


This Paper has primarily to do with Dallas Theological Seminary and her horizon- 
tal ,  earthly kingdom orientation. Chafer-capitulation has caused Dispensational- 
ism to fal ter ,  to- f lounder,  and all but  founder upon the  pink carpet  rolled out 
for Covenant theology, and as a resu l t ,  inclusivistic Neo-Dispensationalism. 

ISRAEL'S NEW COVENANT -- Through the  years ,  all but  a handful of fundamen- 
tallevangelical theologians have to some extent re-  

lated the  Church to Israel 's New Covenant. This has in t u r n  related the  Church 
to Israel 's Sermon on the  hlount, and  her  Millennia1 Kingdom--all of which has in- 
evitably produced the  present breakdown of Dispensationalism. 

LEWIS SPERRY CHAFER -- Back in the  1 9 4 0 s  [note well t he  following dates] D r .  
Chafer taught  that  there  a r e  two New Covenants-- 

one for Israel, and one for the  Church.  But a t  the  same time he inexplicably 
nade the  Church recipient of Israel 's New Covenant "spiritual" blessings. 

I s rae l ' s  new  covenan t  r e s t s  speci f ical ly  o n  t h e  s o v e r e i g n  " I  will" of J ehovah ,  
1r~hi1e t h e  new covenan t  f o r  t h e  C h u r c h  i s  made i n  C h r i s t ' s  b lood.  Every-  
t h i n g  thu t  Israel trtill y e t  h a v e  i s  t h e  p re sen t  possess ion  of  t h e  c h u r c h - l a n d  
ir:finitely more b e s i d e s  ( S y s t e m a t i c  Theo logy  V I I :  99) . 

JOHN F. WALVOORD -- Without a great  deal of conviction, to say nothing of a 
scriptural  basis, Dr.  Walvoord wrote in 1959: 

[.!Iy] p re f e rence  was  s t a t ed  ear l i er  i n  t h i s  s t u d y  for t h e  v i e w  advanced  b y  
Lev,lis Sper l -y  Chafer- advoca t i ng  ttvo n e w  c o v e n a n t s ,  o n e  for t h e  nat ion of 
Isruel to b e  fulfilled i n  t h e  mi l lennium,  t h e  o t h e r  for t h e  C h u r c h  to b e  ful- 
filled ir7 t h i s  a g e .  

I t  ~ r ~ o u l ~ l  b e  d i f j i c ~ i l t  to ad ju s t  t h e  rninistl-y of Paul u s  a  min i s ter  of t h e  netv 
covenan t  i f ,  i n  fact ,  t h e r e  i s  n o  neu.  covenan t  foi- t h e  p re sen t  age .  T h e  con-  
c cp t  of t\rlO tlelr. c o v e n c ~ n t s  i s  a b e t t e ) ?  analys i s  of  t h e  problem und more con-  
s i s  t en t  tv i th  p)-en~i l lennial isn~ u s  a  ulhole ( T h e  h.lillenniul I i ingdom,  pp .  21 8 ,  21 9)  . 

CHARLES C. RYRIE -- I t  is  evident that  Dr .  Ryriels convictions concerning two 
new covenants were no s t ronger  than Dr.  Walvoord's. In 

1 9 5 3 ,  in his book, T h e  Bus i s  of P)-,ernillennial Fai th ,  he wrote: 

T h e  occur) -ences  of t h e  t e rm  n e w  c o v e n a n t  i n  t h e  N T  sl-zow tha t  t h e r e  i s  a  
trlicler- meaning  t han  to  Is?-uel a l o n e .  Some of t h e  b l e s s i n g s  of t h e  n e w  cove -  
nun t  t~' i t l1 Israel  ai-e b l e s s i n g s  ~ v h i c h  tve en joy  now [emphas i s  mine]  as  mem- 

-- 

be?-s o f  t h e  bod\, o f  C h r i s t ,  and  o n  t h i s  b a s i s  it i s c o n c l u d e d  tha t  t h e r e  i s  a  
covenu-nt t ~ ~ i t h  t j ~ e  . church  ( p .  1 2 4 ) .  

J. DWIGHT PENTECOST -- Typical of the  common teaching that  the Church par-  
takes of Israel 's  New Covenant blessings,  in 1958 Dr. 

Pentecost wrote in his book, T h i n g s  To  Come:  

Since t h e  Tribulat ior l ,  Second  A d v e n t ,  and  Alillennial A g e  are  y e t  f u tu re ,  t h e  
fulf i l l tuent o f  t h e  [~ t ' ew C o v e n a n t ]  p)-omise mus t  b e  y e t  f u t u r e ,  and t h e  c h u r c h  
ccrlnot n o 1 Y b e  fulf i l l ing t h e  cover ian t ,  t h o u g h  it is o b v i o u s l y  par tak ing  [em- 
phasis  n~ ine]  of some o f  i t s  b l e s s i n g s  ( p .  174) . 



AIore recently (1990), in his book, T h y  Kingdom Come, D r .  Pentecost wrote: 

A more acceptable unders tand ing  i s  that  while the  New Covenant was made 
w i th  the  horise of Israel and   rid ah, there  are benef i t s  from the enactment of 
that covenant  of tvhicll the  c h u r c h  (comprising bo th  Jetvs and Gentiles) par- 
t akes  [emphasis  mine] ( p .  1 7 5 )  . 

ZANE C. HODGES -- In 1983 Dr.  Hodges wrote in the Walvoord and Zuck Bible 
Knowledge Commentary ( p .  800) : 

T h o u g h  the  new covenant  i s  specifically focused on  Israel ("house of Israel 
and house  of Judah" in Jeremiah 3 1 : 3 1 ) ,  it i s  clear that  Christians of t h i s  
present  time also s tand u n d e r  i t s  b less ings  [emphasis mine] ( L u .  22:20; 1 
Cor. 11:25;  2 Cor.  3 : 6 ) .  Th i s  perception does not lead to an inappropriate  
con fus ion  bet1r1een Israel crnd t h e  C h u r c h .  [ I t  doesn't? I t  has!]  

SURRENDER -- But D r .  Walvoord and Dr.  Ryrie were unable to sustain their  
[Dr .  Chafer's] two-covenant claim. In the Fall 1985 issue of 

C;?-ace Tl~eological  Journal ( p .  2981, Dr.  Homer Kent, then president of Grace, 
commented: 

D),. R j l r i e ,  lclllo at an  earlier time preferred the  two-covenant vietv,  appears 
to have  come to th is  conclusion of t h e  one new covenant  of Israel.  

CRAIG A. BLAISING -- Several years  later  D r .  Blaising, associate professor of 
Systematic Theology a t  Dallas, wrote in Bib Sac ,  July- 

Scpt .  1988 ( p .  166): 

It is  i n t e res t ing  to read Ryr i e ' s  belabored e f fo r t s  i n  T h e  Basis of Premillen- 
nial Faith to clefend the  v iew [of t h e  two new c o v e n a n t s ] .  I t  i s  doubtful  that  
anyone c o ~ i l d  have clone a b e t t e r  job. However, it' is  really a de fence less  

and bo th  Ryr ic  and ~tla1;oord e~.entuct l ly  surrendered  it.' Th i s  tvri ter  
Iino~cls of 170 clispensational scholat- who holds it today 119881. - 

WA1,TBR C .  KAISER -- Dr. Kaiser,  Academic Dean a t  Trinity Evangelical Divinity 
School, writing in the  Bock-Blaising book, Dispensation- 

c : i s n ~ .  1st-ael ancl the  C I ~ u r c h ,  rcvealcd the  following: 

.Arl enormorcs amount of tvater  has gone unclei- the  br idge  i n  more than a 
c;ua)-tet- o f  a c e n t u r y  since Dr. Rvt-ie's Diswensationalism Todav was uublished 
i ; ~  1965 b i ,  .\looc!y P;-ess.  In fact ,  ' s o m e ~ v h e r e  i n  the  decade of .the 1960s, one 
o f  t he  most significant developments  in  dispensationalism took place. 

I :  / I ( I J I ~ C R C ( ?  S O  qi t ie t ly ,  b u t  so s w i f t l y ,  that  it is  difficult to document ,  e v e n  
to th i s  tla?,. Thi s  i s  what c l ~ a n g e d  tlle ~ v h o l e  course of dispensationalism: the  
t-ic\c3 thc~ t  t l~e l 'e  \$!ere tic0 new covenants ,  one for  Israel and one for  the  c h u r c h .  
 as c!ecisixiely ~ l r o p p ~ l e r n ~ l l a s i s  rninej.   he implications of s u c h  a move 
a m  enormous ,  us t h e  e v e n t s  that  followed duly  tes t i f ied .  

The  riel\> co\lenant ~ v u s  made ~ v i t h  " t h e  house  of Israel and the house of Judah ,  " 
the  c l z~irch  ~c 'as  o b v i o ~ i s l y  e n j o ~ ! i n g  the  benef i t s  of th i s  same covenant .  

l ' l ~ e ) ~  cl?*ar~ii the  "blood of the  coverlant" i n  the Lord's S u p p e r ,  and t h e y  had 
" r n i t ~ i s t e i * ~  o f  the  new covenan t . "  

Y E ~ i t  u1l1en 1sraclel ancl the ch~cr>ch ule)-c? viewed as sharing one and t h e  same 
co\>enarlt, t he  possibilities for major r-appr-ochement between Covenant theologv 



arld Dispensut ional ism [emphas i s  mine]  becume immediately obv ious .  Moreover ,  
t h u t  one  factor  e n d e d  t h e  major roadblock  i n  a  k e y  hermeneut ical  ru l e  tha t  
d i sper~su t iona l i sm had r epea t ed l y  s t r e s s e d  i n  t h e  pas t :  k e e p  Israel ' s  mail sepa-  
l a t e  from t h e  mail t ha t  tvas w r i t t e n  for t h e  c h u r c h .  

T h u s ,  2 Chrorlicles 7 : 1 4  ( " I f  my  people ,  tvhich are  called b y  my  name,  shall 
humb le  t h e m s e l v e s . .  . . " ) ,  for e xamp le ,  did not need  to  b e  r e s t r i c t e d ,  as  had 
bee71 t a u g h t ,  sole ly  to Israel b u t  could notv b e  a d d r e s s e d  to  t h e  whole  c h u r c h .  
011 t h e  same b a s i s ,  t h e  Sermon o n  t h e  hlount was  released from i t s  f u tu re  
kingdorn s e t t i n g  for u s e  b y  t h e  tvhole b o d y  of Chr i s t  notv ( p .  3 6 9 ) .  

The two-covenant defection by these  key  Dallas leaders paved the way for the  
present Dallas progressive dispensationalisrn, as  introduced recently b y  the Bock 
and Blaising book, Dispensat ional ism,  Israel and t h e  C h u r c h .  This presentation 
relates the  Church to Isracl1s New Covenant, her  Sermon, and her Millennia1 
Kingdom, with the  Lord Jesus  now ruling over  the  Church as King from David's 
throne in heaven! The purpose of this  Neo-Dispensationalism, progressivism, is 
to break down vital distinctions in  o rder  to produce "the one people of God.'' 

DONALD K .  CAMPBELL -- As president of Dallas, in his official let ter  to the 
Dallas Alumnil Alumnae, of May 28, - 1992, Dr. Campbell 

s ta ted:  

Some alumni h a v e  e x p r e s s e d  c o n c e r n  abou t  t h e  t each ings  of Dr. BocIi und  
D r .  B1aisit:g. T h e y  are  o f f e r i n g  a  modified def ini t ion of d ispensat ional ism,  
b u t  it i s  no t  i n  conf l ic t  [emphas i s  mine]  w i t h  t h e  Doctrinal S ta tement  of t h e  
Seminary .  

- In a le t ter  to me dated July 20, 1 9 9 2 ,  D r .  Campbell said: 

I am enc lo s ing  a  c o p y  of t h e  S e m i n a r , ~ ' ~  Doctrinal Statement  ~ v h i c h  i nc ludes  a  
300-tvord s t a t emen t  o n  T h e  Disperlsations (Ar t ic le  ' I 7 ) .  I n  add i t ion ,  Art ic le  
S I I l  o n  T h e  C h u r c h  b e g i n s ,  "We be l i e ve  t ha t  all w h o  are  un i ted  to  t h e  r i s e n  
and  a s c e n d e d  Son  o f  God are  member s  o f  t h e  c h u r c h  tvhich i s  t h e  b o d y  and  
b r i d e  of  C h r i s t ,  w h i c h  b e g a n  at ~ c n t e c o s t  and i s  completely d i s t inc t  f1:om 
Israel"  [erup?zasis mine]  . 
-- 

Dr. Campbell insists  that  thc  Bock and Blaising book is within the bounds of 
thc Dallas Doctrinal Statement ! 

DALLAS FACULTY -- hlembers of the  Dallas faculty annually sign the  Doctrinal 
Statement, which includes the  Church as  'fcompletely dis- 

tinct from Israel ."  In assessing the  Bock-Blaising book prior to i t s  publication, 
thc faculty over~vhelmingly accepted i t s  progressive view as  dispensational. 

In a recent Paper ,  "They Have Taken Away illy Church,"  I s tated that  the  en- 
tire faculty,  with the  exception of two professors ,  accepted the  book. Dr .  Robert 
Lightner , profcssor of Systematic Theology, kindly informed me that  he ,  and Dr. 
J .  Dwight Pcntecost (Distinguished Professor of Bible Exposition, Emeritus) were 
not present at  said meeting; and t ha t  t h e y ,  and "members of the  Bible Depart- 
n c n t ,  and other  faculty members" have "scrious differences" about,  and "objec- 
tions'' to ,  progressive dispcnsationalism . To each professor I sincerely apologize. 

-- And to each of these professors I would suggest  tha t  the  Church needs more 
than your serious differences and  objections. All we have heard t hus  far  i s  the  



progressive side of the  matter, but  from those of you who disagree, not word 
one tha t  I know of. 

Kith you being annual co-signers of t he  Doctrinal Statement along with these  
progressive professors ,  and thei r  long-time faculty colleagues, what a r e  we to 
th ink? Those men make it clear as to where they stand (o r  fall),  but  who knows 
where you objectors s tand? Had the  Dallas faculty, all of you,  and Administration, 
prevented th is  defection from developing in your midst, and thereby protected the  
Church,  as  i s  your bounden d u t y ,  Dispensationalism would not be in its present  
dire s t ra i t s .  

.4t least John Whitcomb s tepped outside the  ivory environs and publicly said - 
something about Grace--and the  res t  of the  Seminaries. A t  least he is presently 
doing something about i t  all. 

For all I know, you may be working on a book o r  journal article regarding the  
Dallas problem. I t r u s t  that  is  the  case.  But,  if your statement should fall 
shor t  of doctrinally clean dispensationalism with the Church t ruly  free from Israel .- 
--a no-question refutation of progressive dispensationalism--we out here  have 
neither need nor  stomach for i t .  

T h e  OT s t a t e s  ond  t h e n  con f i rms  r epea t ed l y  that  t h e  promises 1 \JTJ&, 
g i v e n  to David a re  val id  promises  t h a t  will b e  fulfilled i n  con-  
nec t i on  w i t h  C h r i s t ' s  second  coming.  T h e r e  i s  no h in t  i n  any  of t h e s e  pas- 
sages  tha t  t h e  promise ~ v c s  i n t e n d e d  to e x t e n d  beyond  t h e  people o f  Israel  
0 ) .  b e y o n d  t h e  D~\~ici ic  t h r o n e  to God ' s  hcaven ly  t h rone  ( p .  104,105)  . 

BACK TO D R .  WALVOORD -- Dr.  Walvoord has produced another 
comprehensive and well-crafted book 

titled l\Jajor Eible  Prophec ies  (Zondervan,  1 9 9 1 ,  4 5 0  pages) .  

In i t  D r .  \Valvoord makes a s t rong  s tand against the Bock-Blaising 

King, from David's throne in heaven: 
contention tha t  the  Lord Jesus  is now ruling over the  Church as 

J e s u s  C h r i s t  i s  t h e  de s igna t ed  King to  sit o n  David 's  t h r o n e ,  b u t  He i s  not  
exe? ,c i s ing  t h i s  power noiv ( p .  109) . 
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PLEASANT SURPRISE! -- One of the progressive dispensationalists writing in 
the Bock-Blaising book is D r .  Bruce A .  Ware, profes- 

sor  of Biblical and Systematic Theology at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School. 
His essay i s  titled "The New Covenant and the People(s) of God" (pp .  68 -97) .  
I-le s ta tes  the  progressive theme of one new covenant [emphasis mine]: 

Bet i t3een t h e  ticlo e x t r e m e s  of a  s t r i c t  d i s t inc t ion  b e t w e e n  Israel and  t h e  C h u r c h  
( t ~ c o  n e w  c o v e n a n t s  and h e n c e  two d i s t inc t  peoples of God)  t h e r e  i s  a  middle  
posit ion t h a t  ioo~i ld  s u g g e s t  t ha t  Israel  and t h e  c h u r c h  s h a r e  theologically 
?-ich and  impor tan t  e l e n ~ e n t s  of commonality whi le  at t h e  same time maintaining 
t i ist inct  i den t i t i e s .  [Nothing in the universe has anything in  common with 
His Bride!]  

One of t h e s e  e lenlents  of theologically r i c h  commonality i s  t h e i r  copart ic ipa-  
t ion in  t h e  one new  c o ~ ~ e n c ~ n t ,  and t h e  bas i s  u p o n  w h i c h  t h e y  are  u n i t e d  as  
o i l e  ;)eople of God .  And  y e t ,  t h e i r  dis t inct  iden t i t i e s  should  b e  maintained 
insofat3  as  w e  c a n  legit inlately d i s t i n g u i s h  clearly d i f f e r en t  manner s  b y  w h i c h  
tha t  one  covenun t  i s  fulfilled ( p .  9 2 ,  9 3 ) .  



THE NEW COVENANT -- First of all,  in  his chapter titled "The New Covenant" 
( p p .  1 7 6 - 1 9 1 ) ,  Dr.  Walvoord s tands  up and insists  that  

there  i s  - no relationship between Israel 's New Covenant and the  Church.  

T h e  prov i s ions  of t h e  [ I s rae l ' s ]  new  covenant  are  so  detailed tha t  i t  shou ld  
b e  a p p a r e n t  to a n y  care fu l  o b s e r v e r  tha t  t h i s  covenan t  has  n e v e r  b e e n  fu l -  
filled i n  t h e  pust and i s  not  b e i n g  fulfilled i n  t h e  p r e s e n t .  It t h e r e f o r e  b e -  
comes a  nlajor co rner s tone  of a  belief  i n  a  millennia1 k ingdom to  follotv t h e  
second  conling of  Chr i s t  ( p .  182) . 

It shou ld  b e  obv ious  tha t  t h e r e  i s  no  literal fu l f i l ln~ent  of t h i s  [New Covenan t ]  
p rophecy  at t h e  presen t  t ime ,  for i t  inc ludes  too many e lements  tha t  are  no t  
t r u e  in t h e  world  t o d u y .  A t  t h e  p re sen t  time Israel has  not  b e e n  r e g a t h e r e d ,  
t h e  na t ion  Israel has  not b e e n  r e s to red  to  one  k ingdon] ,  David has  not  b e e n  
r e s u r r e c t e d  to b e  k i n g  o v e r  t h e m ,  not  e v e r y o n e  k n o w s  t h e  Lord ,  and  t h e  
people of Israel ure  not  c lear ly  iden t i f i ed  as t h e  people of God. T h e  time of 
i s r a e l f s  t roub l e  w h i c h  p recedes  t h e s e  e v e n t s  has  not y e t  t o k e n  place ( p .  1 8 4 ) .  

ONE COVENANT - MANY APPLICATIONS -- Here w e  have Dr.  Walvoordfs cu r r en t  
solution to his long-standing New 

Covenant problem : 

For yeclrs I s t r u g g l e d  w i t h  t h e  problem of h o ~ v  to re late  t h e  new covenan t  i n  
t h e  h;T to t h e  new  covenan t  for Isruel .  Finally,  I a r r i v ed  at  a  re la t ive ly  
simple so l~c t i on .  Because  t h e  new covenan t  for Israel as  well a s  t h e  new 
covenan t  f o r  t h e  c h u r c h  b o t h  stern from t h e  deutll of C h r i s t ,  h i s  dea th  o n  
t h e  c r o s s  i s  t h e  s ing le  e v e n t  tha t  becomes determirlutive i n  grace .  

T h i s  one  covenan t  of g r a c e ,  h o w e v e r ,  has  a  wide  appl icat ion.  T h i s  gruce 
e x t e n d s  to  Israel and  to t h e  c h u r c h  und to  any  o t h e r s  w h o  may par take  o f  
t h e  grace of God.  A c c o r d i n g l y ,  t h e  co~zcep t  of one  covenan t  of grace  ~ v i t h  
nlany appl icat ions  se?-t.es t o  prov ide  a n  inte l l igent  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of t h e  v a r -  
ious  prov i s ions  o f  t h e  covenan t  i n  b o t h  t he  Old and New T e s t a m e n t s  and pre-  
s e n s e s  t h e  d i s t i ~ ~ c t i o n  t h a t  sho~c ld  b e  o b s e r v e d  b e t w e e n  God ' s  purpose  and  
pla~z fot- Isr-ael and  God ' s  purpose  c ~ n d  plan for t h e  c h u r c h  ( p .  189 ) .  

In se t t ing  for th  one covenant with many applications, i t  is difficult to maintain 
the  absolute distinction between Israel 's New Covenant and that  of the  Church.  
D r .  \Yalvoordls chapter conclusion gives the  two a certain unjustified common- 
al i ty,  which t r u e  Dispensationalism neither deserves nor can afford: 

Because  t h e  neul  covenan t  has  a  wide  application to  all t h e  hurnun race  from 
; ldu i ;~  to t h e  last  human  b e i n g  i n  t h e  f u t u r e ,  it a f f o r d s  sa lva t ion  b y  grace 
t h r o ~ c g h  faith us a  xvot-k of God .  

Saltlatiol-r t ~ y  i t s  n a t u r e  i s  a  new b i? - t h ,  a  new crea t ion ,  and  a  new  sp i r i tua l  
t - es~c? '~-ec t ion .  I n  t h e  r1atur.e of t h e s e  a spec t s  of salvcltion, salvat ion becomes 
a  ~\lot-lc t ha t  c u n ~ z o t  b e  c l l a ~ ~ g e d  b y  h u m a n s ;  und h u m a n s ,  once  s a v e d ,  ure  
).e~zder-ed s e c u r e  forever- b y  t h e  grace  of God.  

I\ PI-ope i -  ~ lne le i . s tand ing  of t h e  new covenan t  is  t h e r e f o r e  essen t ia l  i n  u n d e r -  
s t a n d i n g  Gocl's p u r p o s e s  b o t h  for t h e  c h u r c h  and  for I s rae l .  I t  i s  founded  
0 1 1  t h e  bas ic  fact tha t  C h r i s t  died for o u r  s i n s  o n  t h e  c r o s s  and t ha t  God 

I i s  t h e r e f o r e  free to t3edeer?1, to r ecor~c i l e ,  and  to t rans fo rm  qu i t e  apar t  frorn 
Il~er~lan meri t  0 ) -  ~ v o r t h i ~ z e s s .  T h e  new  covenant  i s  a  covenan t  of  g race ,  a  



covenant that will be observed by God without end throughout eternity ( p p .  
190,191). 

TRI-COVENANT -- \lle would suggest  a fu r ther  s t ep ,  not in contradiction o r  re-  
futation, but for clarification, in o rder  to accentuate the  vast  

difference between Israel 's  New Covenant and the Church's  New Covenant, both 
of which are  based upon the Everlasting Covenant between God and H i s  Son-- 
three  in all. See our  Chart on the  final page. 

THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT -- In his chapter titled "The Sermon on the  Mount," 
Dr .  Walvoord does not do so well. He is un- 

able to keep the  Church clear of Israel 's  earthly kingdom ethic:  

The extreme view should not be follo~vecl that the Sermon on the Mount is ex -  
clusively eschatological--that i s ,  that it refers only to the millennia1 kingdom. 
Though basic rules of life differ in different dispensations, there also are 
similarities, and where the application is made of an ethical principle relating 
the future kingdom to the present situation, it is because these qaulities are 
broader than those confined to one dispensation. 

I n  b r i e f ,  though the Sermon on the l\iount cloes not declare the way of salva- 
: i o r l ,  i t  does tleclare the ethical eviclences of salvation for the children of the 
kingclom. This kingdom will have i t s  ultimate revelation in the future millen- 
nial kinyclurn, bu t  it has present applications to the ethical character of the 
Ch)-istian life even i n  the present age ( p .  1 9 4 ) .  

Dr. \\'alvoord might have heeded more carefully the  teaching of his old-time men- 
t o r ,  Dr .  Chafer ,  r e  the Sermon (and  a lot else!):  

The Bible provides three  complete and wholly independent rules of human con- 
duct :  (1) one for the  past dispensation which is known as  the Mosaic Law 
and is crystallized in  the  Decalogue; ( 2 )  one for the  fu ture  dispensation 
which is  crystallized in the Sermon on the  Mount; ( 3 )  and one for the  pre- 
sent  dispensation which appears in the  Gospel of John ,  the  Acts, and the  
Epistles of the  NT (Systematic Theology Y: 9 8 ) .  

I t  will be found that  the teachings of t he  kingdom presented in Matthew 5-7 
[ t he  Sermon on the hlount] a re  in exact accord with the  O T  predictions re-  
garding the  kingdom, and a re  almost wholly in disagreement with the  teach- 
ings  of grace (Ibid.  , lV:214) .  

"THE LORD'S PRAYER" -- Dr.  Walvoordfs teaching concerning the Disciples' 
Prayer i s  surprising--but t hen ,  take on Israel 's Ser- 

mon, and you get what i t  contains. 

Jesus gave u s  ]\,hat is cornnlonly culled "The  Lord's Prayer" as a model for 
hov, we shoulcl prajl ( p .  1 9 8 ) .  

The p),aye)- should be primal-il\l concerned about bringing in the kingdom of 
God so that (111 on earth will worship C;oci as he is worshiped in  heaven ( p .  
1 9 9 )  . 

Child)-en of the kingclom are encouraged to pray for answers to prayers notv 

d 

t7\'erx b ~ ? f o ) * e  the  blessings o f  the kingdon1 are realized in the  future ( p .  201). 

.-\re J-ou, by chance,  a child of the kingdom? 



Hear, with thankful hea r t ,  D r .  Chafer r e  kingdom prayer :  

There is  no word of the cross ,  or  of grace,  in the  kingdom teachings. The 
whole basis of appeal in this p rayer ,  as  in hlatthetv 7 :7-11, i s  the  faithful- 
ness of the  Father to His children in the  kingdom. The basis of appeal in 
prayer  dur ing the  days before Christ ,  or  under LIoses, was the faithfulness 
of Jehovah to His covenants. 

The basis of appeal under grace is  that  of the believer's present union and 
identification [emphasis mine] with Christ .  Long after  He had taught  H i s  
disciples the  kingdom form of prayer ,  and after  He had turned to the  teach- 
ing  of pure  grace H e  said: "Hitherto have ye asked nothing in my name: 
a s k ,  and ye shal! receive, thzt  your joy may be full" (John 1 6 :  2 4 ) .  The 
kingdom form of prayer  omits every feature of the essential note of prevail- 
ing  prayer  under  grace ( I b i d . ,  I V :  222). 

TONGUE SLIPPAGE -- In his chapter titled "The New Program for the Church" 
( p p .  229-248), D r .  Walvoord says concerning spiritual 

gifts:  

i l lembers  of t h e  b o d y  are  also e n d o ~ v e d  w i t h  special  sp i r i tua l  g i f t s .  Some of 
t h e  miracu lous  g i f t s  g i v e n  i n  t h e  eat-ly c h u r c h  decl ined o n c e  t h e  NT w a s  
~ v r i t t e n  a n d  t h e  special  p u r p o s e s  of t h e s e  g i f t s  c e a s e d .  1  C o r i n t h i a n s  13:8 
ulso s t u t e s  t h u t  t o n g u e s  ulill c e a s e ,  t h o u g h  i t  i s  not  c lear  w h e n  t h i s  will o c c u r .  

I n  t h e  e a r l y  c h u r c h  t h e  e x e r c i s e  of t o n g u e s  i n  publ ic  d e p e n d e d  o n  a n  i n t e r -  
[ ~ ) ~ e t c ? -  b e i n g  p r e s e n t  (1 COJ- .  12:10; 14: 2G-28). In v i e w  of t h e  fact t h a t  no  
o n e  c u n  den lons t ra te  t h a t  h e  h a s  t h e  g i f t  of i n t e r p r e t i n g  t o n g u e s  t o d a y ,  t h e  
s i f t  i f  e s e ) - c i s e d  at all ,  should  b e  e x e r c i s e d  in pr iva te  ( e m p h a s i s  mine]  ( p .  244). 

O u r  brother n igh t  \t:ell have escrcised that  eyroneous deduction in private.  

DISINTEGRATING D I S T I N C T I O N S  -- Since the  prime factor in progressive dis- 
pensationalism i s  to eliminate enough dis- 

tinctions to produce "one people of God," one need not be too surpr ised at the  
following statement by Bock and Blaising in the final pages of their book: 

T h e  fc~ct t h a t  Goc! \vorlis t h r o u g h  ciistinct i n s t i t u t i o n s  [ I s r u e l ,  and  t h e  Chur*ch] 
in ciist inct  time frarnes [ d i s p e n s a t i o n s ]  n e e d  no t  mean t h a t  God ' s  people a r e  
k e p t  d i s t i n c t .  i\Jillenniul s a i n t s  ~ v i l l  b e  Chl*is t ians ,  anci t h e i r  i d e n t i t y  i n  
Chr-ist will t l -unscend tKeir racial d i s t i n c t i o n s ,  just a s  it shou ld  b e  i n t h e  
c u r r e n t  e r u  o f  t h e  c h u r c h  (ernphusis mine]  ( p .  387). 

But the  rcnl surpr i se  came to find this same thing expressed by Dr.  FValvoord! 

CIl,7ist ians i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  age w h o  arc  1ooi;ing f o i ~ v a r d  to  t h e  R a p t u r e  a r e  
c s s ~ i l ~ e d  t h a t  t h e y  will b e  de l i vered  fr-or11 t h e  day  of w r a t h  (1 T h e s s .  5:9). 
I n  c o n t r a s t ,  i n  t h e  pet*iod p r e c e d i n g  t h e  Second  Coming [7 'r ' ib~i lut i01l]  t h e  
\\%i.ath of Goci will be  poured  o ~ i t  o n  t h e  C h r i s t i a n s  as  well u s  n o n - C h r i s t i a n s  
( R e x 1 .  6:12-17) ( p .  2SG). 

I n  acidit ior~ to t h e  fact t h a t  e v e r y  Chr-istian xrlill h e  indwel t  b y  t h e  Holy S p i r i t  
i n  t h e  .\lillenrli~tm, t h e r e  i s  e v i d e n c e  t h a t  t h e r e  will b e  rnuny more C h r i s t i a n s  - filled ~ v i t l l  t h e  Sp i r i t  t h a n  i s  conlrnon i n  oui-  p r e s e n t  age  ( I s a .  32:15; 44: 3; 
Ezel;. 39: 29; Joel 2: 26,29) ( p .  394). 



Whatever happend to His all-glorious, co-reigning Bride?! I t  would seem tha t  
the re  is more than just a breakdown of distinctions here .  

SALVATION SLIGHTED -- In his  chapter  titled "The Death and Resurrection of 
Christ" ( p p .  219-228), Dr.  Walvoord faithfully and  

scriptural ly se t s  forth the  saviour ' s -death  and resurrect ion for our justification 
and  fu tu re  resurrection.  

T h e  d e a t h  and r e sur rec t i on  of Chr i s t  a re  also declared to  b e  t h e  b a s i s  o f  
o u r  reconcil iation (Rom.  5: 1 0 ) .  Paul con t i nued  to  r e f e r  to  t h e  r e s u r r e c t i o n  
of Chr i s t  a s  essent ial  to o u r  salvat ion (Rom.  6 :  9 , lO;  8 :11 ,34 ;  10:  9 ) .  I n  
Coloss ians  2 :12 ,  because  of t h e  bap t i sm  of t h e  Ifoly Sp i r i t  and i den t i f i ca t i on  
of t h e  be l i e ve r  w i t h  C h r i s t ,  b e l i e ve r s  a re  cons ide red  a s  " h a v i n g  b e e n  b u r i e d  
~ r , i t h  him i n  baptisrn and raised w i t h  him from t h e  dead .  " In  1  Thessa lon ians  
4 :14  t h e  ce r ta in t y  of t h e  dea th  and r e s u r r e c t i o n  of C h r i s t ,  now a n  his tor ical  
fact ,  i s  t h e  bus i s  for t h e  b e l i e v e r ' s  faith and t r u s t  i n  h i s  coming again f o r  
thern at  t h e  Rap tu re  ( p p .  226 ,227 ) .  

Throughout th is  chapter  D r .  Walvoord cites nearly every  reference in t h e  Word 
concerning Chris t ' s  death and resurrect ion a s  substi tut ion for our  justification 
nnd ultimate resurrection.  He includes the  single reference above, Colossians 
2 : 1 3 ,  concerning our identification with Him in His death and  resurrect ion,  pass-  
i n g  on without comment. 

EARTH-BOUND -- KINGDOM-BOUND -- Hence th i s  i s  the  ear th ly ,  legal plight of 
t h e  Church today.  A preponderance of 

preaching and teaching concerning His subst i tu t ionary work for our  justification, 
\vhilc ra re ly ,  if eve r ,  a word extolling our  positional identification with Him in  

- His death unto s in ,  and ascension to the  r igh t  hand of the  Father--where we 
abide and grow in grace,  and in t he  knowledge of our  Lord and  Saviour, J e s u s  
Christ  ( 2  Peter  3 : 18) .  

The Church i s  left on the  ground of s ins  forgiven,  with heaven (o r  t he  kingdom), 
?.ssured. I t  i s  the same ear th ly  level a s  Isrzel 's  New Covenant, Covenant theo- 
logy,  and Nco-Dispensationalism. Hence the  Church i s  at  home with Israel 's  New 
Covenant , her  Sermon, and her  Kingdom--she i s  bu t  a commonality, which i s  fatal 
to r ight ly  dividing the  Word of t r u t h ,  and  hence spir i tual  growth. 

SUBSTITUTION IS  NO SUBSTITUTE FOR IDENTIFICATION -- The Christian needs  
to be taught  his  

identification with the  Lord J e sus  Christ  in His dea th ,  burial ,  resurrect ion and  
ascension to t he  r ight  hand of the  Fa ther ,  via t h e  Pauline Church Epistles. Such 
t ~ u t l i  will establish him in his heavenly position in Chr is t ,  far  above t he  ear th ly  
?.:I(? legal level of that  which would d r a g  him down. 

From that  heavenly position he and  his dispensationalism will no longer be vul- 
n c ~ z b l e  to the  influence of earthly Israel ,  ear th ly  Covenantism, and ear th ly  Neo- 
Dispcnsationalisrn. He will abide above where these  earthly and kingdom bound 
elcnients will no t ,  and cannot,  come--their law will not allow that--that which 
qrc?ct? has  already accomplished. 
L- 

"CHAFERIAN" DALLAS -- "A prophet  i s  not without honor ,  but  in his own country  
[Dallas] and among his  own kin [ facu l ty ] ,  and in h is  - o ~ ~ n  house [ Serninary]" (hlark 6 :  4 ) .  



The question i s ,  How much of the following positional t r u t h  is  being taught  in 
and coming out of Dallas Theological Seminary? This is  not to infer that  i t  i s  
not t he re ;  but  if i t  were given i t s  central place, how could earthly Neo-Dispen- 
sationalism be spawned from such a heavenly position--as Dr. Chafer held and  
taught?  : 

hluch of divine blessing is determined for Israel ,  all of which is  anticipated 
in her  covenants and prophecies; but  no covenant or  prophecy br ings  tha t  
nation into heavenly citizenship or  into marriage union with the Lord Jesus  
Christ  ( S y s t e m a t i c  Theo logy  I V :  1 4 2 )  . 
The heavenly people obtain immediately by faith unto a standing as perfect  
as that  of Christ ,  which standing is  secured by a sp i r i tua l  bir th  and all the  
saving operations of God which accompany i t .  They a re  individually redeemed 
by the  Blood of Christ; born of the  Spirit into a relationship in which God 
becomes their  Father and they become His legitimate sons and heirs--even 
joint-heirs with Christ.  

Through the  regenerating work of the  Spirit they have Christ begotten in 
them (Col. 1 :  2 7 ) ,  and receive the divine nature which i s  eternal  life (Rorn. 
6 :23) .  They are  forgiven all t respasses  to such a degree that  they will 
never  come into condemnation (Col. 2: 13; John 3 :  18 ) ,  and are  justified forever 
(Rom. 3 :21 -5 : l l ) .  

They died in Christ 's death unto sin (Rom. 6:l-10) ; they rose in Christ 's  
resurrection (Col. 3 : l -3 ) ;  and they a re  seated with Christ in the  heavenlies 
(Eph.  2 :6 ) .  Ey the baptising work of the Spirit they a r e  "joined to the 
Lord" (Rom. 6 : l -7 ;  1 Cor. 12:13; Gal.  3:27) and ,  being thus  in Chris t ,  
their  position before God is  no less than the  perfection of Christ in whom 
they a re  accepted (2 Cor. 5 :21; Eph. 1 :  6 ) .  

Being in Christ ,  they are  one with each other in a mystic union which is both 
incomparable and incomprehensible--a unity like that  within the blessed 
Trinity (John 17:21-23). Not one of these distinctive characteristics of a 
Christ ian,  a member of the Body of Christ--and the  list here presented 
could be greatly expanded--is ever said to belong to Israel as  such ,  ei ther 
as  individuals or nationally (Ibid. , p .  1 6 )  . 

Finally, J .  Butler Stoney adds a heavenly word: "Christians a r e  earthly minded 
because they have not been brought into the  consciousness of their  living 
zssociation with Christ in heaven. If believers see that  they belong to  the  
Lord Jesus  Christ in heaven consequent on His rejection on ea r th ,  and see 
H i m  there  as the Head of the New Creation, who has sanctified Himself in 
the  heavenly position for us (John 17: 1 9 ) ,  how can they fail to be occupied 
v;ith Christ and the things of Christ? What we need to see is that  i t  i s  the  
most blessed place to be raised up together ,  and  made to sit togethell in 
heavenly places in Christ.  And then what a re  the  things of the  e a r t h ,  o r  
the  kingdom? 

lqithout these positional and identification t ru th s  of the  Pauline Epistles, both 
Dispensationalism and the Christian life a re  horizontal, f lat ,  bound to earth-- 
yea,  kingdom-bound! 

[Nov. ' 9 2 . 1  
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