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PArT I:

THE REFORMED HERMENEUTIC



ParT I, THE REFORMED HERMENEUTIC



ParT I

CHAPTER I:
WHAT Is THE REFORMED HERMENEUTIC?

The Reformed hermeneutic specifies that the Bible student should use the Bible
to interpret the Bible."! In other words, the rules, guidelines, and principles for Bible
interpretation that were used and expounded by the “Magisterial Reformers” of the
16th-century Reformation, and that are still used and expounded by their followers,
is to allow the Bible to interpret itself. This has profound implications that can
be illustrated by way of practically any biblical verse. This statement from John’s
Apocalypse supplies an apt demonstration: “And I heard a voice from heaven, like the
voice of many waters” (Revelation 14:2a; NKJV). A novice in Bible interpretation,
who also happened to have some commitment to Hindu thought patterns, might
conclude that this “voice of many waters” refers to the sound at the heart of the
universe, “A-U-M”. This novice might also believe that whether God exists or not
isn’t important; so whether this “voice of many waters” is God’s voice or not isn’t
really important. But what’s important in the mind of this Hinduist Bible reader is
that this “voice of many waters” refers to the sound at the heart of the universe, and
he/she can condescend to overlook and tolerate the Christian insistence that this
transcendental core of the universe is God.

In Christian theology in general, including Reformed theology, this Bible reader
is clearly practicing eisegesis in regard to this verse.> He/she is superimposing on
the text his/her preconceptions, rather than allowing the text to speak for itself. If
he/she allowed the text to speak for itself, following the Reformed hermeneutic, then
he/she would practice exegesis instead of eisegesis.* Rather than reading into the
text through eisegesis, the reader would read out from the text through exegesis.
Rather than superimposing extra-biblical conceptions upon the text, the reader
would allow the text to speak for itself. Rather than isolating the text from the larger
context of the Bible, and permitting his/her self to draw wild conclusions about what

1 Reformed theologians generally agree that this is true. For instance, this was clearly
claimed by Reformed theologian, R.C. Sproul, in his lecture, “The Church’s Destiny”,
at the Ligonier National Conference, 2006. — URL: http://www.ligonier.org/learn/
conferences/orlando_2006_national_conference/the-churchs-destiny/?, retrieved 15
December 2015.

2 eisegesis — “the interpretation of a text (as of the Bible) by reading into it one’s

own ideas” (Merriam-Webster). — URL: http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/
eisegesis, retrieved 1 April 2016.

3 exegesis — “exposition, explanation; especially: an explanation or critical
interpretation of a text” (Merriam-Webster). — URL: http//www.merriam-webster.com/

dictionary/exegesis. retrieved 1 April 2016.
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the text means, he/she would be willing to investigate the possibility that there are
other portions of Scripture that could help the reader to interpret this apocalyptic
statement.

It’s certain that if the Bible student were truly interested in understanding
Revelation 14:2, he/she would study the rest of the Bible enough to understand that
the Bible doesn’t doubt God’s existence, but confirms God’s existence emphatically.
So keeping this verse in context would contend against this reader’s blasé attitude
about whether God exists or not. Something similar can be said about the reader’s
belief that the “voice of many waters” refers to “A-U-M”. — If the reader dropped
both the blasé attitude about God’s existence and the Hindu superimposition
about “A-U-M”, but nevertheless still took the verse in isolation, then the reader
might conclude that God’s voice sounds like Niagara Falls, like the rapids of the
Colorado River, or like a rough surf pounding a rocky shoreline. But the Reformed
hermeneutic requires that before feeling safe and sure about such an interpretation,
the Bible student should search the rest of Scripture to make sure that other biblical
witnesses confirm the conclusion. John’s vision of “the Son of Man” in Revelation 1
certainly confirms this interpretation, as it refers to “His voice as the sound of many
waters” (1:15; NKJV). A similar expression appears in Revelation 19:6, but in 19:6,
the expression might be understood to reference “the voice of a great multitude”,
rather than the voice of God. A similar expression appears in Ezekiel 43:2, where
it says explicitly that God’s “voice was like the sound of many waters” (NKJV). So
if this reader dropped the Hindu bias and the blasé attitude about God’s existence,
then these other portions of Scripture could contribute to his/her understanding of
God’s voice as being “like the sound of many waters”.

Even with the reader’s agnosticism and bias about “A-U-M” suspended, these
several intra-biblical references to God’s voice as being “like the sound of many
waters” don’t cover the subject of God’s voice adequately enough to allow the Bible
student to have a reliable understanding of Revelation 14:2a. This is because there
are other passages in the Bible that refer to God’s voice as being something other
than like the sound of many waters. An example of such a passage appears in God’s
revelation to Elijah in 1Kings 19. There the Lord manifested Himself as a strong
wind (but He wasn’t in the wind), an earthquake (but He wasn’t in the earthquake),
and a fire (but He wasn’t in the fire). Then God manifested Himself as “a still small
voice”, and He was in the still, small voice. Elijah could recognize God in the still
small voice, but not in the earthquake, wind, or fire (1 Kings 19:11-13). So even
though it’s valid to claim that God’s voice can be like the sound of many waters, it’s
also important to recognize that God can communicate to humans in other ways,
including through a still, small voice. In fact, the Bible on the whole is emphatic
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that God is sovereign over the entire universe. So because God is God, God can
communicate to humans through whatever medium, and in whatever way, God
chooses. Study of Scripture as a whole, as distinguished from the study of isolated
passages, leads inevitably to the conclusion that according to the Bible, God can
communicate to humans by whatever means He chooses, including through the
mouth of an ass (Numbers 22:28) or through the mouths of God’s prophets.

The Reformed hermeneutic requires that the Bible student avoid using the
Scriptures superficially. It requires the Bible student to humble his/her self before
God’s word. If people are not willing to thus humble themselves, then they are not
capable of following this hermeneutic. But this hermeneutic requires more than
mere humility. The crosschecking of passages is practically impossible without
logic. While randomly interpreting passages by superimposing preconceptions is
an obvious way to misunderstand the passage, crosschecking passages by implicitly
claiming that one passage is analogous to another also has its hazards. One avoids the
hazards of eisegesis by suspending one’s commitments to culture-based biases long
enough to hear the text speak. On the other hand, one avoids the hazards involved
in crosschecking apparently analogous passages by knowing the difference between
valid reasoning and invalid reasoning. Based on this claim, it might appear that in
order to follow the Reformed hermeneutic, it might be necessary to be rigorously
schooled in logic. But this is not necessarily true.

Starting especially in the so-called “Enlightenment” of the 18th century, and
extending rabidly into so-called “Higher Criticism” of the 19th century, the Bible
has been under constant attack. These attacks became so malicious that the late
Abraham Kuyper “remarked that biblical criticism had degenerated into biblical
vandalism”." A part of this vandalism has been the attack on logic, especially as it
necessarily appears in the Reformed hermeneutic. One of the claims has been that
logic is a product of ancient Greek culture. This line of reasoning holds that because
logic was invented by Greek philosophers, it has no more place in Bible interpretation
than Hindu cultural biases. Anyone who comes to believe this simultaneously
incapacitates his/her ability for using the Reformed hermeneutic. This is because
the Reformed hermeneutic is inherently dependent upon the use of logical reasoning.
But the Reformed hermeneutic is not dependent upon Greek culture, and it does not
need academic courses in logic to work.

The claim that logic is a function of Greek culture is inherently dependent upon
the claim that Greek philosophers invented logic. It’s certainly true that Greek

1 Quoting R.C. Sproul’s post of May 19, 2010, “The Spirit of Revival (Part 5)”. — URL:
http://www.ligonier.org/blog/spirit-revival-part-5/, retrieved 8 January 2016.
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philosophers like Plato and Aristotle discovered and formalized logic. But to claim
that they invented it is as ridiculous as the claim that Columbus invented America.
In fact, America existed before Columbus was born, and it continued to exist after
he died. So America’s existence has zero dependence upon Columbus’ existence.
It exists independently of Columbus. Something similar can be said about logic.
Logic is merely right reasoning. Without right reasoning, humans are incapable
of rational communication. Right reasoning existed before Greek philosophers
discovered it and formalized it into an academic subject, and it would exist even if it
had never been discovered and formalized. So the Reformed hermeneutic can exist
even without formal and academic logic. Even so, formal logic is a bulwark against
wrong reasoning, and it deserves some respect regardless of what cultures may have
contributed to the human understanding of it.

This line of reasoning clearly shows that there is room in Reformed Bible
interpretation for extra-biblical facts, propositions, and reasoning to influence the
interpretation process. But this room is extremely circumscribed. The interpretation
process starts with Scripture and ends with Scripture, and it does not allow
preconceptions from any culture to vandalize the interpretation. This process allows
the true biblical worldview to apply to the world, rather than allowing the world to
superimpose its misconceptions on what the Bible really says. But it also allows true
extra-biblical facts to be considered and encompassed within the Bible-interpretation
process. Contrary to what the vandals claim, there is no inherent conflict between
extra-biblical facts and intra-biblical facts. The same God created them both, and
this God is not irrational. So there must necessarily be rational consistency between
genuine extra-biblical facts and genuine intra-biblical facts. This is necessarily true
even though human perception is such that the consistency between these two is not
always obvious. Even so, this vignette with regard to this Hinduist reader shows that
there must be “rules of interpretation that will serve as a check and balance for our
all-too-common prejudices™.!

Sub-Chapter I:
The Analogy of Faith

The purpose of this booklet is not to enter into an academic debate about the
science of hermeneutics. It’s also not to educate novices in Bible interpretation,
although the author hopes this booklet will be easy enough for the novice to
understand. The purpose of this booklet is to show the reader, regardless of whether

1 R.C. Sproul; Knowing Scripture, 1977, InterVarsity Press, Downers Grove, Illinois
60515, p. 12. — URL: https://www.ligonier.org.
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the reader is in the laity, in the clergy, in academia, or even totally outside the
Christian community, what hermeneutical principles the author believes are correct,
which are the same principles he used in the process of writing (i) Theodicy: Science,
Bible, and Law; (ii)Theological Inventory of American Jurisprudence; and (iii)
other things." The author claims that these books and writings are Bible-based, and
that they are the products of a biblical worldview. This booklet attempts to manifest
the hermeneutical principles foundational to these works. The author claims that
his biblical worldview has arisen by way of the Reformed hermeneutic, and he hopes
that any reader unfamiliar with this hermeneutic will alleviate that shortcoming by
studying the Reformed hermeneutic more holistically.

The Reformed hermeneutic is also sometimes known by its primary rule, which

is the “analogy of faith”.

The analogy of faith is the rule that Scripture is to interpret

Scripture:  Sacra Scriptura sui interpres (Sacred Scripture is its

own interpreter). This means, quite simply, that no part of

Scripture can be interpreted in such a way as to render it in

conflict with what is clearly taught elsewhere in Scripture.?
Implicit in this description of the analogy of faith are the beliefs that the Bible is
“the inspired Word of God”, and that because God is omniscient and infallible, He
“would never contradict himself.” So this is the most fundamental interpretational
policy posited by the set of interpretational policies this booklet calls the “Reformed
hermeneutic™ that the Bible has rational integrity, because God doesn’t contradict
Himself. The Hinduist interpreter was interpreting the passage as though the
existence of God didn’t matter, so his/her interpretation was inherently skewed and
inconsistent with the analogy of faith. The analogy of faith

rests on the prior confidence in the Bible as the inspired Word of

God. Itis, therefore, consistent and coherent. Since it is assumed

that God would never contradict himself, it is thought slanderous

to the Holy Spirit to choose an alternative interpretation that

would unnecessarily bring the Bible in conflict with itself.?
This author takes this principle of rational consistency a step further, and holds that
no fact in the extra-biblical universe, when properly vetted, can contradict the Bible’s
rational integrity. This is true in spite of the fact that sin and evil are pervasive in
human societies, in spite of the fact that the Bible has been subjected to radical
vandalism over the last three centuries, and in spite of the fact that human perception

1 URL: http://BasicJurisdictional Principles.net.
2 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 46.
3 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 47.
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of extra-biblical facts is radically error-prone. Echoing the opinions of 21st-century
Reformed theologians, this author claims that none of the higher-critical vandalism
of the last three centuries can withstand intense scrutiny. Neither extra-biblical facts
nor intra-biblical facts are generally on the side of the critics. This is true not only
in regard to the “higher critics”, but also in regard to claims from secular science
and secular jurisprudence that have clearly aimed at diminishing the influence of
biblical Christianity within those arenas. When proper hermeneutical principles are
used, and when proper logic is applied to extra-biblical fact claims, the eisegetical
superimpositions arising out of those fields are generally exposed as fallacious.

After the analogy of faith, the second interpretational policy within the Reformed
hermeneutic is what Luther called the sensus literalis.
One of the most significant advances of biblical scholarship
during the Reformation was gained as a result of Luther’s militant
advocacy of the second rule of hermeneutics: The Bible should
be interpreted according to its literal sense. This was Luther’s
principle of interpreting the Bible by its sensus literalis.

... The principle of literal interpretation is a principle that
calls for the closest kind of literary scrutiny of the text. To be
accurate interpreters of the Bible we need to know the rules of
grammar; and above all, we must be carefully involved in what
is called genre analysis.!
The sensus literalis needs to be distinguished from what some modern theologians
call “literal interpretation”? “Literal interpretation” via the Reformed hermeneutic
is generally different from “literal interpretation” via non-Reformed hermeneutics.
To explain this distinction, it’s important to see that Reformed literal interpretation

1 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, pp. 48-49.

2 Example: In his book, theologian Daniel Fuller quotes dispensationalist theologian,
Charles Ryrie: “[Slince literal interpretation results in taking the Scriptures at face
value, it also results in recognizing distinctions in Scripture. ... The extent to which
[the interpreter] recognizes distinctions is the evidence of his consistent use of the literal
principle of interpretation (DT 97).” (quoting Ryrie, Dispensationalism Today) —
Although there has been movement among dispensationalist theologians towards use

of the analogy of faith, their tradition is still based in use of a “face-value hermeneutic”,
a kind of literalism that attempts to discard anything and everything extra-biblical,
except their pet presuppositions. — Fuller, Daniel P.; Gospel and Law: Contrast or
Continuum? The Hermeneutics of Dispensationalism and Covenant Theology, 1980,
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, Michigan, p. 123,
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inevitably involves both “genre analysis” and an understanding of the rules of
grammar.

The rules of grammar have something significant in common with logic, at
least in regard to the Reformed hermeneutic. Both grammar and logic exist in
rational communication between humans regardless of whether the humans have
formal understanding of these subjects or not. If the Bible were the only book that
a society had, then it would certainly be possible for that society to discover rules
of grammar from studying the Bible. But the rules of grammar are embedded in
any given language regardless of whether one uses the Bible to recognize them or
not. So the rules of grammar are largely extra-biblical, like logic, although there
are certainly rules of grammar embedded in the Bible, both in the Bible’s source
languages and in the languages into which the Bible has been translated. The point
that needs to be noticed here is that this is another case in which extra-biblical data,
the rules of grammar, are useful in the proper interpretation of the Bible. So like
logic, grammar supplies another instance in which extra-biblical data are useful in
the literal interpretation of the Bible. Like logic and grammar, the same general idea
applies to genre analysis.

The Bible is composed of many different kinds or genres of literature: lyric poetry,
epic poetry, case law (legal briefs and judgments), historical narrative, hyperbolic
expressions, symbolic literature, metaphorical language, and more. If the genre is
not ascertained as a precursor to taking a passage literally, then taking the passage
literally will probably miss the sensus literalis. For example, in John 10:9 Jesus says,
“I am the door”. If this is not first understood to be a metaphorical expression, then
the literalist must necessarily conclude that Jesus must be claiming that He has
hinges instead of arms and legs. The sensus literalis demands that this passage first
be understood to be metaphorical language.

Is important to note that genre analysis may also require extra-biblical
information. If a society had access to no other books besides the Bible, given
enough time and intelligent commitment, the society could certainly discover genre
analysis strictly through Bible study. However, the Bible has rarely existed in such a
literary vacuum. So there’s no doubt that genre analysis as a field of study applicable
to the Bible has benefited from genre analysis as it has been applied and developed
in regard to extra-biblical literature. This is important because it marks another
distinction between extra-biblical information that can be used to enhance the
Reformed hermeneutic, and extra-biblical information that inherently violates the
Reformed hermeneutic. The former enhances proper Bible interpretation, while the
latter does exactly the opposite.
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Inaddition to the analogy of faith and the sensus literalis, the third crucial principle

constituting the Reformed hermeneutic is the “grammatico-historical method”. The

grammatico-historical method “focuses our attention on the original meaning of

the text lest we ‘read into Scripture’ our own ideas drawn from the present.” This

“method focuses attention ... upon grammatical constructions and historical contexts

out of which the Scriptures were written.”> Similar to the way grammar combines

with genre analysis to help the student to discover the sensus literalis, grammar is also

crucial to this third principle of the Reformed hermeneutic.

Historical analysis involves secking a knowledge of the
setting and situation in which the books of the Bible were written.
This is a requisite for understanding what the Bible meant in
its historical context. This matter of historical investigation
is as dangerous as it is necessary. ... The necessity is there for
a proper understanding of what has been said. Questions of
authorship, date and destination of books are important for a
clear understanding of a book. If we know who wrote a book, to
whom, under what circumstances, at what period in history, that
information will greatly ease our difficulty in understanding it.?

This explanation of historical analysis supplies a cogent understanding of the historical

side of the grammatico-historical method. But what about the grammatical side?

All written statements have some kind of grammatical structure.

When dealing with scripture, it is important to know the
difference between a direct object and a predicate nominative or
predicate adjective.’

Knowledge of the grammar of the biblical source language (Greek or

important as an aid to historical analysis. Example:

[W]hen Paul says at the beginning of his Epistle to the Romans
that he is an apostle called to communicate “the gospel of God,”
what does he mean by of? Does the of refer to the content of
that gospel or its source? Does of really mean “about,” or is it a
genitive of possession? The grammatical answer will determine
whether Paul is saying that he is going to communicate the gospel
aboutr God or whether he is saying he is going to communicate
a gospel that comes from God and belongs to God. There is
a big difference between the two that can only be resolved by

XA (SR

Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 61.
Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 56.
Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 57.
Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 56.

Hebrew) is
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grammatical analysis. In this case the Greek structure reveals a

genitive of possession which answers the question for us.!
Like the other principles of interpretation within the Reformed hermeneutic, the
grammatico-historical method is also somewhat dependent upon extra-biblical
knowledge. Like the analogy of faith and the literal sense, the grammatico-historical
method helps in the proper interpretation of Scripture in spite of the fact that it is
somewhat extra-biblical.

These “three primary principles of interpretation”, (i)the analogy of faith, (ii)the
literal sense, and (iii)the grammatico-historical method, form the basis for reliable
Bible interpretation. These principles are crucial to discovery of how to apply biblical
principles to problems arising out of science, jurisprudence, and numerous other
facets of human life. Although these three primary principles of interpretation are
the basis for reliable Bible interpretation, they are not sufficient within themselves
to keep people from misinterpreting the Bible. However, without them, Bible
misinterpretation becomes far more likely. Because these three primary principles
of interpretation, by themselves, cannot guarantee proper Bible interpretation,
Reformed theologians also include what Dr. Sproul calls “Practical Rules for
Bible Interpretation” within the Reformed hermeneutic. These practical rules are
subsumed by these three overarching principles.” Dr. Sproul includes ten such rules
in Knowing Scripture. Even though it may be comforting to know that there are
only ten such practical rules in Sproul’s book, there are probably other practical rules
of interpretation within the voluminous literature of Reformed theology.

The author of this booklet is committed to following these three primary
principles of the Reformed hermeneutic. He also generally agrees with all ten
practical rules listed by Sproul. But he is also compelled to quibble over one of these
ten rules. The third of these subsidiary rules is the rule that “Historical Narratives
Are to Be Interpreted by the Didactic”® Dr. Sproul calls this a “rule of thumb”,
meaning that it is somewhat flexible and not a rigid rule. This author follows this
rule, but also finds it necessary to test its flexibility.

Dr. Sproul posits arguments in favor of rule 3 that are largely valid. When
he claims that, “Building doctrine from narratives alone is dangerous business”,’
i’s difficult to find fault with his recognition of the hazards. But danger alone
doesn’t negate the necessity. As mentioned above, historical investigation is also

Sproul, Knowing Scripture, pp. 56-57.
Sproul, Knowing Scripture, Chapter 4.
Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 68.
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both dangerous and necessary. The author of this booklet claims that like historical
investigation, building doctrines from the Bible’s historical narratives is also both
dangerous and necessary. Because this is the point at which this author may
deviate slightly from the traditional conception of the Reformed hermeneutic, and
because his above-mentioned works are all grounded to some extent in this deviance,
the remainder of this hermeneutical prologue will focus on this discrepancy.
Although this discrepancy exists, this author nevertheless claims emphatically that
the hermeneutical principles he uses are well within the ambit of the Reformed
hermeneutic, evidenced by the fact that they do not lead rationally to the negation of
any fundamental tenets of Reformed theology. On the contrary, these hermeneutical
principles simultaneously reinforce the doctrines of Reformed theology and manifest
an agenda for healing the rift between Bible interpretation and secular knowledge
bases.

Sub-Chapter 2:

Didactic versus Historical Narrative

It’s important to expound points of agreement regarding this didactic-versus-
narrative rule as a precursor to showing the rule’s limitations. The points at which
the rule is deficient revolve around the fact that most depositions of biblical law
appear within historical narratives, while didactic passages generally act, among
other things, to clarify the meanings of such depositions. Before examining points
of agreement, it’s probably prudent to define the difference between historical
narratives and didactic passages. — A narrative is obviously a description, recitation,
recounting, or reporting. A history is a chronological record of events. So historical
narrative is a description, recitation, recounting, or reporting of chronological events.
On the other hand, didactic describes something that is intended to instruct.

The term didactic comes from the Greek word that means to

teach or instruct. Didactic literature is literature that teaches or

explains. Much of Paul’s writing is didactic in character.!
According to Sproul, “the Reformers maintained the principle that the Epistles
should interpret the Gospels rather than the Gospels interpret the Epistles.”> He
goes on to indicate that this is merely a “rule of thumb”, and he goes on to give good
reasons for the Reformers’ commitment to this rule. Before showing the limitations
of this rule, it’s important to show that the Reformers had good reasons for this rule

of thumb.

1 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 68.
2 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 69.
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This order of interpretation is puzzling to many since the

Gospels record not only the acts of Jesus but his teaching as well.

Does not this mean that Jesus’ words and teaching are given less

authority than the apostles? That is certainly not the intent of

the principle. Neither the Epistles nor the Gospels were given

superior authority over the other by the Reformers. Rather the

Gospels and Epistles have equal authority, though there may be

a difference in the order of interpretation.’
Sproul rightly indicates that Gospels and Epistles have equal authority. Equal
apostolic authority exists in each. It’s also certain that the interpretation of the
Gospels and Epistles must be rationally consistent. If Jesus had written the Gospels,
then perhaps it would be right to recognize more authority in the Gospels. But Jesus
wrote nothing in the New Testament, at least not immediately. So it must be true that
the Gospels and Epistles have equal apostolic authority. The order of interpretation
is Epistles (didactic) first, Gospels (historical narrative) second, because the didactic
is clear while the historical narrative is more ambiguous. This order of interpretation
is presumably based on “Rule 4: The Implicit Is to Be Interpreted by the Explicit”.
Much of the Epistles are didactic, intended to teach, and intended to clarify what
appears in the Gospels. “Closely related to the rule of interpreting the implicit by
the explicit is the correlate rule to interpret the obscure in the light of the clear.””
Even though some teaching in the Gospels appears to be explicit because it is stated
emphatically, more clarity on the given teaching can be found in the Epistles. Even
though the historical narrative is absolutely critical to show what happened, the
implications of such happenings are often not clear, and need the clarification that
the Epistles provide. Even so, the didactic and historical narrative are equal in
apostolic authority, even though Jesus’ actions and teachings are recorded in the
historical narratives.

If Paul and Peter and the other New Testament authors

received their authority as apostles from Jesus himself, how

can we criticize them in their teaching and still claim to follow

Chrise?  This is the same issue that Jesus took up with the

Pharisees. They claimed to honor God while they rejected the

One God sent and bore witness to. They claimed to be children

of Abraham while they rued the One who caused Abraham to

rejoice. They appealed to the authority of Moses while rejecting

the One of whom Moses wrote.?

1 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 69.
2 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 78.
3 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, pp. 70-71.
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So these circumstances confirm that it’s foolish to claim any difference in apostolic
authority between the Epistles and the Gospels.

Sproul indicates that one of the reasons this rule of thumb is important is because
“drawing too many inferences from records of what people” did is hazardous. This is
true even if the exemplary people are Jesus and the apostles. Jesus was a sinless man
who had a calling radically beyond the calling of any other human. To infer from His
actions that all Jesus’ followers should act the same way fails to adequately account
for the fact that all other humans are sinful, and therefore have callings appropriate
for sinners. Another hazard exists with regard to any proposal to emulate the saints.
The Bible’s historical narrative
records not only the virtues of the saints but their vices as well.
The portraits of the saints are painted wart and all. We have to
be careful not to emulate the “wartiness.” To be sure when we
read of the activities of David or Paul, we can learn much since
these are the activities of men who achieved a high degree of
sanctification. But should we emulate the adultery of David or
the dishonesty of Jacob? God forbid.!
So “extrapolating points of character and ethics from the narrative” is inherently
hazardous. Sproul goes on to indicate that this hazard also extends into “extracting
doctrine” from narratives.
Building doctrine from narratives alone is dangerous business.
I am sad to say that there appears to be a strong tendency for this
in the popular evangelical theology of our day.?
It's important to notice that Sproul is not saying, Don’t use narratives at all. He’s
saying, Don’t use narratives alone. In fact, according to this rule, didactic comes first
in the interpretive process. In other words, according to this traditional conception of
the Reformed hermeneutic, the didactic is a control for understanding the historical
narratives, rather than the other way around.

Dr. Sproul continues giving good reasons for this rule by pointing out “7he
Problem of Phenomenological Language in Historical Narrative”. “Phenomenological
language is that language which describes things as they appear to the naked eye.”
A classic example of phenomenological language is language that speaks of the sun
rising or setting. This way of speaking is inherently a function of the geocentric
conception of the solar system. In the heliocentric conception, the sun doesn’t rise
or set, but rather the earth spins on its axis as it rotates around the sun. Nevertheless,

1 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 72.
2 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 73.
3 Sproul, Knowing Scripture, p. 73.
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even to the naked eyes of modern humans, the sun still looks like it’s rising and
setting. 'This means that Bible students should be wary about building doctrines
based on the narrative’s phenomenological language.

These citations of these hazards in historical narratives should definitely
be heeded, and it’s certain that rational consistency must exist between didactic
passages and historical narratives. Even so, there’s a good reason for calling this a
“rule of thumb” rather than a rigorous principle. A rule of thumb should be loosely
held, rather than rigorously held, because of the tendency for the rule to prove itself
deficient in manifesting rational consistency between didactic and narrative. It's
deficient most emphatically in regard to biblical law. This is true even while all of
what the Epistles say about biblical law is true.

By implicitly following this rule the early Church gained reliable guidelines for
establishing and maintaining their local churches. For instance, the qualification
for deacons in 1Timothy 3 clearly must have aided non-Jewish believers to start
new churches. Such instructions don’t really appear so much in the Gospels. Also,
Paul’s emphatic warnings about Judaizers do not appear in the Gospels. Without
the rejection of the radical Judaizers, the legal burden on non-Jewish converts would
have been a major impediment to their conversion (Acts 15). There are numerous
other aspects of the Epistles that teach doctrines far more clearly than the Gospels
do. The most important is soteriology, the knowledge of how God saves His elect.
In fact, biblical soteriology is nowhere expounded more clearly than in Paul’s
Epistles. There is utter agreement between the Epistles and the Gospels in regard
to soteriology. Without Paul’s clear teaching in his epistles about this subject, the
fundamental doctrines of the Reformation could not have been developed. These
facts, plus facts given by Sproul regarding rule 3, plus many other facts too numerous
to recount them all here, make it obvious that in regard to most issues, using the
Epistles as a control in the interpretation of the Gospels is a worthy rule. However,
using the Epistles as a control in the interpretation of historical narratives in the Old
Testament has limitations that relate to the fact that biblical law, especially biblical
covenants, are embedded in those historical narratives. By following this rule, it
eventually becomes clear that there is one absolutely crucial subject about which
this rule of thumb is deficient. — There are some subjects about which neither the
Epistles nor the Gospels are as clear as one may wish, but that doesn’t impugn the
Bible’s perspicuity. It may mean that other passages should be examined or other
hermeneutical principles used. By comparing rule 3’s application to two different
subjects, the limits of this rule should become obvious. The two subjects are Paul’s
castigation of Judaizers and his instructions in Romans 13:1-7.
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ParT I

CHAPTER 2:
Paur’s CASTIGATION OF JUDAIZERS

Among the apostles, Paul clearly had a unique ministry. His ministry was
almost entirely to non-Jews. He makes it clear in Romans 9-10 that even though
there is no distinction between Jews and non-Jews in regard to salvation, because all
are saved through the same gracious process, nevertheless, Jews, as a group, have a
unique calling:

They are Israelites, and to them belong the adoption, the

glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the worship, and

the promises. To them belong the patriarchs, and from their

race, according to the flesh, is the Christ, who is God over all,

blessed forever. Amen.

(Romans 9:4-5; ESV)

Paul makes it clear that God is utterly sovereign over the salvation process, and there
are elect from every nation, and there are damned from every nation. The Jewish
people are no exception to this, even though they, as a people, have a unique calling.
If the Jewish people have a unique calling, then there must also be a unique place in
God’s plans for non-Jewish groups of people.! Essentially, Paul’s mordant castigation
of people who insisted that non-Jewish converts to Christianity be circumcised, be
subject to Levitical dietary laws, be subject to Levitical standards of cleanness, etc.,
arose out of a serious difference of opinion between the Judaizers and Paul about the
uniqueness of the non-Jewish calling. Paul’s opponents essentially insisted that non-
Jewish Christians must be proselytes to Judaism, whereas Paul knew that non-Jewish
converts are not generally called into the fold of Judah, even though they are certainly
called into the sheepfold of the Messiah. There was, and is, a profound jurisdictional
distinction between the Jewish calling and the non-Jewish calling. Genuine salvation
under the Messiah does away with neither calling even though Jews and non-Jews
alike are saved by precisely the same sovereign process. — This distinction is most
clearly conceived as a jurisdictional boundary. Notice that jurisdiction is a legal
concept that is common throughout the Bible, even though the word itself is not
common in either testament.?

1 If this is not so, then why does Revelation 7:9 say, “I looked, and behold, a great
multitude ... from every nation, from all tribes and peoples and languages, standing
before the throne and before the Lamb”? If these saved people lost their ethnic identities
in the process of being regenerated, then why does the Apostle John mark their ethnicity?
2 Numerous translations into English translate exousias (Strong’s #1849) into
“jurisdiction” in Luke 23:7. Also, several translations into English, including the NASB,
translate kurieno (Strong’s #2961) in Romans 7:1 into “jurisdiction”. Use of this word in
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Scattered throughout the Epistles and Acts of the Apostles are descriptions of
the friction between Paul and some of the other apostles and elders regarding the
compulsion to Judaize. These include descriptions of the tendency to compel non-
Jewish people who have converted to Christianity to also be converts to Judaism (i.e.,
to Judaize). Paul’s arguments on the side of the uniqueness of the non-Jewish calling
are clear and forceful, and they stand as examples of why the didactic should be used
as a control in interpreting the historical narratives. In contrast to Paul’s clarity on
this subject, both the historical narrative and the didactic indicate that there was
substantial waffling on this subject among Jewish Christians, and even among the
Apostles. Nevertheless the historical narrative in Acts 15 indicates that all the apostles
and elders agreed to demand of non-Jewish converts only a few minimal requirements
instead of all that the Pharisees demanded. In contrast to the clarity on the non-
Jewish side of this jurisdictional distinction, the clarity on the Jewish side is lacking,.
Following rule 3, and using Paul’s Epistles as a control in interpreting historical
narrative, the didactic and the narrative are clear about the non-Jewish side of the
jurisdictional boundary. But with the exception of the Epistle to the Hebrews, the
concerns of Jewish converts, as Jews, go largely unaddressed. In fact, Hebrews tends
to reinforce Paul’s side of the argument. So the tacit assumption by Judaizers, that
Christianity is inherently a subset of Rabbinical Judaism, is thoroughly debunked by
Acts and the Epistles. So if Christianity is not merely a subset of Rabbinical Judaism,
then how is it possible for a Jewish convert to Christianity to be a Christian and a
Jew at the same time? A Frenchman, a member of an African or South American
tribe, or a Chinese man, each retains his/her ethnicity after conversion. So how do
Jews retain their ethnicity after conversion? How should Jews be simultaneously
followers of their Messiah, Jesus Christ, and followers of Moses?

For Jews to be bona fide believers in their Messiah, and to be Jews in the fullest
sense at the same time, they needed a major renovation of their interpretation of the
Tanakh (the Old Testament). The Epistle to the Hebrews certainly goes far in that
direction, while other epistles help little, Acts is ambiguous, and so are the Gospels.
Given the breadth of the Talmud, there was vastly more reinterpretation that needed
to be done. Because Jewish Christianity was squeezed by Rabbinical Judaism on one
side, and Romans and other Gentiles on the other, this systematic reinterpretation
never happened, and Jewish Christianity eventually disappeared from the historical
landscape. So even though Paul makes it clear that Jews have a unique calling, even
while they are NOT subject to a unique system of salvation, there is inadequate detail
in both the Gospels and the Epistles regarding reliable doctrines that are unique to

English translations is probably becoming more common as this word has become more
common in American vernacular.
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Jewish Christianity as an ethnic subset of Christianity. Because the core literature
of Judaism is the Torah (the Pentateuch), there is a need, even to the present day,
to find rational consistency between the five books of Moses and the Scriptures
of the New Testament, meaning a consistency that recognizes the uniqueness of
the Jewish calling while simultaneously repudiating any claim that Jews are saved
by some means other than the universally applicable soteriology described by Paul
and affirmed via the Reformed hermeneutic. The three overriding principles of the
Reformed hermeneuticare certainly crucial to such an endeavor. Butsuch an endeavor
cannot be properly undertaken without recognition of progressive revelation,' and
without a sound understanding of the jurisdictions and other legal concepts that
implicitly exist scattered throughout the Bible’s historical narrative. In fact, it’s not
likely to be accomplished properly until another interpretational agenda is satisfied,
an agenda that relates to Romans 13:1-7. Like the agenda regarding Romans 13,
the Jewish Christian interpretational agenda requires loosening the control that the
New Testament’s didactic has over the Old Testament’s historical narrative, for the
sake of getting a reliable interpretation. Generally, regarding soteriology, grace, and
God’s sovereignty, this control should remain firm. But regarding sanctification and
law, the control should not be so strict that it distorts the narrative. How and why
this is true should be apparent as this booklet proceeds.

1 progressive revelation — God’s special revelation to human beings chronologically,
over time. According to Moses, “The secret things belong to the Lord our God: but the
things that are revealed belong to us and to our children forever, that we may do all the
words of this law.” (Deuteronomy 29:29; ESV). “At each stage in redemptive history, the
things that God had revealed were for his people for that time, and they were to study,
believe, and obey those things. With further progress in the history of redemption, more
of God’s words were added, recording and interpreting that history ....” — Grudem,
Wayne; Systematic Theology: An Introduction to Biblican Doctrine, 1994, Zondervan
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Michigan, p. 130. — So progressive revelation means

special revelation that is progressive and cumulative.
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ParT I

CHAPTER 3:
RomaNs 13:1-7

Because Paul’s ministry was primarily to non-Jews, it’s reasonable to believe
that he wrote Romans primarily to non-Jews in Rome. There were probably Jewish
Christians scattered throughout his primary audience, but his audience was probably
primarily non-Jewish Christians. This is important because it indicates that he wrote
Romans 13:1-7 primarily to non-Jews. In that passage Paul is again addressing
jurisdictional distinctions, this time the jurisdiction of “governing authorities”. —
Although there are other passages in the Epistles that address the subject matter
of Romans 13:1-7, none do it so clearly.! In some respects this passage has pristine
clarity on its face, but in other respects, it's seeming clarity hides problems that
surface through understanding past what’s so obviously in the text. In other words,
this passage is layered. Each layer is true, but each layer has a distinct interpretation
depending upon hermeneutical policies. In modern American Christianity, the facial
layer is the preferred interpretation. From the perspective of the non-facial layer, the
facial layer is true, but offers insufficient guidelines for action in everyday life.

Romans 13:1-7 is reputed to have been Adolf Hitler’s favorite Bible passage,
and he no doubt believed that it should be interpreted with its superficial clarity.
Because it’s written to Romans, it’s clear that “governing authorities” would include
emperors like Nero. The opinion that this passage is as clear as it needs to be appears
to be pervasive in American Christianity these days. Evidence that this is true
can be seen in the fact that American churches have almost universally entered
into contracts with the Internal Revenue Service, thereby giving these churches
a submissive status under United States Code, Title 26, section 501, and thereby
violating Paul’s exhortation to avoid entering into contracts with people outside
the Christian community (2 Corinthians 6:14-18). Focusing on this passage in
Romans will show why, even though it appears to be clear on its face, it needs
clarification. Focusing on it will thereby show the dangers of too closely following
“Rule 3: Historical Narratives Are to Be Interpreted by the Didactic”. It will also
show the dangers of too closely following “Rule 4: The Implicit Is to Be Interpreted
by the Explicit”, especially including rule 4’s corollary, “interpret the obscure in the
light of the clear”. These rules are problematic when explicit clarity is assumed to
be sufficient when in fact it is not sufficient, because the explicit clarity leads the
interpretation into internal contradiction.

1 This is why this hermeneutical exposition will generally refer to these other passages
and Romans 13:1-7 together as “Romans 13 passages”.
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1 Let every person be in subjection to the governing
authorities. For there is no authority except from God,
and those which exist are established by God.
2 Therefore he who resists authority has opposed the
ordinance of God; and they who have opposed will
receive condemnation upon themselves.
3 For rulers are not a cause of fear for good behavior, but
for evil. Do you want to have no fear of authority? Do
what is good, and you will have praise from the same;
4 for it is a minister of God to you for good. But if you
do what is evil, be afraid; for it does not bear the sword
for nothing; for it is a minister of God, an avenger who
brings wrath upon the one who practices evil.
5 Wherefore it is necessary to be in subjection, not only
because of wrath, but also for conscience’ sake.
6 For because of this you also pay taxes, for rulers are
servants of God, devoting themselves to this very thing.
7 Render to all what is due them: tax to whom tax is due;
custom to whom custom; fear to whom fear; honor to
whom honor.
(Romans 13:1-7; NASB)
It’s obvious on its face that when Paul speaks of “governing authorities” in this
passage, he’s referring to sword bearers. He’s not speaking specifically about any
number of other kinds of authorities one might have in one’s life, like father, mother,
teacher, pastor, ezc. He’s speaking specifically about whoever is part of the secular
government, whether it be king, queen, president, prime minister, congress, judge,
policeman, councilman, mayor, tax collector, legislator, ezc. Because this passage,
as well as other similar passages in the Epistles, pertains to secular government, it
obviously involves the existence of human laws, meaning laws that humans impose
upon other humans. It also involves the specific jurisdiction of secular government.
On its face, Paul appears to be here recommending that everyone in his audience,
especially the non-Jewish Christians who are the primary component of his
audience, be obedient to secular authorities without any recognition of limits to the
jurisdictions of those authorities. Because secular governments appear throughout
human societies, both Jewish and non-Jewish, the rules being established in this
passage obviously pertain to the realm of common grace generally. They apply to
all people everywhere, but especially to people who recognize Paul’s authority. One
of the reasons it’s necessary to recognize a two-tiered interpretation of this passage
is because of the fact that Paul cites no jurisdictional limits to these authorities, and
it’s necessary to search the historical narrative to find such limits.
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Sub-Chapter I:
Facial Layer

On its face, Paul in this passage is mandating universal obedience to “the
governing authorities”, also known as “the higher powers” (KJV) (v. 1). Neither
of these translations is controversial, largely because the nature of these entities is
explained in verses three and four. By “governing authorities”, Paul means “rulers”
(v. 3) who “bear the sword” (v. 4). A face-value reading of this has a clear meaning:
Obey the government and be submitted to it." Because this understanding appears to
be so obviously clear under a face-value interpretation, it may on its face seem obvious
that utter obedience is the proper interpretation. This is confirmed by the corollary
to rule 4, which says that the obscure should be interpreted by the clear. On its face,
this appears to be so clear that one might tend to conclude that this passage should
be used as a control for interpreting the rest of Scripture. But if this face-value
interpretation implicitly contradicts other passages in the didactic, and therefore fails
the clarity test, then it’s reasonable to forgo using this passage as a control for the rest
of Scripture, and it’s reasonable to seek a better interpretational policy. Consideration
of whether this face-value interpretation is clear or not inevitably involves a question
about whether Paul would ever be deliberately vague, but with a veneer of clarity, in
his writing a God-breathed, inerrant, true, and infallible passage of Scripture. Given
Deuteronomy 29:29, “The secret things belong to the Lorp our God, but the things
revealed belong to us and to our sons forever”, it’s reasonable to consider the possibility
that Paul deliberately left some things unsaid, because he knew that his primary
audience was not ready to hear the whole truth about these “governing authorities”.
Given the natures of historical progress and progressive revelation, it’s reasonable to
consider the possibility that what he was deliberately not saying about the jurisdiction
of governing authorities he knew would be discovered in time through Bible study,
because the issue was already covered in Scripture. Perhaps Paul knew, as a divinely
inspired author, that what he was saying then with a veneer of clarity would eventually
become genuinely clear through more astute Bible interpretation. So he probably wrote
it to have a layered, two-tiered meaning, one layer for the people then, and another
layer for the people now; one layer for people who had minimal exposure to Scripture,
and another layer for people who understand the Bible’s progressive revelation; the
text remaining inerrant and infallible in both cases. Before attempting to go beyond
the facial clarity, it's important to see what depth that facial layer contains. So here

1 “[Flace-value reading” should be understood to mean a reading that is literal, not in
the sensus literalis comprehension of the word “literal”, but literal as defined within a non-
Reformed hermeneutic that presumes to disallow practically all extra-biblical concepts.
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will be a focus on what the face-value interpretation is, and the issue of whether it’s
clear or not will be addressed shortly.

In the second verse, Paul says, “he who resists authority has opposed the
ordinance of God”. It’s clear that Paul is setting up a very serious proscription
here. 'There is little or no controversy regarding the source language, and this
NASB translation is close enough. Because Paul is mandating a proscription here,
it’s crucial to understand the underlying meaning of “authority” and “ordinance of
God”. It’s clear that whatever “authority” there may be arises out of “the ordinance
of God”. What is this ordinance? Where does this ordinance come from? People
who use some hermeneutic other than the Reformed hermeneutic may be at a loss
to answer these questions rigorously. But for people who have studied the Epistles
rationally, the phrase, “there is no authority except from God”, appears on its face to
indicate that the ordinance the apostle is referring to here is part of God’s decretive
will. For an explanation of what God’s decretive will is, consider the Westminster
Confession of Faith, Chapter III, I:

God from all eternity, did, by the most wise and holy counsel

of His own will, freely, and unchangeably ordain whatsoever

comes to pass; yet so, as thereby neither is God the author of

sin, nor is violence offered to the will of the creatures; nor is the

liberty or contingency of second causes taken away, but rather

established.!
The part of this quotation that pertains most specifically to God’s decretive will is
the phrase that ends at the first semicolon: “God from all eternity, did, by the most
wise and holy counsel of His own will, freely, and unchangeably ordain whatsoever
comes to pass’. In the version of the WCF that has proofs, the footnote attached
to this phrase cites four verses from the Epistles as foundational: Ephesians 1:11;
Romans 11:33; Hebrews 6:17; and Romans 9:15. This shows that the Westminster
divines were basing their claim primarily on the didactic.

God’s decretive will, or “will of decree”, is whatever God decreed from
the beginning of time to come to pass, which includes all the things that God
providentially causes, where those things might be recognizable by humans in
chronological time. Accordingly, there can be no doubt about the fact that God
decreed from the beginning of time the existence of such “governing authorities”.
This is confirmed by the sentence, “there is no authority except from God, and those
which exist are established by God” (v.1). So anyone who resists such authorities
is putting his/her self at odds with God’s decretive will, and such people “will

1 Westminster Confession of Faith (WCF), 3.1. — URL: http://www.reformed.org/
documents/wef_with_proofs/index.html, retrieved 5 January 2016.
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receive condemnation upon themselves” (v.2). Each of the “rulers” who constitute
the “governing authorities” is “a minister of God to you for good” (v.4). So if one
does good, one will have praise from these authorities (v.3). On the other hand, if
one does evil, then one will suffer by way of these rulers because this authority is
“an avenger who brings wrath upon the one who practices evil” (v.4). Because these
governing authorities have been set in place by God’s decretive will, “it is necessary
[for one] to be in subjection” (v.5). So it is necessary for people to be in subjection,
()because God, through His decretive will, has given these rulers their authority;
(iDfor the sake of avoiding the ruler’s wrath; and (iii)“for conscience’s sake” (v.5).
Interpreting this passage based on the face-value, vernacular meanings of the words,
combined with the assumption that the “governing authorities” are rulers because
it's God’s decretive will that they be such, leads rationally to the conclusion that
“every person [should] be in subjection”, and should give taxes, customs, fear, and
honor to them. And every person should do so without regard for the jurisdictional
limitations under which these rulers rule.

There can certainly be no doubt that in the decretive sense, God has, in
fact, ordained such governing authorities. From the decretive perspective, God
has ordained both good government and bad government. So even though God
has decreed these things from the beginning of time, God is not the author of sin,
suffering, or evil, and God’s purpose in allowing these things is ultimately good
and benevolent to the human race in general. Even so, sin and evil are things that
humans suffer every day, and it’s part of the human condition that every human
should be morally accountable and take responsibility for these things as they arise
in the given person’s life. This necessarily leads to recognition of another aspect of

God’s will, God’s preceptive will.

In Romans 13:3, the apostolic author says that “rulers are not a cause of fear for
good behavior, but for evil”. In verse 4, he says that the ruler “is a minister of God
to you for good”. Even in Paul’s day, any given person could examine the behaviors
of the governing authorities and see that the extra-biblical facts stood as evidence
denying Paul’s claims. The behaviors of Nero and Caligula were notoriously evil.
Nero and other emperors turned murdering Christians into a sport. No doubt Paul
was fully aware of this. Even so, he was convinced that “God causes all things to
work together for good to those who love God, to those who are called according
to His purpose” (Romans 8:28; NASB). So even when tyrants are in control of the
government, and are behaving badly, what the tyrant means for evil, God means for
good. So as long as God’s people behave well, they should not fear the ruler. Even
if the ruler is a despot like Nero, Hitler, or Stalin, God’s people should not be afraid
of him because God is ultimately in control of even the most evil tyrant. The office
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of “governing authorities” has been ordained by God, not only by God’s decretive
will, but by His preceptive will as well. So the office of the governing authority
must be honored, respected, ezc., even if the human who occupies the office has gone
rogue. This is essentially the meaning of the passage from the face-value perspective.
It should be obvious to anyone who uses the Reformed hermeneutic that this face-
value interpretation is absolutely correct. Even Christians who are being rounded up
to be fed to lions can find solace in the fact that God is ultimately in control of even
the most murderous and tyrannical ruler. For people who have absolutely no control
of secular government, this face-value interpretation is both true and a solace. But
what about people who have some control of such secular government? What about
people who not only have some control, but who have duties and responsibilities as
actors and agents of secular government? If they sit idle while the Bride of Christ
is being fed to lions, can they find solace? This possibility, that God’s elect and
regenerate would have some say over how the secular government operates, demands
a completely different layer of interpretation. The face-value layer stands true and
undeniable based on the fact that God’s decretive will is an undeniable facet of
Christian orthodoxy. But doesn’t the Bible somewhere and somehow instruct people
in how to be good rulers? And doesn’t the Bible somehow and in some way give clear
instructions to those called to be in subjection to such rulers, about where to draw
the line between cooperation with tyrants and resistance to tyrants?

Sub-Chapter 2:
Why ¢ How the Face-Value Interpretation Is Not Clear Enough

While God’s decretive will pertains to “whatsoever comes to pass”, God’s
preceptive will is more specifically aimed at humans. God’s preceptive will
is a subset of God’s decretive will. While the decretive will of God cannot be
resisted by humans, His preceptive will not only can be resisted by humans, but is
often resisted. God’s preceptive will, also known as His “will of precept’, is that
aspect of His decretive will in which He has decreed the precepts by which human
beings should live. All human beings are responsible, whether they like it or not,
to live in accord with God’s preceptive will if they want to live in harmony with
God. Because rulers are human, this obviously includes them. For anyone who has
any responsibilities in secular government, this means that such rulers should be
extremely concerned about what the preceptive will of God is. Paul clearly did not
go into discussing God’s preceptive will for rulers, probably because there were few,
if any, rulers in his audience, because expounding law in such detail was so distant
from the core of his ministry, and because he knew that the general need for such
wisdom, in God’s plan, would not arise for long after he had graduated from this
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world. In fact, going into such a subject was so tangential to Paul’s ministry that he
probably deliberately avoided going into it. He knew that such concerns needed to
be left to future generations, and he knew that there would be a time in the future
when Christ’s Bride would be mature enough to be genuinely concerned about such
issues. He knew that the information was already in Scripture, so there was no
reason for him to go into it in more detail.

People who follow the Reformed hermeneutic have practically never interpreted
this passage in this purely facial manner. It’s obvious that people have duties to be
good stewards of what God gives them. So if the governing authority mandates that
his/her subject squander God’s property, then it’s reasonable that the subject would
balk. This is precisely why it’s not possible to utterly ignore God’s preceptive will
when interpreting this passage. As evidence that genuine followers of the Reformed
hermeneutic have never interpreted this passage purely at its face value, consider an
excerpt from a letter that Martin Luther wrote to the German aristocracy:

We now come to the main part of this sermon. We have learnt
that there must be secular authority on this earth and how a
Christian and salutary use may be made of it. Now we must
establish how long its reach is, and how far it may stretch out
its arm without overreaching itself and trenching upon God’s
kingdom and government. This is something about which we
need to be quite clear. When [secular government] is given too
much freedom of action, the harm that results is unbearable and
horrifying, but to have it confined within too narrow a compass
is also harmful. In the one case there is too much punishment, in
the other too little. ... Secular government has laws that extend
no further than the body, goods and outward, earthly matters.
But where the soul is concerned, God neither can nor will allow
anyone but himself to rule. And so, where secular authority
takes it upon itself to legislate for the soul, it trespasses on [what
belongs to] God’s government, and merely seduces and ruins
souls. ... You should know that a prudent prince has been a rare
bird in the world since the beginning of time, and a just prince
an even rarer one. As a rule, princes are the greatest fools or the
worst criminals on earth, and the worst is always to be expected,
and little good hoped for, from them, especially in what regards
God and the salvation of souls. For these are God’s jailers and
hangmen, and his divine wrath makes use of them to punish the
wicked and maintain outward peace.!

1 Martin Luther, “On Secular Authority” (1523 AD, a sequel to “Appeal to the German
Nobility”, 1520). — URL: https://www.tapestryofgrace.com/year2/corrections/pdcs/
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Even though Luther doesn’t mention Romans 13 here, it’s clear that in his opinion,
that passage should not be limited to a facial interpretation. In other words, in
Luther’s opinion, God’s ordination of “governing authorities” through His decretive
will did not exist devoid of God’s preceptive will. Both rulers and subjects must
have precepts by which each chooses his/her actions relative to the other. Because
it’s no doubt true that the just prince is a rare bird, it follows that many of the
prince’s actions relative to his subjects were, and are, unjust. If the prince were not
so unconscious of, or unconcerned about, God’s preceptive will, he would not be
so unjust. On the other hand, each subject’s consideration of God’s preceptive will
necessarily poses a problem to the subject: To what extent will the subject cooperate
with the prince’s injustice and in so doing exercise de facto poor stewardship over
what God has given him/her? Over the centuries, the front lines of this righteous
disobedience have shifted with the people’s understanding of, and commitment to,
God’s holiness and their intrinsic duties. It’s certain that interpreters like Luther,
who recognize both God’s decretive and God’s preceptive wills, are less likely to
be enablers for tyrants than interpreters who believe in a more facial interpretation.
But these more sophisticated interpreters have still not proposed a reliable way to
draw the line.

If Luther did not strictly adhere to a facial interpretation of Romans 13, it’s silly
to think that other people dedicated to using the Reformed hermeneutic would thus
strictly adhere. Luther was a student of Augustine, and Augustine must also have
had a both-decretive-and-preceptive approach to interpreting this passage. This
is evident in a famous legal maxim from Augustine’s De Libero Arbitrio (On Free
Choice of the Will): Lex iniusta non est lex (An unjust law is no law at all.).! If
an unjust law is no law at all, then every time the prince issues an unjust edict, he is
simultaneously issuing a license for anyone who knows it’s unjust to treat it as though
it were no law at all. This, of course, appears, on its face, to totally contradict the
facial meaning of the passage in Romans. Is it in fact a contradiction?

Reason demands that both God’s decretive will and His preceptive will be
crucial to the proper interpretation of Romans 13. This does appear to lead the passage
into a maze of contradiction. Among other things, the maze of contradiction exists
because the vernacular of the facial reading implicitly but inevitably puts the ruling
class above the law that applies to everyone. But by strictly following the Reformed
hermeneutic, there is no contradiction inherent in this passage, and the passage is
not inherently in logical contradiction with any other part of Scripture. What’s

Govt2-16 (On Secular Authority).pdf, retrieved 17 March 2017.
1 Augustine of Hippo, On Free Choice of the Will, Book 1, translated by Thomas
Williams, Hackett Publishing Co., Inc., Indianapolis, 1993; p. 8.
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going on here is that Bible interpreters in general have not found the sensus literalis of
this passage. Bible interpreters over the centuries have interpreted this passage in a
way that gives them a false sense of security about “how long its [(secular authority’s)]
reach is”. Luther claims that “Secular government has laws that extend no further
than the body, goods and outward, earthly matters”. In other words, he claims that
secular government has lawful subject matter jurisdiction over these things, and
that such lawful jurisdiction extends no further than that. This generalization is far
too nebulous to help either the rulers or the subjects to discern precisely where this
jurisdictional boundary is. In fact, Romans 13:1-7 is a genre of literature that has
been inadequately recognized in the history of Christian Bible interpretation, and
that’s precisely why this passage is generally not interpreted properly even by the
best exegetes. To properly interpret this passage, it must be interpreted within its
sensus literalis. 1t’s necessary to recognize that many of the terms that Paul uses in
this passage are terms of art. The art is jurisprudence, meaning the arena of human
law. Example: The expression, “governing authorities” has an obvious meaning in
the vernacular, and that meaning is used in the default, facial comprehension of
the passage. The vernacular says that Paul is talking about the agents of whatever
government happens to be in power wherever his audience happens to be. It’s certain
that it is God’s decretive will that those authorities be in power in that particular
place. But perhaps the Bible also proposes, through God’s preceptive will, the
qualifications for office and how those “governing authorities” should exercise their
power. If this is the case, then “governing authorities” must necessarily be a term of
art referencing that aspect of God’s preceptive will. If God’s preceptive will about
what secular human law should be genuinely exists in Scripture, then it’s necessary
to take most of the terms in this passage as terms of art that derive from God’s
preceptive will. Hence, every word and phrase in this passage needs to be treated
as possibly being a term of art that references the jurisprudential portion of God’s

preceptive will.

Over the centuries, Christian Bible interpreters have gained a false sense of
security about this passage by making generalizations like Luther made in his letter
to the German aristocracy. The generalizations may be true, but the generalizations
don’t keep them from failing to interpret this passage in a way that eliminates the
contradictions that result from failure to find the sensus literalis. The generalizations
merely mask the failure to find the sensus literalis. The same situation exists with
respect to other passages in the Epistles that pertain to secular human law. Bible
interpreters, including Reformed Bible interpreters, have failed to recognize the
terms of art that exist in these passages and that derive from that aspect of God’s
preceptive will in which God prescribes secular human law. This is not to point an

accusing finger at anyone. Instead, this is to recognize that this and other passages of
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the Bible fall within a special genre of literature that, over the centuries, has generally
not been adequately recognized as being in Scripture.! Proper interpretation of such
passages is somewhat dependent upon the secular field of jurisprudence. In the
same way that the concept of jurisdiction exists both in Scripture and in secular
jurisprudence, all these other terms of art must reference concepts that exist in both
Scripture and secular jurisprudence. But secular jurisprudence was not adequately
enough developed when Paul wrote Romans for him to go into an exposition of how
these sundry jurisprudential concepts can be found in the Bible. In the same way
that the secular fields of logic, grammar, and genre analysis have developed since
Paul’s day, and that these secular fields are helpful in orthodox Bible interpretation,
the field of jurisprudence has developed and can be helpful in the interpretation of
jurisprudential passages. In fact, this passage cannot be properly interpreted without
recognizing it as within this special genre of literature. Without such a recognition,
the sensus literalis of this passage cannot be comprehended.

This claim that Romans 13:1-7, and other similar passages in the Epistles,
cannot be properly interpreted without first recognizing them as within a special
genre of literature, namely jurisprudential literature, demands that three other
associated claims be true: (i)that there is, in fact, a body of biblical literature that
can be identified as God’s prescription of secular human law; (ii)that the field of
secular jurisprudence has sufficiently developed to facilitate reliable exegesis of
God’s prescription of secular human law; and (iii)chat such an exegesis of God’s
prescription of secular human law provides the jurisprudential concepts necessary to
treat the nomenclature in this and other similar passages as jurisprudential terms of
art.

Whether or not secular jurisprudence has developed adequately can only be
sufficiently tested by discovering its concepts in Scripture and seeing that doing
so makes jurisprudential passages more rational without skewing the truth that is
obviously there. The way logic, rules of grammar, literary genres, and aspects of the
grammatico-historical method can be recognized in Scripture and thereby confirm
Scripture’s rational integrity, jurisprudential concepts can be recognized in the same
way. On the side of assuming that secular jurisprudence has developed sufficiently,
in the same way that the Reformed hermeneutic assumes that logic, the rules of
grammar, and the rules of genre analysis have developed sufficiently, a brief overview

1 “Sufficient for the day is its own trouble” (Matthew 6:34b, ESV). Likewise, sufficient
for the time is the time’s interpretation of this passage. However, the 21st century is
demanding an interpretation that more fully satisfies both God’s decretive will and

His preceptive will regarding the passage’s subject matter. So it's demanding better
recognition of this genre of literature.
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of the development of secular jurisprudence within Christendom may be helpful.
— After the Roman Empire was presumably Christianized under Constantine,
there were several centuries in which Roman law developed under quasi-Christian
influence. Such laws were later assembled into the Code of Justinian. At about the
same time that the Code of Justinian was being assembled, the English common
law started developing, largely with the help of Christian monasteries. In 1215
A.D. Magna Carta was signed by the English king, having been written by the
Archbishop of Canterbury for the sake of bringing peace between the king and a
group of barons. Shortly thereafter Thomas Aquinas wrote the Summa Theologica
in which he made major contributions to the field of jurisprudence by way of

i

his “Treatise on Law”. The Protestant Reformation started a couple of centuries
after Aquinas, and Magisterial Reformers like Luther and Calvin made major
contributions to secular jurisprudence. As an adjunct to the English Reformation,
Calvinists tried and succeeded in turning England into a republic, but the republic
was short lived, largely due to a shortage of jurisprudential know-how. All this time,
the English common law continued developing. Shortly before the American War
for Independence, William Blackstone published his treatise on the English common
law in his Commentaries on the Laws of England. Shortly after the publication
of Blackstone’s commentaries, the American colonies declared independence.
They had been heavily influenced by Calvinistic theology. Where Cromwell and
company failed, Americans would try again. After independence and the Articles
of Confederation, the former American colonies adopted the Constitution and Bill
of Rights, and they more gradually adopted the English common law as expounded
by Blackstone. These new States thereby founded a republic based on the idea that
human beings have natural rights, a unique undertaking in human history. Since
then, American jurisprudence has continued to develop, in many respects badly,
and in many respects quite the opposite. — Now, in the second decade of the 21st
century, not just America, but all of Christendom, is being threatened with the utter
rejection of all this jurisprudence that has developed in Christendom over the last
two thousand years. Such rejection would be an absolute disaster, not only for the
American Church, but for the entire human race. If for no other reason than this, it
behooves Bible-believing people to do their best to find God’s biblical prescription
of secular human law as an aspect of God’s preceptive will, where God’s preceptive

will is recognized to be an important part of God’s decretive will.

Through His decretive will, God has certainly ordained tyrants to reign over
the tyrannized, in the same way that He ordains hurricanes, volcanos, earthquakes,
and other “acts of God”. A facial reading of Romans 13 leads to the conclusion
that God’s ordination of such an undifferentiated state falls into this same category
with natural disasters. The state, even if it fails to properly distinguish good from
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evil in its policies and laws, acts as a goad to steer God’s people towards their final
destination. On the other hand, a reading of the entire Bible by anyone aware of
basic jurisprudential concepts leads almost inevitably to the conclusion that God’s
preceptive will must have a crucial role in the proper interpretation of this passage,
a role far beyond the generalization found in Luther’s letter to the aristocracy. It’s
reasonable to doubt that God’s preceptive will encourages any human or group of
humans to tyrannize a subjugated human population. Given the grace that abounds
in the New Testament, it’s reasonable to doubt that such an undifferentiated state
has EVER been ordained in this preceptive sense. These circumstances clearly lead
one to wonder if there is some place in Scripture that offers clarity about God’s
preceptive will as it pertains to secular human government and laws. But one
can read the entire Bible and never notice a clear deposition of God’s prescription
of secular human law. There are numerous reasons for this, but to get down the
road towards discovering God’s prescription of secular human law, it should help to
recognize two things: (i)the basic law types that inherently exist within the Bible, and
also in general revelation; and (ii)the distinction between topical and chronological

€XEZgESES.

Sub-Chapter 3:
Towards Recognition of God’s Prescription of Secular Human Law

In the example presented at the beginning of this booklet, a Hinduist was
trying to interpret Revelation 14:2a, “And I heard a voice from heaven, like the voice
of many waters”. 'The subject of the Hinduist’s concern was the nature of God’s
voice. The example offered alternative passages (Revelation 1:15; 19:6; Ezekiel 43:2;
1Kings 19:11) to show how the Hinduist could follow the Reformed hermeneutic
to understand the nature of God’s voice. This was a brief example of how to do
a topical exegesis, as distinguished from a chronological exegesis. Reformed
systematic theologies are generally arranged topically, and that’s no doubt related
to the nature of the analogy of faith. It also tends to create a bias in favor of topical
exegesis. But there are some things, some biblical topics, that don’t yield well to a
topical approach to exegesis. To explain this claim, it should help to first explain
the basic types of law that appear both in the Bible and outside it.

In his “Treatise on Law”, Aquinas recognized four basic kinds of law." There
are three that are immediately pertinent to this discussion: eternal law, natural law,

1 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, First Part of the Second Part, “Treatise on Law”
(QQ 90-108); URL: http://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS.vi.html, retrieved 16


http://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS.vi.html
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and human law. No one should construe reference to these three kinds of law
as reliance upon Aquinas, because the definitions need to be biblical categories,
not Thomist categories. Nevertheless, Christians of all allegiances owe Aquinas
a debt of gratitude for positing ANY categories in this arena. — Before continuing,
i’s important for the reader to recognize that the interpretational policy that this
booklet’s author is recommending for discovery of God’s prescription of secular
human law entails that rule 3 (“Historical Narratives Are to Be Interpreted by the
Didactic”) be applied exhaustively before beginning the search for God’s prescription
of secular human law. Furthermore, the main topics covered in any Reformed
systematic theology should have been studied through biblical exegeses prior to
starting the chronological exegesis, and this would entail using the Epistles as a
control in interpreting historical narratives. This is important to keep a subject that
is largely man-centered, human law, subordinate to and subservient to an array of
concepts that are God-centered. For example, the attributes of God should have
been studied and understood before beginning the exegesis of God’s prescription
of secular human law. Likewise, one should understand the distinction between
which of these attributes are communicable,! and which are not. For another
example, three basic covenants should have been studied and understood before
one begins the exegesis of God’s prescription of secular human law: the covenant of
redemption, the covenant of works, and the covenant of grace. Conceptualization
of these covenants arises naturally out of topical exegeses, especially following rule
3. This kind of ideological foundation is a necessary precursor to the exegesis of
God’s prescription of secular human law. It is necessary for the sake of avoiding the
tendency to forget or neglect God’s decretive will in the process of searching for

His preceptive will.

()Eternal law is essentially the laws by which God created the universe. The
existence of eternal law is clearly implied in Genesis 1, starting in verse 2a: “The earth
was without form and void” (ESV). The phrase, “without form and void”, clearly
contrasts with the ordered universe that comes into existence in the first six days
of creation. The transition from this unstructured state into a structured universe
has sometimes been characterized as a transition from chaos to cosmos. Creation
ex nihilo by the omnipotent Creator clearly went from nothing, through a state of
being formless and void into a state of being structured. The structured universe is
generally called the “cosmos”, because cosmos is generally defined as, “The universe

March 2016.
1 Meaning shareable with humans.
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I The fact that over the centuries, the

regarded as an orderly, harmonious whole.”
scientific enterprise has been largely successful, is due to the underlying fact that the
universe is cosmos and not chaos, that it obeys the so-called “laws of nature”, thereby
proving that legal principles undergird the universe’s structured nature. Because God
exists eternally, and because cosmos is fundamental to all of creation, it’s reasonable
to call this fundamental legal structure that undergirds all of creation “eternal law”.
It's even reasonable to claim that eternal law logically preceded creation, and that the

covenant of redemption contains eternal law among its terms.?

Some Reformed systematic theologies speak of a “creation covenant”. In addition
to being ostensibly reasonable to claim that the eternal law exists as terms within
the covenant of redemption, it may also be ostensibly reasonable to claim that the
eternal law exists as terms within the creation covenant. But “creation covenant”
generally refers to the first covenant that God made with mankind. Other Reformed
theologies use different nomenclature, and call the first covenant that God made
with mankind the “covenant of works”.> Regardless of what nomenclature one may
prefer, it’s clearly not appropriate to claim that eternal law is equivalent to the terms
of the first covenant that God made with mankind. This is because eternal law exists
regardless of whether humans exist or not, and therefore cannot be confined to the
first covenant that God made with mankind. So it’s more appropriate to say that
the eternal law is the terms of some eternal covenant that pre-existed the covenant
of works / creation covenant. The eternal law is the law that God created, and it
encompasses all created things and all kinds of law. Like God, eternal law never
changes. It’s appropriate to claim that eternal law is the mechanism by which the
transcendent God makes Himself decretively and providentially immanent. Thus
conceived, eternal law leaves no room for pagan or deistic cosmo-conceptions.

(ii)Because humans are inherently finite, there are aspects of eternal law that
humans are incapable of knowing. Humans are finite in the sense of being localized
in space and time. That humans are localized in space and time is a self-evident
truth. That they are localized in space and time even if they live eternally into the

1 American Heritage Dictionary of the English Language, Fifth Edition, 2011,
Houghton Mifflin Harcourt Publishing Company. — URL: http://www.thefreedictionary.
com/cosmos, retrieved 15 March 2016.

2 'The covenant of redemption is a covenant between the persons of the Trinity. “It is an
agreement among the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, in which the Son agreed to become a
man, be our representative, obey the demands of the covenant of works on our behalf; and
pay the penalty for sin, which we deserve.” — Grudem, Systematic Theology, page 518.

3 Example: WCF, 7.2. — URL: http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/
index.html, retrieved 15 January 2016.
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future, is evident through topical exegeses that should be done prior to starting
a chronological exegesis (especially in passages like 1Corinthians 15:20-28 and
Revelation 21-22, regarding bodily resurrection). — Because there are aspects of
eternal law that humans are incapable of ever knowing, it’s important to mark a
distinction between eternal law that humans are capable of knowing and eternal
law that humans are not capable of knowing. “Natural law” identifies that aspect
of eternal law that humans are capable of knowing.! Evidence that natural law
must exist, according to the Didactic, exists especially in the first few chapters of
Romans, especially in verses like 2:14-15. The concept of natural law has been an
important aspect of Christian thought at least since Thomas Aquinas.”> Natural law
is best understood within the context of a correspondence model of perception. In
this context, a correspondence model of perception merely refers to the fact that
whatever external object a given human recognizes must be replicated in some way
and to some extent within the consciousness of the perceiving subject, in order for
such recognition to take place. Given that natural law can be best understood within
the context of such a correspondence model of perception, natural law encompasses
three things simultaneously: (i)the laws of nature that operate exogenously to any
given human perceiver, and that humans are capable of knowing; (ii)the laws of
nature that operate endogenously to the human being, and that humans are capable
of knowing, especially including laws of nature that govern things like desire creation,
digestion, respiration, idea creation, concept formation, the process of cognition, and

1 For whatever reasons, since the “enlightenment”, Protestants have for the most part
abandoned the concept of “natural law”, at least in terms of its theological origins. This
abandonment did not start during the Reformation, evidenced by the fact that all the
Magisterial Reformers believed in natural law, as did Reformation-era Roman Catholic
theologians. The Magisterial Reformers may have chafed at some of the excesses of
Aquinas’ followers, with respect to natural law, but none of them considered rejecting the
biblical foundations of natural law as has been done by more recent Protestants. Latter-
day Protestants have abandoned the most important leg of the natural law tripod, the
moral-law leg. Because natural rights are an inevitable subset and corollary of such natural
law, American Protestants have essentially abandoned the rational foundations of the
American legal system. By reasoning from the Bible, it’s possible to rebuild that rational
foundation, but only if one uses legal concepts and terminology that are basic in the

field of jurisprudence, terms like jurisdiction, subject-matter jurisdiction, in personam
jurisdiction, territorial jurisdiction, delict, contract, ezc.

2 Aquinas, Summa Theologica, First Part of the Second Part, “Treatise on Law” (QQ
90-108); URL: http://www.ccel.org/ccel/aquinas/summa.FS.vi.html, retrived 16 March
2016.
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other endogenous phenomena;' and (jii)the moral law that governs human actions
and relationships, and that humans are capable of knowing. The third, moral-law
leg of the natural-law tripod especially includes the field of ethics, meaning the
moral law that governs human choice making,.

Natural law should be understood to be the intersection of the field of ethics
with the field of the natural sciences. So natural law is more than a mere moral
system. The following scenario depicts how the laws of nature and the field of ethics
intersect: Suppose Person A is staring out his window at a tree. Science makes it
clear that there are laws of nature that govern the morphology and physiology of that
tree. Those laws of nature can be understood to exist externally to Person A. Those
laws of nature are therefore in operation exogenous to Person A. Even so, for Person
A to recognize the tree as a tree, it’s necessary for exogenous physical evidence of the
tree’s existence to reach Person A’s cognitive faculties. For example, light reflecting
off the tree into Person A’s eyes causes, through a chain of events, neurons to fire
within Person A’s body. The laws of nature that govern the chain of events that starts
with the light’s impact on the eye, are clearly in operation endogenous to Person A.
But the neuronal firings by themselves do not complete the picture sufficiently to
show how this description integrates with the field of ethics. Not only do neurons
fire endogenously, but there must also necessarily be some kind of replication of the
tree in the mind of Person A. Once there is a one-to-one correspondence between
the exogenous tree and the endogenous image of the tree, the endogenous replica
can be the subject of ethical decisions by Person A. For example, if the tree is a lime
tree, and if it has ripe limes, and Person A wants lime juice, where that desire arises
out of the laws of nature that govern human desire creation, then a need to make a
choice enters into Person A’s conscious mind. Should Person A go pick a ripe lime
off the tree, or not? Person A clearly has a need to make a choice, which is a moral
concern.

This vignette shows how the field of ethics integrates with the laws of nature,
where the discovery of the laws of nature is the objective of the natural sciences.?

1 Endogenous cognition of exogenous natural phenomena is especially important in
that it allows exogenous phenomena to be accurately understood by endogenous cognitive
processes.

2 “Laws of nature”, as used herein, is distinct from “natural law”. Discovery of the laws
of nature is the goal of the natural sciences. So the laws of nature can only exist in the
exogenous and endogenous legs of the natural-law tripod. Because natural law is defined
herein as including not only the exogenous and endogenous legs of the natural-law tripod,
but also the moral-law leg, it’s crucial to keep these two terms, “laws of nature” and
“natural law”, distinct.
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This vignette shows that by logical necessity, the model of natural-law should be
composed of three intersecting fields, or of what can be called the natural-law tripod:
(i)the laws of nature that operate exogenously to the human being; (ii)the laws of
nature that operate endogenously to the human being; and (iii)the field of ethics,
which consists of the pursuit of knowledge about what humans should do in order
to live free from sin, which should be understood to include the implementation of
that knowledge through choices. It’s obvious that these three fields overlap to some
extent. Nevertheless, they are distinguishable even if they are not separable. It’s also
obvious that because humans do not now know all the laws of nature, humans are
presently incapable of having a perfect grasp of what constitutes a sinless life, and
are now incapable of being ethically perfect. Ethics and morality pertain to human
choices, decisions, and judgments.

Natural law, including all three subsets of natural law, is rightly understood to
be terms of the covenant of works, creation covenant, or whatever one may choose
to call it. This booklet will refer to these three subsets of the natural law as the three
legs of the natural-law tripod. — Both the eternal law and the natural law never
change. Like God they never change. In contrast to God and these two overriding
kinds of law, humans change. This is precisely why the concept of progressive
revelation is a crucial precursor to understanding God’s prescription of secular
human law. God doesn’t change. God’s law doesn’t change. But humans change;
human comprehension of natural law changes; and human comprehension of God’s
prescription of human law changes. This is precisely why it’s necessary to take a
chronological approach to finding God’s prescription of human law in Scripture.
Human law as a subject is far more volatile and unstable than eternal law and natural
law, so it’s necessary to understand its chronological trajectory. This distinction
between the immutability of God, the eternal law, and the natural law, versus the
mutability of mankind, is precisely why the distinction between topical exegesis and
chronological exegesis is crucial. Regarding God and natural law, a topical approach
to biblical exegesis works fine. One can look in all parts of the Bible without
regard to chronology for biblical information about such topics. In regard to topical
exegeses of topics that fall within this God-centered arena of topics, it works fine to
follow rule 3, “Historical Narratives Are to Be Interpreted by the Didactic”. This is
because Paul’s Epistles are so clear in regard to God-centered topics. But regarding
humans, the human comprehension of natural law, and God’s prescription of human
law, the Didactic is not so clear. This is because such topics are inherently dependent
upon chronology. A topical approach to biblical exegesis will not generally yield
satisfactory results in regards to such topics. So to focus on discovering the biblical
prescription of secular human law, it’s necessary to focus on historical narrative,
and start the exegesis at the beginning, at Genesis 1:1. But in doing so, one does
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not discard anything one has discovered through topical exegeses. All the God-
centered information gleaned through topical exegeses must be understood to be
stable, reliable, and true in order to keep the chronological exegesis on target. Even
so, the chronological exegesis may demand some refinement of some conclusions

made during topical exegeses.'

(ii)Human law is law that humans impose on humans, whereas natural law and
eternal law are law that God imposes on humans, as well as on the rest of creation.
This distinction between human law and these other two kinds of law is absolutely
critical to any chronological exegesis aimed at discovering the biblical prescription
of secular human law. As surely as God describes natural law in the Bible, He
prescribes human law in the Bible.

Before going any further, it's important to re-emphasize three things: (i)that
there is an array of theological concepts that are foundational to starting the
chronological exegesis, where this array of theological concepts and principles exists
by way of an array of topical exegeses that pertain to God, God’s grace, eternal law,
God’s covenants, natural law, and other God-centered issues; (ii)that there must
necessarily be an array of jurisprudential concepts as a precursor to interpreting
passages that fall inherently within the genre of legal literature; and (iii)that the
exegesis of God’s prescription of secular human law must be chronological, starting
at the beginning. To use the array of jurisprudential concepts, it’s necessary to
assume that the field of jurisprudence is mature enough, the same way the Reformed
hermeneutic assumes that the fields of logic, grammar, and genre analysis are mature
enough. After studying passages that fall within the genre of legal literature, starting
at Genesis 1 and going chronologically through the Bible, one eventually returns
to Romans 13:1-7. At that point, one should have an array of Bible-based legal
concepts that will facilitate treatment of the Romans 13 nomenclature as terms of
art. If this chronological exegesis has been performed properly, then the resulting
interpretation of these seven verses should be devoid of any of the contradictions
that exist in interpretations of this passage that don’t recognize its special legal genre.
In fact, after a chronological exegesis of the Bible, searching for God’s prescription
of secular human law, it should be obvious that Paul is speaking a kind of coded
message in this passage, using jurisprudential terms of art, and that this passage
should be interpreted within the context of all the biblical covenants and not merely
within the context of the New Testament. Then, “governing authorities” are not

1 The findings of the chronological exegesis should not conflict with any of the findings
of the God-centered topical exegeses, because the latter are stable and reliable. They
should, however, reveal much about how man-centered issues interface with God-centered
issues. This is what is meant here by “some refinement”.
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merely people with a lot of political, military, judicial, or police power. But what
governing authorities are instead will be discussed at the end of this booklet, in the
conclusion.

Sub-Chapter 4:
The Genre of Secular Human Law

Before venturing into a description of how the chronological exegesis should go,
it’s probably important to summarize what the legal genre is, and briefly introduce
more conceptual tools that are prerequisites to discovering God’s prescription of
secular human law. — One of the most fundamental legal concepts is the concept of
jurisdiction. In legal systems that care little about natural rights, meaning systems
in which human laws arbitrarily and capriciously come out of the mouths of ruthless
people, the concept of jurisdiction is weak because the interest in protecting natural
rights is weak. Recognition and defense of jurisdictional boundaries is a natural
defense against people who have little regard for other people’s natural rights.
Jurisdiction as a legal concept has developed in Christendom, especially during and
since the English and Scottish Reformations. This development has paralleled the
development of the concept of natural rights. As shown above, in the distinction
between Jewish and non-Jewish jurisdictions, the concept of jurisdiction must
clearly exist within Scripture, even if the existence of natural rights in Scripture is
momentarily more ambiguous.

Because Romans 13:1-7 is inherently about secular human law, and because it
therefore must fall within the genre of legal literature, it deserves to be interpreted
through legal analysis, meaning by way of legal terms of art. Because jurisdiction is
a fundamental legal concept, the focus should be on deciphering the jurisdictional
boundaries to which Paul is referring in that passage. Example: When Paul says,
“Let every person” (v. 1), it’s reasonable to ask what he means by “person”. The Greek
word translated “person” is psuche (Strong’s #5590). The King James translates this
Greek word to soul, life, mind, heart, ezc., in its various passages. This along with
other factors in the passage make it reasonable to assume that Paul is talking about
every human being. So the NASB’s “person” is close enough to Paul’s apparent
meaning. So the meaning of “every person” is not limited to Christians. It’s clear
that “every” (Greek pas, Strong’s #3956) includes every person in the entire human
race. So in this passage that is addressed primarily to non-Jews, Paul is talking about
all people. So this passage describes an aspect of the common grace under which all
people live. — This phrase, “Let every person”, is important because it establishes a
crucial component of jurisdiction. It establishes the personal jurisdiction of Paul’s
declarations in Romans 13:1-7.
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No doubt there are some Bible interpreters who would object to the use of a
seemingly extra-biblical concept, personal jurisdiction, in the Bible-interpretation
process. No doubt such people claim that this is eisegesis and not exegesis. This
is a valid objection only if the concept does not inherently exist in Scripture.
Logic, grammar, literary genres, ezc., inherently exist in Scripture. If the concept
of personal jurisdiction also inherently exists in Scripture, then it’s reasonable to
allow it into the interpretation process. In fact, the example given above, of the
distinction between Jewish Christians and non-Jewish Christians, is evidence that
this concept inherently exists in Scripture. This concept exists both in Scripture and
in common American vernacular. The primary definition in an ordinary dictionary
defines jurisdiction as, “the power, right, or authority to interpret and apply the
law”.! 'This is an example of a legal concept that has become common among
ordinary people, and that is inherently a concept that exists within the Bible. The
same way that logic and grammar can get technical even though they are inherent
in everyday human communication, legal concepts can get technical even though
they are inherently part of everyday American communication. Such legal concepts
deserve to be recognized as aspects of common grace, like logic and grammar, that
have a place in reliable Bible interpretation. They should not be excluded from the
Bible interpretation process simply because they are part of common grace, and not
so obviously part of special grace. They should also not be excluded from Bible
interpretation simply because they are far more complex as terms of art than they are
as vernacular.

As is implicit in the ordinary definition of jurisdiction, jurisdiction can be
understood to exist over a given subject matter, over a given territory, and over a given
person or group of people.” As an ordinary thesaurus shows, many English words
pertain to territorial jurisdiction: archbishopric, archdeaconry, bailiwick, caliphate,
bishopric, diocese, episcopate, parish, patriarchate, viceroyalty, ezc.> Examination of
more technical legal dictionaries and rules of court shows that there are essentially
three components or prerequisites to the existence of a valid claim to jurisdiction: (i)

1 Webster’s Seventh New Collegiate Dictionary, G.&C. Merriam Co., 1967,
Springfield, Massachusetts, p. 461.

2 It’s probably important to note here that iz rem jurisdiction also exists in American
jurisprudence. Iz rem jurisdiction is a court’s jurisdiction over a thing. In the process of
exegetically discovering God’s prescription of secular human law, it should become clear
that the Bible doesn’t really hold this form of jurisdiction in high regard, or even recognize
that it exists.

3 Based on WordNet 3.0, Fairlex clipart collection. (2003-2008). — URL: http://www.
thefreedictionary.com/jurisdiction, retrieved 27 December 2015.
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the existence of territorial or geographical jurisdiction; (ii)the existence of personal
(or in personam) jurisdiction; and (iii)the existence of subject matter jurisdiction.
Territorial (geographical) jurisdiction is defined thus:

Territory over which a government or subdivision thereof has

jurisdiction. ... Jurisdiction considered as limited to cases arising

or persons residing within a defined territory, as, a county, a

judicial district, etc. The authority of any court is limited by the

boundaries thus fixed.!
Personal jurisdiction is defined thus:

Power which a court has over the defendant himself in contrast

to the court’s power over the defendant’s interest in property

(quasi in rem) or over the property itself (in rem). A court

which lacks personal jurisdiction is without power to issue an in

personam judgment.?
In rem jurisdiction is essentially a step towards separating a person from his/her
property without first having a judgment that calls for such separation. This is why
in rem jurisdiction should not be recognized as a valid form of jurisdiction in the
secular law literary genre. A person’s property, whether it be chattel, real property,
or the person’s physical body, is an attribute of the given person. — Subject matter
jurisdiction is defined thus:

Term refers to court’s competence to hear and determine cases

of the general class to which proceedings in question belong; the

power to deal with the general subject involved in the action.

... Subject matter jurisdiction deals with court’s competence to

hear a particular category of cases.?
All three kinds or components of jurisdiction must lawfully exist for a given court,
cop, bishopric, ezc., to genuinely have jurisdiction in a given case. This is a long-
established rule in American courts of the judicial branches of the federal and state
governments. — American jurisprudence has never been perfect, but there are two
things that are certain in this regard: (i) The further American jurisprudence strays
from reliable Bible interpretation, the more inherently pagan and corrupt it gets.

1 Black, Henry Cambell; Black’s Law Dictionary, 5* edition, 1979, West Publishing
Co., St. Paul, Minnesota, p. 1320.

2 Black’s 5%, p. 711.

3 Black’ 5%, p. 1278.

4 'These claims can be verified by examination of the rules of court of practically any
federal or state jurisdiction, other than that of administrative courts. These days, it’s
crucial to distinguish judicial branch courts from administrative branch courts, because
the latter have a much more ambiguous legal status.
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(i) The more reliable jurisprudential concepts are understood to exist in Scripture,
the more insight into Scripture is gained, and the more secular jurisprudence is
influenced in a good direction.

There are numerous other jurisprudential concepts that are useful in discovering
God’s prescription of secular human law. Many arise out of the chronological exegesis.
The most important exist in an arena in which traditional Christian theology and
traditional jurisprudence share concepts and jargon, via terminology like “natural law”
and “natural rights”. But one of the most important and most profound concepts
is “damage”, meaning damage inflicted by person(s) upon person(s). Such damage
can arise in one of two ways: (i)out of a contract in which both the damager and
the damagee are party to the contract; or (ii)out of a situation in which the damage
does NOT arise out of a contract between the damager and the damagee. This view
of damage is crucial because, among other things, it shows how crucial contracts are.
This is something that genuine secular human law has in common with biblical law
in general, due to the fact that the covenant, a special kind of contract, is crucial to
biblical law in general. It’s important to note in passing that every contract, and
likewise every covenant, has its special jurisdiction. In other words, every contract
and every covenant has jurisdiction within a specific territory; over a certain set
of people, namely parties; and over a certain subject matter. There are numerous
other concepts from secular jurisprudence that are crucial to the secular-human-
law literary genre. As will be demonstrated, the concept of damage is crucial to
both God’s prescription of human law and secular human law in general. Also,
the concept of jurisdiction, especially as it exists in these three components, and
especially as it exists as a function of contracts and covenants, is absolutely crucial to
the law genre in general.
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THE CrREATION COVENANT / COVENANT OF WORKS / EDENIC COVENANT
(AGe oF CONSCIENCE — (GENESIS 1-2)

Given that this booklet is about hermeneutics, it may seem appropriate that
it would stick to expounding hermeneutical procedures, rather than stray into
the interpretation process per se. But because the jurisprudential literary genre is
generally so poorly understood among Bible students and Bible scholars (and under
the present regime, among lawyers and legal scholars as well), it’s important that this
booklet actually engage in the interpretation process, at least to the point that it’s
obvious how it should proceed.

At the transition from topical exegeses to chronological exegesis, it’s reasonable
to inquire where and how the chronological exegesis should start. Common sense
might claim that because it’s chronological, it should start at the beginning, at
Genesis 1:1. In fact, this booklet has even said that, but not without reservation. As
indicated above, in the introduction to the concept of eternal law, it may be valid
to speak of the first 25 verses of Genesis 1 as being part of a covenant between God
and all of creation. But if there is a covenant between God and mankind in Genesis
1, it can’t meaningfully exist before humans were created. The creation of mankind
doesn’t begin until verse 26. If there’s a covenant between God and mankind that
begins in Genesis 1, then it cannot begin before verse 26. So that leaves a question
about how this chronological exegesis should treat verses 1-25.

A fundamental distinction in jurisprudence is the distinction between law and
fact. Alegal action generally starts when a plaintiff files a complaint.! The complaint
generally alleges facts, and it alleges that the defendant violated some set of laws
by way of the alleged facts. So this distinction between law and fact is absolutely
foundational to every legal action. — If Genesis 1:1-25 indicates some covenant
between God and creation, then those verses must be terms of that covenant, and
therefore laws. Butif they do not pertain to a covenant, then they must be allegations
of fact. Although they may indeed be terms of a covenant between God and creation,
they are not specifically terms of a covenant between God and mankind. Because this
chronological exegesis is focused on God’s prescription of human law, this exegesis

1 Ifit’s a crime, then the plaintiff or accuser has traditionally been the state. If ic’s not a
crime, then the plaintiff is generally a private party. In the case of a crime, the complaint
has generally taken the form of arrest, arraignment, indictment, ezc. If it’s not a crime,
then the legal action generally begins with filing the complaint with the court, legal notice
and presentment to the defendant, ezc. In the particulars, all this varies from jurisdiction
to jurisdiction, but the essentials stay the same.
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will not treat them as terms, but as fact claims. They pertain to manifestations of
the exogenous leg of natural law, but all such manifestations imprint themselves on
human beings as facts. So even though they may be terms of some eternal covenant,
this chronological exegesis should treat them as facts.

As indicated above, an aspect of the hermeneutic being described herein
holds that there can be no inherent conflict between extra-biblical facts and intra-
biblical facts. But simply because there is no inherent conflict, that doesn’t mean
that humans are not capable of misinterpreting either kind of fact. Humans are
fallible and error-prone, so they are prone to misinterpreting both kinds of facts. So
regarding human perception and cognition, a distinction between these two kinds of
facts needs to be maintained, for the sake of avoiding unnecessary conflict between
human perceivers of these non-conflicting sets of facts. Therefore, this hermeneutic
refers to intra-biblical laws and facts as biblical laws and biblical facts, for the sake of
distinguishing them from ordinary laws and facts. So this chronological exegesis
treats verses 1-25 as a deposition of biblical facts. This leads to the question of
how one is to recognize biblical law when it arises chronologically in Scripture, as

distinguished from biblical fact.

The reader should recall that above, natural law was defined in terms of a tripod.
The three legs of the natural-law tripod were defined as (i)the laws of nature as
they govern phenomena exogenous to the human being; (ii)the laws of nature as
they govern phenomena endogenous to the human being; and (iiij)moral / ethical
laws as they govern human choices and behavior. With this reminder, it should be
evident that Genesis 1:1-25 falls within the exogenous leg of the natural-law tripod.
That is because it pertains to phenomena that are expressions of the exogenous leg
of the natural-law tripod. That passage consists of biblical fact claims within the
historical narrative. It’s crucial to understand two overriding things about biblical
fact claims in general, and about these twenty-five verses in particular. The first
is that natural law is perfect, and it never changes, even though the phenomena
it governs change constantly. The second is that humans are fallible, and human
perception is error-prone. Any reliable interpretation of that passage must presume
that that passage is referencing phenomena governed by the exogenous leg of the
natural-law tripod, where the laws in that exogenous leg are perfect. As divine law,'
the account in the passage is also infallible. But that doesn’t mean that there is not
“phenomenological language” in that passage. It also doesn’t mean that the biblical

1 “Divine law” is the fourth of the four types or categories of law recognized by Aquinas
in his “Treatise on Law”. In many respects, “divine law” merely refers to the Bible, but
among Reformed Christians, it should refer to the 66 books recognized as the canon
among orthodox Christians.
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fact claims in Genesis have not been refined through progressive revelation that
appears later in Scripture.! Any reliable interpretation of these twenty-five verses
must deal with all these issues, and do so without distorting either the extra-biblical
facts or this passage’s biblical facts. It should be obvious that expounding such an
interpretation is outside the scope of this booklet.

Even though a thorough exegesis of Genesis 1:1-25 is outside the scope of this
booklet, it’s nevertheless reasonable, in passing, to make the following statement
about this passage: This passage describes God’s creation of the universe. If
secularists and demonic forces in general can succeed in destroying the authority
of this passage, then the entire Bible and rational belief in God go down with it.
As R.C. Sproul and John Gerstner have shown in their classical apologetics, all the
questions about creation can be, and should be, subsumed under a single question
about whether the universe came into existence by chance, or through an act of God.
With Sproul, Gerstner, and other Reformed believers in classical apologetics, the
author of this booklet is convinced that the chance option is inherently irrational.”

Refocusing on the important distinction between biblical law and biblical fact,
it should be obvious that any occurrence of biblical law that demands that human
beings behave in a certain way will fall within the moral-law leg of the natural-
law tripod. Such an occurrence is obviously an expression of God’s preceptive
will, because it is God, through the biblical author, expressing a precept by which
humans should live. But such biblical law is not necessarily a prescription by God
of human law. Moral law and human law are two different things. God imposes
moral law. Humans impose human law. God-prescribed human law will certainly
fall within the moral-law leg of the natural-law tripod. But because humans are
fallible, moral law is not necessarily convertible into human law. Like natural law
in general, the moral-law leg of the natural law is perfect. But human perception of

1 As indicated above, progressive revelation is God’s special revelation to human beings
chronologically, over time. According to Charles Hodge: “The progressive character of
divine revelation is recognized in relation to all the great doctrines of the Bible ... What

at first is only obscurely intimated is gradually unfolded in subsequent parts of the sacred
volume, until the truth is revealed in its fulness.” — Charles Hodge; Systematic Theology,
1873, Scribner, Armstrong, and Co., New York, Vol. I, p. 446.

2 'This belief is confirmed explicitly in the following: (i)R.C. Sproul; Not a Chance:

The Myth of Chance in Modern Science & Cosmology, 1994, Baker Academic,

Grand Rapids, Michigan. (ii)R.C. Sproul; Defending Your Faith: An Introduction to
Apologetics, 2003, Crossway Books, Wheaton, Illinois. (iii)R.C. Sproul, John Gerstner,
and Arthur Lindsley; Classical Apologetics: A Rational Defense of the Christian Faith
and a Critique of Presuppositional Apologetics, 1984, Zondervan, Grand Rapids,
Michigan.
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that moral law is not. So any attempt by humans at enforcing the moral law upon
other humans is inherently fallible. Because of this, it’s not safe to assume that God
is prescribing human law simply because He is describing or proclaiming moral law.
So a description of moral law is emphatically NoT the same as a divine prescription
of human law. Even so, wherever God’s prescription of human law genuinely exists,
it must be a subset of the moral-law leg of the natural-law tripod as surely as it
is a subset of the divine law. But how does one discern the existence of a divine
prescription of human law? Are there other characteristics of Scripture that mark
the existence of such a passage?

These questions will be answered in due time. In the meantime, one thing is
certain. Wherever a biblical covenant exists, that covenant has terms, and those
terms are expressions of biblical law. Even so, some exegetes claim that there
is no covenant in the first two chapters of Genesis. These exegetes are usually
NoT followers of the Reformed hermeneutic. If it were clearly stated within these
two chapters that the passage is covenantal, then these exegetes would be forced
by undeniable logic to admit that the passage is covenantal. Most occurrences
of covenantal passages in the Old Testament are identified by the occurrence of
the Hebrew word 67t (Strong’s #1285) within the passage. Presumably, if this
Hebrew word were in these two chapters, and if it identified this particular passage
as covenantal, then there would be no doubt that the passage is covenantal. But the
word is not there. Nevertheless, there is circumstantial evidence that the passage
starting at 1:26 is covenantal, and this circumstantial evidence is generally beyond
dispute among those who use the Reformed hermeneutic.

This passage starting at Genesis 1:26 contains the essential ingredients necessary
to the existence of a contract or covenant: (i)a definition of the parties to the agreement,
i.e., an in personam jurisdiction; (ii)a definition of the subject matter jurisdiction of
the agreement, meaning definition of benefits to be received and obligations to be
assumed; and (iii)a territorial jurisdiction, the garden of Eden. In the words of one
reputable Reformed theologian,

If all the elements of a covenant are present (clear stipulation of

the parties involved, statement of the conditions of the covenant,

and a promise of blessing for obedience and punishment for

disobedience), then there seems no reason why we should not

refer to it as a covenant, for that is indeed what it was.!
More evidence that this is a covenant exists in the fact that Hosea 6:7 says, referring
to the tribes of Ephraim and Judah, “But like Adam they have transgressed the
covenant” (NASB). In order to transgress the covenant, Adam had to be party to

1 Grudem, Systematic Theology, pp. 516-517.
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the covenant. Therefore Hosea is testifying that this primordial covenant existed.
— Now that preliminary evidence has been presented that this passage starting at
Genesis 1:26 is in fact a covenant between God and mankind, the exegesis needs an
explanation for why it’s called a “covenant of works”.

In practically all contracts between humans, there is what could be aptly called
an offer feedback loop. Generally in human contracts there is some negotiation
before the consummation of a contract. For example, in a simple sales contract,
a shop might have a sign in their front window indicating what the shop sells,
thereby making an offer to passersby. If someone walks in the shop and offers a
specified amount of cash, then that person is offering feedback. This is essentially a
negotiation. The negotiation may be short and sweet in a simple sales contract, but
that doesn’t mean it doesn’t exist. Practically all human contracts have some kind
of offer feedback loop. In contrast to the offer feedback loop in human contracts,
which may be prolonged and complex, there is at most a very terse offer feedback
loop in covenants that God makes with mankind. God either sovereignly imposes
the covenant or offers it on a take-it-or-leave-it basis, or in some cases He may do
each within the same covenant, depending upon the term. In the case of this passage
starting at 1:26, God sovereignly imposes the terms. Adam and Eve are simply given
a choice between keeping the terms and violating them. But their participation
in the covenant is not conditioned upon that choice. The choice is given to them
subsequent to their participation. This is evidence that this is a covenantal passage.
But it also indicates that this covenant can only be kept through their works, i.e.,
through their diligent obedience. This is why it’s called a “covenant of works”, in
contrast to the “covenant of grace”. Before examining the terms of the creation
covenant / covenant of works / Edenic covenant, there may be some need to confirm
the claim that it exists, through examination of the Didactic.

According to the Westminster Confession of Faith, this covenant is understood

to be the first covenant between God and mankind:

The first covenant made with man was a covenant of works,

wherein life was promised to Adam; and in him to his posterity,

upon condition of personal obedience.’
This covenant of works goes to the core of Christian soteriology. To see why, consider
this excerpt from Paul’s letter to the Galatians:

[W]e know that a person is not justified by works of the law

but through faith in Jesus Christ, so we also have believed in

Christ Jesus, in order to be justified by faith in Christ and not

1 WCF, 7.2. — URL: http://www.reformed.org/documents/wcf_with_proofs/index.
html, retrieved 3 February 2016.
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by works of the law, because by works of the law no one will be
justified.
(Galatians 2:16; ESV)

It’s implicit when Paul says, “by works of the law no one will be justified”, that he
is NoT including Jesus Christ within the ambit of “no one”. This is because Jesus
was resurrected through His works. Adam failed to keep the covenant of works,
and all his progeny have likewise failed, evidenced by the fact that they all died.!
So eternal life in beatific relationship with God was “promised to Adam” and “to
his posterity”, conditioned upon his “personal obedience”. But Adam failed, and
likewise his posterity. But Jesus was resurrected from the dead because He kept the
law perfectly. He died because He vicariously took the aggregate sins of the elect
upon Himself. He rose from the dead because He could deflect the effects of sin and
evil, so that they could not take hold within Himself. As the Son of God, He knew
how to treat all sin and evil from God the Father’s perspective, and to thereby avoid
being victimized by them. His resurrection is evidence that He satisfied the main
thrust of the covenant of works, which pertains to obedience to God. Now no one
is justified by the works of the law, because no one is capable as Jesus was capable.
Now, people are justified only through the free gift of grace offered through Jesus
Christ, an offer of Christ’s imputed righteousness. As He vicariously took their sins
upon Himself, His elect vicariously receive His imputed righteousness.

For all who rely on works of the law are under a curse; for it is

written, ‘Cursed be everyone who does not abide by all things

written in the Book of the Law, and do them.’

(Galatians 3:10; ESV)

Even though the phrase, “covenant of works”, doesn’t appear in the Bible, and
even though the word &7it doesn’t appear in Genesis 1:26-2:25, it’s clear that the
covenant of works is referenced implicitly in the Didactic. That’s no doubt one of
the reasons why highly respected Reformed theologians believe that the creation
covenant / covenant of works exists. Because they recognize that this covenant
exists, they recognize that this passage has terms, where the terms are sometimes
called “creation ordinances”.

It should be certain, based on these several different perspectives, that Genesis
1:26-2:25 is covenantal. Butit’s notso certain that the normal Reformed interpretation
of this passage is consistent with a reliable exegesis of God’s prescription of secular

1 Some might argue that Enoch and Elijah didn’t die. (See Genesis 5:24 and 2Kings
2:11.) But no genuine Bible scholar would argue that they weren’t sinners, even if they
achieved a high degree of sanctification. So God taking them was a substitute for their
dying.
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human law. The following three paragraphs from the Ligonier Ministries website

manifest why this doubt exists:

When the Lord placed Adam and Eve in the garden of Eden, He
established a bond with them and all their descendants. The
requirements of this covenant are binding upon everyone who
has ever lived, since all people are ultimately descended from
them. People may ignore or deny this covenant, but they cannot
escape it. It remains binding as long as the present order exists.

We often note that the most fundamental requirement
of this covenant was the stipulation not to eat of the tree of
the knowledge of good and evil, largely because this is the
commandment that our first parents failed to keep (Gen. 2:15-
17; 3). It is also true, however, that the covenant of creation
also contains several positive stipulations, or things that tell us
what to do and not just what not to do. Among these are the
clear injunctions to preserve the sanctity of the marriage bond
between one man and one woman, the necessity and propriety
of godly labor, and the keeping of the Sabbath (2:1-3, 15, 18-24).
Of course, no person but Jesus has kept any of these requirements
perfectly, and so we can only be reconciled to God through faith
in Christ alone (Rom. 5:1-11). Nevertheless, these requirements
are still to guide our lives, and this obedience is necessary even

for non-Christians because they are still in covenant with God
through Adam.

These standards, or creation ordinances, are important
because they give us a foundation for what we should expect of
the state. The Lord has appointed two kingdoms to govern the
affairs of men — the church administers the sacraments and the
Word of God to direct our Father’s children in godliness, while
the state bears the sword against injustice and makes laws for the
good of all the people, regenerate and unregenerate alike (Rom.
13:1-7). Each authority must do its delegated tasks and not try
to usurp the authority of the other. The church does not bear
the sword, and the state does not administer church discipline.
Nevertheless, on account of the covenant of creation, it is right
for the church to expect the state to honor life and bear the
sword justly, and it is the responsibility of the church to be a
prophetic witness against the state when it fails in these duties.!

1

http://www.ligonier.org/learn/devotionals/creation-ordinances/, retrieved 14 January 2016.

Devotional page at Ligonier Ministries website, “Creation Ordinances”. — URL:
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As already indicated, the Epistles implicitly proclaim the existence of the covenant
of works / covenant of creation. The historical narrative in Genesis 1:26-2:25
confirms its existence. In recognition of the results of previously performed topical
exegeses, it’s necessary to acknowledge that this covenant of works exists, and that
it is deposited in Scripture at this passage. As already indicated, covenants, like
contracts, have terms, including stipulations of the obligations of, and benefits
to, the parties. Because the main covenants in the Bible are not contracts in the
ordinary sense of that word, and because one of their defining characteristics is
that God is party to them, God is clearly a party to the covenant of works. God
sovereignly imposed this covenant on the human beings as part of His creation of
them. He simultaneously condescended to be in covenant with them, and to thereby
establish “a bond with them and all their descendants”. Regarding terms pertinent
to humans, it’s reasonable to call them “creation ordinances”. The most profound of
these ordinances is the prohibition of eating the fruit of the tree of knowledge of good
and evil (2:16-17). 'This ordinance is profound because it becomes a central motif
for everything that follows in the Bible. Other ordinances include (i)preserving “the
sanctity of the marriage bond” (2:24); (ii)“the necessity and propriety of godly labor”
(2:15); (iii)“keeping the Sabbath” (2:1-3); (iv)having dominion “over all the earth”
(1:26b, 28b); (v)being fruitful and multiplying on the earth (1:28a); (vi)having plants
as food (1:29); and (vii)recognizing that every human has the imago Dei (1:26a, 27a).
The author of these paragraphs from the Ligonier website is right to say that “these
requirements are still to guide our lives, and this obedience is necessary even for
non-Christians because they are still in covenant with God through Adam.” The
author of these paragraphs is therefore right to say that these creation ordinances
“are important”. But that author gives a reason for their importance that doesn’t
stand up exegetically or rationally.

These creation ordinances are important because they are terms of the covenant
of works. The covenant of works is important because no human has kept the terms
of this covenant with the sole exception of Jesus Christ, and His keeping them is
the foundation for the redemption of God’s elect. It’s in fact necessarily true that
Jesus kept not only these creation ordinances, but also all of the natural law, where
holistic reason demands that natural law exist as terms of the covenant of works.
Jesus satisfied this covenant through his works, and his works go far beyond the
limits of these few creation ordinances. In fact the creation ordinances are rightly
understood to be an abbreviation of the natural law so that it fits succinctly into the
articulation of this covenant. Because the natural law is a subset of the eternal law,
the natural law existed prior to the creation of humans. But natural law is defined
as that aspect of eternal law that humans are capable of knowing, so it’s reasonable
that the natural law aspect of the eternal law would be included as terms within this



53
Tue Epenic COVENANT

creation covenant. More specifically, it’s reasonable that the moral-law leg of the
natural-law tripod would be included as terms within this covenant. But neither the
natural law nor its moral-law leg is explicitly mentioned as terms within this Edenic
passage. Even so, because natural law is the subset of eternal law that humans are
capable of knowing, it follows that humans are responsible for harmonizing their
behavior with the exogenous-and-endogenous-laws-of-nature legs, and for obeying
the moral-law leg. So it follows that the natural law is implicit as a set of terms
within this Edenic covenant. It’s even reasonable to comprehend these creation
ordinances as being the subset of the natural law that was most important for the
first humans to recognize. More specifically, the creation ordinances are the subset
of the moral-law leg of the natural-law tripod that was most important for them
to recognize. — In some respects it’s valid to claim that the entire divine law is an
abbreviation of the natural law.! “Divine law” is the fourth of the four types or
categories of law recognized by Aquinas in his “Treatise on Law”. In many respects,
“divine law” merely refers to the Bible, but among Reformed Christians, it should
refer to the 66 books recognized as the canon among orthodox Christians. It also
makes sense to think of divine law as being a system of covenants that coalesce into a
single covenant. Each covenant has its unique jurisdiction, and as the chronological
exegesis proceeds, it should examine how the covenants coalesce.

Even though these creation ordinances are important and still apply to all
people, it’s necessary to take exception to the claim that these ordinances “give us a
foundation for what we should expect from the state”. It’s necessary to take exception
because it was NOT established in the Didactic that the “state” has been ordained
to exist through God’s preceptive will. The state has certainly been ordained to
exist through God’s decretive will. But the determination of whether it has been
ordained through God’s preceptive will is one of the reasons this chronological
exegesis must be done. Contrary to traditional interpretations via the Reformed
hermeneutic, it is NOT appropriate to assume that these creation ordinances are
functions of the state. This is because whether or not the state is even ordained
preceptively to exist must be proven exegetically prior to making such a supposition.
“[GJoverning authorities” have certainly been ordained preceptively. But “governing
authorities” could be the function of some polity other than the state. The state, as
traditionally conceived, and as understood in the vernacular, could be extremely
different from the polity posited by God’s prescription of secular human law. So

1 On the other hand, the divine law consists largely of special revelation that manifests
covenants that have terms that do NoT apply to non-parties, while natural law manifests as
general revelation, and applies to all humanity. So in other respects, it’s NoT valid to claim
that the divine law is an abbreviation of natural law.
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this other, God-prescribed polity should be the source of these governing authorities.
One of the reasons this chronological exegesis must be done is to discover the polity
that yields these governing authorities. So presupposing that governing authorities
are a function of the state is to impose the existence of the state through eisegesis. It
is clearly the imposition of a cultural bias. This means that contrary to the opinions
of most worthy exegetes who have employed the Reformed hermeneutic over the
centuries, the following statement cannot be assumed to be true, but must at least be
suspended in disbelief until the chronological exegesis is complete, and the exegete
returns to Romans 13:1-7:

The Lord has appointed two kingdoms to govern the affairs of

men — the church administers the sacraments and the Word of

God to direct our Father’s children in godliness, while the state

bears the sword against injustice and makes laws for the good of

all people, regenerate and unregenerate alike (Rom. 13:1-7).!
Based on the Didactic, it’s certain that “the church administers the sacraments and
the Word of God ...”. But the belief that must be suspended during the chronological
exegesis, for the sake of avoiding eisegesis, is the belief that “the state bears the
sword against injustice and makes laws for the good of all people”. Perhaps some
polity other than the state is called to bear the sword against injustice. Furthermore,
the question of what laws are good for all people needs to be answered before making
any decision about whether the traditionally conceived state or some other polity or
social mechanism should promulgate and enforce those laws.

Once the existence of the state is suspended because it’s not certain that the
state has been ordained preceptively to exist, and because the assumption that it has
a right to exist is a cultural bias that should NoT be imposed on the text through
eisegesis, it’s possible to go ahead and exegetically interpret this creation-covenant
passage. With the existence of the state suspended as eisegesis, it’s possible to make
an unbiased examination of what the creation ordinances are. They are certainly
terms of the covenant of works. Because it’s rationally necessary that the eternal law
exist, and because it’s rationally necessary that the natural law exist, it must be true
that these explicit terms of the creation covenant must be a subset of the natural
law. As indicated, they are a subset of the moral-law leg of the natural-law tripod.
Unlike the rest of the moral-law leg, the creation ordinances are explicitly posited as
terms within the divine law’s articulation of the creation covenant. As part of the
moral-law leg, it’s certain that they apply to the entire human race “as long as the
present order exists”. But does this mean that one human should impose obedience

1 Devotional page at Ligonier Ministries website, “Creation Ordinances”. — URL:
heep://www.ligonier.org/learn/devotionals/creation-ordinances/, retrieved 14 January 2016.
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to these ordinances upon another? These ordinances are certainly part of God’s
preceptive will. But do they fall within the ambit of God’s prescription of human
law? Is there clear evidence anywhere that these ordinances should be translated
into human law?

There’s no doubt that these creation ordinances are special revelation by God to
human beings regarding some characteristics of natural law. There’s also no doubt
that there is extra-biblical evidence of the existence of these creation ordinances, and
that this extra-biblical evidence is part of God’s general revelation to all humanity.!
But there is no evidence in Genesis 1:26-2:25, or anywhere else in the Bible, that
God is therein calling for, or mandating that, humans generally impose obedience to
these ordinances upon one another. As long as the humans lived in harmony with
God and with each other within the garden of Eden, there was no need for humans
to enforce such laws one upon the other. Establishing these guidelines for human
behavior does NOT simultaneously establish punishments to be executed by human
against the human who violates the guideline. So there is no evidence in this Edenic
passage of the existence of any God-prescribed human law. It may be true that
humans should voluntarily enter into contracts with one another stipulating that the
parties should enforce obedience to these creation ordinances upon one another. But
no such stipulation appears in this passage. So the ordinances, and the terms of the
covenant of works generally, exist strictly within the realm of natural law, and they
never cross the boundary into God’s prescription of human law. They are part of
God'’s preceptive will, and as such it’s reasonable that people would strive to comply,
and that people would even voluntarily enter into contracts with one another to
encourage one another to comply. This aspect of God’s preceptive will is global,
meaning that it applies to all humans, and that all humans should strive to comply.
Likewise, it makes sense that all humans would voluntarily enter into contracts to
aid compliance. On the other hand, there is no evidence in this passage that any of
