin Matt. 5:47¥ 9 o601t i s
assertd with an emphasis which could not be made stronger,
thatthe law in its smallest details remains in undiminished
authority so | ong as ““Wed PmfodoinMurdaya st s . ¢
of WestminsteiTheologicalS e mi nary mai nrt ai ned t
sonds st amadce)nnghe kingdotn of&od is dete
mined by meticulous observation of tleast detailsof the
L a vi® ®Bhese statements that the least details of the moral law
remain binding simply do not comport with the novel theory that
the Ten Coomandments alona@the moral law.
Moreover, it should be kept in mind that the Westminster
Divines also used Matt. 5:17 to prove that the general equity of
various judicial laws (19:4) which were obviously recorded
outside the Decalogueremains perpetually validThus they
regarded the undging principle of judicial laws to be part of
the moral law as well as the Decalogue, thus refuting the no
sense that only the Ten Commdarents constitute the moral law
in Confessional teaching. Not only is such latent antiaoism
contrary to the Westminster Standards, but it is at odds with the
mainstream of Reformed thinking from the sixteenth to the
twentieth century. This fact alone should make modern @alvi
ists very wary of such an innawe concept.
In addition,wefnd t hat the Refor med 0t
moral lawi as set forth both in the Westminster Confession and

201 M. Poole,Commetary on the Holy Biblevol. 3, p. 22
222 Citied in G.L. BahnseriTheonomy in Christian Ethic8“ edition, p. 86
23 Cited inJ. Morecraft,The Source of Lighonline edition
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J o h n Cladtitutas nféhe Christian Religidnteaches us

that the moral law extends far beyond the Ten Words of the
Decalogue alone. Greg Balemsexplains that, for the earlyeR
formed theol ogians, Ot (pditicdli r st

u

use of the | aw. 0 Temept bef i Guovdds

Law by the civil magistrate is necessary for the properand |

gitimate restraining of ungodye havi our by ungod]l

This is also taught in the Westminster Confession; however, due
to the manner in which the Confession is structured, it does not
appear in Chapter 19 (Of the Law of God), but in Chapter 23
(Of the Civil Magstrate) where it 9¢s:
God, the supreme Lord and King of all the world, has o
dained civil magistrates, to be, under Him, over the people,
for His own glory, and the public good: and, to this end,
has armed them with the power of the sword, for the d
fence and encouragemeaftthem that are good, and for
the punishment of evildoers. (23:1)
According to the Westminster Confession then, the civil Biagi
trate has been ordained to punish criminal evildoers whe-tran
gress the Law of God. Obvioughpt all crimes are recorded in
the Decalogue, as things like kidnapping, rape, blasphemy,
witchcraft, homosexuality, incest, bestiality, and so on, are
found outside the Ten Commandments. Consequently, this
means that when early Reformed divines referred to the first use
of the moral law(its political use) they did not limit the moral
law to the Decalogue alone. Due to the nature in which Calvin
wrote hislnstitutes of the Christian Religipthe three uses of
the moral law (unlike in the Westminster Confession) are r
corded consecutiye (2. 7. 1312). On the first use, Calvirxe
plains how the moral law is a restraint upon malefactors:

24GL.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,p202hority of Godds
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At least by fear of punishment to restrain certain men who
are ntouched by any care for what is just and right unless
compelled by hearing the divinlkreats in the law. But

they are restricted, not because their inner mind is strained
or affected, but because, being bridled, so to speak, they
keep their hands from outward activity, and hold inside the
depravity that otherwise they would wantonly indedg
Consequently, they are neither better nor more righteous
before God. Hindered by fright or shame, they dare ne
ther execute what they have conceived in their minds, nor
openly breathe forth the rage of their lust. Still they do not
have hearts disped to fear and obedience toward God.
Indeed, the more they restrain themselves, the more
strongly are thg influenced and burn and baiithin, and

are ready to do anything or burst forth anywtiebait for

the fact that this dread of the law hinderawhe\Not only

thati but so wickedly do they also hate the law itself, and
curse the Lawgiver, that if they could, they would most
certainly abolish him, for they cannot bear him either
when he commanded them to do right, or when he takes
vengeance on theedpisers of his majesty. All who are

still unregenerate feélsome more obscurely, some more
openlyi that they are not drawn to obey the law vibéury,

but impelled by a violent fear do so against their will and
despite their opposition to it.

But thisconstrained and forced righteousness s ne
essary for the public community of men, for whose-ra
quillity the Lord herein provided when he took care that
everything be not tumultuously confounded. This would
happen if everything were permitted to all mé\ay, even
for the children of God, before they are called and while
they are destitute of the Spirit of sanctification [Rom. 1:4,
Vg. Etc.], so long as they play wanton in the folly of the
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flesh, it is profitable for them to undergo this tutelage.
While by the dread of divine vengeance they are restrained
at least from outward wantonness, with minds timat u
touched they progress but slightly for the present, get b
come partially broken in by bearing the yoke of righteou
ness. As a consequence, when teycalled, they are not
utterly untutored and uninitiated in discipline as if it were
specifically to have alluded to this function of the law
when he teaches #fAthat the |
but for the unjust and disobedient, for the ungodhd
sinners, for the unholy and profane, for murderers of pa
ents, kidnappers, liars, perjurers, and whatever else runs
counter to soundlOd bleshawsin e O
this that the law is like a halter to check the mggand
otherwise limitlesly raging lusts of thdlesh. (2.7. 10)
Calvin is saying here that the moral law acts as a restraint upon
wicked men in civil society, who, though fear of externailpu
ishment, are forced to restrain their unrighteous behaviour, even
though they do notalthis out of love for the Law or the wa
giver, buttheyare compelled against their will to submit to the
mor al | awbs outward demands.
proof-text which Calvin uses to substantiate his belief in this use
of the moral law The passage he appeals to in 1 Timothy 1:9
10 refers to various forms of outwardly wicked (and evenierim
nal) activity, yet it includes things that are not listed in theabec
logue. For instance, the text refers to manslayers (as distinct
from murderery peaverts, and kidnappeisyet none of these
things are explicitly mentioned in the Ten Commandments.
Hence, it is clear from his teaching on the first use of the moral
law, that Calvin did not limit the scope of the moral law to the
Decalogue alone.

205

2053, Cdvin, Institutes of the Christian Religiomol. 1, pp 35859
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The second use of the moral law which the early Reformed
t heol ogi ans i de npgedafogieset ofthwas c al |
| aw. O By providing conviction o
spintual need in the sinner, the law was a tutor to bring him to
Chr f%af.tber stating that o6the mor .
all, as well as justified persons as others, to the obedience
thereofo (19:5), the Westminster
this same mor al | aw i s of wuse to
sinful pollutions of their nature, hearts and lives; so as, exami
ing themselves thereby, they may come to further conviction of,
and humiliation for, and h-atred
fession, the moral law defines what constitutes sin. Obviously,
this is enirely in line with Scripture, because the apostle Paul

wrote that o1 f |t had not been f
known sin. | would not have known what it is to covet if the
| aw had not sai d, ARnYou shall not

Decalogue dagnot exhaustively define sin (though it does d

fine it by way of summary), then it is necessary for one to go

outside the Ten Commandments in order to fully understand the
true breadth of the mor al | awd s
if we restrict tle moral law merely to the Ten Words of the

Decalogue, then we will not be able to say that blasphemy,

witchcraft, incest, Sodomy, bestiality, and many other acts of
wickedness are actually sinful! However, for the unregenerate

the exposure of their sithoughthe mirror the whole moral

law-i s supposed to drive them to (
law was our tutor to bring us to Christ, that we might be justified

by faithdo (Gal. 3:24 NKJV). And
in the pedagogicalsense 6t he ri ght wuse and e
law is to assume and condemn as guilty such as live in security,

that they may see themselves to be in danger of sin, wrath, and

2°GL.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,p®202hority of Godds Lav
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death eternal...The law with this office helps by occasionsto ju

tification,intha it drives a man®utUm the
surprisingly, John Cal xposareagr eed
of mandés sin meant that it acted
their need of Chri stioms righteous
What Paul says elsewheteh at At he | aw was f
tutor unto Christo [Gal. 3:24]

functions of the law. There are two kinds of men whom
the law leads by its tdiage to Christ.

Of the first kind we have already spoken: because they are
too full of their own virtue or of the assurance of their own
ri ghteousness, they are not fi
unless they first be emptied. Therefdrepugh the rec-
ognition of their own misery, the law brings them down

to humility in order thus to prepathem to seek whater
viously they lacked. Men of the second kind have need of
a bridle to restrain them from so slackening the reins on
the lust of the flesh as to fall clean away from all pursuit of
righteousness. For where the Spirit of God doeyeiot

rule lusts sometimes so boil that there is danger lest they
plunge the soul bound over to them into forgetfulness and
contempt of God. And such would happen if God did not
oppose it with this remedy. Therefore, if he does met |
mediately regeneratbase whom he has destinedrte i

herit his kingdom, until the time of his visitation, he keeps
them safe through the works of the law under fear [cf. 1
Peter 2:12]. This is not that chaste and pure fear such as
ought to be in his sons, but a fear usefukgching them

true godliness according to their capacity. We have so
many proofs of this matter that no example is needed. For
all who have at any time groped about in ignorance of God

X7Citedin G.L.BahnseBy Thi s Standard: The ,pR202hority of Godds
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will admit that it happened to them in such a way that the

bridle ofthe law restrained them in some fear andreve

ence toward God until, regenerated by the Spirit, tleey b

gan wholeheartedly tove him. (2.7. 11)°%®
Since, for Calvin, the moral law is of use to expose men to the
extent of Otheir awinswestbgid as si nn
agreement with the Westminster Divines (as well as modern
Theonomists) that the whole moral law is what objectively d
fines sin. Due to the fact that the Biblical definition of sin is
much, much broader than only what is listed in thedlmgical
commandments, then the moral law must encompass a whole lot
more than the Ten Commandments altiie.

Finally, o6the third usen-of t he

er s wadadacticutse oi whereby the | aw s
f or b e’ iThsvsavhyshe 8Vestminster Confession says
that: O6Although true bel e-evers b

nant of works, to be thereby justified or condenfireget is it

informing them of the will of God, and their duty, it directs them

and binds themtowalkc cor di ngl y 6 (1%: 6) .
tians do not seek to be justified by means of keeping the moral

| aw, nevertheless, O0it remains t
righteousness, to which their nature and their actions ought to

208 3. Calvin,Institutes of the Clistian Religion vol. 1, pp 35960

®Commenting on the use of the Law of Gode-to the uns
rate themoral law is of use in the following respects:

1. To restrain them from much sin (1 Timothy 1:9)

2. To convince thma of their sinfulness and misery (Romans 3:20; 7:9)

3. To discover to them their absolute need of Christ, and drive them to him as theffieiknt S-

viour (Galatians 3:24)

4. To render them inexcusable, if they continue in their sins, and fingbt the only Saviour of lost

sinners(Mmans 1:20; 2:15; JAnitexposiBian bf8he WestBninsted Coffessio8 bfa w,

Faith, p. 247

20GL.BahnsenBy This Standard: The ,p202hority of Godés Lav
Z1David Dickson explainswhy suchandea i s an i mpossibility: 6Because
law in the least is under the curse of it (Gal. 3:10; Deut. 27:26) and deserves death and a curse (Rom.

6:23; Ezek. 18:4, 20). But all men, even the regenerate, sin daily and transgressoth@dal, and so

are guilty of all (James 1:13,ep ar ed wi t h 2: 10, and Twiutthh 62 Jvohcnt o8)y. 6
Over Error, p. 126
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cor r e &pButrische Decalogue (considered iself and
not as aummaryof the moral law sufficient to instruct us as to
how we are to govern our lives? Certainly not! Instead we need
the whole morallawc ont ai ned i n O6AIl Il Scrirg
by Godo ( 2 toinhstract us i rightéousness, as many
sins and duties are not explicitly recorded in the Tem-Co
mandments. Thus Calvin maintains that the whole moral law is
of use to mstruct believers in righteousness:
The third and principle use, which pertainsrenolosely to
the proper purpose of the law, finds its place amaxg b
lievers in whose hearts the Spirit of God already lives and
reigns. For even though they have the law written and e
graved upon their hearts by the finger of God [Jer. 31:33;
Heb. 10:16] that is, have been so moved and quickened
through the directing of the Spirit that they long to obey,
they still profit by the law in two ways.
Here is the best instrument for them to learn more tho
oughly each day the nature of
they aspire, and to abrm them in the understanding of it.
It is as if some servant already prepared with all eérnes
ness of heart to commend himself to his master, must
search out and observe his mas:s
order to conform and aommodate himself to them. And
not one of us may escape from this necessttyr. no man
has heretofore attained to such wisdom as to be unable,
form the daily instruction of the law, to make progress
toward a purer knowledge of the divine will Again,
because we need not only teaching but also exhortation,
the servant of God will also avail himself of this benefit of
the law: by frequent meditation upon it to be aroused to
obedience, be strengthened in it, andii@vn back from

22 A A. Hodge, The Confession of Faithp. 258

Page [L35



the slippery path of tranggression In this way the saints
must press on; for, however eagerly they may inacco
dance with the Spirit strive t
the listless flesh always so burdens them that they do not
proceed with due readiness. The law is to the fiksma
whip to an idle and balky ass, to arouse it to work. Even
for a spiritual man not yet free of the weight of the flesh
the law remains a constant sting that will not let him stand
still. Doubtless David was referring to this use when he
sangthe@m@i ses of the | aw: thThe | a
less, converting souls;...the righteous acts of the Lord are
right, rejoicing hearts; the precepts of the Lord is clear,
enlightmi ng t he eyes®dVg;18%8EV]. [ Ps a.
Li kewi se: 0Thtyg mywertradd allighttoa | a mp
my pat ho [ Ps a.umetabl®atheér@dyihgsinand i
the same psalm [e.g., Psa. 119:5]. These do not contradict
Paul 6s statements, which show
confer upon man. But here the prophet proclaims the gre
usefulness of the law: the Lord instructs by their reading of
it those whom he inwardly instils with a readiness to obey.
He lays hold not only of the precepts, but the accompan
ing promise of grace, which alone sweetens what is bitter.
For what wouldoe less honourable than the law if, with
importing or threatening alone, it troubled souls through
fear, and distressed them through fright? David especially
shows that in the law he apprehended the Mediatadn; wit
out whom therds no delight or sweetnes®. 7. 12f*°
For Calvin, the regenerate man learns to love the Law of God
through frequent meditation upon it. The Law of God is no
longer a terror to the man justified by Christ; instead he joyfully
acknowledges it as his whole rule of obedience. Tdinalaily

213 3. Calvin,Institutes of the Christian Religiomol. 1, pp 366861
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instruction in the moral law, the Chtian is to learn more and

more of Godds will, so that he w
duty. Since this is how Calvin regarded the moral law iniits d

dactic usage, it would border upon the absurd to claanrte

limited it to the Ten Words of the Decalogue alone. Instead,

Calvin sees the moral law as it is expressed throughout Scripture

as the believeros rule of | ife a
law (not merely the Decalogue) which defines sin cmiy ***

The Three-Fold Division of the Law

Does asserting that Biblical civil laws are part of the moral law
of God mean that one has abandoned the-fiotdadivision of
the law (moral, judicial, and cereamal)? Not at all, instead it
merely recognizethat some laws can be both moral and judicial
(a crime that is to be punished by the civil magistrate or some
other social legislation), while other laws are judicial ané-cer
monial (they are external fences to the ceremonial law). This is
not a redefirtion of the traditional Reformed thrdeld division
of the law; in fact we see this very principle being upheld by the
Puritan Tlomas Shepard:
The judicial laws, some of them being hedges and fences
safeguard both moral and ceremonial precepts, their bin
ing power was therefore mixed and various, for those

“Robert Shaw also explains what the momldawisf t he Law
of use to the regenerate in the following respects:

1. To render Christ more precious to them, and to excite their gratitude to him who so loved them as to

obey its precepts and suffer its penalty, that he might deliver them from it as a covenant (Galatians

3:13; 2:4, 5).

2. To show them the will of God, and regulate their conduct (Micah 6:8).

3. To serve as a standard of ssthmination, in order to discovéite pollutions of their hearts and

livesi to keep them selibased to lead them to a constant dependence upon Christ, and to excite

them to a progressive advaneent in holiness (Philippians 3:1164).

4. To serve as a test of their sincerity, thaytmay assure their hearts that they are of the truth, and

that they @light in the Law of God after the inward man, notwithstanding their manifold defects in

duty (1 John 3:19; Ro mans 7 :AhExposifich of th@ WeStmiest nt hi ans 1
Confession of Faithpp 247248
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which did safeguard any moral law, (which is perpetual,)
whether by just punishments or otherwise, dbraprally

bind all nations; fo as Piscator argues, a moral law is
good and as precious nowtlrese times as then, and there
IS as much need of the preservation of these fences-+o pr
serve these laws in these times, and at all times, as well as
then, there being as much danger of the treading down of
those laws by the wild beasts of the world anatish men
(sometimes even in churches) now as then; and lHéode
would have all nations preserve their fences forevens

he would have that law preserved forever which these
safeguard; but, on the other side, these judicials which did
safeguard ceremaal laws which we know were not pe
petual, but proper to that nation, hence those judicials
which compass these about are not perpetual nor universal,
the ceremonials being plucked up by their roots, to what
purpose then should their fences and hedged3tag, on

the contrarythe morals abiding, why should not their
judicials and fences remain? The learned generally
doubt not to affirm that Moses:s
tions, so far as they contain any moral equity in them,
which moral equity does appeaaot only in respect of the
end of the law, when it is ordered for common and unive
sal good, but chiefly in respect of the law which thegsaf
guard and fence, which if it be moral, it is most just and
equal that either then some judicial fence (accordng t
some fit proportion) should preserve it stilgcause it is

but just and equal that a moral and universal law

should be universally preservedfrom whence, by the

way, the weakness of their reasonings may be observed,
who, that they may take away thenmr of the civil m@-
istrate in matters of the first table, (which once he has in
the Jewish commonwealth,) affirm that such civil power
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then did arise from the judicial, and not from the moral
law; whenas it is manifest that his power in preserving
G o d oOosshipnwpure from idolatrous and profane mixtures,
according to the judicial laws, was no more but a fence
and safeguard set about moral commandments; which
fences and preservatives are therefore (for substance) to
continue in as much power and authoritywas they did
in those days, as long as such laws continue in theirlimora
ity, which these preserve; the duties of the first table being
also as much moral as those of the second, to the preser
ing of which latter from hurt and spoil in respect of their
morality, no wise man questions the extent of his pdier.
Shepard is not alone among early Reformed theologiarss in a
serting that the categories of moral and judicial law overlap with
each other. We find that the great theologian of the early Pur
tan era, Wiliam Perkins also held this position:
Now judicial laws, that are in foundation and substance
moral, are not abrogated, but are perpetual.For the
better discerning of them, | give two notes. The firstis
this: if a judicial law serve directly and immately to
guard and fence any one of the Ten Commandments, in the
main scope and end therebfis moral in equity, and
perpetual: because the end and use thereof is peahe®
In his exposition of Matt. 5:17, Perkins argues:
The Law in general,isthgtar t of Godds Wor d,
commands things just, honest, and godly: and being thus
conceived, it is thrgfold; Ceremonial, Judicial, and Moral.
The Ceremoni al Law, I s t hat pe
prescribed to the Jews, ceremonies, rites, and orddss, to
performed in the worship of God: this law is laid down in
the books of Moses, especially in Leviticus. Thdidial

257, ShepardTheses Sabbaticapp 5354
2%\, Perkins A Commentary Upon the Epistle to the Galatjgus 202203
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Law, I s that part of Gedobés Wor

nances for the government of t

and the civil punishment offfi@nders. The Ceremonial

Law concerned the Jews only: the Judicial Law didn-

deed principally concern them; but yet, so far forth as

it tended to the establishing of the Moral Law, having

in it common equity, it concerns all people in all times

and places’’
Like modern Theonomists, William Perkins asserts that what
was unique to Israel in the Judicial Law of Moses is no longer
binding, while the parts of the Law common to all nations are
part of the Moral Law and thus of perpetualigdition. As he
says ésewhere:

As for the Judicial Lawthough it be abrogated unto us,

so far as it was peculiar to the Jewsyet, as it agrees

with common equity, and serves directly to establish the

precepts of the Moral Law, it is perpeta4.
Again, Perkins Hirms thatwhat was unique to the Jews in the
Judicial Law of Moses has been abolished; this is also what
modern Theoomists teach. However, what was not peculiar to
Israel remains of perpetual obligation to afions, as it is part
of the Moral Law which is immuable. Another great figure
from the Puritan era, William Amedenies the hard and fast
distinction whichlatent antinomiang/hichto make between the
moral and civil laws:

This Judicial Lawis not accurately distinguishedrom

the Moral Law and Natutd.aw, in this, that the Moral

Law was published by God with his own voice, and twice

written in Tables of stone and expressed in the Decalogue,

but the Judicial Law without all this solemnity, was gfte

Z7W. PerkinsAn Exposition Upon ChinThe Wdks of dliannRenkinsi n t he Mo u
(London, B31), vol. 1, p. 33
28 pid., p. 36
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wards delivered to Moses, and by him to the peopt.
the Laws of restoring things lent or trusted, of just weights
and measures, of paying the labourer his hire, and many
such as these, not expressly set down in the Decalague,
not more Judicial or less Moral, and natural than the
CommandmenfThou $alt not steaf**
Ames is here condemning the view that the moral law is the
Decalogue alone, and shows us that laws outside the Decalogue
are also part of the mal law of God (including many judicial
laws). Moreover, Ames claims that unless a judienal Wwas
peculiar to the Jews, it is to benstdered part of the moral law:
But it is no certain rule (which is given by some) that
wheresoever the ason of the Law is Moral, there the Law
itself is Moral, as is seen in Lev. 11:44. For any special
detemination of a Law may be confirmed by a general
reason: and the nature of the Lawgiver being mutable has
some place too, and power in constituting Laws which
may be mutable. But where the special intrinsical and
proper reason of the Law is moral, theralways fdlows,
that the Law itself must needs be MoiHhose Laws
therefore which are usually reckoned among the Jue
cial, and yet in their nature bear no singular respect to
the condition of the Jews more than of any other e
ple. Those are all of te Moral and Natural Law,
which are common to all rations.**°
Thus the argument that modern Theonomists blur the distinction
between moral and civil law by arguing that some judicial laws
fall into both categories is clearlyrastorical. And it should be
taken into &@count that even a (admittedly mild) ron
Theonomist such as John Fr ame

219/ Ames,Consciencgin The Works of the Reverend and Faithful Minister of Christ William Ames
(London, 1643)Book 5, p. 108
220|pid., p. 109
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laws are at least some that apply to nations other than'israel
that is, some that a?'e not merel
However, in light of tlke above quotations from the Rur
tans, it is somewhat surping to read one scholar point out that:
Among most Reformed theologians, the problem is how
much of the Mosaitaw continues to be authoritative for
the new covenant community. Most Reformed $miso
have answer ed: tBaensenamdotreed 0 | av
Theonomists answer: ffhe fimor al
Considering that Douglas Moo is a Lutheran he couldxbe e
cused for not properly understanding the teaching of éie R
formed tradition. Howevethe irony is that he has merely hig
lighted the fact that most contemporary Reformed scholars
(unlike their Puritan forebears) fail takanowledge that Biblical
civil laws are also part of the moral law.
Furthermore (as we have already noted) it shoulebe
membered that the Westminster Confession uses Matthew 5:17
19 as a proetext to show that the moral law is perpetuallydsin
ing upon all men (19:5), yet it also employs Matt. 5:17 as ev
dence that the 6égeneral equityo
| a wssalso of universal obligatioand thus part of the moral
law. Also note that in their exposition of the Ten Comughan
ments in the Larger Catechism, the Westminster Divines cite
various Old Testament civil laws (including capital pbnis
ments) as part dhe moral law. Hence we find Samuel Ruthe
ford, aninfluential Scottish Commissioner at the Westminster
Assembl y, the Ghusiian lgagistrata is tiedband
obliged to these punishments to be inflicted for moralfe
fences, that the law of God hasordainedd6 and whden <con-
i ng that the Ol der Testament pen

2213 M. FrameThe Doctrine of the Christian Lif@. 215
22D, J. Moos e 6tRes@roeng L. Bahn FieeViewsonlaBanNGosp@glundry (ed.
172
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moral, what the Magistrate should do to him [the criminal] can
no more be determined®®Bdamest he wi |
Durham, another prominent Scottish divineniyiin the era of
the Westminster Assembly, says ¢c
moral law of God that such a sin deserved death (Deut.
2 2 : 2*2Nleanivhile, when wting towards the close of the
Covenanting era, Al extosde-r Shi el
nal-statutes in the Old Testament: are not abrogated yet, for
they are moral. “8 Therefore, although it is perfectly leigit
mate to refer to a digion between the moral and judicial laws,
nevertheless, we must recognise that there is overlap between
thesetwo categories, and that traditional Reformed theology did
not consider them to be absolutely distinéet we find Robert
Strimple misrepresents the Theonomicipos by arguing that:
Theonomy commonly replaces this thife&d division
with a twofold one, regarding the Mosaic judicial laws as
simply concrete expressions of the moral law, which are
therefore (like the moral law) of permanent moral adblig
tion.*®
While he is correct in saying that Theonomy recognises overlap
between the moral and judiciaw, he assumption that this is
contrary to the traditional Reformed teaching cannot ke su
tained in light of what the Puritans and Covenanters cited above
actuallysay.Dr . Stri mpl eds comments si |
of familiarity with primary sources, jproblem which is endemic
in the modern Reformed world, as the reader of early Reformed
writings (such as those quoted above) did not understand the

The quotations ar e f rAFneeQSiaputatien Agdinst Protendet] bilerdy®fs b o o k
Conscienceand some of the most important citations in relation to The@nethics can be found in

M.A. Foulner,Theonomy and the Westminster Confesgipri2425

2243, Durham]ectures on Jokp. 170

2Cited in M.A. FoulnerTheonomy and the Westminster Confesgio#5

R.B. Strimple, 6An Amillennyalr Réspdmwe&diewsoB&ekneet
of the Mllennium and Beyong. 59
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threefold division of the Law in the manner that contemporary
Reformed theologians 1@efine it.
Indeedit is probably more accurate to suggest thatdhe |
tent antinomian critics of Theonomy have denied the tfokeke
division of the law, as it would appear that the judicial law (on
their view) has been abrogated along with the ceremonial law.
This is nota misrepresentatigas we find Willem A. Van
Gemeren arguing that o6the judici
commamniment s to the context of | sra
The regulations pertained to the judicial and political lifesef |
raelasanatonThey have al s& Gegen abrog
Bahnsen (in his response@n. Van Gemeren) notes that this
view contradicts the teaching of the Wesister Confession:
Van Gemerends fANabrogationo of
law...contradicts the teaching of the Westminstanf€&o
sion of Faith...The authors of that stupendous theological
achievement carefully distinguished between the cerem
ni al | aw, which they said was
| aw whi ch, by contrast, they ¢
19:3 with 19:4). Thedrmer was conceived of as &bo
ished in its authority by the work of Christ, whereas the
latter still had moral authority but its specific cultural form
was di sengaged by the passing
Abody politicdo for whgamnbt it we
mean freedom from moral obligation to what those€o
mandments taught. In the first place, the Westminster
writers went on to cite the judicial laws at points in their
exposition of Goddés Law found
(e.g. 135, including dutiesf civil magistrates, as at the
end of 108) because they saw t
(with specific applicatory form). Moreover, at the very

Z'W., A. VanGemeren, O6The Law is the Perfectsion of Riog
pectived in FiveNViews®o lraw ang Gaspplds3 ) ,

Page [L44



place in the Confession where they spoke explicitly and d

rectly to the questia@hrsef i n

V

tians is further enlargedo ovVe

|l est Afreedom from the yoke
which the Jewi sh iateettc h was

consciouslydaoti ncl ude Athe judicial

noted, they treated as bindimwhen expounding the Ten
Commandment s) . The judicial
gated. o Nevertheless, what
laws was not their specific cultural form, but their ungerl

of
S L

W ¢

i ng principle or pur posre: Anot
thert han the general equity ther

Note that, when applicable, this general equity of the jud
ci al | a w i ssmethingetiptucannot ek said of an
fiadyrat ed@ | aw.
So unless we affirm that there is some sense in whideast
some of)the judicial laws still apply today, then we are violating
theWe st mi nst e r thr€dold tivasmrs af thenlaivs
Indeed it is highly ironic that modern Theonomists are a
cused of not adhering to a thkd distinction of the law, &
cau®, if anything, they are more strict in recognising tise di
tinction between moral and civil law than even their Puritan
forebears were. What do | mean by this? Basically, the R
formers and Puritans were not as strict in recognizing the- Bibl
cal distincton between sin and crime, whereas, the modern
Christian Reconstructionists are more careful in acknayuhed
that not all sins (breaches of the moral law) are crimes (breaches
of Scriptural civil law), as earlier Reformed divines tended-to a
low the statdo punish sins which were not categorised by God
as crimes in the Bible. In my earlier boAkConquered Kig-

28GL.Bahnsend Response to Willem A VarFSeieesoabaivandn S. N.
Gospel p. 67
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